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Appendix 1 Schedule 3c: Summary of the representations, number made, and changes made between Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 Proposed Submission 

Version 
 

Chapter 8.1: Villages (A-E) 

Abbotskerswell:  Land at Manor Road 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

Not suitable as steep with a watercourse.  Maintain wildlife buffer around watercourse and 
site.   

Land at Manor Road is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12876740487  

12876560927  

12876421481  

12876394869  

12876209356  

12875653706  

12875544620  

 

The comments 
include 449, 
submitted by email, 
in post, or in person. 

Strategic bat flyway (SAC) require hedges and buffers, and low lighting.    

Mitigation required to deal with the cirl bunting, great crested newts, dormouse, along with 
Greater horseshoe bats  

   

Historic Environment - Site contains possible prehistoric burial mound, or other form of 
earthwork. Requires evaluation.  

 

Loss of open break between Newton Abbot and Abbotskerswell contrary to Neighbourhood 
Plan.  

  

Village housing survey indicates no demand for housing in the village.    

20 homes would be suitable.  Support need for homes.    

Narrow lanes and dangerous junction onto main road. Distance from village centre and lack 
of pedestrian links and, erosion of rural character. of the village.  

 

Poor access only through industrial development.   

Poor bus services.    

No space in the primary school.  

  
   

Lack of highway capacity – village only served by 5 single track lanes going into 
village.  Congestion.   

 

Object.  Planning permission refused in the past.   

EA - Sequential approach to site layout required to ensure that no development is at risk from 
flooding over its lifetime.  However, the development of this site may result in enhancement 
of floodplain and watercourses.   

 

Historic England notes the comments about the old Cider Factory in the HELAA and the 
potential heritage benefits from reinstating an orcharduse. We are not sure of the heritage 
status of this building or the contribution that this site makes to the setting of the 
Abbotskerswell Conservation Area, which may have prompted this recommendation. 
However, we note that the adopted Abbotskerswell Conservation Area Character Appraisal 
(2010) identifies some of the buildings at the old Cider Factory as making a positive 
contribution to character and the importance of orchardsto thevillage’s history. 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

The Council may wish to carry out a heritage impact assessment (HIA)to clarify these matters. 
This will help to inform decisionsabout the suitability and capacity of this site for allocation as 
well as the need f or any site-specific criteria in the associated allocation policyto avoid, 
minimised and/or mitigatenegative impactsand maximise enhancements maximised.We also 
note the archaeological potential for the site from the HELAA heritage and archaeology 
commentswith a recommendation for archaeological mitigation.Assuming that the site 
requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we 
consider that theyshould also address these archaeological matters. 

Support the other 3 small sites consulted on for development.     

 

Abbotskerswell: Orchard Lane 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

Traditional orchard site with current wooded mosaic, known to be key GHB habitat.  Orchard Lane is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12877651624  

12876760792  

12876698079  

12876431541  

12876371571  

 

The comments 
include 15, 
submitted by email, 
in post, or in 
person. 

Important wildlife site.  Cirl Bunting area.     

Historic Environment - In historic settlement core. Requires programme of mitigation such as 
a monitoring and recording.  

 

Impact on setting of village.     

How was this identified as landowners don’t want to develop.    

Support development here as it accords with the Neighbourhood Plan – village needs 20 
homes.  

 

Potential loss of 1 home to provide access onto Slade lane.      

No access.  Very poor access.    

Congested narrow roads.      

School capacity concern.   

  
   

EA - It is likely that the site will be suitable for residential development (if the requirements can be 
met). 

 

Historic England notes from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments that access to this 
proposed allocation site is located within the Abbotskerswell Conservation Area with the bulk of the 
site potentially affecting its setting as well as the settingsof several grade II listed buildings. Given that 
this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to conserve and enhance the 
settingsand significance of these listed buildings and the Conservation Area (assuming that the site 
requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy).We support 
the inclusion of site requirements regarding the retention of existing vegetation given that the 
adopted Abbotskerswell Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) identifies importance of trees 
and orchards to the village’s character and history. 

We also query if the archaeological potential ofthis allocation site has been assessedas appears to have 
been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken with an indication of whether 
any archaeological assessment and evaluation should be carried out now to inform the allocation and 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals. This could then be 
added into the site requirements if necessary. 

No not build.  Object to any development.      

 

Abbotskerswell: Plum Tree 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

Reinstate orchard habitat for GHB.   Adjacent to woodland.  Adjacent to Cirl Buntings.   Plum Tree Cottage is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12876427304  

12876130319 

 

The comments 
include 16, 
submitted by email, 
in post, or in 
person. 

 

Subject to flooding issues including water running down the road through the 
village.  Watercourse should be kept open.  

  

Need for open space / play alongside any development.   

  
 

Support site as Neighbourhood Plan states need for 20 homes.    

Narrow village lanes restrict safe access.    

Limited capacity in school, doctor and dentist.       

Insufficient road capacity.     

EA - It is likely that the site will be suitable for residential development (if the requirements 
can be met). 

 

Object due to flooding and poor access.     

 

Abbotskerswell: The Butcher’s Arms 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

Stream and pond, with newts, bats, wildlife.  Cirl Buntings.  The Butcher’s Arms is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.  However, note that the settlement limit 
has been amended to incorporate the existing car parking area to the rear of the former 
pub.   

12876543075  

12875704844  

 

The comments 
include 18, 
submitted by email, 
in post, or in 
person. 

Adjacent to woodland.  Running out of green space.      

Listed thatched buildings would need to be demolished to create access.      

Flooding concerns.      

Pub may be revived.      

Site no longer available.     

Any new buildings should be thatched.    

Support as identified in Neighbourhood Plan.    

Too much traffic in village. Access would require demolition of existing buildings.      

No employment in the area.      

Primary school places very limited & some children have to travel to other schools.    
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

Insufficient GP services, hospitals and sewerage infrastrucuture.    

The confirmed site owner states that the site is no longer available for development.    

EA - It is likely that the site will be suitable for residential development (if the requirements 
can be met). The development of this site may result in enhancement of floodplain and 
watercourses, as well as the remediation of any contaminated land.    

 

These buildings represent the village character.    

 

Bickington: Land between Old Hill and the former A38 adjacent Old Hill 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

The A38 is one big impact on both, and we have all manage to live with that on our doorstep. 
So, nothing could top that.  

Land between Old Hill and former A38 is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please 
see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

FS-Case-395497061  

FS-Case-395325793  

FS-Case-391860474  

FS-Case-380559444  

FS-Case-395470008  

FS-Case-395296264  

FS-Case-391849059  

FS-Case-380558065  

FS-Case-395462575  

FS-Case-395285539  

FS-Case-391308429  

FS-Case-380557579  

FS-Case-395402412  

FS-Case-394972646  

FS-Case-386808534  

FS-Case-380156123  

FS-Case-395391641  

FS-Case-394902912  

FS-Case-381928761  

FS-Case-379983068  

FS-Case-395387083  

FS-Case-393998740  

FS-Case-381436764  

FS-Case-379056217  

FS-Case-395377992  

FS-Case-393992919  

This is a green-field, agricultural site outside the village envelope. Lying so close to the 
national park boundary, development would be clearly visible from the Haytor area of 
Dartmoor and would detract significantly from the view. Suggested developments for 
Bickington would effectively double the size of the village and permanently impact on its 
rural character.  

 

The village is in countryside and therefore homes a large number of wildlife including birds, 
bats etc.  A reduction in green space would displace this wildlife impacting on the local 
area.  
  
I believe there are bat highways within the village that may be disturbed. Potential light 
impact from the development.   

   

The site is in the centre of the village surrounded by development, therefore there would be 
no ecology or landscape impact.  

   

Filling the remaining green spaces in the middle of the village with blocks of identical houses 
as has happened to so many small towns and villages would certainly not enhance the visual 
attractiveness of the area.  
Development here has already been declined as being unsuitable. What has changed?  

  

Why not use the Toby jug site, totally safe access onto the main road, on the recognised bus 
route, ideal for redevelopment and currently an eyesore in the village.  

 

The developments would mean a lot more cars in and passing through the village causing 
environmental damage with their emissions. Turning Bickington into a commuter village 
with no infrastructure to support these proposals.  

  

EA - Site is located within CDA of Holbeam Dam.  

Recommend stronger Site Requirement is included which specifies surface water drainage 
scheme should be designed in line with latest CDA drainage standard.  

  

Site is within 1.5km of nearest cirl bunting territory and needs assessment as per cirl 
bunting planning guidance.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

These sites are within 200m of the Dartmoor National Park boundary. The two sites are 
expected to accommodate a total of 60 dwellings, but they are within the built-up area.  

 FS-Case-381428232  

FS-Case-378854089  

FS-Case-395334899  

FS-Case-393389978  

FS-Case-381036529  

FS-Case-395493938  

 

The comments 
include 11, 
submitted by email, 
in post, or in 
person. 

Within Mineral Consultation Area (limestone).  

Development would place no greater constraint on future working of the resource than 
existing dwellings  

 

Bickington has been known to be a ‘dead town’ by building selected new builds will bring 
younger families to the village and help boost the town and fund it.  

   

Upgrade and develop and infill for the immediate future.     

Bickington has mostly older buildings (a number are grade listed) which are associated with 
an old English country village.  The introduction of a significant number of new build homes 
in the heart of the village will change the character and charm of the village.    

   

It is important to the village that that some definition between parcels of land should 
remain as "open countryside"  

 

This site is surrounded by many different types of property, which all different in design. 
Most of which I believe were built in the 1970's.  

 

There is a mix of property design around the village, some of it has now been modernised 
from the general 1970's style, making the village a very desirable place to live for all 
generations.  

 

Foundations of listed buildings in this area would be greatly affected by higher volume of 
traffic.  

 

Bickington is a village surrounded by green fields, a beautiful Devonshire village, I would like 
it to remain that way.  

   

Bickington is a small village populated by, in the most part, people who love small village life 
and want it to stay that way.  

  

Up to 60 new houses is not in keeping with the current feel of the village.  We must keep 
some of the villages as that - without turning them all into built up housing estates.  

 

Historic England notes from the HELAA that the site is in close proximity to a grade II listed 
building (Crooked Cottage) to the north-west and that there is group of listed buildings 
located to the east, which includes the grade I listed Church of St Mary the Virgin (on the 
Heritage at Risk Register) and the grade II* listed Church House and Dove Cote. The need to 
address these constraints in a sensitive development in relation to the settings of these 
assets is identified in the HELAA but is not acknowledged in either the Sensitivities or the 
Site Requirements section of the draft Local Plan.  

   

Owing to the proximity of this allocation, and the nearby proposed allocation at Land south 
of Old Hill, Bickington, we are concerned about the potential impacts on the settings and 
significance of these designated heritage assets. Given this, we consider that a heritage 
impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed 
allocation on the significance and settings of affected heritage assets and better understand 
its suitability and capacity for development.  

 

The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

opportunities for enhancements maximised. This should include the cumulative impact of 
this allocation in combination with the proposed allocation at Land South of Old Hill, 
Bickington.  

We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed as appears 
to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken as part of 
the HIA with an indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform the 
allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to inform development 
proposals.  

 

Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve and 
enhance the significance and settings of all affected heritage assets, including the grade I 
listed Church of St Mary the Virgin (at risk), grade II* listed Church House and Dove Cote, 
and grade II listed building Crooked Cottage and other listed buildings, as well as any other 
design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. They should also cover 
any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation as well as any matters 
related to local character and distinctiveness.  

 

Inclusion of site into settlement boundary.   

Building on this site will greatly benefit Bickington for more houses and for locals to be able 
to stay.  

   

The land is agricultural and should remain so.   

We see lots of in utilised land just lying idle.  

  
 

Rough grazing - no specific importance    

These are designated green field sites, whereas the derelict Toby jug site over the other side 
of the old A38 is an obviously better option, with readymade totally safe access and I 
suspect a brown field site designation.  

    

Most of the fields in the plan are used for grazing and hay making, which should be left for 
agriculture.  

 

This parcel of land sits between the disjointed hamlets of Bickington and Lemonford - 
development would combine the two hamlets into one village. This would enhance the 
community and help sustain the local groups.  

 

Land has little agricultural value, due to its size,  
Site is an infill plot with development all around it.  

   

New affordable housing will be available making it easier for a younger generation to get on 
the property ladder and stay local.  

   

Please allow more self builds for locals.  
Please also legislate against 2nd homes.  

  

This is not a residential area that needs affordable housing. Affordable housing is already 
being constructed close to Newton Abbot. If you have the need for affordable housing, you 
will also need to be able to walk to a local shop, Bickington has no shop or local facilities.  

  

No houses for young workers, rental or affordable.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

There is no need for this kind of development in Bickington. Levels of deprivation here are 
very low (less than the Devon average).  

   

There is a small development in Bickington at the Toby Jug site which will be sufficient 
housing - according to housing needs in Bickington, the actual requirement for housing is 
very low - I believe was 1-4   
with Houghton Barton development in very close proximity - building in open countryside 
would seem unnecessary, although I do understand there is a legal requirement for small 
sites.   

 

If the housing added to the site included some homes that attract government schemes, 
this is likely to attract a young families to the area.  Whilst this is not negative impact - this 
may bring a number of active families who will likely be using cars for more often for 
work/education than perhaps an older retired resident would require, further adding to 
traffic, congestion and pollution in the area.  

  

The number of houses in your plan, up to 60, are an enormous increase to the houses at the 
moment in Bickington.  

  

Sewage is not capable to take the extra amount of up to 60 houses.   

The electric is not up to scratch. There are many power cuts yearly in Bickington   

There is no gas supply in the road. All new houses needs either gas tanks, oil tanks or 
powered by solar panels, but as already said the electric supply is not a very good one in 
Bickington.  

 

Bickington have lovely trees and hedges around their fields and it will be a great loss for us 
and the wild live in particular if this has to go for housing.  

  

Privacy and overlooking could be an issue.     

Whilst it is acknowledged that there is a small need for affordable housing within the village 
the proposed sites only intent to meet a very small proportion of that need whilst also 
exploiting available land for profit. Expanding the village so vastly would not be in line with 
the need for affordable housing within the village.  

 

So called affordable housing usually means buy to let landlords cashing in, which leads to a 
very transient population, which isn’t conducive to a sustainable village environment and 
the lifestyle to which the current populace enjoys and are happy to contribute toward.  

   

Bickington has been starved of any new housing for decades, despite the Parish councils 
support for modest development of mixed housing, both affordable and open market to 
rejuvenate the village.  

  

The proposed development would effectively double (at least) the number of cars in the 
village.     

  

Walking on either the main road through the village or on Old Hill is currently not safe, with 
no scope for improvement (see below). Further development would significantly exacerbate 
this problem and put people's safety at risk, especially pedestrians.  

 

There are few opportunities for active travel from Bickington. The former A38 and nearby 
Ashburton Road are dangerous and therefore do not lend well for cycling.    
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

There is a bus stop along both road which will provide sustainable travel for residents, 
although the frequency may not be satisfactory for families who may require a number of 
trips per day to support travel to and from a place of education and/or work.  

 

There is very good Public Transport hourly that goes through the Village on the Old A38, 
also regional transport immediately outside this site.  The Village is one of the best serviced 
in the District.  

 

There are great transportation links from this site - including a reliable bus route and cycle 
route.  

 

The local public transport is not adequate as it stands.    

Bickington is a village on a very steep hill, with no streetlights in the majority and no 
pavements in most areas. This makes driving most places almost essential. Expanding the 
village would increase traffic and make it even more risky to be trying to be green and travel 
sustainably. The cycle routes are a fair distance from Bickington along the old A38 which is 
an incredibly dangerous road to cycle along. I think there are far more suitable sites which 
will increase the likelihood of residents participating in active and sustainable travel.  

   

With no amenities here (even with the proposed new builds, there wouldn’t be sufficient 
trade to support amenities here - we used to have a post office, shop, police station, pub - 
all closed many years ago).   

  

Close proximity to large employment hubs (Heathfield industrial estate).  
Good road access, Good Bus service, on the National cycle network.  

 

The Roads are far too small for current residents, let alone adding so many properties that 
would need to use these same roads.   
Each one of the proposed properties will bring two extra cars. That is over 100 cars trying to 
use lanes that are too small for two vehicles to pass.  

   

Great links to all areas, and central for a local working family.   

The main road through Bickington (former A38) is subject to a speed limit of 30mph, but 
generally this is not observed by all motorists (as a result the police frequently use the 
location for speed camera enforcement). I frequently see drivers reach speeds of up to 
50mph on this road. Pavements are narrow (single width), and it is hard to see how they 
could be widened. Hedgerows are not maintained sufficiently, forcing pedestrians to walk in 
the road.    

  

Old Hill is particularly unsafe as drivers often fail to stop, or even slow down as required at the top 
of the lane beside the church. This is effectively a blind corner from every direction and is already a 
hazard for walkers.  

Old Hill is a narrow country lane, with no pavements, no street lighting and no room at all 
for improvement. The proposed developments would significantly increase the amount of 
both vehicular and pedestrian traffic on this lane, to the detriment of public safety.  

   

  

The bridge over the Lemon is old, and single lane, again with no scope for improvement. It is 
hard to see it coping with a much-increased volume of traffic.  

  

There are great transportation links from this site, there is definitely no access constraints 
to highways.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

Local roads provide good access for future residents and developers.   

Site benefits from good highway access from Old Hill, already approved by highways). But 
could also benefit from access from the old A38.  

  

Concern around highways and access and egress on the junction with the A38 nearby. 
Detailed highways impact assessment would be needed for safety and sustainability  

 

This will benefit local pubs and drum up business, allowing them to stay open.   

Lots of employment around.     

Bickington is an extremely low employment location, with few or no job opportunities. New 
residents would have to travel out of the village for work. The proposed developments would 
effectively turn the village into a commute suburb of Newton Abbot.  

  

The lack of shops is also likely to result in residents relying more heavily on online shopping, 
which in turn leads to an increase in delivery traffic into the village. An increase in homes 
will lead to an increase in deliveries also.  

  

There are many opportunities in each direction of travel, connected via Public Transport & 
dedicated cycle paths.  

  

Close proximity to large employment hubs (Heathfield industrial estate).  
Ashburton Town Centre & Newton Abbot are all within a small commuting distant with 
good road access to all.  

 

The addition of houses is going to require more school places, more doctor surgery patients - 
the surrounding doctors and schools are very oversubscribed - I believe there is capacity at 
Blackpool.   

 

The village has no amenities such as a doctor, pharmacy, shops, school, post office, 
hairdressers etc.  This requires residents to travel to local towns to access to services, 
increasing traffic in the village and local area.  Further residents would add to this 
pressure.   The local primary school in Liverton (Blackpool Primary School) is a large school 
but does cover the new estates on the Bradley Barton side of newton abbot and is generally 
oversubscribed.    
  
Secondary schools are a few miles away in Ashburton or in newton abbot - both require 
students to travel to access.    

 

There is a very active Village Hall in the Village with regular social events, a Community 
Church which serves surrounding Villages, Primary School, Secondary School, Health Care & 
good local service - all connected by regular public transport & cycle path. There are also 2 
small shops within the Village.  

   

Within proximity there is a selection of very well-regarded primary schools and secondary 
schools to choose from. There is a doctor's surgery nearby, with a state-of-the-art hospital 
in Newton Abbot along with other healthcare services. The village has an active social 
community with regular events at the village hall, and a communal church which has 
resulted in a real feel of community.  

  

Apart from the church with infrequent services and the village hall there is no local 
infrastructure, the pub now closed, no shop, no school, infrequent public transport and no 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

sources of employment. None of these are likely to return with the addition of a few extra 
houses. There is very little to attract young families and work, shopping, health services and 
entertainment would all entail travel to other centres.  

GPs have excess capacity as of January 2022, however, consented and commenced sites in the 
catchment reduce capacity considerably.  
  

Sites in Part 2 will lead to overall capacity shortfall. To mitigate the capacity issue a primary 
care developer contribution will be required.  

  

Newton Abbot the nearest town has become overpacked and crowded. By building a few 
more houses will be able to keep residents in Bickington and continue to enjoy this way of 
life, without overcrowding the village.  

   

We purchased a property in Bickington to be in a quiet hamlet out in the countryside. The 
whole village would be ruined with the proposed addition of new properties. There are 
thousands of homes being built less then 3 miles away in Newton Abbot that is already a 
built-up area and has all the public services to be able to cope with additional properties.   
This application is not being submitted for the good of the community, it is being submitted 
to allow a few individuals to profiteer.  

   

Sewage: Many doubts have been raised as to the ability of the villages current sewage 
disposal infrastructure to cope with this level of additional housing.   

  

there was undeniably a strong and unanimous conviction amongst the villagers that 
Bickington does not want and never will want this inappropriate level of development.  

 

I know this is about finding property development on a smaller scale, but with the Seal 
Hayne development so very close, I don't think it is needed here.  

   

There are several public footpaths leading directly from the Village into open countryside.  
Travel in any direction is very easy from this Village in any direction. Many families who 
would love family members to live near them within the Village have been denied housing 
in the past.  I feel that more housing is necessary to keep the Village community alive and 
vibrant.  Please don't let it become stagnant!  New families mean new life.  

  

This development is totally outside the village envelope.   

The village cannot sustain the number of houses that the landowners are proposing on 
these sites. The definition of small sites are sites under a hectare and this proposed site is 
bigger than a hectare therefore not suitable under the definition of a 'small site.'  

 

The house prices in Bickington reflect the area as it is, and residents have paid a premium 
for this. The countryside in Bickington needs to stay as Countryside.  

  

Within a small settlement like this, any increase in housing will surely impact local services.     

We live here very happily and have done so for several years, and despite the lack of 
amenities and, in our view, the extortionate level of council tax, are more than happy to 
continue. We don’t want the inevitable noise, light pollution because of the inevitable 
street lighting, that the development would bring.  
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Bickington is a small village of around 75 houses dispersed through the countryside with 
two main clusters. A development site of this size is too large. It would be completely out of 
proportion to the village and out of keeping with its character.   

  

 

Bickington: Land South of Old Hill 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

This is a green-field, agricultural site outside the village envelope. Lying so close to the 
national park boundary, development would be clearly visible from the Haytor area of 
Dartmoor and would detract significantly from the view.   

Land south of Old Hill is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

FS-Case-395468649  

FS-Case-395281638  

FS-Case-393391710  

FS-Case-380557342  

FS-Case-395410842  

FS-Case-395035505  

FS-Case-391849059  

FS-Case-379974611  

FS-Case-395391641  

FS-Case-394893167  

FS-Case-391175916  

FS-Case-379811651  

FS-Case-395391553  

FS-Case-393996577  

FS-Case-381435609  

FS-Case-379039683  

FS-Case-395335354  

FS-Case-393986687  

FS-Case-381436764  

FS-Case-378973350  

FS-Case-395294973  

FS-Case-393925686  

FS-Case-380551182  

FS-Case-378955742  

FS-Case-395285539  

FS-Case-393442618  

FS-Case-380557857  

FS-Case-395468967  

 

The comments 
include 12, 

Suggested developments for Bickington would effectively double the size of the village and 
permanently impact on its rural character.  

  

Concerned about the impact on our local wildlife which includes bats, badgers, foxes, 
dormice, hedgehogs, owls and a huge number of foraging and nesting birds that live/feed 
in/on the Devon banks and hedgerows along Old Hill, some of which would have to be 
removed to allow this proposed development.  

  

The developments would mean a lot more cars in and passing through the village causing 
environmental damage with their emissions. Turning Bickington into a commuter village 
with no infrastructure to support these proposals.  

 

Building houses so far away from existing amenities such as shop, schools and other 
amenities doesn't seem to add up. With COP26 just finalised where it is being encouraged to 
reduce our carbon footprints surely building in rural location doesn't add up.  

 

I don’t wish to comment on individual sites but the general principle that no building should 
be allowed on greenfield sites now. ALL development should be on brownfield sites as per 
the Governments recent announcement.  

  

Bickington has mostly older buildings (a number are grade II listed) which are associated with 
an old English country village.  The introduction of a significant number of new build homes 
in the heart of the village will change the character and charm of the village.    

 

Love lane bridge is very old and needs looking after it was repaired in 1688 and dates back 
to the Civil war, so needs protecting for lots of extra traffic, which all the new developments 
would create.   

 

Up to 60 new houses is not in keeping with the current feel of the village. We must keep 
some of the villages as that - without turning them all into built up housing estates.   

  

Historic England is concerned to note that the HELAA does not identify any listed buildings 
within or adjacent to the site. There are several listed buildings in relatively close proximity 
to the proposed allocation site including a group of listed buildings located to the north-east 
centred around the grade I listed Church of St Mary the Virgin (which is on the Heritage at 
Risk Register), as well as the grade II* listed Manor House to the west. Further to the east 
are the grade II listed buildings at Bickington Barton. The presence of these assets is not 
acknowledged in either the Sensitivities or the Site Requirements section of the draft Local 
Plan.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

Owing to the proximity of this allocation, and the nearby proposed allocation at Land 
between Old Hill and former A38, Bickington, we are concerned about the potential impacts 
on the settings and significance of these designated heritage assets. Given this, we consider 
that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of 
the proposed allocation on the significance and settings of affected heritage assets and 
better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  

 submitted by email, 
in post, or in 
person. 

The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for enhancements maximised. This should include the cumulative impact of 
this allocation in combination with the proposed allocation at Land between Old Hill and 
former A38, Bickington.  

  

We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed as appears to have 
been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an 
indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it 
can be prepared at a later date to inform development  

proposals.  

  

Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve and 
enhance the significance and settings of all affected heritage assets, including the grade I 
listed Church of St Mary the Virgin and other listed buildings, as well as any other design or 
other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. They should also cover any 
requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation.  

  

Inclusion of site into settlement boundary.   

The land is for agricultural use only in 2020 this plot had planning permission put in for 5 
houses and was refused.    

 

Both sites are on agricultural land. They are also within the drainage area of Holbeam Dam. 
This could be compromised by development. In the future, the village's climate change 
adaptation might also be compromised.    

  

Farms and Farmers need to be protected; we need food that local, seasonal. Its 
economically important to have farms that produce our food and look after the 
countryside.  

   

The two fields are used for growing crops and grazing cattle so there is clearly a need for 
that to continue.  There are also rabbits and hedgehogs that use the land.  

  

I understand this land is used for farming and cows are often located here and with a local 
farmer maintaining the land. Is this another nail in our countryside both for the open space 
and for use by farmers. How many more farmers will be forced out of business, due to land 
being used for development and any remaining land seeing increased price increases on 
leases due to reduced availability.  

  

This is not a residential area that needs affordable housing. Affordable housing is already 
being constructed close to Newton Abbot. If you have the need for affordable housing, you 
will also need to be able to walk to a local shop, Bickington has no shop or local facilities.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

There is no need for this kind of development in Bickington. Levels of deprivation here are 
very low (less than the Devon average).   

 

If the housing added to the site included some homes that attract government schemes, this 
is likely to attract a young family to the area.  Whilst this is not negative impact - this may 
bring several active families who will likely be using cars for more often for work/education 
than perhaps an older retired resident would require.  

  

The number of houses in your plan, up to 60, are an enormous increase to the houses now 
in Bickington.  

   

Sewage is not capable to take the extra amount of up to 60 houses.   

The fields have a history of flooding.   

The electric is not up to scratch. There are many power cuts yearly in Bickington.   

There is no gas supply in the road. All new houses needs either gas tanks, oil tanks or 
powered by solar panels, but as already said the electric supply is not a very good one in 
Bickington.  

 

Privacy and overlooking could be an issue.     

The lack of housing and availability to younger generation who have lived in Bickington is 
poor. Houses rarely come up for sale and those that do either need a lot money injecting 
into them or are snapped up so quickly there is no chance.  

 

Bickington doesn't need lots of pricey houses, it will cause too much noise and disturbances, 
as most homes will have at least two cars plus visitors.  

   

The amount of affordable housing that is required in the village is very small however, the 
number of houses that are suggested to be built for profit is significant. This is not a fair 
development that would give local people an opportunity to purchase an affordable home.  

  

Several traveller sites already exist in the area.   

The building of the odd house dotted about the village, in keeping with the current set up, is 
more acceptable.  A crass featureless housing estate (or two) is not in keeping with the feel 
of the village.    

 

The proposed development would effectively double (at least) the number of cars in the 
village.   

 

Walking on either the main road through the village or on Old Hill is currently not safe, with 
no scope for improvement (see below). Further development would significantly exacerbate 
this problem and put people's safety at risk, especially pedestrians.  

 

Although there is a limited bus service, there would effectively be no other choice for new 
residents but to use their cars.  

  

Job opportunities on the village are more or less non-existent and so people would have to 
travel to access work, shops, schools, doctors etc.  

 

The present bus service is poor at the very least, with an hourly bus between Buckfastleigh 
and Newton Abbot. The bus stop is down on the A383 and there are no stops within the 
Village - the last bus in at 6pm and there is no Sunday service.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

The village is not suitable for promoting the active and sustainable travel agenda. It is not 
supported by an effective bus service. It is built on the side of a large hill with no lighting, no 
pavements and very fast link roads either side. This does not make it suitable for sustainable 
travel agenda as it is too dangerous.  

 

The local bus service is not cheap and not frequent. It will not be reasonable to expect new 
residents to use public transport often, and therefore any new housing estate will impact on 
the environment considerably.  

 

With no amenities here (even with the proposed new builds, there wouldn’t be sufficient 
trade to support amenities here - we used to have a post office, shop, police station, pub - 
all closed many years ago).   

 

Too far away from local amenities and given that younger families are likely to occupy any 
housing then significant increased traffic can be expected.    

 

The Roads are far too small for current residents, let alone adding so many properties that 
would need to use these same roads.   
Each one of the proposed properties will bring two extra cars. That is over 100 cars trying to 
use lanes that are too small for two vehicles to pass.  

 

The proposed developments would significantly increase the amount of both vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic on this lane, to the detriment of public safety.  

 

The bridge over the Lemon is old, and single lane, again with no scope for improvement. It is 
hard to see it coping with a much-increased volume of traffic.  

 

Old Hill is a single lane road with no pavements and no lighting, not suitable for the 
increased traffic which would result from the proposed dwellings. Blind corner at the top of 
the village and small bridge at the bottom of the village, not suitable for high volume of 
traffic.  

 

Concern around highways and access and egress on the junction with the A38 nearby. 
Detailed highways impact assessment would be needed for safety and sustainability.  

 

There is no employment within the village to support more housing.   

New residents would have to travel out of the village for work. The proposed developments 
would effectively turn the village into a commute suburb of Newton Abbot.  

 

The lack of shops is also likely to result in residents relying more heavily on online shopping, 
which in turn leads to an increase in delivery traffic into the village. An increase in homes will 
lead to an increase in deliveries also.  

 

The local School as far as I am aware is at full capacity, therefore where would the children 
be educated?  

 

With so many new housing developments already happening in and around Newton Abbot - 
where on earth are all the jobs going to come from?  

 

This housing will not improve any local businesses or economies in the local area.    

There’s no healthcare or education available in the village.   

No local shop or any public services.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

Our water and sewage systems in Bickington are already under pressure.   

There is no infrastructure in the village: no shop, no school, no post office, no garage, and 
no pub. Any new housing estate will have a huge impact on the environment. At least 2 cars 
will be required for each house, as there are no employment opportunities nearby. Houses 
are most likely to have young families occupying, and they will have to travel for schools, 
jobs and even just shopping.  

 

GPs have excess capacity as of January 2022, however, consented and commenced sites in the 
catchment reduce capacity considerably.  
  

Sites in Part 2 will lead to overall capacity shortfall. To mitigate the capacity issue a primary 
care developer contribution will be required.  

 

Future housing development in the village would be more viable if accessed off the main 
Road former A38.  

 

The whole village would be ruined with the proposed addition of new properties. There are 
thousands of homes being built less then 3 miles away in Newton Abbot that is already a 
built-up area and has all of the public services to be able to cope with additional properties.   

 

It's understood that there is a legal document which states no properties can be built in the 
village for a set number of years last property built was 2012 the parish council have this 
documentation.  

 

There will be considerably more light pollution generated from the two proposed sites at 
Bickington - we are proud that there is no street lighting in the Village!  

 

Solar panels should be mandatory on new builds to limit the amount of agricultural 
land/natural habitat required for solar energy panel fields.  

 

Bickington is a small village of around 75 houses dispersed through the countryside with two 
main clusters. A development site of this size is too large. It would be completely out of 
proportion to the village and out of keeping with its character.   
  

 

If there is a wish to link the two historically separate parts of the village, the houses around the 
church at the top of the hill and Lemonford at the bottom, it needs to be a much smaller 
development of say 5-6 houses to the west of Springfield, alongside Old Hill itself in the alternative 
proposal for the Old Hill to Old A 38 site. This would be a natural extension of the houses currently 
on Old Hill and so would be much more in keeping with the village and it’s rural setting.  

The village development envelope could be expanded to accommodate this part of the Old 
Hill to Old A 38 site, but, in order to protect the rural character of the village the rest of that 
site should not be included, and this site South of Old Hill should not be included either.  

 

EA -   

1. Site is located within CDA of Holbeam Dam.   

2. Recommend stronger Site Requirement is included which specifies surface water drainage 
scheme should be designed in line with latest CDA drainage standard. 

 

Both Bickington sites individually are larger than the up to 1-hectare sites that are being 
sought in order to meet the government’s 10% target, and as they are effectively adjacent 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

to each other, being on opposite sides of Old Hill, the overall area for development would 
be 3 hectares, considerably more than 1-hectare sites required.  

 

Bishopsteignton: Land South of Forder Lane 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Loss of natural habitat including hedgerows and stream. The site is surrounded by mature and diverse 
hedgerows.   

Wildlife will be affected by development including deer, dormouse, foxes, badgers, cirl buntings and 
bats and cut off a wildlife corridor.  

A green field site within the S Hams SAC, the Exe Estuary SPA and the Dawlish Warren SAC, which may 
be an important corridor for several protected species. An ecological appraisal is needed.  

Space would need to be found for the 10% ‘uplift’ which would have to include buffering hedgerows, 
protecting trees and bat-friendly lighting.   

Policy V2 requires habitat regulation assessments and provision of green infrastructure to protect 
wildlife, habitats and provide green space.   

Policies in the Environment Chapter provide the policy basis for protecting existing habitats, species 
and landscape. The policies also require biodiversity net gain, protect hedgerows and delivers 
additional tree planting.  

The site lies within the SAC landscape connectivity zone, but not the sustenance zone.  The site does 
not lie in the Exe or Dawlish SAC / SPA but is within the 10km recreation zone.  

12875190880  

12877519862  

12876830716  

12876768531  

12778502291  

12877052719  

12876842920  

12876769360  

12877852501  

12876977046  

12876824145  

12876586240  

12877744945  

12876969547  

12876828863  

12876620970  

12877591033  

12876956510  

12876812537  

12876565055  

12877587734  

12876905236  

12876812403  

12876534042  

12877552793  

12876849613  

12876810738  

12876521629  

12877533977  

12876836388  

12876776102  

12876411768  

12876325668  

12876354500  

12876162878  

Quality of coastal landscape needs to be preserved. An area of Undeveloped Coast and highly visible 
part of landscape due to elevation and abuts ridgeline. Visually intrusive from A381 and other side of 
River Teign.  

Sufficient screening and landscape mitigation is required. Potential 3m high stone wall would be 
unacceptable and out of keeping with surrounding area.  

Insufficient weight has been attached to safeguarding the special scenic qualities that define the 
locality's unique identity and underpins the tourism offer.  

Site lies in open countryside, designated as Coastal Preservation Area, Area of Great Landscape Value 
and would be departure from adopted local plan.   

Policy V2: Forder Lane, Bishopsteignton includes the following: 

HRA mitigations for Exe Estuary SPA and Dawlish Warren SAC including 1ha of SANGS;  

 

Appropriately designed parkland and natural green space, including SANGS, in the western half of 
the site, which helps to obscure views of the site access road; and 

 

Specific ecological mitigations informed by a project level HRA to protect the integrity of the South 
Hams SAC.  

 

Development risks undermining rural historic village quality of Bishopsteignton in terms of access, 
parking and waste issues. Including negative impact on conservation area.   

Current use for grazing and open space separates the village from Newton Road. Development will 
negatively impact the character of the village.   

The local council have supported plans to maintain the visual historic aspects of the village with 
signage and lighting amongst others.  

The village is being overdeveloped with new housing which has a negative visual impact that Forder 
Lane site will add to.  

Land occupies one of two gateways into the village which is extremely important and requires 
enhancement rather than development.  

The fields are used for sheep and livestock that help maintain biodiversity and rural situation. 
Agricultural use is most suitable.  

Houses should be of a high design standard.  Design of development scheme needs to be in keeping 
with rest of village.  

Site next to a community field used by families and older people (Lawn End) for recreational use, a 
play area and open land for dog walking which is convenient. Some of the area has been left wild for 
environmental considerations. Development will change character of this facility for worse.  

The impact of development of the character and entrance into the village has been considered but 
the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location for development.  Policy V2 
requires the western half of the site to be maintained as green space to protect the existing 
character of this entrance into the village. This open space would be available for informal recreation 
or other forms of green infrastructure. The setting of Bishopsteignton will need to be respected in 
overall plans for the site.   

There are no listed buildings adjacent to the site and conservation area is some way to the east. 
Parking and waste issues are all relevant development considerations which will need to be taken 
into account by proposals for the site.  

The Local Plan also includes a Design Code which will help ensure better quality designed 
development.  New development proposals for the site will need to comply with the Design and 
Wellbeing section of the Plan including policy DW3 Design Standards, and the district wide Design 
Code to reach a suitable standard that reflects the village location.  

 

Land contains a natural watercourse which does flood and not ideal position for new housing. 
Watercourse running through the site should be kept open.  The shallow stream running through site 
should be retained for its amenity rather than culverted underground for safety.   

The presence of the watercourse on the site is known. Any development would require an 
assessment of ecology and drainage, and sustainable drainage strategy which would consider 
this.  The site lies within Flood Zone 1 and no significant flooding issues have been identified.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Forder Lane floods regularly with heavy rain to depth of 3ft.   There may be opportunities for new development and highways junctions to proposals to address 
any localised surface water drainage issues if these relate to the development area.  

12876143045  

12876123697  

12875677412  

12875660281  

 

The comments 
include 18, submitted 
by email, in post, or in 
person. 

DWT would object to this site unless a substantial network of corridors was created (north-south and 
east-west) across this site given over to a double hedged dark corridor with species-rich grassland 
between to support grey long-eared bats. Access to Combe Hatch CWS and Luxton’s Marsh CWS 
should be provided by these corridors. Strict lighting controls and measures. If this cannot be 
achieved, site should not be considered. Immediately adjacent to grey long-eared bat roost – 
nationally important feature. Corridors would support GHB, LHB, cirl bunting and barn owls.  

Policy V2 requires habitat regulation assessments and provision of green infrastructure to protect 
wildlife, habitats and provide green space. The retention of boundary hedges and their connectivity 
with surrounding hedges/habitats is required by policy.  Proposals to ensure avoidance or mitigation 
of harm to ecology would be required with any development in accordance with policies in the 
Environment Section.   

This site will directly impact on one cirl bunting territory (based on the last national survey in 2016). If 
this proposed site goes forward as an allocation, we recommend up to date survey and habitat 
compensation for loss via a developer contribution to Teignbridge District Council as per the cirl 
bunting planning guidance.  

It will be necessary for the development proposals to comply with policy EN11 - EN16 to take 
appropriate measures to protect priority species and mitigation for any lost habitat.  
  

The site lies in an area of archaeological potential with regard to known prehistoric activity in the 
surrounding landscape. Requires assessment and evaluation to inform masterplan and mitigation.  

This has been considered and the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location for 
development. Development will need to comply with EN17 Heritage Assets.  

An alternative brownfield site in the area should be prioritised before this greenfield.  

 

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. 
However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on 
greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are available, as 
well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

The area covers good quality agricultural land which should not be developed for housing.   

The site has a history of agricultural use which should remain.  

The site is Grade 3 agricultural land.  This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a 
suitable and sustainable location for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further 
information.   

Local needs/affordable housing should be prioritised. Social housing and homes for young people at 
an affordable price would be better suited to the village helping these being able to stay local.  

Not a reasonable site for rental or lower income housing as no local jobs accessible by foot/cycle or 
public transport.   

This has been considered and the plan includes affordable housing requirements including on this 
site. Policy H2 sets out the affordable housing targets and tenures of affordable housing to be 
sought. The site is in reasonable proximity to the primary school and bus services, as well as shops in 
the village centre. 

Climate: Need for all housing to be sustainable with solar panels, heat exchanges and similar.  Carbon reduction targets are contained in the Climate chapter of plan under the CC2 Carbon 
Statements policy.  

The plan identifies 150 dwellings at Bishopsteignton and 100 at Teignmouth which is not balanced. A 
more appropriate level would be 40-50 units.  

The plan has allocated the most suitable and sustainable sites.  Whilst Teignmouth is a larger 
settlement with more services, the sites around Teignmouth are less suitable than this site.  

Forder Lane is very narrow. Children will not be able to walk to school safely and adults will not want 
to walk up to the village shop/post office/other facilities, distance is too far.  

Poor access from site to village centre due to lack of pavements and narrow roads.  

Distance and topography dictate that most journeys will be by car to the village centre, or nearby 
higher order settlement.  

Bus services within the village are infrequent and very limited.  

The site is within walking distance of the village centre. Policy V2 requires a connection through the 
Lawns recreation area, which avoids the need to walk up the narrow and more dangerous section of 
Forder Lane.    

The site falls within 500m of a bus stop with frequent services, including peak hour services to 
Teignmouth and Newton Abbot.   

The nearby A381 road is dangerous, too fast and crowded.   

Development will aggravate existing access problems in immediate vicinity, such as junction at Forder 
Lane/Newton Road and poor visibility. 

More traffic on narrow lanes will be a risk to pedestrians, together with air pollution being 
exacerbated.   

Residents will be more likely to drive to Teignmouth and Newton Abbot and add to carbon emissions 
and traffic congestion on A381.  

Highway improvements would be required in order to facilitate the development scheme with safety 
measures put in place for connections from the site. Air pollution is not a defined constraint for 
development of the site.  

 

Access to proposed Teign Trail is a considerable distance away.  Access point to the new Teign Estuary Trail will be within 400m of Land south of Forder Lane .  
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ID 

Very limited employment opportunities in village, mostly in hospitality industry, so commuting likely.   

Development proposal would not improve employment. There are perhaps 10-20 jobs in village. 

Majority of villages in the plan area have limited employment opportunities and does not mean 
there should be no new homes developed. Continuing structural changes in employment does show 
increasing levels of home-working and self-employment where traditional workspace is not 
required.  

Further residential development will only reinforce dormitory village role of Bishopsteignton. 
Particularly serving Exeter and Torbay.  

The draw of larger settlements such as Exeter and Torbay for sub-regional employment and business 
activity is acknowledged. A factor relevant to most villages in the plan area.  

The local school has places but access along roads without pavements is a drawback.  Schools in the 
area not set up to sustain required increase in admittance.   

Need for senior school capacity should be factored in, existing ones are struggling with demand.  

 

Active travel improvements are a policy requirement in Policy V2.  The education authority evidence  
shows sufficient capacity at the existing primary school and the plan seeks to secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services. 

GP service is at capacity, (based in Methodist Church Hall) new residents would not be able to access 
local medical services. Necessary to use Teignmouth or Newton Abbot facilities.  Bishopsteignton  at 
maximum capacity for health and well-being of existing residents. More housing will put a strain on 
existing services and infrastructure.   

Capacity of local infrastructure is a consideration of the plan.  The plan has considered the NHS 
evidence and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate contributions to 
infrastructure and services. 

Development of the site will put additional and extreme pressure on the infrastructure of 
Bishopsteignton which is at upper limit.    Proposals for infrastructure including roads, public 
transport, healthcare and education need to be considered.  

Capacity of local infrastructure is a consideration of the plan. The NHS has indicated the potential for 
additional GP provision in Teignmouth. The plan will secure appropriate contributions to 
infrastructure and services such as education to mitigate the impacts of development. 

Water and sewage facilities cannot support new built development properly.  All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it is for SWW to then 
implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies. 
  

NHS - Site primarily served by Kingsteignton Surgery and Channel View Medical Group. These 
surgeries have an excess of capacity as of August 2021 to absorb a patient list size increase from these 
potential sites. A primary care developer contribution will be required.  

Noted. The plan will secure appropriate contributions to infrastructure and services such as 
education to mitigate the impacts of development. 

Careful with solar panels on new housing which will be eyesore in an area of natural beauty.  New development proposals for the site will need to comply with Policies on climate change and 
design including CC2 and DW3, recognising the sensitive landscape.  

Development will be detrimental to this part of Bishopsteignton and take away from farming roots. 
Loss of sheep meadow at entry of site.  

The site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location for development. The setting of 
Bishopsteignton will need to be respected in overall plans for the site.  

Support site allocation.   The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a contribution may be required to address 
this.  No development should be located within the floodplain.  The development of this site may 
result in enhancement of floodplain and watercourses.    

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it is for SWW to then 
implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies. The entire site lies within flood 
zone 1. The area of the site liable to surface water flooding lies to the west of the indicative location 
of the access into the site. Proposals should address this issue and could include watercourse 
enhancement. The site is subject to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality. 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA and draft Local Plan, and 
we support the associated proposed site requirements (assuming these are intended to form the basis 
for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy.    

Village allocations will be subject to the provisions of Policy EN17: Heritage Assets. The policy sets 
out requirements for development affecting heritage assets and their settings, which include listed 
buildings, archaeology, scheduled monuments and RPGs, as well as non-designated heritage assets.  
With regard to this site, this policy would secure appropriate archaeological investigations and 
mitigation.   

All 4 sites in Bishopsteignton have scored 5 significant negative effects in landscape, climate change 
mitigation, jobs and economy and transport/connectivity. None of the sites scored significant positive 
effect. It can therefore be concluded that none of the sites are ideally suited for development.  

The site is allocated because it is on balance a sustainable location for development. See the most 
recent November 2022 Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   
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Bishopsteignton: Bishops Combe 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

In an area of outstanding coastal beauty which is designated as ‘undeveloped coast’ and 
should be off-limits for housing development.  

Bishop’s Combe is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12793340890  

12876538545  

12877621543  

12876267158  

12877496189  

12876271390  

12877506042  

12876181877  

12876954477  

12876163716  

12876855694  

12876118254  

12876774059  

12875645110  

 

The comments 
include 14, 
submitted by email, 
in post, or in 
person. 

It contains habitat for cirl buntings, dormice and bats.    

It is enclosed by mature hedgerows and trees. Rural in character and supports biodiversity, 
habitats and wildlife connectivity to the woods beyond.  

 

Cirl buntings and buzzards are seen in vicinity and protected greater horseshoe bat roosts 
and flyways are close at Bishopsteignton House.  

    

Any development on this site would have an adverse impact on the landscape character of 
the area which lies in the open countryside.  

   

This site is within the Neighbourhood Plan designated for housing and a possible future 
village hall. It adjoins Grange Park and Great Furlong residential areas.  

 

DWT would object to this site unless substantial corridors created across this site given over to a 
double hedged dark corridor with species-rich grassland between to support grey long-eared bats. 
Access to Combe Hatch CWS should be provided by these corridors. Strict lighting controls and 
measures. If this cannot be achieved, site should not be considered.  
  
Immediately adjacent to grey long-eared bat roost – nationally important feature.  
  

Corridors would support GHB, LHB, cirl bunting and barn owls.  

   

A green field site within the S Hams SAC, the Exe Estuary SPA and the Dawlish Warren SAC, 
which may be an important corridor for several protected species. An ecological appraisal is 
needed. Space would need to be found for the 10% ‘uplift’ which would have to include 
buffering hedgerows, protecting trees and bat-friendly lighting.  

 

This historic village needs to be preserved.     

Bishopsteignton should be given more protection against development to enhance and not 
destroy essence of village.  

  

No known assets. Low potential.  

  
 

The rental market and affordable housing would be more suitable closer to Teignmouth or 
Newton Abbot with good access.  

  

Building luxury houses for incomers at Bishops Combe is not what the village needs and 
should be prevented.  

 

Housing should be in keeping with village character.  

  
   

Site has reasonable access to Lawn End with tennis courts, a play area and open land for dog 
walking.  

 

Traffic pollution will be exacerbated and impact on local population. Together with increasing 
noise and light pollution.  

 

There is need for allotments, current small plots have a waiting list.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

No pavement from the site. Or along narrow Forder Lane to the bus stop on the A381, so 
dangerous for pedestrians.  

 

Roads in the village already jammed and made worse by additional traffic from Bishops 
Combe.  

 

Bus services within the village is infrequent and very limited.   

Access from site would adversely affect the public right of way and track to Happy Valley.   

The site will not link to Teign Estuary Trail, so cyclists will have to join the busy A381 to get to 
entry point.  

 

Given location the site would be heavily dependent on car transport and therefore not 
sustainable.  

 

Forder Lane is already a pinch point for local traffic and adding 19-29 homes would be 
inappropriate without a major solution to traffic problems.  

 

Limited local employment in Bishopsteignton and not suitable to sustain 30 or so houses.   

Development will lead to increased traffic as new residents drive out to work.   

Local school is full and has little potential to expand.   

Local GP service is at capacity and new houses would not be able to access local medical 
services.  

 

Lack of senior school capacity in Kingsteignton, Teignmouth and Newton Abbot.   

All future sites should be able to prove sufficient infrastructure (by way of roads, public 
transport, education or healthcare) available or provide contributions towards its provision 
before any future development is allowed.  

 

These potential sites are primarily served by Kingsteignton Surgery and Channel View Medical Group. 
These surgeries have an excess of capacity as of August 2021 to absorb a patient list size increase 
from these potential sites.  
  

Whilst is appears unlikely that based upon this village a developer contribution would not be 
required, due to all the other potential developments in nearby towns and villages that share 
the same GP footprint, it is very likely that a primary care developer contribution will be 
required.  

 

Site would be difficult to develop as on a hill with drainage issues.   

Carbon neutral requirement with access to village will be challenging, local resources are 
inadequate.  

 

Development at Bishops Combe is not in line with community supported neighbourhood 
plan.  

 

Safeguard measures are required to protect the village for design, contributions, 
infrastructure.  

 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastucture and a contribution may be required to 
address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to 
sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

All 4 sites in Bishopsteignton have scored 5 significant negative effects in landscape, climate 
change mitigation, jobs and economy and transport/connectivity.  None of the sites scored 
significant positive effect.  It can therefore be concluded that none of the sites are ideally 
suited for development.  

 

 

Bishopsteignton: Bakers Yard 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

The site is connected to cirl bunting breeding site and bats relying on habitat. Will destroy 
local habitat for these and other species like dormouse.  Impacts on protected and 
unprotected species are not fully assessed and therefore likely to be harmful to biodiversity 
interests.  

A redundant farm/nursery yard which may be used by barn owls.  

Within the S Hams SAC, the Exe Estuary SPA and the Dawlish Warren SAC, which may be an 
important corridor for several protected species. An ecological appraisal is needed. Space 
would need to be found for the 10% ‘uplift’ which would have to include protecting trees and 
bat-friendly lighting.  

Policy V3 includes requirement for consideration of ecological issues including european 
protected species and habitats.  
The Environment section includes a number of policies which address protected species and 
habitats, requiring avoidance, mitigation or compensation.  
Biodiversity net gain is a policy requirement.  

12793337761  

12877546522  

12776093708  

12877505685  

12877751961  

12877003630  

12877710846  

12876950216  

12877619306  

12876939128  

12877568223  

12876864314  

12876772543  

12876272249  

12876182575  

12876120831  

12875648971  

 

The comments 
include 14, 
submitted by email, 
in post, or in 
person. 

Lies within area of undeveloped coast and development should be limited, significant damage 
to area of outstanding scenic beauty.   

The land can be seen from the other side of the River Teign.  

Development would have an adverse impact on landscape character of the area which lies in 
the open countryside and designated as Coastal Preservation Area and Area of Great 
Landscape Value. 

Part of undeveloped coast and not suitable for development.  

Landscape character is a key consideration for any future development scheme and will be 
subject to comprehensive level of landscape assessment to inform layout and design. Policy 
V3 requires an LVIA and measures to minimise the landscape impacts.   
The Environment policies of the plan seek to protect and minimise impacts on sensitive landscapes 
including the coast.  

  

Hedges and trees:  It is surrounded by mature trees and established hedges providing a 
valuable habitat.  

Policies require protection of existing mature hedgerows and deliver additional tree planting 
and landscaping, minimising the impacts of development.  

Site adjoins a village green space asset, ‘the Nuttery’ in one corner.  Whilst not part of the site, any development scheme should have regard to this green space as 
identified in the Bishopsteignton NP.  

Any development at Bakers Yard must be of a sufficiently high visual standard and include 
sensitive planting to reduce its impact.  

The V3 policy requires green infrastructure which is likely to include planting.  The Local Plan 
and its Design Code require high quality development.   

Bakers Yard is a brown field overdue for development to tidy up approach to village from the 
west.  Currently overgrown ruin of sheds on site may be suitable for work/live units.  

Industrial units have been derelict for a long time and previous history as a horticultural 
business. Brown field status makes it fine to develop for new homes. 

Bakers Yard is most viable site option in the village. Low density layout with safe pedestrian access to 
village centre would be acceptable.  

The site has less impact than other options, previously built on and mature trees and hedges 
to shield.  

The broad support for this proposed development allocation is acknowledged. 

DWT would object to this site unless substantial corridors created across this site given over to a 
double hedged dark corridor with species-rich grassland between to support grey long-eared bats. 
Access to Combe Hatch CWS should be provided by these corridors. Strict lighting controls and 

Policy V3 requires habitat regulation assessments and provision of green infrastructure to 
protect wildlife, habitats and provide green space. The retention of boundary hedges and their 
connectivity with surrounding hedges/habitats is required by policies in the Environment section.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

measures. If this cannot be achieved, site should not be considered. Immediately adjacent to grey 
long-eared bat roost – nationally important feature. Corridors would support GHB, LHB, cirl bunting 
and barn owls.  

Proposals to ensure avoidance or mitigation of harm to ecology would be required with any 
development in accordance with policies in the Environment Section.   

Development would detract from rural environment of historic village.  The site is previously developed land. The V3 policy requires green infrastructure and 
landscaping measures which are likely to include planting and screening. There are no listed 
buildings adjacent to the site and conservation area some way to the east. The proposed 
design will be crucial to delivering an appropriately sensitive scheme.  

New houses should be developed within village.  Well-presented housing would be an asset to 
the village.  Allocation for only housing is realistic given past plans for live work/business use. 
Requires careful use of building design and materials. 

The Local Plan including the design code will address issues of quality.  

Land occupies one of two gateways into the village which is extremely important and requires 
enhancement rather than development.  

The site is previously developed. Landscape enhancement will be fundamental for the 
western gateway to Bishopsteignton and is recognised as such in terms of green space 
opportunities and site requirements for design.  

Site has good access to A381 and well placed to provide much needed small scale 
employment units.  

Residential development is proposed.  

The Bishopsteignton NP contains a proposal to have ‘work/living’ buildings for small 
businesses on the site.  

The Bakers Yard site is proposed for residential development. The option of live/work 
allocated in the 2017 Neighbourhood Plan remains should an applicant seek to deliver this 
form of development. 

Housing should be limited in order to protect the identity of the village. Instead identify in 
larger towns which has greater need.  

There is a need to identify sufficient new housing sites in suitable locations and this site has 
been identified as such, particularly given it is previously developed. Design context will be 
crucial to delivering an appropriately sensitive scheme which integrates with the village.  

Site should be developed for affordable housing if possible.  Provision of affordable housing is an important site requirement as set out in Policy H2.  

Low density development to blend with housing on south side of Forder Lane and along 
Newton Road would be necessary.  

The Policy allows 15 homes.   

Risk to health and wellbeing from increased traffic and pollution.   It is a small scale proposal of 15 units, plus the new homes at the Forder Lane site. Air 
pollution is not a specific concern in this location.  

Pedestrian access into the village centre will be essential for residents and commercial businesses 

located there.   No access from Bakers Yard to the village on foot that is safe. There have been 
a few accidents or near misses.  

The policy seeks to deliver a safer pedestrian and cycle access via the new development at 

Forder Lane which would provide access to The Greens, avoiding the most dangerous 

section of Forder Lane.  

Residents would be leaving the village for school, shop and work purposes causing traffic 
jams.  

A traffic light would need to be installed at Forder Lane/A381 junction leading to travel delay.  

There will be an increase in traffic with more car ownership and therefore not sustainable and 
contrary to local and national policies.   

Whilst active travel and public transport will be supported through policies in the plan, there 
is recognition that future residents are likely to make journeys by car.  Given the scale of 
development, it is unlikely that substantial highway improvements would be required.  

Close to A381 and bus stop with regular bus services to Exeter and Newton Abbot. Better 
layby and shelter facilities would be needed.   

Bus services within village is infrequent and limited.   

Lack of transport options to support the number of new houses proposed.  

Bakers Yard does have reasonable potential bus services from Newton Road to the south, 
including peak hour services to Newton Abbot and Teignmouth.  

 

Does not provide access to local employment by foot or safe public transport.   Bishopsteignton does have frequent bus services, including peak hour services to Newton 
Abbot and Teignmouth both of which have employment providers.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

Limited employment opportunities in the village  

Provision for small scale commercial activity would be welcome.  

No employment in this area but working from home or an office-based business acceptable. 

Majority of villages in the plan area have limited employment opportunities, but this does not 
mean there should be no new homes developed.  

  

With views over the estuary, it is likely these houses would be of considerable value and 
attract local and national purchasers.   

Noted. Any future development scheme will be required to provide an appropriate level of 
affordable housing to meet policy H2.  

Local school is full and little potential to develop further.  Senior schools at Kingsteignton, 
Teignmouth and Newton Abbot struggling with demand.  

Information prepared by the education authority shows sufficient capacity at the existing 
primary school to match potential growth in households living in the village.  The plan will 
secure appropriate contributions to infrastructure and services such as education to mitigate the 
impacts of development. 

Local GP service is at capacity, new residents would go to Teignmouth or Newton 
Abbot.  There is no parking near surgery and without a chemist 

Capacity of local infrastructure is a consideration of the plan. The NHS has indicated the potential for 
additional GP provision in Teignmouth. The plan will secure appropriate contributions to 
infrastructure and services such as education to mitigate the impacts of development. 

Facilities would not be overwhelmed if a low number of houses built on site.   

Additional pressure on local infrastructure.    

Additional and extreme pressure on infrastructure of the village.  

Capacity of local infrastructure is a consideration of the plan which is addressed through 
individual policies and development strategy.  The plan seeks to secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services. 

Existing CIL for this area is inadequate for the provision of what is necessary. A policy is 
required to make any future allocation either identify and prove existing infrastructure is 
adequate or provide funding towards provision.  

Development should mitigate its own impacts (eg on schools) but is not required to address 

existing shortfalls relating to infrastructure or services. 

These potential sites are primarily served by Kingsteignton Surgery and Channel View 
Medical Group. These surgeries have an excess of capacity as of August 2021 to absorb a 
patient list size increase from these potential sites.  

  

Whilst is appears unlikely that based upon this village a developer contribution would not be 
required, due to all the other potential developments in nearby towns and villages that share 
the same GP footprint, it is very likely that a primary care developer contribution will be 
required.  

Capacity of local infrastructure is a consideration of the plan. The NHS has indicated the potential for 
additional GP provision in Teignmouth. The plan will secure appropriate contributions to 
infrastructure and services such as education to mitigate the impacts of development. 

 

  

Forder Lane has significant flood issues.  The site lies within Flood Zone 1.  Any surface water drainage issues would need to be 
considered and may be able to be addressed as part of the development in the area.  

Not in accord with Bishopsteignton NP.  Land at Bakers Yard is designated for employment and live/work development in the NP. 
The Local Plan allocates the site for residential development.  

Safeguard measures are required to protect the village in terms of design, contributions and 
infrastructure.  

These measures are addressed by the plan including the Design Code and general 
requirements to provide S106 / CIL contributions to address infrastructure issues. 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a contribution may be required to 
address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to 
sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3. Development of the site may also be an opportunity to 
remediate any contamination from previous uses.   

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it is for SWW 
to then implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies. 

 One of the criteria of the allocation policy requires potential contamination of the site to be 
investigated, and any required remedial measures undertaken as part of the development.   

All 4 sites in Bishopsteignton have scored 5 significant negative effects in landscape, climate 
change mitigation, jobs and economy and transport/connectivity.  None of the sites scored 
significant positive effect.  It can therefore be concluded that none of the sites are ideally 
suited for development.  

The site is allocated because it is on balance a sustainable location for development. See the most 

recent November 2022 Sustainability Appraisal for further information.     
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Bishopsteignton: High Elms 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

Drainage. The land serves as a water sink for collation from surrounding hills. Increased areas 
of hard landscaping will exacerbate the problem.   

High Elms is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12759388698  

12877503689  

12877625931  

12876935306  

12877645254  

12876633260  

12877541239  

12876159286  

12877514607  

12876128851  

 

The comments 
include 13, 
submitted by email, 
in post, or in 
person. 

Major change to the natural environment and landscape, several trees would be removed. 
Location is at foot of steep hill.  

 

Within undeveloped coast designated area. Development would destroy area of outstanding 
scenic beauty.  

 

A variety of bats, dormouse and cirl bunting located in this area which at risk.   

DWT would expect a substantial corridor created across this site given over to a double 
hedged dark corridor with species-rich grassland between to support grey long-eared bats. 
Strict lighting controls and measures. If this cannot be achieved, site should not be 
considered.  

  

Nearby grey long-eared bat roost – nationally important feature.  

  

Corridors would support GHB, LHB, cirl bunting and barn owls. 

 

Land attached to an existing house within the S Hams SAC, the Exe Estuary SPA and the 
Dawlish Warren SAC, which may be an important corridor for several protected species. An 
ecological appraisal is needed.  
Space would need to be found for the 10% ‘uplift’ which would have to include buffering 
hedgerows, protecting trees and bat-friendly lighting. 

 

Further vehicle movement will make the area unpleasant to walkers and cyclists.   

Land is almost adjacent to Grade ll listed Lower Radway House & Little Radway.   

Part of Higher radway historic settlement. Requires mitigation such as archaeological 
monitoring and recording brief. 

 

Could be developed in sympathetic way.  

Fields to rear used for grazing and contain vineyard.   

Loss of a green field land parcel.   

New housing should be to highest eco-friendly and zero carbon standard.   

No need for more larger scale (4&5 bed houses) alternatively affordable housing would be 
better suited.  

 

Negative impact on health of residents caused by increased traffic and concentration of 
pollution.  

 

Too close to other houses.   

Additional traffic on Radway Street will be bad given narrow and single lane sections and 
existing level of traffic congestion.  

 

The roads in village are jammed with no parking and little pavement.   

A long walk to school from the site.   

Bus services within the village are infrequent and very limited.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ 
unique ID 

There is little employment in the village and so more travel by car to work.   

The school does not have capacity for additional students.   

An increase of residents would put strain on healthcare system.   

Very limited resource with a part time GP surgery and neighbouring surgeries struggling to 
meet increase of patients from other recent developments.  

 

Object to development in Bishopsteignton due to lack of capacity in sewerage system, 
flooding. 

 

These potential sites are primarily served by Kingsteignton Surgery and Channel View Medical 
Group. These surgeries have an excess of capacity as of August 2021 to absorb a patient list 
size increase from these potential sites.  
  
Whilst is appears unlikely that based upon this village a developer contribution would not be 
required, due to all the other potential developments in nearby towns and villages that share 
the same GP footprint, it is very likely that a primary care developer contribution will be 
required. 

 

Entrance to proposed site is inadequate, potential improvement will impact wellbeing of 
existing residents.  

 

Site option not consistent with Neighbourhood Plan. The document sets a maximum of 28 
affordable homes are needed and none in any other category.  

 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastucture and a contribution may be required to 
address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to 
sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA regarding the 
archaeological potential ofthe site and the need for mitigation. However, draft Local Planand, 
in particular, the site requirements do not include the need for archaeological assessment and 
evaluation (if necessary).Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis 
for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that the theyshould also address 
these archaeological matters. 

 

All 4 sites in Bishopsteignton have scored 5 significant negative effects in landscape, climate 
change mitigation, jobs and economy and transport/connectivity.  None of the sites scored 
significant positive effect.  It can therefore be concluded that none of the sites are ideally 
suited for development. 

 

 

Broadhempston: Land North of Ashwick Court 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Concern over the impact on wildlife habitats and nearby County Wildlife Site.  Land North of Ashwick Court is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12877476781  

12877753534  

12877493579  

12876893763  

Historic England notes from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments and the draft 
Local Planthat the allocation site is located near to the north of the Broadhempston 
Conservation Areaand a few listed buildings. Given this, we consider that the site 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

requirements should include the need to conserve and enhance the settings and significance 
of nearby listed buildings and the Conservation Area(assuming that the site requirements are 
intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). However, we 
support the inclusion of the site requirements relating to the retention of vegetation and 
development layout and design that reinforces the character and distinctiveness of 
Broadhempston. Reference the adopted Broadhempston Conservation Area Character 
Appraisal (2010) should assist with this.We are uncertain f rom the HELAA heritage and 
archaeology comments if the archaeological potential of this site has been assessed, 
although there is reference to possible medieval boundary features. Given this, we consider 
that the site requirements should also address theneed f or archaeological assessment and 
evaluation (if necessary) 

12877745268  

12877483370  

12876558415  

12877737358  

12877477696  

12875610657  

12877732451  

12877458207  

12875601650  

12877708593  

12877453150  

12870365271  

12877539205  

12877412632  

12867617435  

12877625112  

12877190444  

12856177148  

12877684599  

12877177695  

12755098092  

12877701195  

12876589482  

12754775829  

12877672238  

12876984292  

12790396203  

12877683084  

12877014865  

12877824781  

12877686002  

12877006810  

12877813075  

12877648844  

12876861380  

12877811077  

12877667126  

12876973410  

Concern that development of this site could be viewed from a considerable distance as it lies 
in a high point on the outskirts of the village.  

 

The site has rich hedgerows and important habitat for protected species, including newts, 
bats and cirl buntings.  

 

Development would significantly impact adjoining green lane, bordering hedgerows would 
be lost that provide habitat for protected species including greater horseshoe bats and 
associated flyways. XXXX  

 

Landscape and natural environment would be enhanced by replanting of site as an orchard, 
similar to adjacent Broadhempston community orchard.  

 

The site is within dark open countryside and light pollution would have a big impact on 
greater horseshoe bats.  

 

Agricultural land with significant biodiversity.   

Open countryside development which is clearly visible and impacts on rural nature of the 
village.  

 

Apart from established boundary hedgerows, a featureless field which is developable, fairly 
flat and compact.  

 

Great Crested newts are likely to be using the grassland and hedgerows for foraging and 
refuge. (Observed at Broadhempston Pond CWS in Feb/March 21)    

 

DWT would expect protection of Broadhempston Pond CWS with enhancement and seek 
opportunities to create new ponds suitable for great crested newts within all developments, 
with suitable adjacent habitats. 

 

The closeness of the CWS Great Crested Newt Pond and Cirl Buntings makes these especially 
sensitive sites, requiring careful wildlife surveying before any decision is made on 
development. If they are developed, wide corridors, suitable for all of the protected species, 
would need to be designed into the schemes - and created before development took place. 
Broadhempston is the Teignbridge Parish which still has the largest number of village 
orchards, so any mitigation should strengthen the veteran orchards and plant new standard 
(eg tall fruit tree) orchards. Orchard habitats are arguably the best for a wide range of 
biodiversity, with the great advantage of relatively quickly developing ‘veteran tree’ habitats - 
in 30 years compared with 200 years for an oak tree.  
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The land north of Ashwick Court may be the preferred choice, but would still need 
considerable mitigation. 

12877801496  

12877659505  

12876987678  

12877796442  

12877555617  

12876964059  

12877777497  

12877661280  

12876895660  

12877773424  

12877622176  

12876874109  

12877774942  

12877545775  

12876719836  

12877729229  

12877494743  

12876847226  

12876844042  

12876824098  

12876797351  

12876783962  

12876794786  

12876776910  

12876780014  

12876750265  

12876747086  

12876733647  

12876523119  

12876686807  

12876678769  

12876679059  

12876600424  

12876479526  

12876403306  

12876288613  

12876206403  

This site will directly impact on one cirl bunting territory (based on the last national survey in 
2016). If this proposed site goes forward as an allocation, we recommend up to date survey 
and habitat compensation for loss via developer contribution to Teignbridge District Council 
as per the cirl bunting planning guidance. 

 

Impact on listed properties adjoining access road. Grade 2* listed wall at lower well.   

Of the 3 site options, north of Ashwick Court creates least impact on the heritage of the 
village. Furthest from conservation area and does not impact any listed buildings.  

 

A modern estate would be highly conspicuous and incongruous. Most newer buildings are 
unobtrusive street facing infills.  

 

Development would negatively impact on traditional medieval linear layout and character of 
village. One of only 2 Devon villages with such a layout.  

 

The character and setting of the conservation area would be harmed by development of this 
field.  

 

Loss of bordering open countryside would impact on the special rural and historic setting of 
the village. Negative implications in relation to Conservation Area Character Statement.  

 

Development would not have a negative impact, opposite new Easterways housing and not 
impact on any listed buildings within village. Maintains the linear layout of the central 
village.  

 

Any development would require street lighting detracting from the character of the 
conservation area.  

 

Land north of Main Street is of equal historic importance to land to south but not included in 
the conservation area.  

 

Site contains some medieval archaeology that will require mitigation   

The land north of Ashwick Court, Broadhempston does not relate particularly well to the 
existing built-form of the village. We agree with the assessment of the plan that: 
‘Development in a linear fashion away from the nucleated settlement would be visible from 
both sides of the main road.’ 

 

Permanent loss of grassland which is important carbon sink and valuable grazing.    

Small development would fit with adjacent land uses, such as self-build and recreational 
ground.  

 

Greenfield site, preference should be given to conversion/replacement of existing structures 
in order to make best use of land.  

 

Hedgerows around the site are important for wildlife and should be maintained.   

Field lightly grazed by cattle. Land should remain in agricultural use, too many farms already 
lost in village.  

 

A community led development such as self-build eco homes would be supported.   
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Careful with final level of homes provided on site, if build to capacity of 42 would impact on 
village environment and character without any clear benefit to the local community.  

  

The comments 
include 41, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Broadhempston has an excellent record in creating high quality, genuinely affordable, self-
build eco-homes for local people through CLT at Easterways and HA at Kings Field.  

 

Not suitable site for housing.   

Smaller single storey homes favoured with some degree of residential support where 
existing village residents could move to and help free up larger properties for younger 
families.  

 

Affordable homes for local people should be provided.   

Future development should be on smaller sites, ensuring genuinely affordable, meeting local 
need.  

 

Houses should have Devon rule applied and be full time residents without the option of 
second homes.  

 

There is no need for additional housing in the village.   

Development should be restricted to 12 homes.   

Would encourage developers to build more than 12 houses.    

Site lies directly next to the playing fields and sports facilities at Headlands. Development of 
this field would better link the village to these facilities which are currently set out on a bit of 
a limb, hopefully promoting greater investment and use of them.    

 

The site is next to a recreation ground but would add nothing itself to health and well- being.  
  

 

Lack of availability due to over subscribing for a number of sporting activities for children 
locally and an increase in housing will impact on this further without additional investment.   
  

 

New housing will only detract from the health and wellbeing of the village.  
  

 

Local pollution will increase due to the increase of cars and lack of available public 
transport.  
  

 

The pavilion at Headlands needs repair and updating. Funding might be made available for 
this as part of the development by S106/CIL contributions and go towards improving other 
nearby leisure facilities.  
  

 

The site could be developed sensitively as a healthy living community- close to PRoWs, 
facilities as Headlands, adjacent Community Orchard and allotments.   
  

 

Due to lack of bridleways, cycle paths and footpaths horse riders, cyclists and walkers use 
the lanes.  Even a small increase in traffic makes it unsafe and unpleasant and may dissuade 
people from exercising this way.    
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There is no public transport available to either dental or medical services.  

  
 

The site is adjacent to the local playing field and could be utilised in the future for further leisure 
facilities for the village.  

  

 

Site has rural road with no pavement and too far from shop/school so people would drive.  

  
 

Site offers the best access to new homes, from a relatively wide lane with flat access into the site.  It is 
connected directly to the main route leading out of the village towards Ipplepen and Newton 
Abbot.  Any additional traffic generated would not need to travel through the main street of the village 
that can become congested.  

  

 

Vehicular access to the site is off a narrow single lane road and majority of the vehicles entering and 
exiting the site would then go through the village via its extremely narrow ‘main’ street which has no 
pavements and very few passing places. This would increase the danger to cyclists ,  horse riders 
and  walkers (including children going to school) who regularly use this road.     

  

 

It is not possible to go from Broadhempston to any major settlement within Teignbridge by public 
transport and the timing of bus and train connections at Totnes is such that it is impossible to visit 
Newton Abbot or any other larger town for more than a couple of hours by these means.  

  

 

The village has very limited services and employment opportunities.  Many residents drive to either 
Plymouth or Exeter for work, education, retail and culture; a 50-mile round commute.  Greenhouse 
gas emissions are typically 30% lower for those living in urban areas compared to rural ones. Further 
developing Broadhempston would not be compatible with TDC’s climate change goals.  

  

 

Internet speeds are slow, the village does experience regular power cuts.  

  
 

There are only 3 buses a day with the last bus leaving Totnes at 3.45 - not viable for employment. No 
direct service to Newton Abbot.  

  

 

No new housing should be built without at least fully repairing the dilapidated road surfaces on all 
access routes. Ideally major resurfacing is required as tar and chip repairs over many years have 
proved totally inadequate.   

  

 

Preferred site due to best access.  

  
 

Very scarce local employment, just two family run pubs and a shop, residents must travel outside 
village.  

  

 

New homes will bring additional custom to the village pubs and the shop. Commuting to work by car 
will adversely affect the council aim to reduce pollution.  
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Building houses would reduce employment for the people who currently farm the fields.  

  
 

Most people commute to Plymouth or Exeter and Torbay from the working age population. This will 
increase population.  

 

Ensure that the development is proportionate to the village and does not overwhelm village 

infrastructure and services.    
  

 

Broadhempston has a small village school with a total capacity of 70 pupils. For September 2021 
there were 66 pupils on the register and therefore limited additional capacity for the school. The 
current buildings and structure of the school is the limiting factor in capacity and additional 

investment would be required to address this.    
  

 

The Local Plan states that there is capacity within the village primary school to accommodate 12 new 
homes.  A significant number of new families moving to the village could overwhelm the school and 
force travel by car to alternative schools.  

  

 

No pharmacy/ GP surgery. The latter nearest facility is in Ipplepen, 2.5 miles away.  

  
 

The current sewage treatment is insufficient for the existing houses in the village, adding further 
properties would overwhelm it or require further septic tanks.  

  

 

Flooding is a big issue. Surface water enters New Lane from multiple points in huge quantities 
gathering outside the entrance of Newhaye, blocking the entrance frequently. All surface and roof 

water from the site must be connected to the village storm water system.   
  

 

There is no longer a pre-school in Broadhempston. A facility that might be needed when the village 
population increases.  

  

 

Journeys to nearest hospitals take at least 25 minutes.  Closest Secondary school provision is 20-25 
minutes’ drive away.  

  

 

These potential sites are primarily served by Kingskerswell and Ipplepen Health Centre. This 
surgery has an excess of capacity as of August 2021 to absorb a patient list size increase from 
this potential site.  
  
Whilst is appears unlikely that based upon this village a developer contribution would not be 
required, due to all the other potential developments in nearby towns and villages that share 
the same GP footprint, it is very likely that a primary care developer contribution will be 
required. 

 

Many stables in the village, so horses often on the roads and increased housing will add to the risk of 
accidents.  
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There are still brownfield sites in the village, but not in the Conservation Area which should be 
considered before considering building on grassland.  Grassland and hedgerow can play an important 
role in carbon sequestration.  

  

 

Flooding along this stretch of road is a constant problem and drainage not fit for purpose. A 
development here will only see the problem worsen.  

  

 

 If development is agreed on this site, it should be a sustainable low impact build similar to 

Easterways opposite.   
  

 

EA - It is likely that the site will be suitable for residential development (if the requirements 
can be met). 

 

Broadhempston Parish Council understands and supports the need for development and 
would get involved with any community led development, as we have done previously.  
  
However, we have grave concerns about the three sites included in the TDC proposals for the 
reasons thoroughly investigated and stated by the Broadhempston Residents working group. 
We also have grave concerns about how including any of these sites in the local plan would 
affect future applications for planning permission outside of the village boundary/ envelope. 
We wholly support and endorse the findings of the report, and propose to work in 
partnership with the working group to produce a neighbourhood plan, or similar, which would 
identify smaller scale, more appropriate, development sites in Broadhempston. We are keen 
to work with TDC in this respect in order to provide a solution which meets the needs of TDC 
whilst maintaining the linear character of our historic village. This would also enable us to 
comply with the previous TDC policy of ‘infilling and rounding off’ the village.  
  
In respect of the site west of Ashwick Court, you will have on record the previous concerns 
about flooding, together with a drainage expert’s comments in this respect. The report may 
be found under planning application 13/ 03137 and is the report dated 7 January 2014 
(attached to this email for ease of reference).  
  
We would argue your statement about a frequent bus service in the village, as this is certainly 
not the case and anyone working outside of the village would find it impossible to commute 
by bus if working usual office or retail hours. Please see bus timetable here - 165 - Totnes - 
Broadhempston – Country Bus (Newton Abbot) – bustimes.org  
  
Another inaccuracy included in your plan is the statement that the site at Stoop is flat – it is 
not!  
  
To summarise, the Parish Council supports the need to build a small number of houses in 
Broadhempston to provide new accommodation for specific needs within the village. 
However, it is vital that the right type of housing be built and we fear that this would not 
happen on any of the three sites allocated in the draft plan due to the costs associated in 
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dealing with all the issues, including ecology, outlined in the working group’s response for 
each of the sites. The only way for a large developer to reduce the build cost to provide the 
right kind of houses would be to build many more houses than the identified 12 that 
Teignbridge has assigned to us, which we do not support. We would, instead, request that we 
work with both TDC and the residents’ working group to identify and help to progress more 
suitable sites than those included in the local plan.  
  
Reasons for Rejecting all Sites: Distance from main towns, poor road access, lack of pedestrian 
or cycle links, limited public transport, use of greenfields, difficult to design development to 
relicate the linear form of the village, loss of habitats, potential harm to GHBs, Cirl Buntings, 
and GCNs, the release of carbon stored, particulrarly in hedgerows. 

 

Broadhempston: South West of Stoop Cross 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

 The steep slope of the site combined with the high Devon bank bordering the lane mean that 
the site could not be developed in the historic linear pattern which is a defining characteristic 
of the village and one which the Conservation Area Character Appraisal (CACA) says should 
not be eroded.    
  
Visual impact - The field sits within the Dartmoor National Park Buffer Zone and is an intrinsic 
part of the views from Broadhempston to Kingston House and on up to Dartmoor.  It is a 
highly visible site that can be seen from the National Park.  Development would have a 
significant visual impact on the village for many miles around.    
  
Grassland – a preliminary ecological survey, carried out by highly experienced local botanist 
John Day, identified 44 species of plants in the field including 14 different types of grass 
indicating that this is a diverse and natural grassland site.  He found examples of Pale Flax and 
Hairy St John’s Wort, both rare in this area of Devon.      
  
Wildlife – The site is within 100m of the pond at the Broadhempston Water Treatment Plant. 
Great crested newts regularly travel distances of 500m plus and are likely to use this pond 
too. Development of this site would impact on their habitat and behaviour.   
  
 Hedgerows - Established hedgerows border and cross the site and link into further habitats 
on all four sides providing valuable wildlife corridors.  If an additional entrance was to be 
made to the site, closer to the village, it would lead to significant loss of hedgerow and impact 
the corridor of hedgerow parallel to the green lane which is likely to be a bat flyway.    
  

South West of Stoop Cross is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12875613299  

12875184518  

12875165103  

12870560944  

12870341079  

12858866173  

12850899200  

12849724385  

12762994373  

12752443388  

12744044281  

12877619874  

12877831294  

12877725796  

12877795768  

12877807257  

12877800542  

12877740880  

12877605851  

12876841348  

12877788815  

12877569034  

12876803525  
Historic England notes from the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA and the 
draf t Local Planthat impacts on the setting of the Broadhempston Conservation Area and 
several grade II listed buildings need to be consideredbut that a sensitive development is 
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likely to beacceptable. While we support the associated heritage mitigation site requirement, 
we consider this should be reworded to include the need to conserve and enhance the 
settings and significance of theselisted buildings andtheconservation area (assumingthat the 
site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation 
policy). We also support the inclusion of the landscape mitigation site requirement in respect 
of the development layout, design and vernacular character.Reference the adopted 
Broadhempston Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) should assist with this.We are 
uncertain f rom the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the archaeological 
potential of this site has been assessed, although there is reference to possible medieval 
boundary features. Given this, we consider that the site requirements should also address the 
need f or archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary). 

12877781768  

12877551532  

12876802338  

12877761212  

12877535661  

12876788676  

12877654366  

12877485765  

12876792976  

12877753139  

12877445608  

12876793039  

12877694646  

12877060099  

12876779774  

12877723651  

12877028459  

12876777640  

12877719674  

12873003365  

12876774977  

12877692955  

12876844996  

12876763128  

12877701295  

12876958543  

12876748082  

12872695964  

12876883822  

12876739902  

12877511212  

12876879341  

12876724509  

12877620918  

12876659172  

12876684804  

12877596881  

The orchards, fields and community spaces should be maintained to protect the rural 
character of Broadhempston.  
  

 

A green field adjacent to a Conservation Area village and surrounded by ancient hedgerows 
and wildlife habitat for protected species such as horseshoe bats and crested newts; there are 
woodpeckers and goldfinches, yellowhammers and all sorts of wildlife living in the vicinity 
which would be harmed by losing any habitat and biodiversity.    
  

 

The road this development would open onto its significantly lower than the field. To change 
the levels would have a detrimental impact on the Devon Bank in a historically significant 
part of the village.  
  

 

Site contains a beautiful public footpath through a wildflower meadow; building on this 
would be a massive loss to biodiversity, environment and mental health of villagers who like 
to walk on this scenic peaceful route.  
  

 

There is little manmade light pollution, additional housing would impact this rare 
environment.  
  

 

Development would deter from natural beauty of the fields between Broadhempston and 
Staverton, decreasing wildlife population and access to walks.  

 

Site represents infill into the village and, if done sympathetically, would not cause any issues 
with the natural environment and landscape.  
  

 

The site is not flat but slopes significantly and is at a higher level to the road.   

DWT would expect protection of Broadhempston Pond CWS with enhancement and seek 
opportunities to create new ponds suitable for great crested newts within all developments, 
with suitable adjacent habitats. 

 

The closeness of the CWS Great Crested Newt Pond and Cirl Buntings makes these especially 
sensitive sites, requiring careful wildlife surveying before any decision is made on 
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development. If they are developed, wide corridors, suitable for all of the protected species, 
would need to be designed into the schemes - and created before development took place.  
   
Broadhempston is the Teignbridge Parish which still has the largest number of village 
orchards, so any mitigation should strengthen the veteran orchards and plant new standard 
(eg tall fruit tree) orchards. Orchard habitats are arguably the best for a wide range of 
biodiversity, with the great advantage of relatively quickly developing ‘veteran tree’ habitats - 
in 30 years compared with 200 years for an oak tree.  
  
The land north of Ashwick Court may be the preferred choice, but would still need 
considerable mitigation. 

12876842612  

12876680946  

12877614437  

12876843829  

12876287726  

 

The comments 
include 54, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Best of the sites as least impacy on village, good access and least impact on wildlife.   

Development would extend houses away from the nucleus of the village into open 
countryside, fundamentally changing the character of the village.  The site would impact on 
the heritage of Broadhempston due to its proximity to Grade II Listed Sneydhurst and the 
bordering Conservation Area.    
  
Given the high Devon bank bordering the lane, it would not be possible to respect the 
characteristic linear development bordering the street that is recognised by the Conservation 
Area as a 'defining characteristic' of the village to be preserved.     
  
Much of the village is a Conservation Area designated to protect this special rural and historic 
character. The Council’s Conservation Area Character Appraisal (CACA) recognises that 
neighbouring orchards, fields and gardens are to be preserved and future development must 
not erode this historic layout.      
  
The site sits directly opposite Sneydhurst, an attractive Grade II Listed house set on rising 
ground immediately opposite the south-east corner of the site.  Any development on the 
upper half would have a significant impact upon the setting of this listed property. The site 
lies between Grade II* Kingston House and Grade II Sneydhurst.  There is a clear visual 
relationship between the two historic properties that would be disrupted by development on 
the upper slope.      

 

The village has a traditional medieval linear layout and this character should not be negatively 
impacted on through development.  
  

 

Development would impact on grade 2 listed buildings.  
  

 

A historic village primarily constituting a Conservation Area and a very strong identity for its 
heritage; there is no street lighting, very small lanes and the village needs to retain this 
setting; development would erode this setting completely.  
  

 

Development would not be in keeping and change the linear nature of the village.   
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The tree which lies at the site entrance has a TPO.   

No known assets. Low potential.  
  

 

Object due to harm to village centre and poor access.   

As well as losing valuable grassland, development of the site would result in the permanent 
loss of Grade 2 agricultural land.    
  

 

Loss of valuable grassland with its rich habitat of wildlife. A highly experienced local ecologist 
identified the site as one of the top ten grassland sites in Devon.  
  

 

Opportunity of creating high quality, genuinely affordable, self-build eco-homes for local 
people through experience with Community Land Trust at Easterways.    
  

 

A greenfield site, preference should be given to conversion/replacement of existing 
structures in order to make best use of the land.    
  

 

The site would only yield 10 houses, a further site would be required with greater impact on 
the village.  
  

 

As grassland it plays a vital part in sequestering carbon.  
  

 

Land is agricultural and should remain as such, already lost enough farms in the village.  
  

 

The Stoop site can only yield 10 houses.  This is not enough to fulfil the requirement of 12 
houses so a second site would also need to be developed.  Such a small site would not be 
commercially viable for a developer to offer the level of affordable housing and custom build 
plots required in the Local Plan.     
  

 

Broadhempston has a strong track record in creating high quality, genuinely affordable, self-
build eco-homes for local people through working with The Community Land Trust at 
Easterways.  It would be right to explore opportunities to create further best-in-class housing 
development within the village.  
  

 

New homes should be for Devon residents, either social housing or self builds. Village already 
has too many holiday/second homes affecting viability of the village community.  
  

 

The village needs more smaller, single level retirement community homes to allow people to 
move as they need more support without breaking their social and support networks.   
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The site is likely to be expensive to develop due to the steepness of the land and the access 
and would result in little or no affordable housing being included for local 
people.  Uneconomic sites that can only take fewer properties result in higher unit cost of 
infrastructure and that the additional drainage and groundwork for this site would only 
result in a worse outcome from the village.  
  

 

The development should have the Devon rule applied and be full time residents without the 
option of second homes. The houses should be low carbon and built with natural high 
energy efficient materials.  
  

 

Priority should be affordable housing, X1 or x2 bed homes not large-scale.   

There is no need for additional housing in the village.   

Would support 12 dwellings but concerned about lack of infrastructure, size of 
developments, with more smaller sites supported than one large one, should be affordable 
and, prioritised for local people.  

 

Development alongside public path, on northern end would really erode the nature of a 
circular village walk.   
  
The Stoop site is distant from the sports ground at Headlands making it harder for residents 
to access those facilities. Also, making it less sustainable in terms of promoting an active 
lifestyle incorporating sport.  
  

 

There is a lack of availability due to over subscribing for some sporting activities for children 
locally and an increase in housing will impact on this further without additional investment. 
(Swimming lessons for children have a waiting list in both Totnes and Newton Abbot)  
  

 

The lane running alongside the site is very narrow and is the main walking route from the top 
road to the village school and shop.  Increased traffic to the site is a concern.  
  

 

Introducing new play areas as part of a development would damage the cohesiveness of the 
village and not be of benefit to the children. Improvements to the existing play area would 
better serve the needs of the village and bring more community cohesion.  
  

 

There is no public transport available to either dental or medical services.   

Site access - Access to the Stoop site would be untenable in the current location. The 
entrance at the south-eastern corner of the site sits directly opposite Grade II Sneydhurst and 
at the opposite side of the site to the village. Using this entrance and creating an additional 
road down to houses across the site would create significant visual disruption.       
  
Narrow lane – The site is served by a narrow green lane which is the main route in and out of 
the village from the A384.  This is already a pinch point, only wide enough for one vehicle in 
places.  The lane cannot be widened on either side due to old stone walls and steep Devon 
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banks topped with hedgerows.  Adding further traffic and a site access point to this lane 
would be a significant concern.      
  
Public transport options - The Local Plan states that the site is within 500m of a bus stop 
offering a peak hours/frequent bus service to Totnes.  There are only 3 buses per day 
between Totnes and Broadhempston.  The journey takes 40 minutes via other villages.  The 
service is not a practical option for commuting to work.   
  

The plan states that Broadhempston has good transport links; however, this is an 
exaggeration of the services in place. The bus service is very limited. I recently used the 
service to drop my son at nursery in Dartington and the only way to make it work was to run 
5.5 miles back and then repeat it in the other direction.    
  
   

 

The lane running alongside the site is very narrow. It is the main walking route from the top 
road to the village school and shop and doesn't have a pavement, so increased traffic and site 
access is a concern.  
  

 

Broadhempston has poor internet access and frequent power cuts.  
  

 

Children could not ride their bikes safely or access the community spaces at Headlands or 
the village park.   
  

 

All sites are unsuitable due to inadequate roads.   

Stoop Cellars is a thriving holiday cottage business and visitors frequent both pubs and the 
village shop. Building on the site above will negatively impact the open country aspect to 
Stoop Cellars and render the business untenable during construction phase and reduce 
appeal longer term.  
  

 

Very little local employment available. New residents would be commuters, increasing traffic 
on village lanes and pollution levels.  
  

 

New homes will bring additional custom to the two village pubs and the shop.  
  

 

Limited road infrastructure.   

A significant number of new families moving to the village could overwhelm the school and 
force families to travel by car to alternative schools.      
  

 

There is no access to healthcare services or higher education within the village so additional 
homes would all lead to more regular journeys by car.    
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Broadhempston has a small village school with a total capacity of 70 pupils. For September 
2021 there are 66 pupils on the register and therefore limited additional capacity for the 
school.   
The current buildings and structure of the school is the limiting factor in capacity and 
additional investment would be required to address this.  There also is not a pre-school in the 
village, and additional investment would be required to address this  
  

 

Consideration needs to be given to sewage treatment; it cannot even support current homes 
in the village.  
  

 

These potential sites are primarily served by Kingskerswell and Ipplepen Health Centre. This 
surgery has an excess of capacity as of August 2021 to absorb a patient list size increase from 
this potential site.  
  
Whilst is appears unlikely that based upon this village a developer contribution would not be 
required, due to all the other potential developments in nearby towns and villages that share 
the same GP footprint, it is very likely that a primary care developer contribution will be 
required. 

 

The runoff from the site in heavy rain or after snow melt has caused significant flooding to 
residential property at Stoop Cellars on several occasions. The clay soil is compacted and 
contributes to this position. By covering the site in tarmac, the runoff will be even worse.   
  

 

Flood mitigation will increase the cost of site development and further constrain the site.  
  

 

The council should reconsider the sites for development and look to smaller housing projects 
that are sympathetic to the historical character of the village.  
  

 

There are still undeveloped brownfield sites in the village outside the conservation area. 
These should be considered before any greenfield site.  
  

 

If development is agreed on this site, it should be a sustainable low impact build similar to 
Easterways.  

 

EA - It is likely that the site will be suitable for residential development (if the requirements 
can be met). 

 

Broadhempston Parish Council understands and supports the need for development and 
would get involved with any community led development, as we have done previously.  
  
However, we have grave concerns about the three sites included in the TDC proposals for the 
reasons thoroughly investigated and stated by the Broadhempston Residents working group. 
We also have g An Ecology report has also been included.rave concerns about how including 
any of these sites in the local plan would affect future applications for planning permission 
outside of the village boundary/ envelope. We wholly support and endorse the findings of the 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

report, and propose to work in partnership with the working group to produce a 
neighbourhood plan, or similar, which would identify smaller scale, more appropriate, 
development sites in Broadhempston. We are keen to work with TDC in this respect in order 
to provide a solution which meets the needs of TDC whilst maintaining the linear character of 
our historic village. This would also enable us to comply with the previous TDC policy of 
‘infilling and rounding off’ the village.  
  
In respect of the site west of Ashwick Court, you will have on record the previous concerns 
about flooding, together with a drainage expert’s comments in this respect. The report may 
be found under planning application 13/ 03137 and is the report dated 7 January 2014 
(attached to this email for ease of reference).  
  
We would argue your statement about a frequent bus service in the village, as this is certainly 
not the case and anyone working outside of the village would find it impossible to commute 
by bus if working usual office or retail hours. Please see bus timetable here - 165 - Totnes - 
Broadhempston – Country Bus (Newton Abbot) – bustimes.org  
  
Another inaccuracy included in your plan is the statement that the site at Stoop is flat – it is 
not!  
  
To summarise, the Parish Council supports the need to build a small number of houses in 
Broadhempston to provide new accommodation for specific needs within the village. 
However, it is vital that the right type of housing be built and we fear that this would not 
happen on any of the three sites allocated in the draft plan due to the costs associated in 
dealing with all the issues, including ecology, outlined in the working group’s response for 
each of the sites. The only way for a large developer to reduce the build cost to provide the 
right kind of houses would be to build many more houses than the identified 12 that 
Teignbridge has assigned to us, which we do not support. We would, instead, request that we 
work with both TDC and the residents’ working group to identify and help to progress more 
suitable sites than those included in the local plan.  
  
Reasons for Rejecting all Sites: Distance from main towns, poor road access, lack of 
pedestrian or cycle links, limited public transport, use of greenfields, difficult to design 
development to relicate the linear form of the village, loss of habitats, potential harm to 
GHBs, Cirl Buntings, and GCNs, the release of carbon stored, particulrarly in hedgerows. A 
Visual Impact Assessment of the site has been included and an Ecol;ogy report, along with 
comments made by TDC Drainage section on an outline planning application in 2012. 
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Broadhempston: Land West of Ashwick Court 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The site sits within the South Hams Special Area of Conservation (SAC) which exists chiefly to 
protect Greater Horseshoe Bats (GHB). Open grassland is important for foraging and the 
hedgerows and stone walls bordering the site are important for commuting GHB flyway. Loss 
of either of these is likely to have a significant impact on them.  There is no street lighting 
anywhere in Broadhempston.   
  
Development of this backland site would necessitate new estate roads which are likely to 
require lighting. This lighting would interfere with GHB navigation clues. The 5-metre dark 
zone required to mitigate this effect down both sides of this site would considerably reduce 
the land available for housing.     

Land West of Ashwick Court is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

 

12877542128  

12877763649  

12877646324  

12876986814  

12875207384  

12877670340  

12877614434  

12876976393  

12875204809  

12877769981  

12877610679  

12876883054  

12875194107  

12877732335  

12877612147  

12876868274  

12870736773  

12877742596  

12877567577  

12876869614  

12870412839 

12877730223  

12877614148  

12876834373  

12848742221  

12877679894  

12877570871  

12876837449  

12756216904  

12875259814  

12877505142  

12876800871  

12743978382  

12877701351  

12877493807  

12876788375 

Historic England notes from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments and the draft 
Local Planthat the allocation site is located to the north of the Broadhempston Conservation 
Area, which contains listed buildings. We also note the site’s archaeological potential and the 
associated recommendation for investigation and recording.Given this, we consider that the 
site requirements should include the need to conserve and enhance the settings and 
significance of any affectedlisted buildings and the Conservation Area (assuming that the site 
requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). 
However, we support the inclusion of the site requirements relating to the retention of 
vegetation and development layout and design that reinforces the character and 
distinctiveness of Broadhempston. Reference to the adopted Broadhempston Conservation 
Area Character Appraisal (2010) should assist with this.We also support the site requirement 
that addresses the archaeological matters. 

 

The grassland which makes up most of the site was once orchard land and is known to 
support 44 different species of native plants. It would be difficult to deliver the 10% increase 
in biodiversity sought by TDC in the Local Plan.  
  

 

The site lies within the Dartmoor National Park buffer zone. Whilst distant views of the site 
are limited, it provides a considerable part of the rural context of the village on its north-
eastern edge and the backdrop to development within the Conservation Area. Any housing 
development here would alter the open pastoral character of the site.  
  

 

The north-western hedgerow remains intact and is an historic, Priority Habitat, species-rich 
hedgerow containing 14 species of tree and shrub and 27 further species of flowering plants 
and ferns.  The north-eastern hedge contains 7 native trees and shrubs.    
  
A survey in the adjacent garden at Rosecote House in July and August 2021 found over 30 
species of moth and 1 caddis fly.      
  
This site’s north-western historic and species-rich, boundary hedgerow provides landscape-
scale habitat links for bats, (including Barbastelle, Greater and Lesser Horseshoe, Common 
Pipistrelle, Brown Long Eared, Noctule, Soprano Pipistrelle and one Myotis 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

species.  Dormouse records in the hedgerow on this site (DBRC data) and from a garden 
north of the CWS pond.    
  

12877835154  

12877691295  

12877487325  

12876782818  

12877784766  

12877672105  

12877417462  

12876749582  

12877802410  

12877664407  

12876539986  

12876763110  

12877786510  

12877656158  

12877029055  

12876758154  

12877789085  

12877619468  

12877027251  

12876741511  

12876742347  

12876733735  

12876668891  

12876681056  

12876685878  

12876655010  

12876598976  

12876581957  

12876398424  

12876362240  

12876275598  

 

The comments 
include 39, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

The orchards, fields and community spaces should be maintained to protect the rural 
character of Broadhempston.  
  

 

The site would ruin the historically significant linear pattern of the village.  
  

 

Small Park Lane, on west end of site, is an unmetalled road that is used by toads to access 
the neighbouring pond as well as bats and should not be disturbed.    
  

 

The southern end of this site becomes saturated in heavy rainfall and historically properties 
along Main Street have been flooded. Development will remove the natural soft flood 
management and increase the likelihood of Main Street houses being flooded.   
  

 

Air pollution would increase with increased domestic and residential traffic, if development 
comes forward.  
  

 

The Landscape HELAA assessment for the site describes it as "hidden behind existing 
frontages" which is misleading. The site is clearly visible from a number of locations along 
Main Street (including the Coppa Dolla Inn garden/car park, between Stanfords/Tooronga 
and between Tooronga/Honeysuckle Cottage), Small Park Lane and Lower Well (the main 
entrance to the site), as well as from other locations around the village.  
  

 

DWT would expect protection of Broadhempston Pond CWS with enhancement and seek 
opportunities to create new ponds suitable for great crested newts within all developments, 
with suitable adjacent habitats. 

 

The closeness of the CWS Great Crested Newt Pond and Cirl Buntings makes these especially 
sensitive sites, requiring careful wildlife surveying before any decision is made on 
development. If they are developed, wide corridors, suitable for all of the protected species, 
would need to be designed into the schemes - and created before development took place.   
  
Broadhempston is the Teignbridge Parish which still has the largest number of village 
orchards, so any mitigation should strengthen the veteran orchards and plant new standard 
(eg tall fruit tree) orchards. Orchard habitats are arguably the best for a wide range of 
biodiversity, with the great advantage of relatively quickly developing ‘veteran tree’ habitats - 
in 30 years compared with 200 years for an oak tree.  
   
The land north of Ashwick Court may be the preferred choice, but would still need 
considerable mitigation. 

 

This proposed allocation may impact habitat used by cirl buntings (it is on the edge of one cirl 
bunting territory (as recorded in the last national survey in 2016)). We recommend cirl 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

buntings are included in the Ecology sensitivities section. If this proposed site goes forward as 
an allocation, we recommend up to date survey and habitat compensation for loss via a 
developer contribution to Teignbridge District Council  
as per the cirl bunting planning guidance. 

The Conservation Area Character Assessment (CACA) states that "The shape and historical 
layout of Broadhempston is one of its basic characteristics. This character should not be 
eroded further by back land development, as gardens and orchards were integral to the 
historic plan".  
  
There are many Grade II listed properties within a short distance of the site, and whose 
setting is affected by this site. These properties (along with other properties that are not 
listed buildings) are assessed to be in the "Outstanding" category within the CACA, which 
states that "Planning applications and other proposals which may affect their character, or 
that of their setting, should only be considered if they offer an enhancement".   
  
Given these points, development should not be considered because:                    
a) it would not offer an enhancement to the setting of any of the "Outstanding" properties 
around this site, and;                  
b) it represents back land development that would further erode the character of the 
Conservation Area.    

 

The village has a traditional medieval linear layout and this character should not be negatively 
impacted on through development.  
  

 

The village is a special gem, a large proportion of which is within the Conservation Area but is 
relatively unspoilt and actively works to maintain this.     
  

 

The location of the site is a direct threat to the purpose of the conservation area that is 
intended to preserve the linear nature of the village layout with properties arranged along 
the Main Street with gardens and open agricultural land behind.  In fill of this site would 
damage the historic village layout by creating a denser mass of buildings away from the 
village centre.     
   

 

Development of site could be seen on high ground to the North (the beacon) and the south, 
impacting on the rural and historic nature of the village.  
  

 

Any new development would be as a suburban arrangement with a cul-de-sac and would 
not be in keeping with the historical linear arrangement that is the character of this special 
village.  
  

 

Site contains some medieval archaeology that will require mitigation.   



       
 

43 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Would support 12 dwellings but concerned about lack of infrastructure, size of 
developments, with more smaller sites supported than one large one, should be affordable 
and, prioritised for local people.  

 

The Conservation Area Character Assessment (CACA) states that "The shape and historical 
layout of Broadhempston is one of its basic characteristics. This character should not be 
eroded further by back land development, as gardens and orchards were integral to the 
historic plan".  
  
There are many Grade II listed properties within a short distance of the site, and whose 
setting is affected by this site. These properties (along with other properties that are not 
listed buildings) are assessed to be in the "Outstanding" category within the CACA, which 
states that "Planning applications and other proposals which may affect their character, or 
that of their setting, should only be considered if they offer an enhancement".   
  
Given these points, development should not be considered because:                    
a) it would not offer an enhancement to the setting of any of the "Outstanding" properties 
around this site, and;                  
b) it represents back land development that would further erode the character of the 
Conservation Area.    
  

 

The village has a traditional medieval linear layout and this character should not be negatively 
impacted on through development.  
  

 

The village is a special gem, a large proportion of which is within the Conservation Area but is 
relatively unspoilt and actively works to maintain this.     
  

 

The location of the site is a direct threat to the purpose of the conservation area that is 
intended to preserve the linear nature of the village layout with properties arranged along 
the Main Street with gardens and open agricultural land behind.  In fill of this site would 
damage the historic village layout by creating a denser mass of buildings away from the 
village centre.     

 

Development of site could be seen on high ground to the North (the beacon) and the south, 
impacting on the rural and historic nature of the village.  

 

Any new development would be as a suburban arrangement with a cul-de-sac and would 
not be in keeping with the historical linear arrangement that is the character of this special 
village.  

 

Site contains some medieval archaeology that will require mitigation.   

Would support 12 dwellings but concerned about lack of infrastructure, size of 
developments, with more smaller sites supported than one large one, should be affordable 
and, prioritised for local people.  

 

The site has been used for grazing cattle and is cut yearly for hay.  Grassland and hedgerow 
can play an important role in carbon sequestration.   
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The Sustainability Appraisal suggests that safeguards could be used during construction to 
retain the quality of the agricultural land, but it is unclear what these safeguards would be, 
and whether they have been/can be implemented effectively and economically.  
  

 

This is a greenfield site and brownfield sites such as the conversion of agricultural buildings 
should be considered for the provision of new housing instead.     
  

 

The majority of the site was once orchard land and is known to support 44 different species 
of native plants.   
  

 

Broadhempston has a strong track record in creating high quality, genuinely affordable, self-
build eco-homes for local people through working with The Community Land Trust. Future 
development should be through a number of smaller sites following the historic pattern of 
linear development which is such an important characteristic of the village.    
  

 

There are still brownfield sites in the village, (but not in the Conservation Area) which should 
be considered before considering building on grassland.    
  

 

Local needs are going to be met by affordable housing for older residents allowing their 
homes to go to younger families.  
  

 

Affordable housing in the village for local people is sought and of high quality with good 
insulation to reduce energy consumption.  There should be smaller properties that suit 
young couples starting out or older people  wishing to downsize.  
  

 

The houses should have the Devon rule applied and be full time residents without the option 
of second homes.  
  

 

All new housing must have sufficient garaging, as no street parking is available.  
  

 

The development of this site will provide more houses than are needed in Broadhempston.  
  

 

There is no need for additional housing in the village.    

Would encourage developers to build more than 12 houses.   

Villagers must travel outside the village to access a gym, swimming pools, music lessons, 
cricket clubs, girls football training.  Recreational use of the lanes by walkers, cyclists, horse 
riders can be dangerous because of farm traffic, delivery vans, commuters amongst others.  
  

 

There is no GP surgery/pharmacy. Local health service in neighbouring village is already 
restricted.  
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The development of the site makes no positive contribution to health; by depriving existing 
residents of a valued open space with beautiful views, it will have a negative impact on the 
daily well-being of the wider existing community.  
  

 

The number of houses that could be built on this site will increase traffic, pollution and noise 
to the detriment of the health and wellbeing of residents.  
  
  

 

The owners of the Coppa Dolla Inn will not allow pedestrian or vehicular access from their 
property to the site.  If the stone wall that lies between the site and Small Park Lane is 
identified as a heritage asset, pedestrian access via this section of the site would look to be 
inappropriate. This would limit pedestrian access to the eastern end of the site, reducing easy 
access to the centre of the village.    
  
There are only 3 buses per day between Totnes and Broadhempston.  The journey takes 40 
minutes via other villages.  The last bus leaves Totnes for the village at 15:35 on a normal 
weekday.  This service is not a practical option for commuting to work.    
  
Any further development in the village would lead to more cars on the road, exacerbating 
both traffic on narrow lanes and car emissions.  This directly challenges TDC’s goal in creating 
carbon neutral development.  

 

Road access is not from New Lane.  Access onto the highway is down a very narrow access 
road adjacent to existing properties.  
  
The eastern end of the site is roughly 1km to the village amenities (bus, shop, PO, primary 
school) along unlit lanes with no footpaths.  
  
The surrounding Highway network is very narrow with limited opportunities for passing, Main 
Street is narrow and has cars parked all along it due to lack of private driveways meaning 
there is little opportunity for passing.  

 

The narrow roads in and out of Broadhempston - in any direction - are not able to support 
this development.   

 

The Coppa Dolla Inn borders this site.  The owners have stated that there is a good chance 
that they would not continue to run the business if this site was developed. Customers like 
the country setting. The vast majority of their trade is from outside the village so the 
development of this site would not provide any economic benefit.   

 

The opportunity for employment within Broadhempston is minimal. Many residents must 
travel much further afield (Plymouth/Exeter/Torquay) for work. Not compatible with climate 
change goals.  

 

Increased development here would lead to more commuting traffic on the small lanes to the 
village and increase congestion and pollution.  

 

The Local Plan states a capacity within the village primary school to accommodate 12 new 
homes.  It is unlikely the site could be economically built by a developer without increasing 
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the number of houses.  For example, the previous (unsuccessful) planning application for this 
site was for 28 homes.  
  

Broadhempston has a small village school with a total capacity of 70 pupils. For September 
2021, 66 pupils on the register and therefore limited additional capacity for the school.   
The current buildings and structure of the school is the limiting factor and additional 
investment would be required.  

 

There is no GP surgery/ pharmacy.   

Flooding is a big issue into and from this site. Surface water enters New Lane from multiple 
points, including via Ashwick Court.  Surface water gathered on the site floods properties 
beyond, typically 'Poachers Court' and 'Rosecott'. The flooding is both surface and 
subterranean therefore a holding meadow would not work.   

 

Infrastructure such as drainage and water are already at capacity.   

Older pupils have to be transported either to Ashburton or Totnes for secondary education. 
The closest grammar school is in Torquay.  

 

These potential sites are primarily served by Kingskerswell and Ipplepen Health Centre. This 
surgery has an excess of capacity as of August 2021 to absorb a patient list size increase from 
this potential site.  

  

Whilst is appears unlikely that based upon this village a developer contribution would not be 
required, due to all the other potential developments in nearby towns and villages that share 
the same GP footprint, it is very likely that a primary care developer contribution will be 
required. 

 

The site is referenced on the Environment Agency Aquifer Map as being located within a 
Major Aquifer - High Risk Area and because of this any developer would have to carry out 
ground water monitoring at the proposed surface water/SuDs design depth over a minimum 
12-month period for a true representation of the ground water conditions of this area to be 
obtained.  (Consultation Response from Drainage for Planning Application 13/03137/MAJ.)   
  

 

The village has already accepted small linear developments which retain the character of the 
historic village. This site is too large and in the wrong place.  
  

 

There is a need for self-build houses in the village.  
  

 

Objects due to previous refused development.  
  

 

Broadhempston Parish Council understands and supports the need for development and 
would get involved with any community led development, as we have done previously.  

  

However, we have grave concerns about the three sites included in the TDC proposals for the 
reasons thoroughly investigated and stated by the Broadhempston Residents working group. 
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We also have grave concerns about how including any of these sites in the local plan would 
affect future applications for planning permission outside of the village boundary/ envelope. 
We wholly support and endorse the findings of the report, and propose to work in 
partnership with the working group to produce a neighbourhood plan, or similar, which 
would identify smaller scale, more appropriate, development sites in Broadhempston. We are 
keen to work with TDC in this respect in order to provide a solution which meets the needs of 
TDC whilst maintaining the linear character of our historic village. This would also enable us to 
comply with the previous TDC policy of ‘infilling and rounding off’ the village.  

  

In respect of the site west of Ashwick Court, you will have on record the previous concerns 
about flooding, together with a drainage expert’s comments in this respect. The report may 
be found under planning application 13/ 03137 and is the report dated 7 January 2014 
(attached to this email for ease of reference).  

  

We would argue your statement about a frequent bus service in the village, as this is certainly 
not the case and anyone working outside of the village would find it impossible to commute 
by bus if working usual office or retail hours. Please see bus timetable here - 165 - Totnes - 
Broadhempston – Country Bus (Newton Abbot) – bustimes.org  

  

Another inaccuracy included in your plan is the statement that the site at Stoop is flat – it is 
not!  

  

To summarise, the Parish Council supports the need to build a small number of houses in 
Broadhempston to provide new accommodation for specific needs within the village. 
However, it is vital that the right type of housing be built and we fear that this would not 
happen on any of the three sites allocated in the draft plan due to the costs associated in 
dealing with all the issues, including ecology, outlined in the working group’s response for 
each of the sites. The only way for a large developer to reduce the build cost to provide the 
right kind of houses would be to build many more houses than the identified 12 that 
Teignbridge has assigned to us, which we do not support. We would, instead, request that we 
work with both TDC and the residents’ working group to identify and help to progress more 
suitable sites than those included in the local plan.  

  

Reasons for Rejecting all Sites: Distance from main towns, poor road access, lack of 
pedestrian or cycle links, limited public transport, use of greenfields, difficult to design 
development to relicate the linear form of the village, loss of habitats, potential harm to 
GHBs, Cirl Buntings, and GCNs, the release of carbon stored, particulrarly in hedgerows. 

EA - It is likely that the site will be suitable for residential development (if the requirements 
can be met). 

 

Support as best connected with village.   
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Broadhempston: Field North of Easterways 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Suggest broad strip of woodland planting near southern border to benefit both Easterways 
and new houses, and wildlife.  
  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston provides for green infrastructure 
provision.  

 

FS-Case-395583788  

FS-Case-395422963  

FS-Case-395203290  

FS-Case-395590089  

FS-Case-395417720  

FS-Case-395194611  

FS-Case-395565876  

FS-Case-395406619  

FS-Case-395159087  

FS-Case-395524995  

FS-Case-395381316  

FS-Case-395174611  

FS-Case-395533574  

FS-Case-395379399  

FS-Case-395174611  

FS-Case-395515042  

FS-Case-395377523  

FS-Case-395036881  

FS-Case-395496767  

FS-Case-395340390  

FS-Case-394904413  

FS-Case-395479600  

FS-Case-395328192  

FS-Case-394899093  

FS-Case-395464809  

FS-Case-395319333  

FS-Case-394898294  

FS-Case-395466704  

FS-Case-395306250  

FS-Case-394891112  

FS-Case-395465880  

FS-Case-395303020  

FS-Case-394894606  

FS-Case-395464958  

FS-Case-395304170  

FS-Case-394446323  

Development would be detrimental to 5 European Protected Species and overall 
biodiversity.   
  
The site is enclosed by ancient, species-rich hedgerows on 2 sides and a newly planted hedge 
borders the Easterways development to the south. The hedgerows in this part of the village 
along with the historic green lane (New Lane) provide unbroken flyways for bats (including 
Greater and Lesser Horseshoe) connecting them with foraging in adjacent fields and much of 
the green space throughout the village.  
   
Light pollution has a big impact on Greater Horseshoe bats and the site is currently in dark 
open countryside.   
   
Development at scale in this field would be very visible from the high ground to the North 
(the Beacon) and the South, impacting on the overall rural and historic setting of the village.   
  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston, GP1: Sustainable Development, EN12: 
Legally Protected and Priority Species and other relevat Environment policies, and EN4: 
Landscape Protection and Enhancement.  
  

A 2-hectare greenfield site of grade 2 agricultural land laid to grass, annually grazed by 
cattle.  
  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield 
sites. However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to 
go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services 
are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.    

Adjacent areas are home to Greater Horseshoe bats, Greater Crested newts, Cirl Bunting.   
  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policies EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species and EN13: European Wildlife Sites 
and other environmental policies.  

Important hedgerows can be retained with trees and shrubs planted to offset the buildings. 
Encourage ways to promote wildlife returning to area once construction has been 
completed.  
  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity.   

The field is adjacent to the small community development at Easterways, any impact on the 
surrounding area would be no more than is already visible with the existing development.   
   

The observation on this development allocation is acknowledged. 

 

The proposed development would have limited ecological impact and fit in well with 
neighbouring self build site.  
  

The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

 

EA - Site is within a potential CDA.   

Designating the CDA will help alleviate overland runoff and flood risk problems.   

Should the site be incorporated, the site may need to incorporate enhanced SuDS and NFM 
measures to meet CDA requirements. 

Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality sets requirements for development within CDAs, 
should the EA designate one in this area. This policy and Policy DW3 also requires SUDS.    
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Topography of the site.   This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable 
location for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

FS-Case-395458179  

FS-Case-395303302  

FS-Case-394700650  

FS-Case-395441191  

FS-Case-395265458  

FS-Case-394619100  

FS-Case-394613628  

FS-Case-394265035  

FS-Case-393777115  

FS-Case-393747654  

FS-Case-393613831  

FS-Case-393596649  

FS-Case-393444598  

FS-Case-391458486  

FS-Case-391362710  

FS-Case-391045444  

FS-Case-395588076  

 

The comments 
include 21, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Site is within 1km of a cirl bunting breeding territory.  
  
Recommends site assessment as per cirl bunting planning guidance.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston and Environment policies. 

High likelihood of BMV (predictive).  
  

Policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston allocates land for approximately 15 
custom build homes, which would result in less than a hectare’s loss of BMV. 

The setting of The Retreat a Grade 2 Listed Building would be adversely affected by 
development of this site.  
  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Policy EN17: Heritage Assets. 

 

Large scale development would have an impact on character and setting of conservation 
area:   
• The field lies within 50m of the Conservation Area and a Grade II listed building, The 
Retreat. This building, along with the neighbouring Lower Well and nearby Ashwick House 
(also Grade II Listed) is listed as “Outstanding” in TDC’s Broadhempston CACA. • Estate 
development would be visible from upper floor windows of The Retreat. The setting of the 
‘Outstanding” buildings is enhanced by the views from the Conservation Area into pasture 
and open countryside which the CACA states are “important characteristics” to be 
preserved.    
• The absence of street lighting in the village is confirmed by the CACA as a “positive feature” 
of the Conservation Area. Large scale development on this site in the form of an estate would 
require street lighting both within the development and to connect to the village, detracting 
from the character of the Conservation Area.   
• Suburban estate style development on this site would be totally out of character with the 
traditional linear layout of the village where historically, houses are built next to each other 
directly facing the street.   
  
The western side of the field has a long boundary on the road, if a small-scale scheme were 
to be limited to this area it would be possible to develop the site in a way that continues the 
traditional style of development which characterises the village.  
  

Noted. These potential impacts would be considered against relevant Environment 
policies and Design requirements in the draft Local Plan. There is contrary to the 
comments made a clear separation between field north of Easterways and the village 
conservation area and relevance of CACA somewhat slanted for this particular site 
option.  

 
Village allocations will be subject to the provisions of Policy EN17: Heritage Assets. The 
policy sets out requirements for development affecting heritage assets and their 
settings, which include listed buildings, archaeology, scheduled monuments and RPGs.   

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

 

Occupies an important access route to the village and it would be important to maintain the 
rural character as far as possible.  
  

Noted. Design requirements identified through Policy DW1: Quality Development would 
help to facilitate such integration with adjoining built and natural environment and be 
supported by appropriate Design Code Content.  

This site is far enough away that it would have a limited effect on the character/setting of 
the Conservation Area.   
It would be the first housing to be seen when entering the village along the neighbouring 
road and so any housing developed would need to be designed to respect the linear nature 
of housing within the village.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Policy EN17: Heritage Assets.   

Development would mean losing a large area of green space which should be preserved.   
  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield 
sites. However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services 
are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

The site lies in open countryside near heritage features Torenewton Caves, Denbury Hill 
Fort, and Orley Common.    
  

Noted. Development proposals will need to comply with requirements of policies EN4: 
Landscape Protection and Enhancement and EN16: Heritage Assets.  
  

Infill development would go against the medieval character of the village.   

  

Rather encourage self-build developments within the village. Part 2 site - North of Ashwick 
Court and Part 3 - Field north of Easterways are preferable for this. Object to remaining sites 
(Part 2 and 3). 

Noted. Design requirements identified through Policy DW1: Quality Development would 
help to facilitate such integration with adjoining built and natural environment and be 
supported by appropriate Design Code Content.  
  

Archaeological mitigation may be required given the proximity of the site to known 
prehistoric activity in the surrounding landscape. 

 Noted. An archaeological assessment and appropriate mitigation would be required as 
part of any development as per EN16: Heritage Assets.   

Site would have space for small unit[s] for local business, and for good sized gardens/ further 
orchard.  
  

Noted. Field north of Easterways is a residential site option rather than for 
employment/business development. The site requirements do set out a comprehensive 
list of green space provision which is further defined in design policy.  

The remainder of the site could be retained as pasture (or possibly incorporate other 
sustainable uses).  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston. 

It would mean the loss of grassland and mature hedgerows which are known to sequester 
carbon more effectively than trees.  
  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston and EN16: Trees, hedges and 
woodland.  

The site is flat, well drained and within easy reach of other dwellings and the sports field.  The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

Housing should be mixed in house size, within various affordable schemes, for local people, 
community led; could include single storey.  
  

This has been considered and the plan includes affordable housing requirements 
including on this site. Policy H2 sets out the affordable housing targets and tenures of 
affordable housing to be sought. 

Custom build housing would be welcome on this site.  
  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston. 

The site is physically capable of accommodating development on a scale which, for 
Broadhempston, would be massive.  If included, the site should be demarcated as to only 
that part of the field sufficient to accommodate the required number of houses.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston and DW1: Quality Development would 
help to facilitate such integration with adjoining built and natural environment and be 
supported by appropriate Design Code Content.  

 A small scale, community-led development on this site could provide genuinely affordable 
smaller homes for single local people or older residents seeking to downsize, accessible and 
adaptable housing and/or several live/work units for local crafts people and online 
entrepreneurs.   
Development of the site in this way would allow a natural extension of the existing 
Easterways development.   

Noted. A community-led development scheme would be entirely consistent with the local 
plan policy context. Reliant upon landowner agreement in the first instance.  

There is an opportunity to work in collaboration with the Broadhempston Community Land 
Trust to develop a smaller scale scheme which meets genuine local needs.  

Noted. The site option for the field north of Easterways allows a significant amount of 
flexibility in terms of potential yield for new homes.  

The development should be no more 12 houses, otherwise the impact on village character, 
historic layout and environmental sensitivities and climate change would be very negative.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston.   
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In comparison with all the other sites in Broadhempston, it offers the opportunity for 
maintaining the traditional ribbon style development of the village by avoiding in-filling of 
the greenspaces between the existing lanes.      

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston and DW1: Quality Development would 
help to facilitate such integration with adjoining built and natural environment and be 
supported by appropriate Design Code Content.     

In line with Broadhempston parish comment.   
  
Most suitable site, however, would be preferable for 20-25 houses rather than 30-44.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston.       

All houses should have solar panels.   Noted. A development on this site would be required to be carbon neutral or low carbon 
development as per local plan policy CC2: Carbon Statements.   

Maximum of 6 houses on site.  
  
No more than 2 sites in Broadhempston.  
  
One site for elderly exclusively.   

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston.  This has been considered but the site 
is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location for development. See the 
Sustainability Appraisal for further information.     

Within walking and cycling distance of village amenities.   
  

The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

It is possible to walk the 1km from the site to the centre of the village along a single-track 
lane with high hedges and few passing places.  
Cycling any distance along narrow lanes with high hedges is not for the faint-hearted.   

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston. 

There is a footpath via Headlands connecting the community orchard and community 
allotments, there is potential to be explored to extend this further.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston.   

Walking and cycling are not feasible alternatives to driving. The nearest road with footways 
is more than 2 km away and there is no access to dedicated cycle routes.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston. 

The lane running along the western boundary of the field is a long straight road and traffic 
travels at some speed.  
   

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston.   

The adjacent road is narrow, as are the roads leading into and out of the village. They are 
already quite busy (and would certainly not be suitable for traffic generated by any 
potentially larger development).   
  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston and GP1: Sustainable Development.  

Field north of Easterways has benefit of easier near level walk to the village centre (school, 
shop, pub, church, village hall) than the other sites.  
  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston. 

The roads around Broadhempston are all country lanes and any work to upgrade could 
overly urbanise them.  An increase of traffic or pedestrians in one area of the village due to 
a large development would put pressure on road space.  
  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston.     

A path could be incorporated through Headlands community field and allotment to take 
walkers to the heart of the village and improve access to the school.  
  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston.     
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The site is on a good road, with clear vision.  There are plentiful horse riders, bikers and 
walkers here, indicating it is a safe area. 

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston.     

There are few employment opportunities in the local village, so it would be expected that 
occupants will commute to other locations for the purpose of work.     

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable 
location for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

 A large- scale scheme built by a major developer would be unlikely to offer construction 
work to local people, but a smaller scheme constructed by a local housebuilder could provide 
employment opportunities for trades and crafts people in the Broadhempston area.   

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable 
location for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.  

If the site was developed to include live/work units, studios, or workshops this would not only 
increase the opportunities for local employment but also reduce the need for commuting.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston and EC5: Working from Home.  
 

To be developed as a small site with 12 houses or less, it may also be possible to think about 
other employment opportunities on the land such as a market garden or community 
supported agriculture scheme like the one at School Farm in Dartington, or allotments.  
  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston. The site has not been considered for 
such uses.    

The village school has not space to increase should more children require school places  
  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston.   

Broadhempston has no medical facilities and residents must travel to Newton Abbot, Exeter, 
or Totnes for healthcare of any kind. The nearest GP surgery accessible by public transport is 
in Totnes, development on this site would inevitably result in more car trips to medical 
facilities elsewhere.   

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure 
appropriate contributions to infrastructure and services. 

 

There is no mains sewerage connection available for this site or nearby.  
  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure 
appropriate contributions to infrastructure and services.  

Presently, the village sports field at Headlands is slightly out on a limb.  Developing the site 
in a sensitive way gives the opportunity to better encompass the sporting facilities at 
Headlands.    

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston. 

Little essential infrastructure is available in the village. Journeys by private car are 
undertaken for most services including healthcare, secondary, higher and university 
education, work, shopping and leisure. There is no direct bus to a hospital.  

The need for car-based travel to several services is acknowledged for a village settlement 
such as Broadhempston. Policies in the plan, such as CC3: Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 
will help to mitigate the position to a certain extent.  

Development is near to mains services so development costs would not be prohibitive.  
  

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable 
location for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

GPs have excess capacity as of January 2022. Unlikely that a primary care developer 
contribution will be required.  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure 
appropriate contributions to infrastructure and services. 

Infrastructure impact (foul water capacity and availability).  This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure 
appropriate contributions to infrastructure and services. 

Land north of Easterways and adjacent field provide the best sites for Broadhempston’s 
expansion and could accommodate many new homes to serve the longer term needs for the 
village.  
  

The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

 

The field is very close to the playing fields at Headlands. Development on this site could add 
significant weight to the bid to develop a multi-use sporting facility on the headlands site, 
increasing facilities available to the village and potential capacity for the village school to use. 

The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 
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The site is far larger than needed for the 12 residential units currently allocated to the village 
in the Local Plan. It would leave an amount of land undeveloped with the possibility of 
providing natural infrastructure improvements, enhancing biodiversity, or creating a 
community enterprise such as a market garden.  
  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, Broadhempston. 

It is hard to justify any large development in a small rural village where most of the 
residents rely on a car for nearly all basic services, employment and healthcare. 
Broadhempston has a high carbon footprint and any development would only add to that.  
   

Noted. The need for car-based travel to several services is acknowledged for a village 
settlement such as Broadhempston. Policies in the plan, such as CC2: Carbon Statements 
and CC3: Electric Vehicle Infrastructure will help to mitigate the position to a certain 
extent.  

Where feasible link to existing services for drainage and other services.  
  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure 
appropriate contributions to infrastructure and services. 

The site is not limited by conservation areas, listed building curtilage, ecological and 
heritage protection.  

The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

 

Link well with existing self-builds nearby.   
  
Self-contained in drainage and surface water terms.   
  
Limited highways impact.   
  
Sufficient recreational space available.  
   
School is nearby.  

The support for this development allocation is acknowledged.  

  

 

Broadhempston: Field South of Broadhempston 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

 Land is currently permanent pasture (absorbing carbon) - bounded by species-rich hedges 
and close to a watercourse - all of which are important for biodiversity.  
It contributes significantly to the approach to the village in its rural setting and to its 
southern outlook.  
  

Field South of Broadhempston is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

FS-Case-395578935  

FS-Case-395381784  

FS-Case-395574190  

FS-Case-395328700  

FS-Case-395533574  

FS-Case-395306250  

FS-Case-395515042  

FS-Case-395303020  

FS-Case-395513390  

FS-Case-395265785  

FS-Case-395474397  

FS-Case-395159087  

FS-Case-395466704  

 A place that constitutes a nature corridor that joins several open pasture and ancient 
hedgerows.   
  

 

 Land is an old pasture field with surrounding old hedges on all sides with a stream to one 
long side. It is important, due to the stream - to a huge variety of flora and fauna. It is also 
quite a sloping field alongside a narrow lane.  

 

Site occupies an outlying position in relation to village envelope. Any development on this 
site would be very visible from surrounding rural area and ridges resulting in a negative 
impact.  
  

 



       
 

54 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
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A very large site and would be out of proportion with the village and have a detrimental 
effect on the landscape.   
 
Many wildlife species not protected by European Law will be present, including European 
hare, Hedgehogs, Toads, Frogs, Palmate Newt, Grass Snakes, Slow Worms, Barn Owl, 
Sparrow Hawk and so on.   
  
Any development would result in a net biodiversity loss given pastureland in open 
countryside, surrounded by hedgerow, adequate space would need to be given to wildlife 
and hedgerows, if a 10% net gain is to be achieved.   
  
As the site is large and requirement for housing is minimal (12 over a 20-year period) it may 
be possible to plant a community orchard alongside a small development or provide more 
allotment space for the village.  

 FS-Case-395096279  

FS-Case-395466818  

FS-Case-394904779  

FS-Case-395464958  

FS-Case-394891112  

FS-Case-395463848  

FS-Case-394896064  

FS-Case-395458179  

FS-Case-394446323  

FS-Case-395441191  

FS-Case-394700650  

FS-Case-395422963  

FS-Case-394533432  

FS-Case-395417720  

FS-Case-394270383  

FS-Case-395406619  

FS-Case-393777115  

FS-Case-395381316  

FS-Case-393747654  

FS-Case-393593179  

FS-Case-393593169  

FS-Case-393444598  

FS-Case-391521520  

FS-Case-391365675  

FS-Case-391045444  

FS-Case-395603802  

 

The comments 
include 28 submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

EA - Site is within a potential CDA. Designating the CDA will help alleviate overland runoff 
and flood risk problems. Should the site be incorporated, the site may need to incorporate 
enhanced SuDS and NFM measures to meet CDA requirements.  

 

RSPB - Site is within 1km of a cirl bunting breeding territory. Recommends site assessment 
as per cirl bunting planning guidance.  

 

NE - Low likelihood of BMV (predictive).   

Although site is outside the conservation area, any large-scale development would have an 
impact on its character and setting. The north end of the field lies within 50m of the 
Conservation Area.  
   
Estate housing development in this field would create a loss of the bordering open 
countryside and would impact on the special rural and historic setting of the village.  

 

The site is far enough away that it would have a limited effect on the character/setting of 
the Conservation Area. It would be the first housing in the village seen when entering along 
the neighbouring road and so any housing developed on this site would need to be 
designed to respect the linear nature of housing within the village.  
  

 

Close to one listed building. Modern housing will not fit into the surroundings  
  

 

The property next door to the site is within the Conservation area.  Building new properties 
on the site will not be in keeping with this.  

 

The absence of street lighting in the village is confirmed by the CACS as a “positive feature” 
of the Conservation Area. Large scale development on this site would require street lighting 
both within the development and to connect to the village, detracting from the character of 
the Conservation Area.  

 

HE - Historic England notes that there are a few listed buildings to the north of the 
proposed allocation site as well as the Broadhempston Conservation Area.  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that they should include the need to conserve and 
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enhance and settings and significance of nearby listed buildings and the Conservation 
Area.   
We also query if the archaeological potential of the site of this allocation site has been 
assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken with an indication of whether any archaeological assessment and evaluation 
should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a 
later date to inform development proposals. This could then be added into the Site 
Requirements if necessary.  
For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in Local Plans 
Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 (2015), The Historic 
Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), and Good Practice Advice in 
Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017).  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment evidence base for this 
proposed allocation and a positive strategy conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment, we remain concerned about the soundness of the emerging Local Plan in light 
of paragraphs 31,189, 190 and 192 of the NPPF 2021. In its current form, Historic England 
objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

Scale of the proposed sites.   
Refers to a previous applications refusal and dismissal by inspectorate in 2014.   
South of Broadhempston could be used for linear settlement to match the medieval 
settlement pattern along the road.  

 

DCC - Archaeological mitigation may be required given the proximity of the site to known 
prehistoric activity in the surrounding landscape.  

 

Developing the field would result in the loss of nearly 5 hectares of Grade 2 traditional 
grazing land. It would also mean the loss of grassland and mature hedgerows which are 
known to sequester carbon more effectively than trees.  
  

 

 Land is agricultural, in keeping with the land use of this area for hundreds of years, 
supporting the livelihood of small-scale local farmers, which is crucial to local 
sustainability.   
  

 

 Suitable site for agriculture or horticulture, not housing.  
  

 

The need to produce food is going to increase. So too is the need to produce more of it 
locally to meet climate change ambitions. We should not be using any agricultural land for 
development until every piece of urban/brownfield land is used up.  

 

 Important to demarcate only part of site necessary to sustain a small-scale development.  
  

 

Any housing in Broadhempston should grow in an incremental and sustainable way, by 
limiting to a maximum of 12 new houses, be affordable and available specifically for local 
people.  
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Commercial developers are likely to want to build high-end homes which will appeal to 
affluent incomers rather than socially affordable housing for local residents.   
  
The owner of this field also owned the Easterways site at the north of the village where a 
development of six socially affordable, eco-friendly self-build homes was successfully led by 
the Broadhempston Community Land Trust.   
  
A community led development on this site could provide genuinely affordable smaller 
homes for single local people or elderly residents seeking to downsize, accessible and 
adaptable housing and/or several live/work units for local craftspeople and online 
entrepreneurs.   

 

There is little employment in the village. A mixed-use development such as work/live units 
or light industrial units alongside housing would provide opportunities for residents to work 
locally and may help integrate new residents into the established community.  
  
 There are mechanisms in place that allow communities to build small developments (fewer 
than 9) of genuinely affordable housing on little sites where they would fit in with the local 
environment.   

 

The site slopes away from the road. Development would have considerable costs involved 
that would reduce the likelihood of affordable homes being a significant proportion.  

 

Walking and cycling are not feasible alternatives to driving. The lanes in and around 
Broadhempston are narrow, have few passing places and are bordered by high Devon banks 
which obscure oncoming traffic and are unsafe for pedestrians and cyclists.   
  
The nearest road with safe footways is more than 2 km away and there is no access to 
dedicated cycle routes.   
  
The field is 800m from the centre of the village and the only pedestrian route to the shop 
and school is via a narrow lane which has few passing places and no footways- many 
residents in a new development on this site (especially those with small children) might opt 
for driving there instead.   

 

The site is a significant distance away from the centre of the village (i.e. the village shop, bus 
stop, village hall, church, etc.).  

 

Walkers and cyclists who benefit from local network will lose a significant part of the 
circular routes now in use.  For most purposes there is no public transport alternative to 
using cars to reach jobs, secondary schools, health provision or towns.    

 

 The field extends along a main route to the A384 which is one of the most frequently used 
of the nine narrow lanes into the village.   
Traffic moves at speed along this lane and access to the site at its widest point opposite the 
Old Police house would add risk to the nearby junction at Vicarage Cross which is already a 
‘hazardous corner’.   
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The journey from the site to the main village beyond this junction is down a very steep and 
narrow lane bordered by traditional high Devon banks so cannot be widened. The road is 
shared by vehicles, pedestrians, bikes and horses.  

 

Whilst the Highway authority would accept access off lane in area opposite the Old Police 
House where lane is widest, this would contribute to an area in the village which has 
become a' hazardous corner'. The area lacks footways or permissive paths for young 
families to access the local village school, shop, and Church.   

 

Visibility on the lane is poor for both pedestrians and vehicles, increased number of 
pedestrians using this lane from a proposed housing development would increase the risks 
considerably.   
  

 

The northern access point to this site is within 100m of what is understood to be a 
dangerous road junction (Vicarage Cross).  
  

 

The serving road is very dangerous and there is no footpath. There have been many pets 
killed as cars speed on the straight stretch where the entrance of the development would 
be.      

 

 Broadhempston has very limited services and few employment opportunities. If the site 
were to be developed to include live/work units, studios or workshops it would not only 
increase the opportunities for local employment but also reduce the need for commuting.  
  

 

Very little employment in the locality, home offices need to be considered, to 
accommodate working from home that will reduce number of cars owned and increased 
use of local community facilities.  
  

 

Social housing with workshops could be very helpful and help to cut carbon emissions   

There are very few employment opportunities available locally. Jobs are likely to require 
significant travel by car.   

 

Broadhempston has no medical facilities and residents must travel to Newton Abbot, 
Exeter, or Totnes for healthcare of any kind. The nearest GP surgery accessible by public 
transport is in Totnes and development on this site would inevitably result in more car trips 
to medical facilities elsewhere.   
  
The Local Plan states that there is capacity within the village primary school to 
accommodate the children of 12 new homes. A significant additional number of new 
families moving to the village could overwhelm the school and force families to travel by car 
to alternative schools.   
  

 

Little essential infrastructure is available in the village. Journeys by private car are 
undertaken for most services including healthcare, secondary, higher and university 
education, work, shopping and leisure.   
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ID 

There is currently no mains drainage, sewerage, poor water supply with low water pressure 
or supporting infrastructure to this area which would need to be installed and affect the 
potential viability to develop.  

 

NHS - GPs have excess capacity as of January 2022. Unlikely that a primary care developer 
contribution will be required.  

 

The site is far larger than needed for the 12 residential units currently allocated to the 
village in the Local Plan.  
  
It would leave a large amount of land undeveloped with the possibility of providing natural 
infrastructure improvements, enhancing biodiversity, or creating a community enterprise 
such as a market garden.   

 

Broadhempston is totally unsuitable to become a main village, such as Ipplepen simply 
because access is through very narrow lanes on all sides.  

 

 Entire site is within Flood Zone 1. There is currently very poor surface water drainage in this 
area with frequent excess water lying in the lane. The land drains onto a small brook which 
drains into the stream at Bow Bridge. This area frequently floods any development of  
the field would negatively impact on this issue.  

 

A small development on this site would not impact on the historical layout of the village but 
might not be appropriate on grounds of safety in terms of pedestrian access.  

 

Solar panels should be mandatory on new builds to limit the amount of agricultural 
land/natural habitat required for solar energy panel fields.  

 

JLP - This is not well related to the existing built-form of the village.   
We note that there is no consideration within the document of landscape impact or 
sensitivity, which appears to be an error given its location within the countryside.  
  

  

BPC - Distance from the centre of the village and narrow highways access.   
Biodiversity concern due to nesting area for cirl buntings.   
However, small development could be a benefit for bid to develop multipurpose sports 
facility. Natural extension of Easterways development.  

  

BVHPFT - Maximum of 6 houses on site. No more than 2 sites in Broadhempston. One site 
for elderly exclusively.  Energy and climate efficiency should be included as a prerequisite.  

  

 

Broadhempston: Land at Lowmans Farm 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Already in the conservation area and highly visible when viewed from The Beacon.  It is vital 
to preserve the distinctive and historic pattern of any development being linear, along the 
highways, and not impinging on the fields and orchards which form the backdrop to the 
village landscape.  

Land at Lowmans Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

FS-Case-395590089  

FS-Case-395462684  

FS-Case-395302545  

FS-Case-395588247  

FS-Case-395451634  

FS-Case-395273926  

The whole of the site is within a scheduled monument area and Area of Archaeological 
Potential and has significant archaeological interest. Land at Lomans Farm lies within a 
landscape containing evidence of prehistoric activity and within an area to the south of the 
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ID 

village that appears to have been enclosed in the medieval period.    
  
Several mature trees are found in the immediate surroundings. The northern field is part of 
the adjacent Manor Farm Orchard. The village CACA refers to the historic orchard as follows: 
Their relevance to the social and economic history of the village cannot be overstated, nor 
can their vulnerability. The remaining orchards, including isolated trees, should be retained 
and new ones should be planted. The orchards and field pattern between the two roads of 
Broadhempston is essential to the character of the conservation area and must be 
safeguarded from development.   
  
Due to the nature of the higher land around the village this site is overlooked by more than 
70 houses many of which are in the Conservation Area. The site is visible from the north (i.e. 
from Broadhempston Beacon and the lane from the village towards Lime Kiln Cottages and 
Headlands).   
More than half the site is on a steep slope which could make development prohibitively 
expensive. This would impact ability to include affordable housing.   
   

FS-Case-395572969  

FS-Case-395458179  

FS-Case-395264676  

FS-Case-395559430  

FS-Case-395442832  

FS-Case-395261742  

FS-Case-395533574  

FS-Case-395441191  

FS-Case-395214592  

FS-Case-395515042  

FS-Case-395422176  

FS-Case-395194611  

FS-Case-395515669  

FS-Case-395406619  

FS-Case-395159087  

FS-Case-395479452  

FS-Case-395393839  

FS-Case-395113996  

FS-Case-395467272  

FS-Case-395386332  

FS-Case-394903706  

FS-Case-395469280  

FS-Case-395381316  

FS-Case-394891112  

FS-Case-395466704  

FS-Case-395327459  

FS-Case-394897443  

FS-Case-395467848  

FS-Case-395306250  

FS-Case-394888403  

FS-Case-395465887  

FS-Case-395311935  

FS-Case-394446323  

FS-Case-395464958  

FS-Case-395303020  

FS-Case-394859669  

FS-Case-395463845  

FS-Case-395303726  

Any development on this site of 24-36 houses will have a very detrimental effect on the 
ecology and landscape of this part of of the village, which is a conservation area and of 
archaeological importance.  
  

 

An ancient orchard, typical of the Broadhempston context; too many have been lost already 
and this needs to be maintained (and enhanced with new planting if possible). The 
permanent pasture is important for sequestering carbon.  

 

A good site for additional houses in the village with good road access and minimal impact to 
surrounding houses.  

 

Any development here would adversely impact a beautiful area in the centre of the village 
and affect the outlook of many residents.  
  

 

EA -Site is within a potential CDA. Designating the CDA will help alleviate overland runoff 
and flood risk problems.   

Should the site be incorporated, the site may need to incorporate enhanced SuDS and NFM 
measures to meet CDA requirements. 

 

Site is within 1km of a cirl bunting breeding territory.  

Recommends site assessment as per cirl bunting planning guidance. 

 

PHI Traditional Orchard – northern part of site.  

Use of this site would impact the heritage of a small traditional Devon village and is adjacent 
to the core of the village and the conservation area.  
  

 

Site of an ancient orchard and archaeological sites would be destroyed.  The shape and 
historical layout of Broadhempston is one of its basic characteristics which would be lost.  
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ID 

  FS-Case-394735757  

FS-Case-394700650  

FS-Case-394270383  

FS-Case-394202163  

FS-Case-393777115  

FS-Case-393747654  

FS-Case-393640554  

FS-Case-393444598  

FS-Case-391892470  

FS-Case-391402885  

FS-Case-391330463  

FS-Case-391045444  

FS-Case-387943606  

FS-Case-395601519  

 

The comments 
include 26, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

The shape and historical layout of Broadhempston is one of its basic characteristics. This 
character should not be eroded further by backland development, as gardens and orchards 
were integral to the historic plan.   
  
A development could also affect the setting of Stoope, and a further 12 listed buildings along 
the road from Stoop Cross to Lower Well.  
  

 

The Broadhempston CACA refers to the historic orchard as follows: "The remaining 
orchards, including isolated trees, should be retained and new ones should be planted... 
The orchards and field pattern between the two roads of Broadhempston is essential to the 
character of the conservation area and must be safeguarded from development."  
  

 

An Area of Archaeological Potential has been identified, taking account of its origins and 
development. New development proposals involving significant ground disturbance within 
the Area of Archaeological Potential should be adequately considered and the appropriate 
mitigation implemented. This advice may result in the application of a PPG16 paragraph 30 
Condition on any consent granted that had an archaeological or historic building impact. 
However, this advice may also include recommendation for refusal if the impact on and loss 
of these resources was unacceptable.  
    

 

Historic England notes from the HELAA that the site is located partly within the 
Broadhempston Conservation Area and that development may affect its special interest 
and its setting as well as the settings and significance of nearby listed buildings including 
the grade II listed Radfords to the north, grade II listed Hunter’s Lodge to the south-east 
and grade II listed Sneydhurst to the south-west.  

We further note that the adopted Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) for 
Broadhempston identifies the shape and historical layout/plan of the village with gardens 
and orchards (even if outside the conservation area boundary) in surviving plots behind the 
developed street fronts as an important characteristic of the village. It states further that 
the scope for enlargement of the village is strictly limited and must be fully justified on a 
site-specific basis (p5-6).  

Given this, Historic England considers that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the significance and 
settings of affected heritage assets.  

The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

In respect of archaeology, we note that the HELAA describes the whole of the site as being 
a Scheduled Monument (Local Provisional) area in the Site Overview. We are not clear what 
this means as there are no Scheduled Monuments within the vicinity of Broadhempston. 
However, the HELAA goes on to mention the archaeological potential of the site and 
recommends archaeological mitigation as a condition of any consent.  

The Conservation Area Character Appraisal also identifies the whole site as being within an 
Area of Archaeological Potential. So we have assumed archaeological potential was what 
was meant in the HELAA and on this basis, we consider that archaeological matters should 
be considered as part of the HIA with an indication of whether archaeological assessment 
and evaluation (as necessary) should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its 
policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals.   

In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for the 
site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  

Assuming the outcome of the HIA supports the site’s allocation and that the Site 
Requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site specific allocation policy, 
we consider that these should include the need to conserve and enhance the significance 
and settings of the Broadhempston Conservation Area and nearby listed buildings, as well 
as any design or other mitigation measures as may be identified in the HIA, e.g. retention of 
existing vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular. They should also 
cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation as well as any 
matters related to local character and distinctiveness. 

This site lies within a landscape containing evidence of prehistoric activity and within an 
area to the south of the village that appears to have been enclosed in the medieval period. 
Given this archaeological potential it is advised that archaeological mitigation may be 
required. 

 

The site is currently part of Lomans Farm (a starter farm) and its existence is vital for viability 
of this farm.   
   
Development on this field would not only remove grazing land that has existed here since 
Medieval times, but ecologically would mean the loss of important grassland which are 
known to sequester carbon and have a negative impact on biodiversity.  

 

The Agriculture Act 2020 is dominated by the importance of sustainability and preserving 
landscape for biodiversity. The idea of losing important pasture within species-rich hedgerow 
boundaries, to a building site, runs completely contrary to this ethos.  
  

 

Forms part of a tenanted farm. Such farming opportunities are critical for local agricultural 
employment and need to be safeguarded and maintained.  
  

 

Strong concern expressed about the effect to the drainage of water which could impact 
many houses and flood the area by Stoop.    
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Land has historically only been in agricultural use, currently the fields are down to grassland 
with a number of well dispersed apple trees on the northern field.   

 

 A ‘potential yield’ of up to 36 houses identified which is very much larger than required to 
accommodate the 12 houses allocated to Broadhempston in the draft Local Plan.  
  
Developers are likely to seek to build to a much greater density than this on a site to 
compensate for costs that mitigation would require.   
  

 

There is a need in the village for affordable homes for local people, as demonstrated by the 
number of applicants for the additional homes currently awaiting planning approval at 
Easterways.    

 

No housing should be built on this site unless a very small number of community led homes 
were built in conjunction with Broadhempston CLT.  

 

A small development of social housing is required.  
  

 

Affordable housing would be difficult to build on this site due to significant infrastructure 
costs  
  

 

Any new housing in the village should include affordable housing for young families and 
bungalows for more mature residents to free up underutilised properties for growing 
families.  

 

The landowner is amenable to residential development including affordable, custom/ self-
build, and, if commercially viable, homes for rent.   

 

House design must be ultra eco-friendly.  No concrete or steel and insulated to require no 
heating.  
  

 

 A ‘potential yield’ of up to 36 houses identified which is very much larger than required to 
accommodate the 12 houses allocated to Broadhempston in the draft Local Plan.  
  
Developers are likely to seek to build to a much greater density than this on a site to 
compensate for costs that mitigation would require.   

 

There is a need in the village for affordable homes for local people, as demonstrated by the 
number of applicants for the additional homes currently awaiting planning approval at 
Easterways.    

 

No housing should be built on this site unless a very small number of community led homes 
were built in conjunction with Broadhempston CLT.  
  

 

A small development of social housing is required.  
  

 

Affordable housing would be difficult to build on this site due to significant infrastructure 
costs  
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Any new housing in the village should include affordable housing for young families and 
bungalows for more mature residents to free up underutilised properties for growing 
families.  

 

The landowner is amenable to residential development including affordable, custom/ self-
build, and, if commercially viable, homes for rent.   

 

House design must be ultra eco-friendly.  No concrete or steel and insulated to require no 
heating.  

 

The poor visibility from the existing gateway for the necessary 100 metres would mean 
moving the gateway closer to a busy, fast and therefore hazardous corner.   
  
Significant highway improvements would be required to provide any kind of safe pedestrian 
pathway to avoid fast traffic. This would not be possible because of the listed status of the 
curtilage walls on both sides of the road as well as large ancient hedgebanks.   
  
An access path through the orchard at the northern end of the site would have significant 
impact on the existing houses and their gardens located there.  

 

All directions out of Broadhempston consist of long stretches of single lane roads with few 
passing places that are already heavily used by cars at certain times of the day. These lanes 
are also used extensively by horses, cyclists and walkers. Putting more traffic on these lanes 
seems ridiculous considering the known dangers.  

 

The access road is one of the main walking routes to the village shop, school, Church and 
hall.  Adding additional traffic to this already busy road would increase the risk for all those 
walking this route.  

 

The village is accessible via a number of smaller county roads. Access to the site can be 
achieved off the road running north from Hounds Head Lane. The field has a long length of 
frontage onto the lane, and satisfactory access could be achieved at a few points along this 
lane, including the existing gateway.  
  
The northern field has a footpath through it to the centre of the village, providing a 
pedestrian link between the site and the village centre.  

 

With very limited employment potential in the village, this development would simply 
increase traffic pressure on the local road system.  
  

 

The site is currently part of Lomans Farm (a starter farm) and its existence is vital for viability 
of this farm.    
  
Broadhempston has very limited services and few employment opportunities, but agriculture 
is an important existing form of local employment and economy. As such development of 
this site for residential use would not be of benefit either to the farmer or to the 
community.  

 

The proposed development would not bring any employment opportunities to the village.   
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Lomans Farm is a council farm of only 60 acres which is barely enough for the farm tenant 
to make a living. The proposed site is an important field of good quality grazing that is 
heavily used by the tenant and losing it would have a negative impact on his farm business.  

 

Apart from farming, there are few businesses employing people in the village. Most people 
are either retired, work from home, or commute out of the village to the local towns and 
cities.  Building new housing on Lomans Farm (or any of the other sites) would not bring any 
additional economic or employment opportunities to the village.  

 

Some limited employment is available in Broadhempston, but in the post-covid 
environment with many people working from home, it is envisaged a number of dwellings 
for homeworkers would work well in this context.  

 

GPs have excess capacity as of January 2022. Unlikely that a primary care developer 
contribution will be required.  

 

There are no existing services to this field and all mains services would need to be brought 
up from the centre of the village, adding cost to any potential development.   
  
Broadhempston has no medical facilities and residents must travel to Newton Abbot, Exeter 
or Totnes for healthcare of any kind. The nearest GP surgery accessible by public transport is 
in Totnes.  
   
The Local Plan states that there is capacity within the village primary school to accommodate 
12 new homes. A significant additional number of new families moving to the village could 
overwhelm the school and force families to travel by car to alternative schools.    

 

The local school is tiny and can only accommodate about 60 children and would not be able 
to admit an influx of new pupils.  

 

There is no mains sewerage on this site or nearby. All the surrounding properties rely on 
septic tanks.  
  

 

Little essential infrastructure is available in the village.  Journeys by private car are 
undertaken for most services including healthcare, secondary, higher and university 
education, work, shopping and leisure.  There is no direct bus to a hospital.  
  

 

The village is served by the local primary school, has sporting facilities including two playing 
fields and a tennis court, community woodlands, a community orchard, pubs/ restaurant, 
community shop and café, village hall, and a Church of England place of worship.  

 

Not considered suitable due to the impact of the character of the village (informed by 
conservation officer comments).   

Further objections are: Presence of European Protected Species; difficult topography; flood 
risk; and highways concerns. 

 

The site has previously been ruled out in Part 2 of the Local Plan and given a 'red' rating by 
the HELAA Panel as follows: 'Due to the constraints in relation to access, ecology habitat and 
heritage/landscape aspects, the site is not considered suitable for development and 
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therefore classed as red’.  
    

The local community aspires towards carbon neutral living, site would bring forward low 
carbon housing built to the latest standards of energy efficiency.    
  
There is a footpath between the site and the main village and that this would offer a good 
pedestrian link between the site and the village to access the wide range of facilities within 
the village including the school.  
   

 

Solar panels should be mandatory on new builds to limit the amount of agricultural 
land/natural habitat required for solar energy panel fields.  

 

 

Buckfastleigh: Land South of Strode Road 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Potential loss of trees on site which offer some protection to the town from noise and air 
pollution from the A38. Noise and air pollution would increase if trees were lost.   

Land south of Strode Road is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

FS-Case-395473773  

FS-Case-395469888  

FS-Case-395473105  

FS-Case-395454461  

FS-Case-393936148  

FS-Case-393444598  

FS-Case-393001174  

FS-Case-395389120  

 

The comments 
include 8, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Site is within 3km of a cirl bunting breeding territory.  
A site assessment will not be necessary unless recent records within 2km of the site are 
reported and there is suitable habitat on site.  

 

Site is 160m to the south of the South Hams SAC (Buckfastleigh caves SSSI – trigger = All 
planning applications (except householder) outside or extending outside existing 
settlements/urban areas affecting greenspace, farmland, semi natural habitats or landscape 
features such as trees, hedges, streams, rural buildings/structures).  

 

Potters Wood SSSI is less than 500m to the south (trigger = All planning applications (except 
householder) outside or extending outside existing settlements/urban areas affecting 
greenspace, farmland, semi natural habitats or landscape features such as trees, hedges, 
streams, rural buildings/structures).  

 

NE previously objected to a withdrawn application on this site due to lack of evidence to be 
able to conclude no AEOI.  

 

Within 500m IRZ for Dartmoor NP – (Residential trigger - 5 or more new residential 
buildings outside existing built-up area of town/village. The site proposal is for 14 homes 
and is on the edge of the urban area).  

 

Adjoins an area of PHI deciduous woodland.   

Housing would need to be kept away from the site edges, and light spill restricted to ensure 
the hedgerows stay dark. The householders should not be allowed to put up permanent 
bright lights on the exterior of their properties.   

 

Site is within Mineral Consultation Area for Whitecleaves Quarry.  
Quarry has closed and therefore no objection.  

 

The site has no direct relationship with any designated Heritage asset.   

Development of the site would have an impact on the conservation area.   
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Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that they should include the need to conserve and 
enhance the significance and settings of the Buckfastleigh Conservation Area and any other 
affected heritage assets. Without this HE objects to sites inclusion.   

 

Close to Dartmoor National Park.     

May result in a loss of trees.    

Site is of moderate to high grade agricultural land quality but has not been used for several 
years.  

 

Suitably controlled/regulated self-build, eco-home development, would be appropriate. 
There is even potential for light-touch pedestrian oriented 'Tiny-home' development 
specifically for local people (this could help ameliorate the otherwise inevitable problems of 
highway access).  

 

Affordable housing to rent included.    

The site is imminently suitable for a mixed development providing a range of housing 
products all championed by TDC.  

 

Access is available to the National cycle path adjacent.    

A level 5 minute walk gives access to the centre of Buckfastleigh.   

Access is available 500m walk to frequent bus service to surrounding areas.   

The current road B3380 curves in a way that will need a great deal of established hedge and 
trees removed to give an appropriate visibility splay.  

 

Although there is a 40mph speed limit traffic travels faster than this along Strode Road.   

It would be impossible to prevent any residents crossing the road using the private way 
through Hoskings Court and Kingcombe Court to the town.  

 

Car parking provision? Buckfastleigh already has a problem with lack of parking.     

If homes are backing onto the A38- if there was an RTC could traffic via off into 
homes/gardens.  

 

While there is an existing access track to this site from Old Totnes Road, it is apparent this is 
unavailable to the proposed development (presumably the site owner has no rights). In the 
absence of this previous access route, access to this site is a fundamental problem.  
  
The likely remedial work required to create a safe and effective road junction at this point 
would be extraordinarily costly, likely not economically viable for a small development 
(putting pressure on the need for a small development of affordable & self-build housing).  

 

At the very minimum, a new road-layout including a mini-roundabout would be needed to 
control traffic, given the speed of this road and the poor visibility (the proposed entrance to 
the site would be on the internal apex of an already dangerous stretch of road with very 
poor little visibility).  

 

Short term employment during development would provide local job opportunities from a 
SME. Additional spending from residents brings additional vitality and viability to the town 
centre of Buckfastleigh.  

 

Water/drainage appears to be a problem.   
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There is capacity for additional school pupils. CIL payments will contribute to further 
infrastructure, as designed to do, where lacking i.e. local health facilities.  

 

GPs have capacity problems as of January 2022.   

Consented and commenced sites in the catchment reduce capacity considerably.  
  
To mitigate the capacity issue a primary care developer contribution will be required.  

 

Colston Road site is better suited than this site.    

This site seems to have had multiple 'refusals' why now is it suddenly a good time to develop 
this site?   

 

Solar panels should be mandatory on new builds to limit the amount of agricultural 
land/natural habitat required for solar energy panel fields.  

 

The site is available, capable of development, recognises the need to provide affordable 
housing and is capable of providing a promoted range of housing products without 
significant adverse effect of the ecology and landscape of the area. Initial investigations by 
consultants reveal no adverse noise impact from the A38 due to its position within a 
cutting.  

 

 

Chudleigh: Inner Bell, Exeter Road 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Chudleigh is surrounded by beautiful views that are shrinking and being replaced by 
housing estates. Visually, it will be seen from Heathfieldlake Hill, an important, historical, 
green gateway into the town.  

Development would be assessed against Local Plan Policy EN4: Landscape Protection and 
Enhancement to ensure that landscape character was conserved or enhanced. 

FS-Case-395040648  

FS-Case-394395333  

FS-Case-394212494  

FS-Case-393728567  

FS-Case-381999385  

FS-Case-395580862  

FS-Case-395473773  

 

The comments 
include 6, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Air quality and water quality in our rivers is no doubt getting poorer. How are South West 
Water coping with all these new developments? Dumping sewage into our rivers.   

Air and water quality is protected through the Local Plan under Policy EN7: Air Quality and 
water quality under Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality. 

The adverse effect on the flora and fauna out ways the need for even more housing, 
especially as Chudleigh has more than reached it housing targets.  

Policy RT3: Inner Bell requires specific measures to protect Greater Horseshoe Bats: 

“Specific ecological mitigations informed by a project level HRA and Greater Horseshoe Bat 
Mitigation Plan to ensure development will not adversely affect the integrity of South 
Hams SAC. Mitigation will incorporate commuting and foraging features, including 
sufficient dark buffers, to protect these features from light.” 

 

In addition, wildlife is protected under the suite of Environment Policies within the Plan. 

This site is one of very few natural, or nearly natural green spaces within the town 
boundary. It provides habitat for a range of species and a green "oasis" within the town 
and provides a "green buffer" between recent new residential developments and the wider 
countryside.   

Noted. This site is not located within the current Local Plan Settlement limit. The existing 
open spaces within Chudleigh would remain unaffected by this allocation, including the 
adjacent allotments. In addition, the development would provide 0.36 hectares of public 
open space.   

Detailed studies planned for this year's window.  Noted.   

As stated in the Review Part 3, the site may contain protected species including bats, 
dormice, cirl buntings and great chested newts. Concern regarding potential harm to these 
species and ecological sites by the development.   

  

The policy requires: 
“Specific ecological mitigations informed by a project level HRA and Greater Horseshoe Bat 
Mitigation Plan to ensure development will not adversely affect the integrity of South 
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A ‘bespoke’ migration plan would be difficult to formulate, costly and even more difficult to 
monitor and police. NE, having accepted a lack of a plan for current allocations, will be 
"unlikely to continue" to accept such a lack of a plan for this site (part of the defined 
"further batches of allocated sites"). A proportionate contribution for SAC bat roosting 
building is simply patching the dam and not addressing the severely harmful effect of the 
buildings planned on the existing bat routes and habitats, which will be destroyed 
and/interrupted, with the effect that this construction will drive our bat population away, 
or to extinction in our area.  

Hams SAC. Mitigation will incorporate commuting and foraging features, including 
sufficient dark buffers, to protect these features from light.” 

 
In addition, Policy EN13: European Wildlife Sites contains provisions relating to all European 
Sites and Policy EN15: South Hams SAC sets out requirements for development that could 
affect the South Hams SAC. 
  

Concern regarding the historical green gateway. The site also houses a traditional bothy. 
This is one of very few remaining traditional agricultural buildings in the area.  

The policy includes requirement for: 

“Conservation or enhancement of the significance of nearby heritage assets and their 
settings, particularly Heathfield and Former Stables, and Oakfield, as informed by a 
Heritage Impact Assessment”. 

In addition, Policy EN17 contains the provisions relating to Heritage Assets, which would be 
applied to proposed development.   

The Grade II listed building close to the proposed site must be a serious bar to the proposed 
22 to 34-property development on the site, as any construction, involving digging, drilling 
and filling, will structurally undermine the Grade II listed building, referred to in the Review 
(northward of Heathfield House).  

The policy includes requirement for: 

“Conservation or enhancement of the significance of nearby heritage assets and their 
settings, particularly Heathfield and Former Stables, and Oakfield, as informed by a 
Heritage Impact Assessment”. 

In addition, Policy EN17 contains the provisions relating to Heritage Assets, which would be 
applied to proposed development.   

Historic England notes from the HELAA that the grade II listed Heathfield and former 
stables is located to the north of the proposed allocation site.   
  
Given this, Historic England considers that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on this listed building’s 
significance and setting. 
  
We also note from the HELAA that the site is located in an area of archaeological potential 
but this contains no recommendations for when archaeological assessment and evaluation 
should be undertaken. Given this, we consider that the HIA should either provide this 
assessment if it is needed to inform the allocation and its policy or indicate if it can be 
prepared at a later date to inform development proposals (as necessary).  
 
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for the 
site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve and 
enhance the significance and setting of the listed Heathfield and former stables and any 

An HIA is currently being undertaken for this site.  In advance of the outcome of the HIA, 
the following is the Council’s response:  

  

Policy RT3: Inner Bell, Chudleigh of the Proposed Submission Local Plan responds to the 
comments made by Historic England and requires the following:  

Conservation or enhancement of the significance of nearby heritage assets and their 
settings, particularly Heathfield and Former Stables, and Oakfield, as informed by a 
Heritage Impact Assessment;  and  

A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, evaluation and mitigation.  

  

This is in addition to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to avoiding 
harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the 
NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, 
including all allocated development sites. 
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design or other mitigation measures as may be identified in the HIA, e.g. retention of 
existing vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular. They should also 
cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if relevant).  

Farmland and open green spaces in general are shrinking at an alarming rate.  Noted.  However, Teignbridge has insufficient available and developable brownfield land to 
meet its development needs. 

Well known for flooding including a constant bog in the bottom corner, it does not seem a 
viable site for housing.  It provides a "soak" for water run-off from surrounding land, 
something that has become of increased importance since numerous surrounding fields 
have been built on.  

The site is not within any identified flood zone (fluvial or surface). However, development 
would be subject to the provisions of Policy DW3: Design standards, which sets out the 
requirement for SUDs and Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality which ensures 
development happens in areas at lowest risk of flooding and that flooding does not occur as 
a result of development. 

As the site is next to the allotments, it might be a good idea to use the site for more 
allotments, thereby encouraging health and productivity.  

The development will provide 0.36ha of public open space but, as the proposed allocation is 
for less than 100 dwellings, allotments would not be provided.    

The Review expresses uncertainty about whether the land is Grade 3a or 3b and hence the 
TDC cannot describe this development section on land use as a "minor negative effect" 
without proper evaluated evidence.   

Noted.   

The prices of the new houses are well out of reach of any local people who need them.  Noted. 30% of the development would be required to be affordable housing in line with 
Local Plan Policy H2: Affordable Housing Targets.  

The site is available and deliverable for this purpose. An illustrative layout plan was 
previously submitted showing how development could be achieved. This could include 
some specialist housing for the elderly and/or some business accommodation. Appropriate 
levels of affordable or custom build housing could be incorporated into any scheme.  

Noted.  The development would be required to be in line with Local Plan Policy H5: Homes 
Suitable for All, which ensures the mix of homes reflects local need and Policy H6: Custom 
Build, which would require 5% custom build plots.  
  

In Part 2 of the Review (May 2021 - just 6 months ago) it concluded that: "it is not 
considered that this scale of development is either achievable or appropriate in Chudleigh", 
on the grounds that Chudleigh "has limited potential for additional development". Yet now 
there is a plan to build another 22 to 34 properties. What has changed in 6 months?    

This site is located on a different parcel of land to that upon which the comments were 
made and is for a substantially smaller housing allocation.   

Significantly, the "very little existing capacity" in Chudleigh primary school (and the 
secondary school - Teign School) was identified as a significant factor in trumping a 
proposed development site of 86 to 126 houses.  

The policy requires: 

“Contributions towards infrastructure for secondary education provision and home to 
school transport;” 

Self-build reference is not viable.  Noted. However, there is no evidence included to explain why this could be the case.  

Air and water quality concerns.   
There is no explanation accompanying this expression of concern. Both air and water 
quality would be protected under policies EN 8 and EN6 respectively. 

I would hesitate to agree with the statement about "a frequent bus service".  Noted.   

Due to the limitations of local public transport, the majority of residents in existing and new 
homes in Chudleigh require at least one car to get to work, to do their main shop etc.   

Chudleigh is served by frequent and peak hours bus service, enabling commuting and 
contains a town centre, where provisions are available.  

There are several existing bus routes along Exeter Road.  Noted.   

Chudleigh struggles with parking.  This existing problem cannot be solved through the allocated development, which will 
provide sufficient parking to cater for its needs on-site, as is required under Policy DW3: 
Design Standards. 
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Any access to the site will cause problems as the road at that point is not wide enough to 
facilitate cars etc coming out of the site.  It will greatly increase the flow of traffic in normal 
times and will make it even worse when there is a diversion off the A38.  

The policy requires: 

A movement network including:  

• Suitable safe highways access from Exeter Road   
• A safe and integrated cycling and walking route through the allocation with links to 

the existing routes in the area, including access points linking to Exeter Road, the 
allotments and Old Exeter Street if achievable; and 

• Walking and cycling route improvements along Exeter Road to provide safe 
connections between the site and the town.   

Further specialist highway advice has been obtained by the landowners which confirms 
that an appropriate access with necessary visibility splays can be provided into the site 
within the current land ownership. Plans have been provided as part of this 
representation.  

Noted.   

Unreliable and poor public transport.  The town is served by frequent and peak hours bus service but the Local Plan cannot 
influence its reliability. 

Site is not suitable for active travel via cycling.  The policy requires: 

“Walking and cycling route improvements along Exeter Road to provide safe connections 
between the site and the town.”   

There is very little, if any, opportunity for employment and I see no benefit to the Town 
Centre especially as there are very few decent shops. The Council should be encouraged to 
smarten up the main street and encourage more variety even including a bakery, a butcher 
and a delicatessen/farm shop at the very least.  

Noted.  This is outside the control of the Local Plan. 

Chudleigh supports very limited local employment. The vast majority of residents work else 
where. Chudleigh has no bank, no baker, no butcher and just one small green grocer. As 
such the vast majority of residents occupational, leisure and domestic needs are satisfied 
elsewhere. Due to the limitations of local public transport, more homes will of necessity 
generate yet more local traffic.  

Noted.  The town of Chudleigh is one of the larger settlements within Teignbridge and 
provides a greater range of services and facilities than the smaller villages. It is served by 
public transport and would not result in car dependent development. 

The local primary and secondary schools are at capacity.  

The policy requires: 

“Contributions towards infrastructure for secondary education provision and home to 
school transport.” 

Nearby GPs and dentists are oversubscribed.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue a primary care developer contribution will be required.  

All development will need to comply with the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (GP7). All 
infrastructure and requirements will be fully funded by the developers unless otherwise stated or 
external funding can be secured. 

The new developments are also adding hugely to the demands on water supply and 
sewage processing services.    
 It has been widely reported that SW Water is having to discharge raw sewage into the sea 
because our sewage system cannot cope with the demands now placed upon it. Our 
infrastructure just cannot cope with further residential development.  

Policies within the Plan ensure that new development is served by adequate surface and 
foul drainage.  In addition, development makes financial contributions to South West 
Water directly, and this can be used to improve infrastructure as SWW considers fit. 

 

Appropriate financial contributions would be provided.  Noted.   

Within the 2km IRZ for Haldon Forest SSSI – (Proposed allocation is for 34 homes – below 
the trigger threshold for 50 homes).    

All development is subject to the provisions of: 

• Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

• Policy EN11: Important Habitats and Features 
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ID 

 

1.1km form Chudleigh Caves and Woods SSSI (no residential trigger)  

Northern boundary is a S Hams SAC GHB Flightpath 

• Policy EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species 

• EN13: European Wildlife Sites 

• EN14: Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren and 

• EN15: South Hams SAC 

Policy RT3: Inner Bell, Chudleigh requires development to include: 

Specific ecological mitigations informed by a project level HRA and Greater Horseshoe 
Bat Mitigation Plan to ensure development will not adversely affect the integrity of 
South Hams SAC. Mitigation will incorporate commuting and foraging features, including 
sufficient dark buffers, to protect these features from light. 

It should FIRST conduct a detailed impact assessment with regards to local infrastructure. A 
development should only be allowed if such an assessment clearly demonstrates that our 
local infrastructure has the capacity to enable such development without diminishing 
service levels for existing residents.  

Noted. Each site has been assessed via both the Sustainability Appraisal (SA)/Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 
(HELAA) processes.  

 

Chudleigh Knighton: Land to Rear of Apple Tree Close 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Flood risk concern both on the site and downstream of the site.   Land to the rear of Apple Tree Close is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please 
see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.    

12877720432  

12876807955  

12876488762  

12876229572  

12793257861  

12876798006  

12876424333  

12876272862  

12757096476  

12876694389  

12864679436  

12876252305  

12877556967  

12876712097  

12876358840  

12876217869  

12877484912  

12876608071  

12876349801  

12876163440  

12877079908  

Adjacent to Devon Heath, woods and contains several protected species.    

Landscape harm.    

Site encroaches on the SSSI and development would impact on existing wildlife and 
biodiversity.  

 

Loss of agricultural land.    

Question the ecological assessment done for the site.   
Have daily records of the site documenting a number of different species that use or reside 
on the site.   
Oppose the development and would rather see the site protected.   

 

Whilst there are no additional sites to be identified for the Apple Tree Close site (you have 
already identified the relevant habitat sites for this site option) please also refer to Natural 
England’s comments on the live planning application (21/00016/MAJ).  

 

We object to this site  
This site lies adjacent to a SSSI and has a GHB flyway (radiotracked) crossing the middle of 
the site. SSSIs should be buffered and expanded. GHB flyway should be maintained and 
enhanced.  
Site lies with Chudleigh GHB sustenance zone.  

 

This site is adjacent to Chudleigh Knighton SSSI and its impact on the SSSI would be 
unacceptable. Any development would require a strip of dense scrub (to be planted before 
development was started) that was at east 30 metres deep. This would obviously reduce 
the number of houses that could be accommodated.   
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EA - It is likely that the site will be suitable for residential development (if the requirements 
can be met). The development of this site may result in enhancement of floodplain and 
watercourses.    

 12876566782  

12876316361  

12876203696  

12876922506  

12876559813  

12876318361  

12876216285  

12877007894  

12876535592  

12876285606  

12876192329  

12876830932  

12876509834  

12876290393  

12875625390  

 

The comments 
include 23, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Report says – “There are no listed buildings on or adjacent to the site. However, the site 
does fall within the 1km buffer of a number of Grade II and Grade II* listed buildings in the 
village.” – How has this been addressed? This isn’t a valid response.  

 

Development to be in keeping with the historic nature of the village   

New dwellings will have a negative impact   

This development does not compliment the Historic and built Environment. It sits well 
outside the village footprint.  

 

The village cannot sustain more homes here.   

Building would extend the village into green fields and further stretch overused amenities.   

Archaeological features recorded during geophysical survey. May require some mitigation.   

Object due to minerals presence.    

Only where necessary and where biodiversity is not negatively impacted   

With the current planning application on this site being stalled, adding this to the local plan 
will mean the requirement for affordable homes on an exception site will be removed and 
the houses that are eventually built will not be affordable to residents.  

 

A poor usage of land.   

This land should be protected for farming and also act as a Green Belt around the Village.   

Brownfield sites are available for redevelopment in nearby locations.   

Local area of Bovey seems awash with pop up houses and suggest areas not big enough to 
support extra drain on resources already burdened.  

 

The majority of this site is located within the Mineral Safeguarding Area for ball clay with 
the remainder falling within the Mineral Consultation Area. It forms part of a much wider 
area with the potential for mineral working in the future. Residential development in this 
location has the potential to constrain this future working and is therefore contrary to 
Policy M2 of the Devon Minerals Plan and as such this site should not progress further 
within the Local Plan. An objection on these grounds has been made by DCC to the current 
planning application.  

 

Sibelco objects to the proposed allocation which would risk the permanent sterilisation 
nationally and internationally important ball clay resources. The site is located within the 
Minerals Safeguarding Area for ball clay resources as defined by Policy M2 of the DMP. An 
objection has been lodged against planning application ref. 21/00016/MAJ which seeks 
housing development on the proposed allocation site. This is enclosed for reference. The 
proposed allocation should be removed from the Local Plan on this basis, as the planning 
application identifies the presence of ball clay resources beneath the site derives from the 
same economic sequence to those worked in the Bovey Basin Clay Workings.  

 

Object to any new housing.    

Enough houses being built in larger surrounding towns we are a small village   
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The recent housing needs survey would suggest that Chudleigh Knighton does not need the 
size of development proposed for this site.  

 

There have been other developments with so called affordable housing, yet we still need 
more, surely the ratio of affordable properties should have been addressed in the previous 
developments and probably will not be in the best ones.  

 

Should be made available to local people of Chudleigh Knighton as priority as many young 
people have had to remain living at home with parents.  

 

Housing on this scale is not acceptable. However, I would approve a smaller development 
of Council owned homes that can be let to key workers, the elderly and those who can 
satisfy a "Devon Rule". They must be for Local use.  

 

New housing has already pressured local services and amenities.     

Report says - Amenity of Existing Residents: The main impacts on existing residents would 
arise from increased traffic passing through Apple Tree Close and the B3344 through 
Chudleigh Knighton, resulting in an increase in emissions, noise and risks to pedestrian 
safety. – How does this balance with the intention to attract potential residents to the 
village on the edge of Dartmoor, worse emissions, noise and safety in a small village with a 
primary school extremely close to this site?  

 

This area of land and trees and hedges helps stave off the consequences of pollution and 
noise from the A38.    

 

The development must include a recreational area within it for an increasing population 
size, particularly families with young children. They will need a green area in which they 
can play ball games away from the young children's play park currently in the village (which 
denies ball games).  

 

New houses have a negative impact on health and wellbeing which is naturally provided for 
by our contact with nature and trees.  

 

I object any high-density development, being cramped into small units is not good for 
mental health.  

 

Increased foot fall would result in extra traffic which make elderly and children susceptible 
risk of harm crossing roads, vehicles parked on paths etc.   

 

The village already has issues with road access (including to this site) and parking as many 
existing houses in the village centre do not have sufficient off-road parking, which causes 
bottlenecks around the centre of the village has large sections of the carriageway are 
blocked by parked cars. Will all house designs and the estate provide sufficient parking for 
2/3 vehicles per household, or will there be further pressure on the limited space within the 
village?  

 

Roads not set up for expansion, flooding both ends of the village in bad weather, already too 
many accidents on the roads and issues with speeding.  

 

The village cannot take any more building without access to the A38 northbound Exeter 
being added from the bottom if the village. Traffic through village is already dangerous.  

 

The current infrastructure is not conducive with an expanding village. Improved public 
transport should be a priority if the development goes ahead and improvements to arterial 
routes into the village.  
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If it is to go ahead part of the planning gain should be a contribution to Teign Valley 
cycle/footpath from Christow, or even Dunsford to Newton Abbot, perhaps using part of 
the old railway line.  

 

Accessed via one road onto a busy section of the main road from Bovey into Chudleigh 
Knighton which is used as a rat run for Bovey residents to the A38.  

 

Pedestrian safety concern due to increased traffic going through the village.    

Report says; Chudleigh Knighton has a good range of services and facilities, including a 
community hall, local shop, church, post office, pub, primary school and nursery/pre-school. 
– this is exaggerated, there is a village hall, which hosts a post office for two short sessions 
per week. The local shop is closing, and the primary school is not accepting any new pupils 
to Yr 1. This would mean further rush-hour traffic as more primary school children are 
ferried to primary schools outside of the village.  

 

Newton, Exeter and other large conurbations provide adequate employment.   

I image Exeter and Plymouth provide employment opportunities, there are most certainly 
no employment outlets in the village, especially with the imminent closure of the village 
shop.  

 

A small impact on local shop(s) and businesses.   

The village is very small we have hardly anything. I am still registered at a doctor in Torquay 
as trying to get an appointment in Bovey or Chudleigh is impossible as they are overrun 
with new patients. What emolument options are there in the village?    

 

There is no capacity to increase the size of the primary school to accommodate further 
development.  

 

GP practices already at full capacity with long waits for routine non urgent appointments 
and this is not due to the pandemic as it was happening prior.  

 

No dentists available.    

The GP surgeries that serve these potential sites have a capacity problem as of August 
2021.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary Care will 
be requested for the potential sites in and around the Chudleigh Knighton area.  

 

Keep land as undeveloped and natural.    

Any building on this land will certainly increase the water runoff in the area.   

Consider older person's needs.    

Should incorporate a village green as the village doesn't have one.   

Oppose all housing except for affordable or specialised housing.     

This village needs protecting to the north of the B3344 by a Green Belt which extend no 
further than the existing line of Teign View to the playing field.  

 

I did not move here to be living in an estate, most dissatisfied with the decision to build so 
many new properties which will have a serious impact on the residents health and 
wellbeing.   
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Prefer sites located near to A38 as opposed to B3344. I would finally add that the vast 
majority of properties in Chudleigh Knighton are in or are close to the “affordable” bracket 
and I would query whether more of the same is helping to develop a balanced community.  

 

Support for housing  
  

 

If Apple Tree Close must come forward, we would like to see the below in addition to the 
site requirement as set out by Teignbridge.  
• Safe walkways and cycle routes into the village  
• Increased social and affordable housing,  
• An alternative access or better visibility of existing access as children play in the cul-de-
sac  
• We would like to define the local public open space and children’s play-area on site, we 
would like space rather than play equipment  
• Appropriate ecology surveys for protection of the SSSI and suitable buffer to 
development (hedge/Tree etc)  
• Increased amount of on-plot parking and Electric vehicle charging points to reduce on 
road parking and future proof the development  
• More allotments  
As referenced in all elements of our response, an Exeter bound A38 junction at the lower 
end of the village would help to alleviate to pressure of traffic coming through an already 
stressed ‘rat-run’ village. This Apple Tree Close development shouldn’t be considered to go 
into the local plan unless safe highways improvements i.e. a new junction is to be 
introduced.  

 

 

Chudleigh Knighton: Tollgate Farm 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

This land is very important for a variety of species including the rare Barbastelle its 
distinctive, rare and elusive like the Greater Horseshoe Bat. Impact on animal life including 
bats, crickets, shrews will be detrimental. Protection of the woodland that has developed 
along the slip roads on to the A38 need to be protected as they form part of the Greater 
Horseshoe bat flyways.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton and EN10 to EN16.  

12793327169  

12876616295  

12876509358  

12877511783  

12876607242  

12876489687  

12877096837  

12876562707  

12876443328  

12877039783  

12876555162  

12876409512  

Drainage issues already cause problems building will potentially make it worse due to higher 
ground.   

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality.  

This is part of an agricultural landscape with many old cider orchards and an important 
cider barn at Pitt Farm. It would be good for landscaping to include Apple trees and 
emphasize the historic context.   

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm and EN16: Trees, Hedges and Woodland. 

The development would ruin the hedgerows along Plymouth Road & the look of the 
village.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm and EN16: Trees, Hedges and Woodland.   

I object to building new homes on prime agricultural land.  The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield 
sites. However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to 
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go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are 
available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.    

12876789237  

12876535632  

12876250942  

12876671850  

12876474942  

12876242464  

12876273354  

12876226869  

12875644136  

12875643353  

12875632837  

 

The comments 
include 18, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

The village already is home to a rare species of ant. What would replace this natural space 
to support the wildlife? The village is already large, can our natural environment take the 
pressure of more urban development.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton and EN10 to EN16. Policy EN10: 
Biodiversity and Geodiversity require developments to demonstrate a 10% or greater BNG. 

Chudleigh Knighton has the A38 to one side it would be nice to retain more green areas 
and not loose green spaces.   

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policy V5: Tollgate Farm.  

The housing development does not create a better landscape, on the contrary, it has a 
negative effect.   

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable 
location for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.     

The Tollgate Farm site triggers the 1km IRZ for Chudleigh Caves and Woods SSSI. (Please 
note that this site has been included here for completeness, as it wasn’t mentioned 
specifically in the site information, but for further details please see Natural England’s 
comments on the recent planning application/live appeal (refs 20/01736/MAJ and 
21/00021/NONDET)).  

The site benefits from outline planning permission under reference 20/01736/MAJ for 60 
dwellings, granted at appeal on 13.4.21.    This has established the principle of the 
development. 

 

However, Policy V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton requires: 

Specific ecological mitigations informed by a project level HRA to protect the integrity of 
the South Hams SAC. 

DWT would expect the north of this site to be removed and a substantial corridor created 
across this site given over to a double hedged dark corridor with species-rich grassland 
between to support grey long-eared bats. Strict lighting controls and measures. If this 
cannot be achieved, site should not be considered.  
The north of the site has a GHB flyway (radiotracked) crossing it.   
Traditional orchard could be created to link with neighbouring property.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policy V5: Tollgate Farm. The site benefits from outline planning permission for 
at least 60 dwellings.  

This site is more suitable than the previous one, but still needs further ecological surveying. 
Any mitigation should include planting another traditional standard orchard. Orchard 
habitats are arguably the best for a wide range of biodiversity, with the great advantage of 
relatively quickly developing ‘veteran tree’ habitats - in 30 years compared with 200 years 
for an oak tree.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton and EN10 to EN16. The site 
benefits from outline planning permission for at least 60 dwellings.    

EA - It is likely that the site will be suitable for residential development (if the requirements 
can be met).  

Tollgate Farm benefits from outline planning permission.   

Report says – “There are no listed buildings on or adjacent to the site. However, the site 
does fall within the 1km buffer of a number of Grade II and Grade II* listed buildings in the 
village.” – How has this been addressed? This isn’t a valid response.  

The site benefits from outline planning permission under reference 20/01736/MAJ for 60 
dwellings, granted on 13/4/21.  This has established the principle of the development.  

  

However, details of the development would be subject to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, 
which sets out the approach to avoiding harmful impacts on the significance of heritage 
assets and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy would relate to any development 
affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including all allocated development sites. 

Not aware of any archaeological digs to date.  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended. 

Plans submitted are not in keeping with the village or its historic nature.   This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton, DW1: Quality Development and 
will be subject to Design Code requirements.  
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This development is outside the village footprint.   This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable 
location for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

Historic Environment No known assets. Low potential.  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended. 

Land should be used for agriculture.  
  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield 
sites. However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to 
go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are 
available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

Hedges should be preserved and allowed to grow higher and wider, preserving and 
enhancing the roadside hedge.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm and EN16: Trees, Hedges and Woodland. 

Only where necessary and where biodiversity is not negatively impacted.   This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton and EN10 to EN16.    

This uses up more agricultural land & decreases the opportunity of biodiversity.   This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton and EN10 to EN16.  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield 
sites. However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to 
go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are 
available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.     

If the village grows too much it would lose being a village.   This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable 
location for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

Enough houses being built in larger surrounding towns we are a small village.  The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield 
sites. However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to 
go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are 
available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

Creating new expensive homes and priced plots for development is not what is needed in 
this location.  

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable 
location for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

Social housing is needed rather than second homeowners to rent at extortionate prices.   This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policy H9: Local Connection Text and Cascade.  

This land is situated in a small community with a reasonable bus service therefore would 
be suitable for social and adapted housing.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton, H1 to H3.     

Should be made available to local people of Chudleigh Knighton as priority as many young 
people have had to remain living at home with parents.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policy H9: Local Connection Text and Cascade.      

I doubt that these developments are for public or affordable housing.  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton, H1 to H3. 

With the current planning application on this site being stalled, adding this to the local plan 
will mean the requirement for affordable homes on an exception site will be removed and 
the houses that are eventually built will not be affordable to local residents.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton, H1 to H3.  The site benefits from 
outline planning permission for at least 60 dwellings. 

The scale of the Development is too large  This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable 
location for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.    

An increase in some housing would be fine say Ten dwellings  This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable 
location for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Access into Chudleigh, Chudleigh Knighton and Newton Abbot along the riverside walks 
should be upgraded to encourage residents to use the lovely countryside, with all its 
benefits.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton. This relates to site access and 
interconnectivity specifically and not the wider village or area.  

The development must include a recreational area within it for an increasing population 
size, particularly families with young children. They will need a green area in which they 
can play ball games away from the young children's play park currently in the village (which 
denies ball games).  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policy V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton. 

It would greatly increase air pollution & noise pollution from the volume of extra traffic.   Noted. This must be a consideration for the development proposal.   

Impact on existing allotments. A green Belt should be set up around the village to prevent 
the village losing its unique character.  

Noted. The neighbouring allotments are not within the site allocation.    

Creates more stress, more demands on existing services such as schools, GP surgeries etc.  This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure 
appropriate contributions to infrastructure and services.   

Will sufficient parking provision be made for the development. Existing parking situation is 
very poor in the village.   

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policy DW3: Design Standards.  

Highways impact on the main road of the village.   This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policy V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton.   

Little consideration for pedestrians.  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policy V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton.    

Improved public transport should be a priority if the development goes ahead and 
improvements to arterial routes into the village.  

Noted. The site lies within 500m of a bus stop served by a frequent service to Newton 
Abbot, Exeter, Heathfield and Bovey Tracey.   

Report says, Chudleigh Knighton has a good range of services and facilities, including a 
community hall, local shop, church, post office, pub, primary school and nursery/pre-school. 
– this is exaggerated, there is a village hall, which hosts a post office for two short sessions 
per week. The local shop is closing, and the primary school is not accepting any new pupils 
to Yr 1. This would mean further rush-hour traffic as more primary school children are 
ferried to primary schools outside of the village.  

Noted. The availability of services has been included within the supporting text of Local Plan 
Policy V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton.   

Newton, Exeter and other large conurbations provide adequate employment.  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended. 

There are most certainly no employment outlets in the village, especially with the 
imminent closure of the village shop.  

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable 
location for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

Report says - Education: Chudleigh Knighton Church of England Primary School has capacity 
based on its cohort but does not have the ability to expand on its current site. – This is not 
true; there are no current available spaces in all year groups.   

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure 
appropriate contributions to infrastructure and services. Please refer to V5: Tollgate Farm, 
Chudleigh Knighton.  

Our local services cannot support additional housing that is taking place in the Teignbridge 
area.  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure 
appropriate contributions to infrastructure and services. 

Adding the proposed number of dwellings for a small village without extra shops to cater 
for essentials would mean vehicle use in and out would be high, too much traffic flow.  

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable 
location for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

Drainage is at capacity.   This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure 
appropriate contributions to infrastructure and services. 

The GP surgeries that serve these potential sites have a capacity problem as of August 
2021.  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure 
appropriate contributions to infrastructure and services.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary Care will 
be requested for the potential sites in and around the Chudleigh Knighton area.  

Build good quality and resilient homes.   This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton, DW1: Quality Development and 
will be subject to Design Code requirements.    

Any movement of hedges or planting must be put in before the start of building work to 
ensure as little inference in wildlife habitats as possible.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton and EN10 to EN16. This site 
benefits from outline planning permission for at least 60 dwellings.   

This site and Apple Tree Close should be looked at together due to the cumulative potential 
impact.   

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton, DW1: Quality Development and 
will be subject to Design Code requirements.   

This project might be of benefit for the people that own Tollgate farm but is an 
unnecessary and unhelpful plan which will reduce people's quality of life.  

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable 
location for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

As referenced in all elements of our response, an Exeter bound A38 junction at the lower 
end of the village would help to alleviate to pressure of traffic coming through an already 
stressed ‘rat-run’ village. This Apple Tree Close development shouldn’t be considered to go 
into the local plan unless safe highways improvements i.e. a new junction is to be 
introduced.  
The proposed Tollgate Farm is safer for our children and has a negligible impact on the 
designated SSSI at the other end of the village. In addition, it is also closer to the A38 
junction, ultimately taking traffic away from the village not through it.  
However, we must be representative of the community on a couple of points:  
Some residents had strong opposition to this proposed development due to the access 
road and the impact this would have on residents at Buckingham Orchard which is already 
a tricky junction to turn out from visibility and traffic volume wise.  
Some residents had strong opposition from a Landscape and heritage impact point of view. 
With due consideration needing to be given on the view that would be seen looking into 
the village. A poorly designed development would look disproportionate to the existing 
character, size and scale of the existing village.  
In summary we agree strongly with all the site requirements, and we would also like to 
see:  
• Safe walkways and cycle routes into the village  
• Increased social and affordable housing,  
• We would like to define the local public open space and children’s play-area on site, we 
would like a defined place space with equipment (as opposite site of the village to the play 
park) in addition to a recreation area, i.e. place to play football/yoga etc.  
• Suitable natural buffer to the development  
• Increased amount of on-plot parking and Electric vehicle charging points to reduce on 
road parking and future proof the development  
• More allotments  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Local Plan Policies V5: Tollgate Farm, Chudleigh Knighton, DW1: Quality Development and 
will be subject to Design Code requirements, CC3: Electric Vehicle Infrastructure, H1 to H3, 
and EN10 - EN17. 
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Denbury: Denbury Glebe 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The Glebe forms part of the visual and environmental setting of Denbury Down.    Denbury Glebe is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12875203091  

12877777731  

12876597816  

12876259648  

12874834357  

12877767908  

12876594651  

12876256981  

12863953262  

12877709208  

12876573980  

12876258574  

12860157559  

12877685051  

12876546408  

12876218722  

12754761728  

12877544618  

12876524025  

12876212223  

12877822941  

12877042218  

12876553477  

12876200785  

12877739254  

12876951996  

12876496099  

12876199198  

12877801090  

12876803822  

12876516498  

12876164000  

12877791561  

12876717256  

12876271883  

12876183488  

Concern over potential damage to the 2 TPO Oak trees and also mature hedgerows.     

Very little street lighting in proximity to Denbury Down. The light pollution resulting from 
development could affect the wildlife, especially bats.  

 

Road below subject to flooding from run off from Denbury Down.   

Potential visual impact on the western gateway to the village and on Denbury Down   

Denbury is built on a complex karst system that has evolved because of the varied mineral 
types that exist juxtaposed in this location. The edge of the Down will be particularly 
vulnerable to subsidence and to long term erosion by water which has created a network 
of underground caves and waterways and is unsuitable for building on.  

 

There is a line of springs along the top of the Glebe. These might adversely affect any 
development.  

 

Woodland Trust  - We would request that potential allocations are withdrawn where 
proposals have similar impact with those rejected (detailed in earlier sections of their 
submission document), are accepted for inclusion in the plan where there are minimal 
ecological impacts and are carefully considered where these impacts are uncertain or 
require further investigation.  To reiterate, sites that if developed, would result in the loss 
of ancient woodland, aged or veteran trees should not be permitted.  Where development 
sites are adjacent to ancient woodland, we recommend a precautionary principle, that a 
minimum 50 metre buffer should be maintained between a development and the ancient 
woodland including through the construction phase, unless the applicant can demonstrate 
very clearly how a smaller buffer would suffice.  A larger buffer may be required for 
particularly significant engineering operations, or for after-uses that generate significant 
disturbance.  

 

Historic England notes from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments and the draft 
Local Plan that the allocation site is located to close to the Denbury Conservation Area 
with a number of listed buildings in the village. However, this description does not 
recognise the close proximity of the grade II listed Gaia House to the south-east of the site 
nor to the Scheduled Monument Denbury Camp to the south-west. It is noted that the 
adopted Denbury Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) makes particular 
reference to the importance of views to and from this Scheduled Monument and the 
impact on the landscape from development, even if at some distance from the village.  
  
Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to conserve 
and enhance the settings and significance of these two designated heritage assets 
(assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy). However, we support the site requirements relating to the 
retention of existing vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular and 
conserve the setting of Denbury. Reference to the adopted Denbury Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal (2010) may assist with this.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

  
We also note the site’s archaeological potential and the associated recommendation for 
assessment and evaluation. However, this should also be included in the site 
requirements. For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in 
Local Plans Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 (2015), The 
Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), and Good Practice Advice 
in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017).   
  
Without the use of such site-specific policy criteria for this proposed allocation as part of a 
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, we 
remain concerned about the soundness of the emerging Local Plan in light of paragraphs 
31,189, 190 and 192 of the NPPF 2021. In its current form, Historic England objects to the 
inclusion of this proposed allocation  

12877803808  

12876765304  

12876201021  

12876184036  

12877789756  

12876748523  

12876292103  

12876130788  

12877792328  

12876698132  

12876236859  

12876159234  

 

The comments 
include 11, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

A number of impressive archaeological finds have been recently uncovered in this area by 
a local enthusiast, which tell us about the precious history of this village and the likelihood 
of significant archaeological remains, which makes this location highly unsuitable for 
building  

 

The Glebe field lies on the southern foot of Denbury Down- which is of national 
importance and is a Scheduled Monument. There are prehistoric barrows inside the 
Denbury Hillfort. The hillfort itself, is early Iron Age, with possible evidence of Medieval 
use. It should be assumed that the whole of the hill, including the Glebe Field, was used at 
the time and may hide many more important historical features. The track on the western 
boundary of the Glebe Field is Saxon and ancient green lane.  

 

The land has always been used for agriculture, which should continue.   

We do not need any further development in the village because of the provision of the 9 
affordable homes recently built since this consultation went out, and the 3 which have 
planning permission, plus the potential for three more on the village hall site when the site 
is no longer leased from the Church Commissioners in 5 years’ time.  

 

Affordable housing is probably the only type of dwellings that would be worth breaching 
the Village Envelope for.  

 

The number of properties proposed in the draft plan clearly caters, as it should, for the 
needs of young families and lower cost housing, rather than exclusive executive-type 
development.  

 

I think it's important to make sure that developments benefit from good sized gardens and 
green screening, including more trees and habitats for wildlife.  

 

Expansion of the village and loss of this valuable green space will impact on local people’s 
physical and mental health and wellbeing due to its peaceful historic setting and nature.  

 

Pollution would increase due to increased car use.   

No public transport available in the evening or on Sundays, making shift work for people 
without car impossible.  People are predominantly reliant on private vehicles.  

 

The narrow lanes and increased vehicles in the area along with no speed limit in the village 
could make the roads increasingly dangerous for anyone traveling on foot or by bicycle as 
there are no dedicated cycle lanes.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

No cycle routes or pavements/ active travel routes to Newton Abbot.   

Denbury suffers from heavy congestion for daily traffic movements, prison traffic and 
people using the village as a shortcut to and from the A38.  Additional development would 
only serve to exacerbate this.  

 

There is little employment in Denbury, with people who are not self-employed commuting 
to their place of work.  

 

NHS Response - The GP surgeries that serve these potential sites have an excess of 
capacity as of August 2021. However, consented and commenced sites that are also in the 
catchment of these surgeries, reduce that capacity considerably.  
  
These sites along with the sites at Abbotskerswell, Ipplepen, Ogwell and Highweek will 
generate an overall capacity shortfall on Albany Surgery, Cricketfield Surgery, Devon 
Square Surgery, Kingskerswell and Ipplepen Health Centre and Kingsteignton Surgery.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for primary care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Denbury area.  

 

Denbury is a very good place to live, with an excellent informal support system. However, 
facilities are very limited. The old Village Hall has a very short lease, with no prospect of a 
planned new Hall being built in the near future. Play facilities are limited and there is no 
preschool now. There are no facilities for young people.  

 

Concern over the availability of mains water supply and of the capacity of the local 
sewerage system as it regularly overflows.  

 

The village has few facilities: no shop, 2hrs per week post office and a village hall with a 
limited lease.  

 

Existing Primary School has limited capacity and there is no nursery, pre-school or 
secondary provision.  

 

Due to the narrow lanes and lack of parking in the village, any new housing should have a 
minimum of 2 spaces per house and shared visitor parking.  

 

Pollution would increase due to increased car use.   

Any development should be on the eastern side of the village which has good access to 
Newton Abbot.  

 

Being located on the edge of the village, would cause least disruption. Access is better 
here than at other proposed sites within the village.  

 

I do not think we need any more houses in the village but if we have I feel this would be 
the best option as it prevents further sprawl of developments as it is better contained 
within the existing village.  

 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a contribution may be required 
to address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable 
to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

 

Concern that in the HELAA, assessment criteria has been applied differently for the 
proposed sites in Denbury, moreover a different methodology applied to different 
Teignbridge villages.  
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Denbury: Land East of East Street 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Area considered important improved grassland / farmland.  The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield 
sites. However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to 
go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are 
available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages   

12875211591  

12876686536  

12876521326  

12877807101  

12876658613  

12876478970  

12877794870  

12876601910  

12876413527  

12877793442  

12876586048  

12876394450  

12877771285  

12876591216  

12876383957  

12877780666  

12876543798  

12876380761  

12877681374  

12876541066  

12876293929  

12877640669  

12876506676  

12876216310  

12877002011  

12876528261  

12875686273  

12876513266  

12876534874  

12875657443  

The comments 
include 9, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Bats have been seen in the area.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 

Policies V7, DW2, DW3, EN1-EN16, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge 

District Design Code (Appendix 4).  

Woodland Trust  - We would request that potential allocations are withdrawn where 
proposals have similar impact with those rejected (detailed in earlier sections of their 
submission document), are accepted for inclusion in the plan where there are minimal 
ecological impacts and are carefully considered where these impacts are uncertain or 
require further investigation.  To reiterate, sites that if developed, would result in the loss 
of ancient woodland, aged or veteran trees should not be permitted.  Where development 
sites are adjacent to ancient woodland, we recommend a precautionary principle, that a 
minimum 50 metre buffer should be maintained between a development and the ancient 
woodland including through the construction phase, unless the applicant can demonstrate 
very clearly how a smaller buffer would suffice.  A larger buffer may be required for 
particularly significant engineering operations, or for after-uses that generate significant 
disturbance.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
the Green Infrastructure Strategy, the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) and 
Policies V7, DW2, DW3, EN1-EN15 and particularly EN16. 

Historic England notes the archaeological potential of the site from the heritage and 
archaeology comments in the HELAA along with the recommendation for archaeological 
investigation and evaluation. However, this has not been included in the draft Local Plan 
text and in the site requirements in particular (assuming that these are intended to form 
the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). We consider that this should be 
addressed.   
  
Given the proximity of the site to the Denbury Conservation Area, we are of the view that 
the need to conserve and enhance the setting should be included as a site requirement.   
  
However, we support the site requirements relating to the retention of existing 
vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular and conserve the setting of 
Denbury. Reference to the adopted Denbury Conservation Area Character Appraisal 
(2010) may assist with this.   
  
For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in Local Plans 
Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 (2015), The Historic 
Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), and Good Practice Advice in 
Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017).   
  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
Policies V7, DW2, DW3 and EN17, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge 
District Design Code (Appendix 4).  

 

Policy V7: East Street, Denbury has been drafted to reflect Historic England’s comments, 
including the following criterion: Conservation or enhancement the significance of the 
Conservation Area;   

  

Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to avoiding harmful impacts on the 
significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy would 
relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including all allocated 
development sites. 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Without the use of such site-specific policy criteria for this proposed allocation as part of a 
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, we 
remain concerned about the soundness of the emerging Local Plan in light of paragraphs 
31,189, 190 and 192 of the NPPF 2021. In its current form, Historic England objects to the 
inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

The hedgerows are an ancient feature and hopefully this would be protected.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
Policies V7, DW2, DW3, EN1-EN16, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge 
District Design Code (Appendix 4). Important natural features and habitats will be protected 
as far as is reasonable.  

Archaeological investigation of the area is needed.  This has been considered and archaeological investigation will be undertaken if deemed 
necessary by the specialist officer.  

This is a large, level site in an area where there is already recent development and so 
would not spoil the distinctive character of the village. It would have the least impact on 
the village, being next to existing modern developments and the prison. It is also closest to 
the children’s play park and school facilities.  

The support for this policy is acknowledged  

  

Whilst undeniably a lovely spot, it is in my opinion the least 'beautiful' of the proposed 
sites in Denbury. No flooding in this area of Denbury. The land is relatively level and the 
site would not be that visible from the road.  

The support for this policy is acknowledged 

 

Sited on a complex karst system.  This has been considered and geological investigation will be undertaken if deemed 
necessary by the specialist officer.  

Concern that the site is remote from the village.  This has been considered and although the site is on the edge of the village, it is adjacent to 
the settlement limit and is therefore not considered remote or an unreasonable distance 
from the centre.  

At least 30% of the houses should have the Devon Rule so that local people can purchase 
them.   

This has been considered and Policy H9 addresses the Local Connection required for 
affordable housing occupants. 

Housing must be sustainable, with integrated renewable technologies.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
Policies CC2, DW2, DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4).  

Affordable housing is probably the only type of dwellings that would be worth breaching 
the Village Envelope for.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
Policy CC2.  

The number of properties proposed in the draft plan clearly caters, as it should, for the 
needs of young families and lower cost housing, rather than exclusive executive-type 
development. Limited transport, access, education and infrastructure provisions will make 
this site (and others in the village) less suitable for this cohort.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
Policies GP5, DW2, DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). Developers 
will be required to demonstrate how the site will connect to sustainable and active travel 
links. 

Self-build plots would be a welcome addition to the mix within the community.   This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
Policy H6 

Given the proximity of the A383 housing development to Denbury it would seem that any 
local housing needs could be met from areas already being developed.  

This has been considered and no change has been made because the Local Plan 
Development Strategy proposes that development should be distributed across the District, 
but that it should be proportionate to the size of the town / village in order to meet local 
housing needs, support its growth and any viability of local services.  

Sustainable housing development is better for health and wellbeing as well as the 
environment.  

This has been considered and Policy GP1 reflects this issue.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Development on this site, close to the playing field, footpaths and coupled with significant 
green infrastructure provision could become a very desirable place to live. The closest 
convenience shop is more than 2 miles from this site – a healthy walk.  

The support for this policy is acknowledged 

 

Concern that East Street is already a very busy road, that Denbury is used as a cut through, 
and there is a bottleneck where East Street joins the cross-roads at the centre of the 
village.  

This has been considered in consultation with the Highways Authority.  Traffic movement 
and management will be addressed at planning application stage to ensure that there any 
impact on the village is mitigated as far as possible.  

No public transport available in the evening or on Sundays, making shift work for people 
without car impossible.  People are predominantly reliant on private vehicles.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
Policies GP5 DW2, DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). Developers 
will be required to demonstrate how the site will connect to sustainable and active travel 
links. 

The narrow lanes and increased vehicles in the area along with no speed limit in the village 
could make the roads increasingly dangerous for anyone traveling on foot or by bicycle as 
there are no dedicated cycle lanes.  

This has been considered in consultation with the Highways Authority.  Traffic movement 
and management will be addressed at planning application stage to ensure that there any 
impact on the village is mitigated as far as possible.  

No cycle routes or pavements/ active travel routes to Newton Abbot.  This has been considered in consultation with the Highways Authority.  Traffic movement 
and management will be addressed at planning application stage to ensure that there any 
impact on the village is mitigated as far as possible.    

Lanes around Denbury in all directions regularly flood and cut village off from amenities. In 
the winter, Woodland Road to the west of the village is north facing with a lot of rain run-
off from Denbury Down-and frozen long after everything else may have thawed.  

This has been considered and a flood risk assessment has be carried out on the site prior to 

allocation. See the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) and Policy EN6. 

While the prison may provide some local employment, there are few jobs available within 
the village and environs, but these are low paid, with either commuters or self-employed 
people here.  

This was considered during assessment of the site. Villages with a small population often 
cannot, or struggle to sustain local business so some out-commuting is likely. An increase in 
local population may result in provision of local business being more viable and sustainable. 

There is little employment in Denbury, with people who are not self-employed commuting 
to their place of work.  

This was considered during assessment of the site. Villages with a small population often 
cannot, or struggle to sustain local business so some out-commuting is likely. An increase in 
local population may result in provision of local business being more viable and sustainable. 

More services are needed for existing residents, such as shops, play areas and doctors 
surgeries. The village has few facilities: no shop, 2hrs per week post office and a village hall 
with a limited lease.  

This was considered during assessment of the site. Villages with a small population often 
cannot, or struggle to sustain local business, therefore an increase in local population may 
result in provision of local business being more viable and sustainable. 

Existing Primary School has limited capacity and there is no nursery, pre-school or 
secondary provision.  

This has been considered in liaison with the Education Authority and the plan / policy has 

been amended to reflect this issue. See Policy GP5. 

NHS Response - The GP surgeries that serve these potential sites have an excess of 
capacity as of August 2021. However, consented and commenced sites that are also in the 
catchment of these surgeries, reduce that capacity considerably.  
These sites along with the sites at Abbotskerswell, Ipplepen, Ogwell and Highweek will 
generate an overall capacity shortfall on Albany Surgery, Cricketfield Surgery, Devon 
Square Surgery, Kingskerswell and Ipplepen Health Centre and Kingsteignton Surgery.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for primary care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Denbury area.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been informed by the NHS and amended 

to reflect this issue. See Policy GP5 and the Sustainability Appraisal. 

 

The village would be significantly changed and adversely affected by more development. It 
is difficult to precisely define when that point is reached but there obviously is a point 
when a village becomes too large for the community to still work, and in my opinion that 

This has been considered. The Local Plan Development Strategy distributes across the 
District, with development in villages proportionate to their size in order to meet local 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

point has either been reached or close to it. A definite decision needs to be made - if it 
already hasn't - on how many villages are destroyed as desirable communities by over-
developing them.  

housing needs, support its growth and any viability of local services. In the case of Denbury 
there will be approximately 25 additional homes allocated.  

This area of the village is adjacent to pre-existing more modern development which was 
created in the late 70s/early 80s as houses for prison officers, known as the ‘prison estate’. 
This development has matured over time with infill development and personalisation of 
the houses, creating a much pleasanter look to the quarter. Development on this site 
would not adversely impact the setting of the ancient monument of Denbury Down, or the 
conservation area of the old village core.   

The support for this policy is acknowledged  

  

This is the most feasible and least detrimental option to the community in terms of visual 
impact and detrimental impact on the setting of Denbury Down.  

The support for this policy is acknowledged  

  

Of the four proposed sites for Denbury, I feel that this site is better located than the other 
three and that development here wouldn’t cause the conflicts that the other sites are 
likely to with listed buildings, access and detraction from the ancient monument issues.   
   

The support for this policy is acknowledged  

  
   

I would hope that any development here would be created in consultation with the 
village.  

The public will be consulted on any proposed development, as will the Parish Council.  

We have several legacy permissions within the village which have not yet come to fruition 
such as in East Street and North Street that these future developments should also be 
taken into account in our allocations for this revised plan  

All approved developments were considered when determining the level of proposed 
growth.  
   

The issue really is whether the Prison authorities would consider that it compromised their 
security to build so close the prison  

This was considered and the Prison Authority was been consulted and has not raised any 
security concerns to date.  

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a contribution may be required 
to address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
Policy GP5. All development is required to financially contribute towards SWW infrastructure, and 
it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies.     

We are in a climate emergency- and I would ask, are these houses necessary? If a site for 
houses needs to be found, I propose that East Street is the BEST one.  

Teignbridge District is required to provide 763 additional homes each year the majority of 
which will be located in or adjacent to the main towns.  The level of development in villages 
will be proportionate to its current size and will support local services and facilities.   

 

Denbury: Land South of the Union Inn 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Sited on a complex karst system.  Land south of the Union Inn is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12875216621  

12877698910  

12876696393  

12875176252  

12877681444  

12876646116  

12862380263  

The site often floods during periods of heavy rain.   

Concern over the loss of agricultural land.   

Impact on wildlife that uses the field.   

Buildings on this site will not blot the landscape.   

Site is very steep.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The site is valuable for beef suckler grazing as the dung fauna is of importance to many of 
our larger bat species, and grazing cattle accentuates the conservation area bringing a 
sense of the agricultural heritage of this part of the village.  

 12877543553  

12876587692  

12861974837  

12877514653  

12876573227  

12856180778  

12877037532  

12876558883  

12877820734  

12876956486  

12876561243  

12877782262  

12876902470  

12876532561  

12877790037  

12876758158  

12876531033  

12877775481  

12876752299  

12876344189  

12877782799  

12876672382  

12876473239  

12877769891  

12876702500  

12876371380  

12876392086 

12876352402  

12876394733  

12876233137  

12876221640  

12876217825  

12876213645  

12876214897  

12876195709  

12876150432  

 

Bats and Barn Owls have been seen in the area.  Concern over potential impact of 
development.  

 

Woodland Trust  - We would request that potential allocations are withdrawn where 
proposals have similar impact with those rejected (detailed in earlier sections of their 
submission document), are accepted for inclusion in the plan where there are minimal 
ecological impacts and are carefully considered where these impacts are uncertain or 
require further investigation.  To reiterate, sites that if developed, would result in the loss 
of ancient woodland, aged or veteran trees should not be permitted.  Where development 
sites are adjacent to ancient woodland, we recommend a precautionary principle, that a 
minimum 50 metre buffer should be maintained between a development and the ancient 
woodland including through the construction phase, unless the applicant can demonstrate 
very clearly how a smaller buffer would suffice.  A larger buffer may be required for 
particularly significant engineering operations, or for after-uses that generate significant 
disturbance.  

 

Historic England notes from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments and the draft 
Local Plan that the proposed allocation site is located in very close proximity to the 
Denbury Conservation Area and the grade II listed Union Inn but that sensitive 
development is likely to be acceptable.  
  
Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to conserve 
and enhance the settings and significance of the grade II listed Union Inn and the Denbury 
Conservation Area (assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy).   
  
However, we support the site requirements relating to the retention of existing 
vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular and conserve the setting of 
Denbury. Reference to the adopted Denbury Conservation Area Character Appraisal 
(2010) may assist with this.  
  
We also note the site’s archaeological potential and the associated recommendation for 
assessment and evaluation. However, this should also be included in the site 
requirements.  
  
For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in Local Plans 
Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 (2015), The Historic 
Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), and Good Practice Advice in 
Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017).   
  
Without the use of such site-specific policy criteria for this proposed allocation as part of a 
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, we 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

remain concerned about the soundness of the emerging Local Plan in light of paragraphs 
31,189, 190 and 192 of the NPPF 2021. In its current form, Historic England objects to the 
inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

The comments 
include 9, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. The houses, road and farm wall are in a conservation area, the road is narrow and cannot 

be widened nor can it support additional traffic.  
 

Site is next to the Grade II listed building, The Union Inn.   

This field should be left as a grazed field, it affects the setting of the Pub and gives a more 
rural ambience to the entrance of the village.  

 

Concern over the level of development in the village.   

Greenfield sites should be left for agricultural use.   

The land is flat and easy to gain access to without driving though the whole village.   

The land itself is a field that is usually home to cattle. This is an example of good animal 
husbandry with animals close to the village where they can be safeguarded. The custom of 
keeping animals close to dwellings should be preserved and used as an example in spatial 
planning elsewhere. It is good for animals and it is good for the wellbeing of residents to 
see and to be near animals and to be as involved as possible in their welfare.  

 

Site lies in a minerals safeguarding area and has the potential constrain future working 
and is contrary to Policy M2 of the Devon Minerals Plan.  

 

Any development must be in keeping with the character of the village.  
   
Denbury has been developed with both an ‘infill’ and ‘housing estate’ approach. Infill has 
provided variation and often characterful additions here and there, but the estates have 
detracted from the character of the area.  

 

Affordable housing is probably the only type of dwellings that would be worth breaching 
the Village Envelope for.  

 

The number of properties proposed in the draft plan clearly caters, as it should, for the 
needs of young families and lower cost housing, rather than exclusive executive-type 
development. Limited transport, access, education and infrastructure provisions will make 
this site (and others in the village) less suitable for this cohort.  

 

Should be a mix of housing.   

The field is used for sledging during the winter.   

Too close to existing dwellings.   

Concern over increased traffic, noise and light pollution.   

No public transport available in the evening or on Sundays, making shift work for people 
without car impossible.  People are predominantly reliant on private vehicles.  

 

The narrow lanes and increased vehicles in the area along with no speed limit in the 
village could make the roads increasingly dangerous for anyone traveling on foot or by 
bicycle as there are no dedicated cycle lanes.  

 

No cycle routes or pavements/ active travel routes to Newton Abbot.   

There is an existing issue with lack of parking at the pub impacting local residents at peak 
times, and this would spill into any new development.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The road is very narrow and often blocks with the already too heavy volume of traffic.   

The road here floods regularly.   

Could have a negative impact on the local pub.   

There is little employment in Denbury, with people who are not self-employed commuting 
to their place of work.  

 

Concern over the availability of mains water supply and of the capacity of the local 
sewerage system as it regularly overflows.  

 

NHS Response - The GP surgeries that serve these potential sites have an excess of 
capacity as of August 2021. However, consented and commenced sites that are also in the 
catchment of these surgeries, reduce that capacity considerably.  
These sites along with the sites at Abbotskerswell, Ipplepen, Ogwell and Highweek will 
generate an overall capacity shortfall on Albany Surgery, Cricketfield Surgery, Devon 
Square Surgery, Kingskerswell and Ipplepen Health Centre and Kingsteignton Surgery.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for primary care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Denbury area.  

 

More services are needed for existing residents, such as shops, play areas and doctors 
surgeries. The village has few facilities: no shop, 2hrs per week post office and a village 
hall with a limited lease.  

 

Existing Primary School has limited capacity and there is no nursery, pre-school or 
secondary provision.  

 

The bus service to Newton Abbot is only on the hour, which is not good enough for those 
who seriously want to use public transport as opposed to driving their own cars.  

 

Various comments suggesting that this field is an integral element of Denbury’s character 
and should remain untouched.  

 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure.  However, the site is located 
within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

 

Various comments supporting development in this location as it provides better access to 
Newton Abbot by car, lessening the impact on congestion and air quality in the centre of 
the village.  

 

 

Denbury: Land at Denbury Down Lane 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Sited on a complex karst system.  Land at Denbury Down is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12875593137  

12877600033  

12876693960  

12875200640  

12877588969  

12876708301  

Concern over the loss of agricultural land.   

Concern over impact on wildlife that uses the field.   

Concern over additional light pollution.   

Woodland Trust  - We would request that potential allocations are withdrawn where 
proposals have similar impact with those rejected (detailed in earlier sections of their 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

submission document), are accepted for inclusion in the plan where there are minimal 
ecological impacts and are carefully considered where these impacts are uncertain or 
require further investigation.  To reiterate, sites that if developed, would result in the loss 
of ancient woodland, aged or veteran trees should not be permitted.  Where 
development sites are adjacent to ancient woodland, we recommend a precautionary 
principle, that a minimum 50 metre buffer should be maintained between a development 
and the ancient woodland including through the construction phase, unless the applicant 
can demonstrate very clearly how a smaller buffer would suffice.  A larger buffer may be 
required for particularly significant engineering operations, or for after-uses that generate 
significant disturbance.  

12772688676  

12877539183  

12876699751  

12765632557  

12877059738  

12876682242  

12759687519  

12876905448  

12876638740  

12877846878  

12876866355  

12876678290  

12877805615  

12876703016  

12876678313  

12877807106  

12876750451  

12876677114  

12877796678  

12876753797  

12876668680  

12877790956  

12876751169  

12876651952  

12877717759  

12876720699  

12876628745  

12877710623  

12876724772  

12876578499  

12877695256  

12876721748  

12876595897  

12877661677  

12876707047  

12876599173  

Historic England notes from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments and the draft 
Local Plan that the proposed allocation site is located to close to the Denbury 
Conservation Area with a number of listed buildings in the village. However, this 
description does not recognise the proximity of heritage assets located outside of the 
village including the grade II listed buildings at Norden Farm to the west and nor the 
Scheduled Monument Denbury Camp to the south. It is noted that the adopted Denbury 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) makes particular reference to the 
importance of views to and from this Scheduled Monument and the impact on the 
landscape from development even if at some distance from the village.  
  
Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to conserve 
and enhance the settings and significance of these designated heritage assets (assuming 
that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific 
allocation policy). However, we support the site requirements relating to the retention of 
existing vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular and conserve the 
setting of Denbury. Reference to the adopted Denbury Conservation Area Character 
Appraisal (2010) may assist with this.   
  
We also note the site’s archaeological potential and the associated recommendation for 
assessment and evaluation. However, this should also be included in the site 
requirements.   
  
For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in Local Plans 
Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 (2015), The Historic 
Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), and Good Practice Advice in 
Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017).   
  
Without the use of such site-specific policy criteria for this proposed allocation as part of a 
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, we 
remain concerned about the soundness of the emerging Local Plan in light of paragraphs 
31,189, 190 and 192 of the NPPF 2021. In its current form, Historic England objects to the 
inclusion of this proposed allocation.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Concern over potential loss of hedgerow to the south of the site. Survey of hedge dating 
round the village took place in 1994-1995.  

 12877550911  

12876699815  

12876537790  

12876559794  

12876540938  

12876554434  

12876517955  

12876524273  

12876421353  

12876385593  

12876223600  

12876220154  

12876145443  

12875636558  

12875683550  

12875658277  

 

The comments 
include 13, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Concern over impact on the setting of Denbury Down and the Hill Fort   

Comments suggesting that the land should remain as grazing land and not be developed.   

Concern over the potential impact on the complex karst system.   

Comments supporting the need for more affordable housing for first time buyers.    

Feeling that more homes were not needed or wanted in the village following the 
disruption associated with the recent construction of affordable homes adjacent to the 
proposed site.  

 

Concern over the impact on the mental health of residents of adjacent cottages.   

Concern over the impact on air quality and noise resulting from additional traffic passing 
through the village.  

 

Concern over the impact of further construction following the recent construction of 
affordable housing.  

 

No public transport available in the evening or on Sundays.  People are predominantly 
reliant on private vehicles.  

 

The narrow lanes and increased vehicles in the area along with no speed limit in the 
village could make the roads increasingly dangerous for any one traveling on foot or by 
bicycle as there are no dedicated cycle lanes.  

 

Denbury suffers from heavy congestion.  Additional development would only worsen this.   

The road has poor visibility, very narrow in places, road has very busy periods and also 
poorly maintained.  

 

Denbury suffers from heavy congestion for daily traffic movements, prison traffic and 
people using the village as a shortcut to and from the A38.  Additional development would 
only serve to exacerbate this.  

 

There is little employment in Denbury, with people who are not self-employed commuting 
to their place of work.  

 

Concern over the availability of mains water supply and of the capacity of the local 
sewerage system as it regularly overflows.  

 

NHS Response - The GP surgeries that serve these potential sites have an excess of 
capacity as of August 2021. However, consented and commenced sites that are also in the 
catchment of these surgeries, reduce that capacity considerably.  
These sites along with the sites at Abbotskerswell, Ipplepen, Ogwell and Highweek will 
generate an overall capacity shortfall on Albany Surgery, Cricketfield Surgery, Devon 
Square Surgery, Kingskerswell and Ipplepen Health Centre and Kingsteignton Surgery.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for primary care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Denbury area.  

 

The village has few facilities: no shop, 2hrs per week post office and a village hall with a 
limited lease.  

 

Existing Primary School has limited capacity.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Road below subject to flooding from run off from Denbury Down.   

Perfect site for a play and recreation facilities   

This is a well sheltered site with good established hedgerows providing privacy from any 
development for the current residents of Denbury Down Lane.  

 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastucture and a contribution may be required 
to address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

 

Various comments suggesting that this field is an integral element of Denbury’s character 
and should remain untouched.  

 

 

Doddiscombsleigh: Land at Springfield Farm 

Summary of comment  Council Response (Comments utilised for Land adjacent to Burnt Meadow) Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Need for SuDS.   Land at Springfield Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

A nearby site at Burnt Meadow is allocated for development of 10 custom build homes. See 
policy V8 for further information.  

12876526399  

12876309600  

 

The comments 
include 6, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Landowner has confirmed site is not available for development.    

Steep arable field. Batts Brook regularly causes flooding.  Landowner has no intentions to 
build on this site.    

 

Natural windfall development likely to result in 10 homes over 20 years which is sufficient 
for village.   

 

Bus services could be at risk from government expenditure cuts. Road network is serious 
limitation. Tick lane needs more passing places. Railway bridge towards Christow needs to 
be safer.   

 

Existing infrastructure cannot cope with existing population. Sewage overflows at Rectory 
Lane, because network has reached maximum capacity.   

 

EA - It is likely that the site will be suitable for residential development (if the requirements 
can be met). 

 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA and draft 
Local Plan, and we support the associated proposed site requirements(assuming these are 
intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy. 

 

Electricity cuts regularly and broadband cuts occasionally.    

 

East Ogwell: Mill Lane 

Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The site is adjacent a lane leading to the river Lemon (an SSSI).   Mill Lane is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) for further details when published.    

12875620551  

12877722202  

12876823840  Ogwell has much wildlife including bats, deer, foxes frequenting these locations 
regularly.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Mill Lane is a gateway to special green spaces which are part of Ogwell’s unique setting.   12871141307  

12877688058  

12876796127  

12754979809  

12877650168  

12876790030  

12752596284  

12877614517  

12876783180  

12742289233  

12877602419  

12876784881  

12877857219  

12877564140  

12876783479  

12877800245  

12877096154  

12876748917  

12877794913  

12876944604  

12876781905  

12877784978  

12876928082  

12876627409  

12877762048  

12876942885  

12876778572  

12877767045  

12876926703  

12876775981  

12877719245  

12876821375  

12876776275  

12876774513  

12876757051  

12876712919  

12876709766  

The land adjacent to mill lane is on average 2.8m - 3m above a very narrow lane (mill 
lane) making any access point very steep. There is currently no access from Mill lane to 
this field, the only access is via a gate off the public footpath that leads up to the village 
green.    

 

Excess storm water  run off could cause flooding of the street at the junction of Croft 
road and Tor gardens this has happened several times in the past in severe weather 
conditions.  

 

This area also falls into an area covered by an important view of the village, mentioned in 
the Neighbourhood Plan Section 5.5 View A.   

 

The only way to create an entrance would be to tear down hedgerows and banks on the 
west side which are important habitat for insects and especially the wide variety of song 
birds, bats and owls who live in this area.  

 

To the north of the land is a track which is part cobblestone and wooded and provides 
access, generally only for walkers and the local farmer, to the green from Mill lane.  This 
must not be damaged as is lovely feature of the village and is widely used by children and 
adults who do not want to walk up the main street to access the village green.  

 

We believe that any development would have a genuine negative impact on the adjoining 
copse & woodland.  

 

This lane is a big walkers connection to the village green and other green spaces which 
will become unsafe when cars are are constantly using it.  

 

The countryside around east Ogwell deserves to be protected for future generations and 
to combat climate change. No one wants this to be engulfed by Newton Abbot.  

 

The site may trigger the 500m IRZ for the River Lemon Valley Woods SSSI.   

The land falls within a strategic flyway for greater horseshoe bats as designated in the 
South Hams SAC greater horseshoe bat consultation zone planning guidance. This 
particular flyway is associated with the roost at Conitor Quarry. A series of bat surveys 
are required as outlined in the guidance. If planning permission is granted, findings from 
the surveys should be taken into account when implementing mitigation measures such 
as maintaining and enhancing hedgerows and preventing disturbance from artificial 
lighting.  

 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

 

The site is adjacent a listed building and the East Ogwell Conservation area, new housing 
here on the scale proposed would adversely affect this historic context.  

 

There is a Grade II listed building nearby, and the village green.   

As the proposed land sits above the road by a number of meters any proposed houses 
would loom over the existing mill lane houses including the historic thatched house as 
well as the rest of the village. Access would create a gaping whole where hedges 
currently lie which would affect the look of the village from the garner's lane side.    
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Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Current mix of old and new property is about right. This proposed development would 
ruin that balance. This is because, as stated, those proposed dwellings would stand out, 
and not in good way.  

 12876658724  

12876651412  

12876604644  

12876271665  

12876261432  

12876172074  

 

The comments 
include 28, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

We believe any development of the proposed site would cause loss of privacy for the 
residents of Tor Gardens and Mill Lane, due to the fact that the parcel of land in question 
is higher than the houses below.   
The land in questions hedgerow would not conceal any future dwellings due to the fact 
that the hedgerow, when stood in the field, is actually low.   
Any dwellings in that parcel of land would look over the residents below.   

 

No known assets. Limited potential.   

HE - Historic England notes the close proximity of this proposed allocation to the East 
Ogwell  
Conservation Area and can see that it wraps around the site on three sides. We also note 
the presence of the grade II listed Torre Cottage nearby.  
  
We have considered the adopted East Ogwell Conservation Area Character Appraisal 
(2010)  
and note that it does not provide much detail on contribution of setting to the 
significance of the Conservation Area, although it notes the importance of trees and 
orchards, and that modern buildings can harm the setting of the grade I listed Church of 
St Bartholomew and the Conservation Area despite being some distance from it.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the significance and settings of 
affected heritage assets including Torre Cottage and the Conservation Area.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the siteand to better understand its suitability and capacity for development. It can also 
be used to update the adopted East Ogwell Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) 
in relation to its setting.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve and 
enhance the significance and settings of Torre Cottage, the Conservation Area, any other 
affected heritage assets, as well as for any other design or other mitigation measures as 
maybe identified in the HIA.  
  
We support the inclusion of site requirements for retention for vegetation, landscaping 
and  
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Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

design to reflect local vernacular and conserve the setting of the East Ogwell 
Conservation  
Area. Reference to the adopted Character Appraisal (2010) may be of assistance here.  

The land would be better suited to allotments.   

This development would contribute to the loss of yet more agricultural land and green 
space. Harbours many grasses, flowers, orchids and should be protected as an existing 
meadow.  

 

This is elevated ground and development work would need to ensure that the integrity 
and safety of the supporting high bank along Mill Lane.  Any ground works would need to 
disguise by reinstating the earth bank & hedging which is in keeping with the rural 
environment and ecology.  

 

How would this development help the so-called housing crisis when they will probably be 
executive houses which will be snapped up as second homes or rental 
opportunities.  Affordable homes for local people should be top priority.  

 

The topography does not lend itself to development. The area of the site is too small for 
8 dwellings.  

 

As with the nearby Canada Hill site option, development of this site would mean there 
was built development in very close proximity to an area with potential for future mineral 
working and therefore this site should not be developed. Devon County Council objects 
to the development of this site unless a Mineral Resource Assessment can be provided to 
demonstrate that this substantial area of resource isn't economic.  

 

There is no need for any further housing in the old village of East Ogwell.   

The proposed site requirements will place extra costs on the sale price of each dwelling. 
The cost of each plot will be high, at the same time the builder will naturally be seeking to 
make a good profit, after cost of building each house. Affordable housing on this site 
would be impossible! Whether to buy or rent.  

 

There is no general need for housing in this part of East Ogwell, and the requirement for 
affordable housing is always a distraction for attempting to gain planning permission, 
because it is rarely affordable for the local population.  

 

Any housing that is developed on this proposed site would need to be in keeping with the 
local area in order to preserve the nature and character of the area and its' history (see 
5.13 Character and Design Quality of the Ogwell Neighbourhood plan). Given that the 
existing properties in this area are most commonly at the higher end of the market, 
building affordable housing would likely be difficult. The number of houses proposed for 
this relatively small area of land is not possible whilst maintaining the rural charm of the 
village.  

 

I hope these houses will be truly affordable for local families.   

This rural setting is significant in providing health and wellbeing to the local community as 
stated in the Ogwell Neighbourhood Plan.  

 

This will mean more traffic into the village which is being used as a rat run due to the road 
planning around Newton Abbot.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
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Cramming so many dwellings on this site can hardly be good for individual health and 
well-being.  

 

The health & wellbeing of the residents overlooked by these dwellings would be 
negative.  

 

Mill Lane is infrequently used by road users since it only serves approximately 5 houses. It 
is not wide enough to serve additional road users being a single lane track and would also 
conflict with those on foot/bicycle/horse. May result in the loss of existing hedgerows 
along Mill Lane.   

 

There is very limited public transport to the village so more cars more traffic more 
pollution.  

 

In the initial stages construction traffic and on completion the residential and extra 
incidental traffic would pose a significant danger to pedestrians and animals using the 
lane and footpath.  

 

Whilst Ogwell does have a bus service don't be deluded in thinking anyone but older 
people who don't drive in the main use it.  Mostly we get into our cars!  

 

Bus service reliable but only one per hour, non at lunch time, non on Sundays and non 
after 5.30pm.  

 

There is very limited employment in the village and this will mean more people needing to 
commute so more traffic.  

 

Apart from one off employment for builders the site would not offer long term 
employment.  

 

More houses, would mean more people in this area using the current infrastructure to 
drive elsewhere to work, further increasing traffic on the rural lanes.  

 

There are few amenities in Ogwell to support additional housing.   

The health surgeries and local schools are already at capacity so this will exacerbate this 
situation further.  

 

The local sewage system and treatments facility is overstretched with the number of 
houses already joined, over the past couple of years there have been many instances of 
the sewage treatment system overflowing into the river further housing will.  

 

East Ogwell in generally is very poorly served in terms of health centres, community 
centres and shops.  Virtually everything has to be purchased in Newton Abbot or 
neighbouring villages.  

 

No gas in the village and very limited broadband as well as very poor reception for mobile 
phones.   

 

The electricity supply is inadequate to support the existing village and we have frequent 
power cuts at all times of day. Clearly further demand on electrical supply with future 
developments would potentially overload the system. The area is also poorly equipped to 
deal with the government plan to convert to electric cars in the next few years.    

 

Community facilities: our village lacks many of the basic community facilities that many 
neighbouring villages already have, such as a local shop, playing field, pharmacy, 
allotments or post office. It would be more sensible and in keeping with the 'Ogwell Plan' 
to use the land proposed for housing for these community-based purposes instead.  
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ID 

The GP surgeries that serve these potential sites have an excess of capacity as of August 
2021. However, consented and commenced sites that are also in the catchment of these 
surgeries, reduce that capacity considerably.  
  
These sites along with the sites at Abbotskerswell, Ipplepen, Denbury and Highweek will 
generate an overall capacity shortfall on Albany Surgery, Cricketfield Surgery, Devon 
Square Surgery, Kingskerswell and Ipplepen Health Centre and Kingsteignton Surgery.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for primary care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Ogwell area.  

 

The site is inappropriate for development, given other more suitable sites available. The 
site was not considered suitable for development in the Ogwell Neighbourhood Plan  

 

Concerned that Ogwell will just become a suburb of Newton Abbot before too long.   

Use the site for allotments.     

In May 2008 there was a flash flood with water running down this field and land above it. 
The water swept down over Mill Lane into the back gardens of dwellings lower down in 
Tor Gardens. In January 2020 water came off the fields and again went down over Mill 
Lane and down into property lower down. Mill Lane lacks storm water drainage. A cost 
that would need to be factored into budget costs, by the builder.  

 

There are many more suitable sites in the Newton Abbot area for large scale housing 
developments. This area is not suitable for the number of proposed houses and lacks 
required transport links, infrastructure and amenities.   

 

Object due to additional surface water run off onto lane, whose drains cannot cope.   

 

Exminster: Milbury Barton 

Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Forms a break between the Motorway/Sanerville Way and the village.   Milbury Barton is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

12850090517  

12877535585  

12876631468  

12876449041  

12876213924  

12824608715  

12877079930  

12876622459  

12876419994  

12876210034  

12741225498  

This is already an extensive estate of new-build houses.    

Harm to Exe Estuary Special Protection Area (SPA) and the Dawlish Warren Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC) and protected bats, Cirl Buntings (near to three breeding territories) 
and dormice.  

 

Existing trees and woodland on site provide multiple benefits (wildlife, noise reduction, 
air pollution protection, reduce surface water runoff and carbon capture). Every mature 
tree on site should be retained as part of our local green infrastructure network- 
regardless of 'Category'.   
If the planned number of homes cannot be achieved without loss of trees it should not be 
allocated.   

 

The village is at capacity.   
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ID 

Destruction on one of few green areas around Exminster. Not suitable for development 
as too close to M5.  

 12876922497  

12876616068  

12876459290  

12876085940  

12877779923  

12876480182  

12876596411  

12876413641  

12876030814  

12877746612  

12876767421  

12876588713  

12876379628  

12875740899  

12877493050  

12876745228  

12876566094  

12876386838  

12875736713  

12877617650  

12876720774  

12876581076  

12876363880  

12877556215  

12876682112  

12876535602  

12876359932  

12877564619  

12876642618  

12876529638  

12876315704  

12877577102  

12876650151  

12876491529  

12876271165  

12877557409  

12875304085  

12876507211  

The depth and breadth of Ecology sensitivities especially the impact on Cirl Bunting 
breeding territories, the five site options in Exminster Village should be rejected.  

 

Too much pressure put on the landscape - not enough space for wildlife & nature to 
flourish.  

 

This is an area which has been rewilded since the building of the M5. It should remain 
wild.  
  

 

Exminster is largely located within 1km of the Exe Estuary SPA/Ramsar/SSSI (with some 
allocation options within 500m of the site). Particular care should be taken to ensure the 
mitigation hierarchy is applied carefully to all of these site options.  

 

Sites immediately adjacent to woodland corridor. Retain all woodland and enhance on 
site with complementary habitats.  
SANGS offsite.  

 

The proposed allocations are all within the zone where mitigation measures are required 
for the expected increase in recreational use of the Exe Estuary SPA. The RSPB strongly 
recommends consideration is given to the need for additional SANGS provision if the 
emerging Ridge Top Park (a) does not have sufficient capacity to absorb the daily 
recreational needs of the new residents of these proposed allocations and/or (b) if it is 
not suitably located so that it is likely to attract the new residents of these proposed 
allocations. As the Ridge Top Park is both some way from Exminster and uphill, in our 
view that is likely to deter residents of the proposed allocations from walking to the site 
and new residents of the proposed Sentry’s Farm allocation in particular are likely to look 
to the closer and more easily accessible RSPB nature reserves and the SPA to 
accommodate all their daily recreational needs.  
  
The RSPB is very concerned that development of sites at Exminster – specifically 
Exminster West and Sentry’s Farm – will destroy habitat used by at least six cirl bunting 
territories (as recorded in the last national survey in 2016) and significantly reduce the 
extent of suitable cirl bunting habitat in this important part of the species range. The cirl 
bunting population at Exminster is a long established one and, until cirl buntings re-
colonised the Dunsford area, was the most northerly `hotspot’ for cirl buntings in the UK 
for many years. As well as being important in its own right, the Exminster population 
helps facilitate the recovery of range further north and east across the Exe.  

 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastucture and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

 

Close to the Devington Park Grade 2 listed building this site would impact the setting for 
this historic area.  

 

The site is within half a kilometre of the former Exe Vale hospital which is Grade II listed 
building, and its former Lodges and Chapel. The site lies in an area around Milbury Farm, 
which is first documented in the early 14th century.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Any historic building is being dwarfed by the seemingly endless need to build more and 
more houses, destroying the character of the original village.  

 12876269179  

12877551546  

12876645360  

12876498124  

12876263929  

12876213924  

12876210034  

12876085940  

12876030814  

12875740899  

12875736713  

 

The comments 
include 58, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

The village centre is relatively small and due to the historic nature cannot be expanded.   

Damaging to the historic environment of the village as takes away from its character.   

Historic Environment Site lies in an area around Milbury Farm, which is first documented 
in the early 14th century, archaeological deposits associated with this, and earlier 
settlement may survive. Programme of evaluation and mitigation required.  

 

The proposed allocations at Milbury Barton, Sannerville Close and Land to SSE of 
Exminster House would, if implemented, have a seriously adverse impact on the setting 
of three nationally designated heritage assets: the Former Exe Vale Hospital (II*), the 
former Hospital Chapel (II) and the Lodges and gateway (II). Further development within 
the former Hospital site would have a significantly adverse impact on the designed 
setting of Fowler’s building and would significantly impair the ability of an observer to 
understand it as a purpose-designed landscape. We advise that the development 
envisaged by these proposed land allocations would cause actual harm to both the 
nationally designated heritage assets (former Hospital, Chapel and lodges) and the locally 
designated designed landscape.   
  
For these reasons we object to the inclusion of the proposed allocations at Milbury 
Barton, Sannerville Close and Land to SSE of Exminster House in the Plan Review, and 
advise that these proposed land allocations are inappropriate and unsustainable.  

 

HE - Historic England notes the archaeological potential of the site and the need for 
archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary) from the HELAA and draft Local 
Plan.  
  
Given this, we consider that site requirements should address these archaeological 
matters  
(assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy).  
  
We support the inclusion of the retention of vegetation, landscaping and design, which 
should help to preserve the setting of the nearby grade II listed buildings (Chapel of 
Chapel of Exe Vale Hospital and lodges, gatepiers and gates).  

  

Grade 1 agricultural land   

Greenfield site.  
  

 

Private woodland with tress, hedgerows and grounds for wildlife. Makes views and 
sounds from purpose built play area and walking parkland at top of Milbury Reach.   

 

Land should be left to support local wildlife   

Too many houses proposed for this site, with laughable (and impossible to enforce) 
proposed minimum age and reproductive restrictions.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
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I would support 27 homes (for older people and those with disabilities) on this site for this 
purpose or for tiny homes.  

 

Not suitable site as occupiers will rely on poor, increasingly congested, polluted transport 
links to access work.   

 

Affordable homes for people born in the village. Social housing for local people.   

Stating that the new homes can only be for retirement homes or ‘tiny homes’ does not 
stop increases in primary school age children in Exminster Village. So called ‘tiny homes’ 
could reduce the impact on the primary school but when one person in the home 
becomes two then a third often appears putting pressure on the primary school. Given 
the lack of primary school places in Exminster and no opportunity to increase them, all 
five site options for Exminster Village should be rejected.  

 

Noise pollution from the M5 must make it a H&S concern for TDC.   

Bus services are good, but if cars used to go to village shop etc very limited parking 
facilities.  

 

There has been substantial development in Exminster over the last 10 years, additional 
housing is not necessary or wanted by residents.  

 

Need affordable homes   

How will the occupation of the proposed housing be restricted to over 50s in years to 
come?  

 

Exminster has already fulfilled its requirement for affordable housing.   

The number of existing local children has already exceeded the capacity of local primary 
and secondary schools. Even with the additional planned school, other developments in 
the area will use all of this new capacity.  

 

Support for housing in Exminster.   

Loss of green space  
  

 

Increased danger and pollution for cyclists and pedestrians.   
Considerably more land would need to be set aside for fresh recreational facilities and 
green open spaces.  

 

Exminster surgery and facilities are oversubscribed.   

Amenity impact due to M5 and associated noise.      

This site is within reasonable walking distance of community facilities that enhance 
health and wellbeing eg the major open space at Milbury maintained at Milbury 
residents’ cost.  

 

Safety concerns for access and egress and the worsening of the queue of traffic at peak 
times.   

 

Amenity impact due to construction and associated disruptions.    

Lack of dentist provision.   

Removal of green environment on the edge of the village making Exminster a suburb of 
Exeter!  
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The ability to cross the road (including to access the bus stop) under the motorway bridge 
(next to this site) is already very restricted, increasing the population, particularly with 
elderly residents, may lead to an accident if a crossing is not provided.  

 

The current mature trees on this site provide a degree of protection from the noise of the 
motorway to the nearby Milbury Farm Meadow estate.  

 

Damaging to the health and well-being of local residents as it will provide them with 
fewer green areas to enjoy using and looking at  

 

Access would require crossing a cycle path and would negatively affect it both in its use 
and safety.   

 

Poor access.    

Poor traffic situation.    

Encourage green transport and ameliorate the conflicting demands of various modes of 
transportation.  

 

Poor links to Exeter centre and Exeter employment areas which are sited to the east of 
Exeter and the University and hospital sites, needing to utilise corridors that are already 
at or above capacity and cannot support dedicated bus- lanes.  

 

If new homes are not close to a regular bus service then the residents will opt to use their 
own vehicles. The Plan states that the village has high levels of self-containment where 
residents can largely meet their day to day needs within walking distance (p.143), no 
evidence is provided for that statement. The statement that the village has high levels of 
self-containment is incorrect for a large proportion of the current village let alone the five 
site options. All five site options should be rejected as the transport arrangements are 
inadequate for the Exminster West site option and none of the five site options can be 
considered to be within an area of self-containment of the current village.  

 

Good bus routes into city and village. But walking could be an issue to older people into 
village.  

 

Inadequate transport infrastructure in Exminster.    

Smaller development not likely to affect road infrastructure but needs to consider other 
developments.  

 

Poor parking situation along road where proposed access is indicated.    

There are also no options for shared mobility in the village so there are limited options 
besides cars.  Should any development go ahead in the village these should be car free 
developments with visitor spots and shared use car club cars only to prevent further 
build-up of traffic and parking issues.  

 

Limited opportunities in Exminster. Opportunities are largely only within Exeter.    

There are good public transport links to main employment centres in Exeter but only at 
peak times.  

 

Poor access to employment areas and town centre due to worsening congestion and 
constricted from improvement by River Exe bridge locations.  

 

The village centre has reached it's commercial development, no more room allows for 
additional services/shops.  

 



       
 

102 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

None of this development is enhancing the town centre as the traffic build up makes it 
impossible to go into the city.  

 

Not enough jobs in the local area to support further development.    

Primary school and surgery are at capacity. Will lead to additional travel outside of 
Exminster to reach these services.   

 

There is currently no dentist within Exminster.    

Provision in the village is already at capacity   

Other than investment at the GPs Surgery and replacement of four classrooms at the 
Primary School, no new infrastructure has been provided. The Village has a Convenience 
Store and a Post Office but these buildings have not been expanded to cope with the 
increasing number of people.   

 

Elderly residents will create further pressure on an already busy surgery and home care 
services  

 

Village has insufficient infrastructure for new houses and will no longer be a village.   

These potential sites are in the catchment of Westbank Surgery which have a capacity 
problem as of August 2021.  
  
The Westbank Surgery catchment also absorbs much of the South West Exeter Extension 
of 2,500 dwellings already commenced or consented. The South West Extension sites 
have already agreed s106 contributions to a new surgery in the future Exminster 
Community Centre.  
  
However, the Project Initiation Document raised by the CCG for financing the new 
surgery only allows for a surgery to accommodate the extra 6,200 residents from the 
existing South West Exeter Extension. These potential sites at Exminster and potential 
sites at Kennford, Kenn, Kenton and Starcross will add a further 5,000+ new residents to 
this area.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary Care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Exminster area.  

 

Support acknowledgement that Exminster is a sustainable location for development but 
contends that there is not a lack of capacity in the school, which is attended by pupils 
from out of the area, therefore development should not be restricted to over 50s.  

 

Should have been included in Milbury Farm development to avoid new access being 
created.   

 

Outside of development boundary and leading to Exminster becoming a suburb of 
Exeter.   

 

What housing needs analysis has been undertaken?   

Preference is to drive to the town centre and therefore parking is often limited.    

Want to keep rural feel & elements to village life.    

Facilities in Exminster are limited and we rely on Exeter for most of our shopping needs.   
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Current public transport is not frequent or reliable enough to encourage people not to 
use their cars.  The cycle path which goes past the garage on Dawlish Road is dangerous.  

 

Object to any new development in Exminster due to lack of water and sewerage, and 
pressure on services from existing new development at SW of Exeter.  

 

 

Exminster: Exminster West 

Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Allocation does not comply with current local plan policies EN1 and S22.   Exminster West is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12877552206  

12876257435  

12876605584  

12876582941  

12875616398  

12877613536  

12876747615  

12876542103  

12870595464  

12877601813  

12876677904  

12876549644  

12863868350  

12877594430  

12876747261  

12876508505  

12850440089  

12877591442  

12876721712  

12876521317  

12812278040  

12877584220  

12876704146  

12876520678  

12806940355  

12877582723  

12876705387  

12876503618  

12798081187  

12877525749  

The Hillcrest site is a country wildlife site important for Cirl Buntings being the most 
northern part of the district these birds are found.  Such that in 2006, a three year hedge 
planting scheme was undertaken in the area of Hillcrest to attract, retain and maintain 
their populations. Any removal of these fields and hedgerows will have a significant 
negative impact on these birds.  

 

This area is on the outskirts of the village and provides a green buffer between Exminster 
and Exeter. Development here would completely change the rural nature of the village 
outskirts, would have a very detrimental effect on the wildlife of this valley, and would 
remove an amenity for walkers and cyclists.  

 

This surrounding countryside is classic Devon rolling hills crisscrossed with ancient 
hedgerows packed full with wildlife and English Oak trees. The skies are filled with more 
birds than you could ever wish for, from large Red Kite and Buzzards to Cirl Bunting and 
flocks of geese. At night bats are plentiful and the classic sound of Tawny Owls can be 
heard. Hedgehogs also thrive here while being in decline in most of the UK. All this can 
be enjoyed safely via an expansive route of public footpaths and country lanes which is 
great for mental health and wellbeing.  

 

This site is in the Exe Estuary Special Protection Area and the Dawlish Warren Special 
Area of Conservation, and any development will destroy the work that is ongoing 
preserving the habitats which support protected bats, brown hares and dormice.  

 

The site would harm the view and be against the local plan of providing a green barrier.   

There would be a significant impact on residents in Eager Way due to the fields changing 
to housing.  

 

Cresting farm house rise with further development will erode the village's natural sense 
of place as a village and separate from developments associated with Exeter.  This will all 
but eliminate the rural character of the village and, combined with existing development 
associated with Exeter but within the parish boundary, will essentially urbanise the 
village and create a very real loss of identity as it becomes a suburb of the city with green 
space amenity rather than a rural neighbour.  

 

Landscape quality is a key consideration and the green hilltops provide a landscape 
setting for Exminster Village.  The Exminster West site option on the high ground would 
damage the landscape setting of Exminster Village.  In particular, the creeping 
development towards Days Pottle Lane (down from Deepway Lane) would fundamentally 
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change the landscape setting of this essentially still rural valley in which Exminster Village 
nestles.  Site not in line with NP EXM2.    

12876675202  

12876498593  

12791871089  

12877467865  

12876672647  

12876446226  

12790176185  

12877498714  

12876659846  

12876402708  

12744319484  

12877494065  

12876654885  

12876446562  

12866914812  

12877497033  

12876654343  

12876492958  

12877796638  

12877076878  

12876628471  

12876450785  

12877795885  

12877042797  

12876614995  

12876431863  

12877781408  

12876901891  

12876644266  

12876440033  

12877761860  

12876829110  

12876640536  

12876410769  

12877751635  

12876911254  

12876639656  

12876404963  

This would enhance the natural environment by introducing protections to it through the 
green space. Planning laws ensure there are not adverse effects to wildlife during builds.  

 

These sites provide valuable open space on the outskirts of Exminster, especially those 
within the Valley of the Berry Brook. The steep slopes of the latter areas make them 
unsuitable for elderly residents.  

 

Development on this site will increase light & noise pollution & carbon emissions.   

The developments will ruin the concept of a Devon village, and the reason why Exeter 
and its surrounds boasts an excellent quality of life attraction. Exeter will become a 
megacity, and Exminster simply a part of urban sprawl.   

 

Exminster is largely located within 1km of the Exe Estuary SPA/Ramsar/SSSI (with some 
allocation options within 500m of the site). Particular care should be taken to ensure the 
mitigation hierarchy is applied carefully to all of these site options.  

 

We object to this site.  
  
The Farm CWS lies across this site and development would remove entire CWS. DWT 
does not support development of CWS. We recognise that cirl bunting habitat can be 
recreated successfully.  

 

The proposed allocations are all within the zone where mitigation measures are required 
for the expected increase in recreational use of the Exe Estuary SPA. The RSPB strongly 
recommends consideration is given to the need for additional SANGS provision if the 
emerging Ridge Top Park (a) does not have sufficient capacity to absorb the daily 
recreational needs of the new residents of these proposed allocations and/or (b) if it is 
not suitably located so that it is likely to attract the new residents of these proposed 
allocations. As the Ridge Top Park is both some way from Exminster and uphill, in our 
view that is likely to deter residents of the proposed allocations from walking to the site 
and new residents of the proposed Sentry’s Farm allocation in particular are likely to look 
to the closer and more easily accessible RSPB nature reserves and the SPA to 
accommodate all their daily recreational needs.  
   
The RSPB is very concerned that development of sites at Exminster – specifically 
Exminster West and Sentry’s Farm – will destroy habitat used by at least six cirl bunting 
territories (as recorded in the last national survey in 2016) and significantly reduce the 
extent of suitable cirl bunting habitat in this important part of the species range. The cirl 
bunting population at Exminster is a long established one and, until cirl buntings re-
colonised the Dunsford area, was the most northerly `hotspot’ for cirl buntings in the UK 
for many years. As well as being important in its own right, the Exminster population 
helps facilitate the recovery of range further north and east across the Exe.  
  
The RSPB current position is objection (please see our comments for Exminster above). 
This site will directly impact on three cirl bunting territories (as recorded in the last 
national survey in 2016) and is part of The Farm (Exminster) County Wildlife Site. While in 
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the past the site was managed sensitively and provided suitable habitat for breeding and 
wintering cirl buntings, now the owners are managing the land very differently in a way 
that has reduced its value for cirl buntings. In 2021 the land was all under maize which, 
as well as not providing suitable habitat for cirl buntings, has caused considerable run-off 
issues.  
  
Despite the change in land management to be unsuitable for cirl buntings, they are still 
present and were recorded breeding in summer 2021. While the need to provide nearby 
replacement habitat if this site is developed is acknowledged in the Ecology sensitivities 
section, we recommend it is separately included in the Site requirements sections. Given 
the importance of Exminster for cirl buntings and the potential for other allocations to 
adversely impact on that status, in our view, replacement habitat will need to be as close 
to the site of loss as possible, unless a sufficient area of habitat (at least 10 ha) can be 
retained in situ and farmed as suitable habitat specifically for nesting and wintering cirl 
buntings in perpetuity.  

12877748681  

12876680914  

12876633892  

12876388638  

12877717395  

12876883837  

12876628779  

12876387728  

12877711049  

12876852938  

12876628989  

12876385107  

12877702047  

12876829533  

12876609858  

12876385166  

12877678903  

12876809014  

12876609473  

12876382667  

12877684748  

12876841626  

12876573989  

12876369214  

12877680786  

12876764083  

12876597557  

12876350414  

12877659201  

12876738891  

12876541907  

12876345115  

12877619663  

12876774748  

12876585793  

12876339482  

12876328317 

12876287055  

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

  

Listed buildings in Exminster should not be demolished and new houses will not create the 
village feel and will look out of place. History will be lost.  

 

Historic Devon banks have already been lost to development and cannot be replaced. 
Further development will have an additional detrimental impact.  

 

This field is within 500m of Devington Park, a former hospital which has significant 
history for the village. This is a grade II listed building with the proposed development 
impacting on the look to the surrounding area. This is the agreed border of Exminster 
village and so the development would be in breach of this and impact on the wider 
historic area.  

 

Flooding is a major issue. Already this year we have seen a couple of flash floods 
impacting on the farmland behind Eager Way and causing mud slides on houses and 
gardens (not helped by a lack of winter cover cropping in the fields). With a potential vast 
area of created concrete of the development, the flooding and flash floods will only 
increase, especially in the context of climate change. Even at the moment heavy rain 
rushes down Farmhouse Rise and Reddaway Drive into the village centre to disgorge into 
Berry Brook and the inherent dangers to the lower village.  

 

The site is close to a number of listed buildings and archaeological assets could be 
threatened requiring a programme of assessment to be conducted prior to 
development.  

 

Any historic building is being dwarfed by the seemingly endless need to build more and 
more houses, destroying the character of the original village.  

 

Site and wider area contain known sites of prehistoric and/or Roman date. Requires 
assessment and evaluation to inform masterplan and mitigation.  

 

HE - Historic England notes that the southern part of this allocation is near to the 
Scheduled  
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Monument entitled Earthwork enclosure south of Blackall's Copse as well as to the grade 
II listed Damerosehay Cottage and grade II listed buildings at Spurway Farm and 
Towsington Barton. This is not clear from the HELAA comments or in the draft Local Plan. 
The northern part of the allocation is close to the grade II* listed Former Exe Vale 
Hospital.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the significance and settings of 
these and any other affected heritage assets.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve and 
enhance the significance and settings of affected heritage assets, as well as for any other 
design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA.  
  
However, we support the inclusion of site requirements for retention for vegetation,  
landscaping and design to reflect local vernacular and conserve the setting of Exminster.  
  
We also note the HELAA comments about the archaeological potential of the allocation 
site  
and the recommendation for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary).  
However, this should also be included in the site requirements.  

12876300843  

12876339677  

12876321038  

12876330310  

12876319458  

12876305897  

12876305231  

12876282930  

12876270186  

12876269896  

12876255857  

12876217844  

12876224681  

12876229523  

12876227675  

12876082787  

12876030472  

12876009284  

12876003455  

12875756043  

12875700681  

12875657811  

 

The comments 
include 74, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. The site is used for growing crops, we have already lost lots of arable farming land, if it is 

built on where will we grow our crops?  
 

Eager Way backs onto these fields and so are significantly impacted upon by the change 
of use for this area. The gardens back onto the fields, as do the rear of the property. We 
would experience a loss of light, increased noise disturbance, loss of privacy and serious 
reduction in the value of our property as a result of the land uses changing.  

 

The current use supports employment and rehabilitation for people with mental health 
problems.  

 

This would be a great use of currently very underused and neglected land.   

Development would be impossible on the steeply sloped areas of the site, and these 
would make efficient land use extremely difficult.  

 

The proposal sets out that as a result of education pressures the homes includes will be 
‘tiny’ homes or for the over 55/retirement. The number of these on this site and across all 
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the sites proposed for Exminster in the village and within the parish do not provide for 
mixed and sustainable communities (according to NPPF 2021 – 8b).   

Retirement properties would not be suitable. Top of a long steep hill with no access to 
public transport.  

 

Far too many houses proposed for this site, with laughable (and impossible to enforce) 
proposed minimum age and reproductive restrictions. As soon as houses are sold on (or 
even before), these will vanish.  

 

There is a significant number of affordable housing scheme properties within the Milbury 
Farm estate already, so I do not see the need for more within Exminster during the 
period being consulted on.  

 

How will it be GUARANTEED that the new homes will only be available to the over 
50s?  How will Teignbridge prevent families from being raised in the ‘tiny homes’? How 
will Teignbridge prevent homes being sold for ‘buy to let’ to people of any age? How will 
Teignbridge prevent potential slum housing developing because the ‘tiny homes’ become 
overcrowded.  Where are the provisions for homes for local people?    

 

There is no local demand for small one bed properties. In addition, there are no planning 
laws that could compel developers to build particular house types.  

 

The entry for Exminster (the Plan p.143) states that the primary school is at capacity and 
cannot be expanded on site and the proposed level of development (260 homes) would 
neither justify a new school nor fund it.  Instead, it is proposed for Exminster (not for any 
other village) that any new homes can only be provided as either retirement homes (with 
an over-50s occupancy restriction) or one-bedroom ‘tiny homes’ in order to ensure that 
the new development would not generate any additional pressures on the existing 
school.   Based on a less than sophisticated algorithm and ignoring primary school 
capacity, Exminster Village is being asked to provide 27% of the 960 village homes (p.17). 
Stating that the new homes can only be for retirement homes or ‘tiny homes’ does not 
stop increases in primary school age children in Exminster Village.  Older Exminster 
residents in larger homes may wish to downsize to a two-bedroom bungalow but the 
people buying their home could have children of primary school age.  So called ‘tiny 
homes’ could reduce the impact on the primary school but when one person in the home 
becomes two then a third often appears putting pressure on the primary school.  In line 
with the education capacity criteria mentioned in the Plan (p.111) and the zero capacity 
shown in the Background Note on Sustainable Village Development, given the lack of 
primary school places in Exminster and no opportunity to increase them, all five site 
options for Exminster Village should be rejected.  

 

This would be great for housing over 55s as well as families. The undulation would allow 
for scale and massing without impinging on other properties with also potential for green 
space  

 

A large collection of single bedroom homes would negatively affect the established 
character of this part of the village.  

 

Poor parking for the number of cars per household.   

I strongly believe that the new properties will also be unaffordable to people starting out 
buying their first home.     
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Support for housing in Exminster but concern about lack of school places.   

This site provides outside space for people to walk and should be retained as such.   

Without open spaces and fields and walks and wildlife on top of congested roads and 
pollution. This will affect people's mental health and wellbeing and lack of extra doctor 
surgeries and no dentist.  

 

Being able to walk around the village as the current roads around are quiet to allow for 
walking, running and cycling. With the proposed development, the increase in traffic 
would result in this being less desirable due to the busier roads.  

 

People eligible for the homes for over 50s become over 60, over 70, over 80.  They 
become less mobile and create more demand for healthcare support.  Where is that 
support going to come from when the existing GP service is at full capacity?  Those 
people will become less able to walk to/access the services in the village, so they’ll 
become ‘cut off’ from society.  Where will the services come from to support them?  

 

The loss of these fields would have a detrimental impact on the health and well-being of 
the existing residents. The fields are an important part of the village, with the change of 
this from fields to housing impacting detrimentally on the residents, particularly those in 
Eager Way who live next to this area.  

 

Exminster Healthy Living Centre is at the bottom of Farmhouse Rise.  This is very well 
used by the local community for gyms, physical activity sessions including rehab for 
stroke, cardiac patients in conjunction with the local Doctors Practices etc.  It is also used 
for local group meetings, Memory Clinic, Caring for Carers, after school and summer 
clubs for the local children.   

 

All five site options mention (pp. 144, 145, 147, 148 and 150) that the impact on existing 
residents would come from increased traffic, resulting in an increase in emissions and 
noise.  No mention is made of the noise, emissions and disturbance for existing residents 
from the process of building new homes for these five site options.  

 

Footpath and walks nearby as well as children playpark with potential to add further 
health and wellbeing activities within the development as part of the green space.  

 

Negative impact due to increased housing - tiny homes imply many people without 
increase in services, GP Surgery.  Need to leave for work to avoid traffic at extreme early 
time would impact negatively on family life and discriminate further against women who 
frequently bear the bulk of childcare responsibility - making dropping to school 
incompatible with working hours.  

 

How can development here be good for the homeowner's wellbeing when it is so close 
to the motorway?  The noise and pollutants coming from the traffic will surely be 
detrimental to health and wellbeing.  

 

Currently Deepway Lane and Days Pottles Lane and the adjoining Coffins Lane are 
popular rural walking routes. Walking routes from Exminster are limited and building on 
these sites would make it too dangerous to continue to walk on these lanes.  

 

This rural area has been enjoyed by generations who live in a village because of its very 
nature.  

 

Exminster is already a congestion nightmare at peak times due to commuter traffic and 
can be effectively cut off due to stagnant traffic flow backing up from Bridge Road and\or 
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the Marsh Barton link road and further housing development will only exacerbate this 
problem.  

Terrible access: narrow, country lanes, linked by a tiny lane with one of the steepest 
gradients in the area. There are only two bridges that give access to Exeter from the 
Exminster side, and these are already heavily used and blocked with traffic several times 
a day - and this is before the huge development near Marsh Barton is completed. Parking 
is already scarce in Exminster, a traditional village with narrow streets and dense 
housing.  

 

Days Pottles Lane and Deepway Lane are narrow country lanes with few passing places, 
no pavements, poor visibility on bends. They are already dangerous roads, especially to 
cyclists and walkers, because of increased ‘rat-run’ traffic by commuters. Frequent jams 
already occur at busy times, with three or four vehicles in the both directions trying to 
get past each other. Any increase in vehicular traffic on these lanes would be completely 
unsustainable. The two footpaths from Days Pottles Lane to Deepway Lane are very 
steep, narrow, and often hazardous underfoot, quite unsuitable for the elderly residents 
stipulated for these age-restricted new homes.  

 

The Exminster West site option is 306 metres from the nearest bus stop to the top of 
Farm House Rise, which is the entrance for the Hillcrest part of the Exminster West site 
option.  From the Hillcrest part across to Deepway Lane is approximately 250 metres, 
which means most of the Hillcrest part (assuming the NHS buildings are removed, which 
would have an adverse impact on Exminster Village life) is within 500 metres of the bus 
stop. It is acknowledged in the Plan (p.145) that Days Pottle Lane and Deepway Lane are 
possible exits from the Exminster West site option. The shortest distance between the 
nearest Days Pottle Lane part and the nearest bus stop going to Exeter (opposite 
Dryfield) is 675 metres (including crossing Main Road twice as there is a footpath on only 
one side of Main Road at that point) and the same site measurement for Deepway Lane 
down to the bus stop outside of the Victory Hall is 595 metres (and a further 30 or so 
metres, after crossing the road again) to the bus stop for Exeter.   Accordingly, it is not 
true that the two parts running between Days Pottle Lane and Deepway Lane are within 
500 metres, only being linked with the Hillcrest part achieves the somewhat misleading 
statement for this site option.      
The Government website states that bus stops should be ideally placed so that nobody is 
required to walk more than 400 metres from their home (rather than the site option).  A 
suggested standard is that the maximum walking distance should be reduced by 10 
metres for every 1 metre of rise or fall.  From the bottom to the top of Farm House Rise 
and the bottom of Farm House Rise to the bus stop outside of Devington Park the 
cumulative rise and fall is 19 metres.  Based on the Government guidance, the Farm 
House Rise entry should only be 210 metres from the bus stop after an adjustment of 
190 metres for rise and fall.  Clearly, the Hillcrest entrance is more than 210 metres and 
an even greater distance for other parts of the Exminster West site option.  The 
cumulative rise and fall for Deepway Lane is similar to that of Farmhouse Rise.  Days 
Pottle Lane does not have a dramatic rise from top to bottom of the road but as the 
whole of the Lane is undulating it is likely that the cumulative rise may not be dissimilar.  
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Good transport links nearby and 5 mins walk from a bus route taking passengers to 
Exeter and down through many towns to Newton Abbot. Site is very accessible from Days 
Pottle Lane, Deepway Lane and through the proposed access of Eager Way.  

 

Deepway Lane and Days Pottles Lane should be absolutely protected as much as possible 
from development to keep this safe for residents to walk and cycle. Deepway Lane is the 
only route to walk to the new SANGS - if this were built on people would not be able to 
access this without a car.  

 

Adding an access point through Eager Way would negatively affect the quiet nature of 
the cul-de-sac due to through traffic. Children safely play there but increased traffic will 
stop that.  

 

Hillcrest is a local unique source of employment for people who would otherwise have no 
opportunity to learn new skills and help their personal development and potential 
independence to live unsupported.  

 

Very few further prospects - people will need to travel daily into Exeter, which is already a 
problem.  

 

There would be no positive impact on the employment or economy in the local area due 
to there being no demand for jobs in Exminster as a village.  

 

Need more shops to serve the area.  
  

 

There is no economic benefit to Exminster for this development, since there is not a huge 
amount of jobs in the village itself, with limited amenities. Any new residents would have 
to look further afield for employment.   

 

Exminster will be unable to expand to provide further amenity or employment 
opportunities.  

 

Highly unlikely that any future development of Exminster will bring any meaningful 
employment into the village, all it will do is make Exminster even more of a dormitory 
town for Exeter and all the economic benefits will be accrued by Exeter City Council not 
by Teignbridge.  

 

Over-55s development would lead to care worker opportunities in the existing 
community. The land is also very near Exeter and the Marsh Barton area which offers 
employment opportunity as well as being on a bus route to nearby towns including 
Newton Abbot. This development would also support the businesses based in Exminster 
as it is walking distance to the village centre.  

 

Where are all these new people going to be employed? Are Exeter businesses 
expanding? I haven't seen evidence of this. I don't believe the current retail facilities 
would be sufficient for such a large increase in residents in the village overall.  

 

The doctors surgery and school in the village is already oversubscribed, where will the new 
residents be looked after and their children educated?  

 

It is repeatedly, prominently and incorrectly stated in your promotional literature that 
there is a dentist in Exminster. This is out of date. The doctors' surgery is already under 
pressure from patient numbers. The school is already full to bursting. Whatever 
restrictions are promised, more children will need to be educated in the village if these 
houses are built.  
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In the introduction (p.143) to the five site options close to Exminster Village, it is stated 
that Exminster Village has a good range of services but, the majority and the key services 
(e.g. convenience store, post office and GPs surgery) for retired people are all in the 
centre of the Village and more than 500 metres (and for some sites far greater than 500 
metres) from each of the site options.  This means a return bus ride or a car trip to pick 
up a bottle of milk, buy a stamp or attend an appointment. Since the early 1990s, the 
number of homes in Exminster Village has increased by c. 1,200, almost trebling the 
number of homes in the Village.  Other than investment at the GPs Surgery and 
replacement of four classrooms at the Primary School, no new infrastructure has been 
provided.  The Plan mentions that the Village has a hall, which is true.  However, it 
opened 100 years ago in 1921 and has been landlocked for many decades.  The Village 
has a Convenience Store and a Post Office but these buildings have not been expanded 
to cope with the increasing number of people.    

 

These potential sites are in the catchment of Westbank Surgery which have a capacity 
problem as of August 2021.  
  
The Westbank Surgery catchment also absorbs much of the South West Exeter Extension 
of 2,500 dwellings already commenced or consented. The South West Extension sites 
have already agreed s106 contributions to a new surgery in the future Exminster 
Community Centre.  
  
However, the Project Initiation Document raised by the CCG for financing the new 
surgery only allows for a surgery to accommodate the extra 6,200 residents from the 
existing South West Exeter Extension. These potential sites at Exminster and potential 
sites at Kennford, Kenn, Kenton and Starcross will add a further 5,000+ new residents to 
this area.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary Care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Exminster area.  

 

I object to the site Exminster West part of which was formerly known as Hillcrest 
(Teignbridge District Council (TDC) Local Plan 2033 Examination). Previous Local Plan 
Teignbridge District Local Plan 2033 The Hillcrest part of this site was put forward as an 
omission site by developers in last Local Plan as TDC did not intend to allocate it on a 
number of grounds. Mr Geoff Salter who was appointed as the Inspector to Examine the 
previous plan File Ref: PINS/P1133/429/9 stated in paragraph 124 of this Report, ‘The 
proposed site lies adjacent to the village of Exminster, which has already seen 
considerable expansion in recent years and further sites are likely to come forward 
following appeal decisions in the last year or so. I treat seriously the Parish Councils 
concerns that the cumulative impact of additional housing on the strained village facilities 
will be severe. I note that the capacity of Exminster primary school is limited, because of 
recent approvals. The site itself is prominently located above the village within a strategic 
open break and the visual impact of more development on the setting of the village would 
be adverse. Also, cirl bunting territories are likely to be affected and there is some doubt 
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that on site mitigation would be effective. The land is not required to meet housing 
targets for this part of the District or wider needs, including those of Exeter. Allocation is 
not justified therefore’ (Report on the Examination into Teignbridge District Local Plan 
2033 - Examination hearings held between 5 and 24 September 2013).  

The Office for National Statistics projects a population growth of 4.5% over the next 10 
years and yet the new South West Exeter development will already double the existing 
Exminster population, even before the above sites are taken into account. Surely this is 
disproportional and unfair on a small village that will see next to no expansion to its 
services and infrastructure. These new developments are being built to entice people 
from far away to move into the area, yet the very thing that they are wanting to move for 
is what is being destroyed.  Please help keep Exminster a village by protecting its 
surrounding countryside for its residents to enjoy in the future as we have in the past.  

 

I was born and brought up in Teignbridge and so read your consultation document with 
much trepidation. However, I was extremely pleased to read that the beauty of our small 
villages and coastal communities is not set to be destroyed by the very real need for 
suitable, sustainable and affordable homes. I note with particular interest the land to the 
land West of Exminster. This land is already populated by a number of dwellings which 
have been built and expanded over a number of years. A cohesive and sustainable 
development built on the Exminster West site would be very welcome and could allow 
older people who wish to downsize from their family homes to a more manageable space 
to do so without leaving the community in which they live. To build on this sight and allow 
others to enjoy the beautiful views, currently only enjoyed by a few fortunate people, 
would bring me great joy. There is a clear access point through the completed 
development near the old hospital and this offers a practical and sensible approach to 
highways management.  

 

Support for development of site. Suggest creation of cycling routes to nearby schools to 
help provide homes for families, as Exminster is a desirable place to grow up in.  

 

support from landowner.    

A cohesive and sustainable development built on the Exminster West site would be very 
welcome and could allow older people who wish to downsize from their family homes to 
a more manageable space to do so without leaving the community in which they live. 
There is a clear access point through the completed development near the old hospital 
and this offers a practical and sensible approach to highways management.  

 

 

Exminster: Sentry’s Farm 

Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Objects to all sites due to loss of green space.  Sentry’s Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12877658656  

12877579353  

12876685310  

12841914852  

Exminster is largely located within 1km of the Exe Estuary SPA/Ramsar/SSSI (with some 
allocation options within 500m of the site). Particular care should be taken to ensure the 
mitigation hierarchy is applied carefully to all of these site options.  
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We object to this site  
  
This site lies adjacent to SSSI/SPA with floodplain habitat in between with the site 
potentially supporting wetland birds. This site should be enhanced for species-rich 
grassland to complement the floodplain grassland and bird populations.  

 12877569654  

12876680068  

12834482843  

12877537120  

12876655459 

12754851850  

12877536262  

12876649258  

12750562676  

12877472325  

12876647889  

12877765394  

12876994410  

12876646319  

12877759195  

12876854327  

12876597480  

12877733381  

12876771331  

12876625890  

12877653215  

12876734619  

12876604164  

12877626273  

12876745264  

12876569791  

12877620826  

12876715169  

12876534749  

12876507618  

12876497639  

12876443321  

12876465501  

12876354182  

12876263458  

12876193151  

12876128370  

The proposed allocations are all within the zone where mitigation measures are required 
for the expected increase in recreational use of the Exe Estuary SPA. The RSPB strongly 
recommends consideration is given to the need for additional SANGS provision if the 
emerging Ridge Top Park (a) does not have sufficient capacity to absorb the daily 
recreational needs of the new residents of these proposed allocations and/or (b) if it is 
not suitably located so that it is likely to attract the new residents of these proposed 
allocations. As the Ridge Top Park is both some way from Exminster and uphill, in our 
view that is likely to deter residents of the proposed allocations from walking to the site 
and new residents of the proposed Sentry’s Farm allocation in particular are likely to look 
to the closer and more easily accessible RSPB nature reserves and the SPA to 
accommodate all their daily recreational needs.  
  
The RSPB is very concerned that development of sites at Exminster – specifically 
Exminster West and Sentry’s Farm – will destroy habitat used by at least six cirl bunting 
territories (as recorded in the last national survey in 2016) and significantly reduce the 
extent of suitable cirl bunting habitat in this important part of the species range. The cirl 
bunting population at Exminster is a long established one and, until cirl buntings re-
colonised the Dunsford area, was the most northerly `hotspot’ for cirl buntings in the UK 
for many years. As well as being important in its own right, the Exminster population 
helps facilitate the recovery of range further north and east across the Exe.  
  
The RSPB current position is objection (please see our comments for Exminster above). 
The RSPB is extremely concerned at proposals for development here and potential for 
impacts on the Exe Estuary SPA, which is within 500m, and on cirl buntings.  
   
We understand that this land is a temporary SANGS. It currently provides a much-used 
area for local dog walkers. In our view, the local residents who use this site for their daily 
recreational needs are unlikely to walk up a steep hill to access the Ridge Top Park, which 
is approximately 2km distant and, as it is important to reduce carbon emissions from 
transport, it would not be desirable if people drove to the Ridge Top Park if this local dog 
walking area was removed. It would also not be acceptable if current users of this 
temporary SANGS, and new residents arising from the proposed allocation, were to look 
to the RSPB’s Powderham and Exminster Marshes reserves and Exe Estuary for their daily 
recreation, including dog walking. Visitors require careful management on the RSPB 
nature reserves to avoid adverse impacts on habitats and wildlife. If development was to 
go ahead, the impact from dogs and people on our reserve would increase, we would 
have to adjust visitor routes, renew fencing and instal additional  
signage and interpretation. While Powderham Marshes is a `no dog’ zone, we know that 
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ID 

currently some people do access the site with dogs and we are concerned this would be 
likely to increase if this site was developed (increase in usage by those displaced from 
using the temporary SANGS and usage by new residents if this allocation proceeds).  
  
Furthermore, the RSPB is creating more wet grassland on its land west of the Exe to 
replace that which will be lost on the SSSI land at Bowling Green Marsh (sea level rise)  
on the east of the Exe. To function effectively for birds, it is essential the replacement 
habitats are protected from disturbance by people and dogs.  
  
As also recognised in the document, this site may provide functionally linked habitat for 
birds that are SPA designated features. The RSPB endorses the need for a wintering bird 
survey (September to March inclusive) to determine the value of the site for SPA species 
and to assess if development can avoid any adverse impacts.  
  
Development at this site will impact on habitat that falls within three cirl bunting 
territories (as recorded in the last national survey in 2016). If this proposed site goes 
forward as an allocation, we recommend up  
to date survey and habitat compensation for loss via a developer contribution to 
Teignbridge District Council as per the cirl bunting planning guidance.  

12876064142  

12875602121  

 

The comments 
include 60, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

This is high land, visible from surrounding public viewpoints, and would contribute to the 
urban sprawl of a rural village.  

 

This site has been a successful green area for the village and to lose this site would 
damage the natural environment. This site is in the Exe Estuary Special Protection Area 
and the Dawlish Warren Special Area of Conservation and any development will destroy 
the work that is ongoing preserving the habitats which support protected bats and 
dormice. Much of the site is also Cirl Bunting breed territory.  

 

I would find the loss of this valued local green space highly regrettable. The wildflower 
meadow with a path through it offers stunning elevated views across the Estuary and 
Marshes, as well as contact with nature.  Visiting the site has become one of our 
treasured walking circuits in lockdown and has contributed to our wellbeing a great deal. 
There are no other places where the public can enjoy such a vantage across the 
Exminster Marshes and the village. If allocated, there should be provision for a public 
open space managed as a wildflower meadow and offering panoramic views across the 
marshes. The hedgerows that border the site should be retained as they are 
characteristic of the wider countryside and support wildlife.  

 

This site is on elevated land within 500 metres of the Exe Estuary SPA. The temporary 
current use of this land as a SANG in conjunction with the previous development of 
housing at Sentrys Farm has helped to minimise local residents visiting the Exe Estuary 
SPA and is frequently used by dog walkers to exercise their dogs.  If an additional 21 
houses are built on this land with no SANGs the impact of additional visits to the very 
easily accessible Exe Estuary SPA by families and their pets would have an adverse 
impact on the Special Protection Area. Any housing on this elevated site rising steeply 
would have a significant adverse impact on the landscape.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

 

Object to any new development in Exminster due to Exminster becoming part of Exeter.   

Site has potential for prehistoric to medieval archaeology. Requires assessment and 
evaluation to inform masterplan and mitigation.  

 

Concerned about any development in Exminster as it would harm village character.   

Object to any development in village due to loss of amenity to existing residents.     

This will undermine the clear demarcation of Exminster as a distinct village, creating 
urban sprawl.  

 

This site lies within 2.5km of Devington Park, the former Exe Vale hospital and a grade II 
listed building.  

 

Modern houses are crammed in and on top of each other. Causes discontent.   

HE - Historic England notes the archaeological potential of the site and the need for 
archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary) from the HELAA and draft Local 
Plan.  
  
Given this, we consider that site requirements should address these archaeological 
matters  
(assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy).  

 

Land currently used for agriculture should be left as such: go and build on brownfield sites 
or renovate some of the empty and underused property in the District!  

 

This site has been a successful green area for the village and to lose this site would 
damage the natural environment. The site is visible from across the estuary and even 
from the other side of Exeter including the University of Exeter. Development on this site 
would destroy the natural land development around the village.  

 

The current land use as a temporary SANGS is very beneficial in reducing visits by 
residents to The Exe Estuary SPA.  

 

Support for housing in Exminster but concern about lack of school places.   

Concern about lack of school capacity and congestion and questions need for more 
development given the existing development at South West Exeter.  

 

Support for housing in Exminster. However, it will need improvements to road 
infrastructure, additional school places, a secondary school and more amenities.  

 

Object to any development in Exminster which has expanded by 40% in past 20 years, 
and the plan proposes a disproportionate level of growth in Exminster.  

 

Too many houses proposed for this site, with laughable (and impossible to enforce) 
proposed minimum age and reproductive restrictions. As soon as houses are sold on (or 
even before), these will be flouted.  

 

As the TDC Local Plan seeks to redress the balance of provision of housing for older 
people and those with disabilities how will this be achieved by building on this hill.  
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ID 

There is no demonstrated need for further housing in the village of Exminster; neither is 
there demonstrated need for further social housing.  

 

It is accepted that housing is needed in Teignbridge.  However, the plan extremely 
disproportionately is focussed on Exminster.  New development should be much more 
fairly distributed across Teignbridge.  

 

The entry for Exminster (the Plan p.143) states that the primary school is at capacity and 
cannot be expanded on site and the proposed level of development (260 homes) would 
neither justify a new school nor fund it.  Instead it is proposed for Exminster (not for any 
other village) that any new homes can only be provided as either retirement homes (with 
an over-50s occupancy restriction) or one-bedroom ‘tiny homes’ in order to ensure that 
the new development would not generate any additional pressures on the existing 
school. Based on a less than sophisticated algorithm and ignoring primary school 
capacity, Exminster Village is being asked to provide 27% of the 960 village homes 
(p.17).  Stating that the new homes can only be for retirement homes or ‘tiny homes’ 
does not stop increases in primary school age children in Exminster Village.  Older 
Exminster residents in larger homes may wish to downsize to a two-bedroom bungalow 
but the people buying their home could have children of primary school age.  So called 
‘tiny homes’ could reduce the impact on the primary school but when one person in the 
home becomes two then a third often appears putting pressure on the primary 
school.  In line with the education capacity criteria mentioned in the Plan (p.111) and the 
zero capacity shown in the Background Note on Sustainable Village Development, given 
the lack of primary school places in Exminster and no opportunity to increase them, all 
five site options for Exminster Village should be rejected.  

 

We already have social and affordable homes quota on Sentrys Orchard.   

With Exminster being a desirable village to live in, house prices are not 'affordable' to all, 
even if marketed as affordable.  

 

Increased danger and pollution for cyclists and pedestrians in already overcrowded 
village. Considerably more land would need to be set aside for fresh recreational facilities 
and green open spaces.  

 

Increased traffic along Sannerville Way would worsen the rush-hour queues, increase 
emissions and noise.  

 

It is not clear why “health and well-being “ is disconnected in this consultation from 
healthcare provision and services and infrastructure facilities that contribute to health eg 
community facilities.  That said some of this site is within reasonable walking distance of 
community facilities that enhance health and wellbeing but again this is all on the 
steepest hills in Exminster. Developing on this site will adversely affect the health and 
wellbeing for near neighbours from additional noise and traffic.  

 

All five site options mention (pp. 144, 145, 147, 148 and 150) that the impact on existing 
residents would come from increased traffic, resulting in an increase in emissions and 
noise.  No mention is made of the noise, emissions and disturbance for existing residents 
from the process of building new homes for these five site options.    

 

People need to be able to escape to a green space for their mental well-being as shown 
by the recent pandemic issues.  
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New development will destroy the rural village and cause significant additional traffic.   

Objects to all sites due to additional traffic to already congested roads.   
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Any development of land which would result in a material increase or significant change in 
the character of traffic using rail crossings should be refused unless, in consultation with 
Network Rail, it can either be demonstrated that they safety will not be compromised, or 
where safety is compromised serious mitigation measures would be incorporated to 
prevent any increased safety risk as a requirement of any permission.  
  
There are three level crossings that will be affected by the above site options:  
  
·Teigngrace Footpath Crossing MOB 2m 23cns (affected by Berry Knowles/A382 Corridor)  
·Teignbridge TMOG crossing MOB 1m 52cns (affected by Berry Knowles/A382 Corridor 
Site)  
·Exminster Footpath Crossing MLN1 198m 38cns (affected by Santry’s Farm site)  
  
Network Rail has a strong policy to guide and improve its management of level crossings, 
which aims to; reduce risk at level crossings, reduce the number and types of level 
crossings, ensure level crossings are fit for purpose, ensure Network Rail works with users 
/ stakeholders and supports enforcement initiatives. Without significant consultation with 
Network Rail and if proved as required, approved mitigation measures, Network Rail 
would be extremely concerned if any future development impacts on the safety and 
operation of any of the level crossings listed above. The safety of the operational railway 
and of those crossing it is of the highest importance to Network Rail.  
  
Level crossings can be impacted in a variety of ways by planning proposals:  
• By a proposal being directly next to a level crossing  
• By the cumulative effect of development added over time  
• By the type of crossing involved  
• By the construction of large developments (commercial and residential) where road 
access to and from site includes a level crossing  
• By developments that might impede pedestrians' ability to hear approaching trains  
• By proposals that may interfere with pedestrian and vehicle users’ ability to see level 
crossing warning signs  
• By any developments for schools, colleges or nurseries where minors in numbers may 
be using a level crossing   
• By any development or enhancement of the public rights of way  
  
It is Network Rail’s and indeed the Office of Rail Regulation’s (ORR) policy to reduce risk at 
level crossings not to increase risk as could be the case with an increase in usage at the 
three level crossings in question. The Office of Rail Regulators, in their policy, hold 
Network Rail accountable under the Management of Health and Safety at Work 
Regulations 1999, and that risk control should, where practicable, be achieved through 
the elimination of level crossings in favour of bridges or diversions.  
  
The Council have a statutory responsibility under planning legislation to consult the 
statutory rail undertaker where a proposal for development is likely to result in a material 
increase in the rail volume or a material change in the character of traffic using a level 
crossing over a railway:-  
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• (Schedule 4 (j) of the Town & Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) 
Order, 2015) requires that “…development which is likely to result in a material increase 
in the volume or a material change in the character of traffic using a level crossing over a 
railway” (public footpath, public or private road) the Planning Authority’s Highway 
Engineer must submit details to both the Secretary of State for Transport and Network 
Rail for separate approval.  
  
We would appreciate the Council providing Network Rail with an opportunity to comment 
on any future planning policy documents. We look forward to continuing to work with you 
to maintain consistency between local and rail network planning strategy.  
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ID 

Object to any development in Exminster due to extra traffic on country lanes, conflict 
with pedestrian use of lanes, lack of capacity on A379 and harm to village character.  

 

Particularly unsuitable site due to dangerous pedestrian access along narrow road with 
no footways.   

 

The access to the proposed development goes through an existing development.  There 
are significant issues with pedestrian access through this development which the 
introduction of more vehicles to the existing roads would be a danger to pedestrians, 
especially those with young children.  On the main road junction at the bottom of the 
existing Sentrys Orchard development there is no pavement between houses 99 and 76 
on either side of the road, this forces people to walk in the road.  Increased traffic would 
increase to risk to pedestrians.  On the corner of what would be the main access road to 
the new site, house number 84 sits right on the road with no pavement.  The house has 
been hit by vehicles several times; increased traffic would increase the risk of this 
happening.  

 

There are already issues relating to traffic and parking nuisance on Sentry’s site from the 
first two developments. The road was not well designed to allow for further 
development.  

 

The Village centre from the Post Office to the Primary School takes up 0.11 miles of Main 
Road (0.92 miles), measured from the first home near the Swans Nest roundabout to the 
last home before the M5 flyover (as shown below), and covers not only the Post Office 
and Primary School but, also, the GPs Surgery, Pharmacy, Victory Hall, Tesco 
Convenience Store and Hairdressers.   
  
The Plan states that the village has high levels of self-containment where residents can 
largely meet their day to day needs within walking distance (p.143), no evidence is 
provided for that statement.  Many existing homes are outside 500 metres walking 
distance as are each of the five site options being outside the extremes of the Urban 
Boundary. Tthe Sentry’s Farm site option is c.800 metres from the Post Office.  The 
statement that the village has high levels of self-containment is incorrect for a large 
proportion of the current village let alone the five site options.  For each of the five sites 
close to Exminster Village, it is stated that there is a bus stop within 500 metres.  The 
rather crude measure of ‘within 500 metres’ may not take account of the whole site or 
the terrain.  Readers may take the comment at face value and not realise any 
implications.   

 

Another 21 houses will generate 42 more vehicles trying to get out of the estate via the 
mini roundabout.  It is appalling to imagine what life will be like with 2000 houses 
generating 4000 cars trying to get on to Bridge Road. It takes 50 minutes currently to 
make a 15-minute journey to return from work. In Sowton.  

 

Not enough buses.   

A small development so alone no real impact of transport infrastructure, however when 
taken into account with current and proposed developments will create additional 
volume on the A379 and river crossings.  
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The volume of traffic particularly in peak times makes it dangerous to cross the main 
roads in the village on foot or by bike. Increasing the population of the village will further 
exasperate these issues. The traffic problems also mean that public transport is not a 
viable option for many as the bus gets stuck in the same queue of traffic and the village 
has no railway station. There are also no options for shared mobility in the village so 
there are limited options besides cars. Additionally, parking is a major issue in the village, 
both within residential areas and the village centre. Should any development go ahead in 
the village these should be car free developments with visitor spots and shared use car 
club cars only to prevent further build-up of traffic and parking issues. If the following 
were included, I think this estate could be built: - Shared cars - Shared e-bikes - 
Communal covered cycle parking - Car free development - Additional bus services - A 
proper crossing point for pedestrians and bicycles on the main road (bypass) - Visitor 
bike racks (Sheffield stands).  

 

Very few further prospects - people will need to travel daily into Exeter, which is already a 
problem.  

 

Exeter and Marsh Barton are likely to be the employment centres for new residents. 
There is already gridlock at rush-hour on routes into Exeter, which will be further 
exacerbated by the huge development already taking place at Matford. There will still be 
only two places to cross the river, and a further increase in road traffic would cause total 
log-jam.  

 

There are no employment opportunities for people in Exminster, it is therefore expected 
residents will work in Exeter and so add to traffic levels out of the village. Given the 
volumes each morning I cannot see that residents would be able to have a commute by 
car of less than 50minutes without setting off by 7am.  

 

There are good public transport links to main employment centres in Exeter but only at 
“sociable” hours.  

 

No train station to get employees into Exeter. Bus uses road network which is currently 
congested.  

 

There is very little scope within the village centre to employ more people. You cannot 
extend the small village shops to make them superstores.  

 

Village has insufficient infrastructure for new houses and will no longer be a village.   

Objects to all sites as new development would place undue burden on existing local 
resources, retirement properties would place significant pressure on GP services, and 
roads are already congested.  

 

These potential sites are in the catchment of Westbank Surgery which have a capacity 
problem as of August 2021.  
  
The Westbank Surgery catchment also absorbs much of the South West Exeter Extension 
of 2,500 dwellings already commenced or consented. The South West Extension sites 
have already agreed s106 contributions to a new surgery in the future Exminster 
Community Centre.  
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However, the Project Initiation Document raised by the CCG for financing the new 
surgery only allows for a surgery to accommodate the extra 6,200 residents from the 
existing South West Exeter Extension. These potential sites at Exminster and potential 
sites at Kennford, Kenn, Kenton and Starcross will add a further 5,000+ new residents to 
this area.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary Care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Exminster area.  

Support acknowledgement that Exminster is a sustainable location for development but 
contends that there is not a lack of capacity in the school, which is attended by pupils 
from out of the area, therefore development should not be restricted to over 50s.  

 

Object due to existing surface water runoff from the site.    

It is repeatedly, prominently and incorrectly stated in your promotional literature that 
there is a dentist in Exminster. This is out of date. The doctors' surgery is already under 
pressure from patient numbers. The school is already full to bursting. Whatever 
restrictions are promised, more children will need to be educated in the village if these 
houses are built.  

 

The doctor and school are both at capacity and cannot support additional people moving 
to the village. This will lead to additional journeys to access schools and healthcare 
outside of the village.  

 

In the introduction (p.143) to the five site options close to Exminster Village, it is stated 
that Exminster Village has a good range of services but, the majority and the key services 
(e.g. convenience store, post office and GPs surgery) for retired people are all in the 
centre of the Village and more than 500 metres (and for some sites far greater than 500 
metres) from each of the site options.  This means a return bus ride or a car trip to pick 
up a bottle of milk, buy a stamp or attend an appointment. Since the early 1990s, the 
number of homes in Exminster Village has increased by c. 1,200, almost trebling the 
number of homes in the Village.  Other than investment at the GPs Surgery and 
replacement of four classrooms at the Primary School, no new infrastructure has been 
provided.  The Plan mentions that the Village has a hall, which is true.  However, it 
opened 100 years ago in 1921 and has been landlocked for many decades.  The Village 
has a Convenience Store and a Post Office but these buildings have not been expanded 
to cope with the increasing number of people.  

 

There are limited facilities in Exminster and we rely on Exeter for most of our shopping 
needs.  

 

Object to all sites due to loss of open space, loss of habitat and harm to wildlife, increase 
in congestion and pollution and burden on local services. Contrary to Neighbourhood 
Plan.  

 

Lack of current and planned local school capacity means that it is possible that only 
retirement homes will be built - although there do not appear to be facilities for older 
people.  
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It’s probable high wildlife value to both Cirl Buntings and SPA suggests that it should not 
be developed.  

Object to any development in Exminster.  
  

 

Steep slopes could result in structural issues and drainage issues for downstream 
properties. Will worsen existing congestion in village centre and/or on A379 towards 
Exeter.  

 

In terms of sustainable travel, I would suggest that currently public transport is not 
frequent or reliable enough to encourage people not to use their cars.  Also the cycle 
path which goes past the garage on Dawlish Road is dangerous. People are not going to 
be encouraged to cycle if the route is dangerous.  

 

Of all of the options proposed in Exminster, this one would probably have the lowest 
impact as it would not impede any existing footpaths and would essentially be an 
extension on an existing estate. If this were to go ahead, several things should be 
considered to mitigate the impact of the additional traffic and reduce further car 
ownership as mentioned above.  

 

 

Exminster: Sannerville Chase 

Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Green space on the edge of Exminster, rich in wildlife, must be retained to preserve the 
rural nature of the village.  

Sannerville Chase is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12846328749  

12876838031  

12876646421  

12876502755  

12841952128  

12876723191  

12876641322  

12876422695  

12754924653  

12876720447  

12876602609  

12876357026  

12877779064  

12876666983  

12876561515  

12876267909  

12877727871  

12876684659  

12876546475  

This site is in the Exe Estuary Special Protection Area and the Dawlish Warren Special Area 
of Conservation, and any development will destroy the work that is ongoing preserving 
the habitats which support protected bats and dormice. It is also an area adjacent to Cirl 
Bunting breeding territory.  

 

Development of 8 homes could be accommodated whilst conserving the rural character 
and landscape setting of the village. Perimeter trees and hedges should be retained- 
these will help integrate the development into its setting and minimise harm to the 
setting of heritage assets. No further comment.  

 

Exminster is currently blessed with its green spaces.  This development will be a blot on 
the landscape and take away valuable natural habitats for wildlife.  A huge amount of 
green space is being used at the current site at Matford and we do not need further 
development so close by.  

 

Exminster is largely located within 1km of the Exe Estuary SPA/Ramsar/SSSI (with some 
allocation options within 500m of the site). Particular care should be taken to ensure the 
mitigation hierarchy is applied carefully to all of these site options.  

 

Sites immediately adjacent to woodland corridor. Retain all woodland and enhance on 
site with complementary habitats.  
SANGS offsite  

 

The proposed allocations are all within the zone where mitigation measures are required 
for the expected increase in recreational use of the Exe Estuary SPA. The RSPB strongly 
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recommends consideration is given to the need for additional SANGS provision if the 
emerging Ridge Top Park (a) does not have sufficient capacity to absorb the daily 
recreational needs of the new residents of these proposed allocations and/or (b) if it is 
not suitably located so that it is likely to attract the new residents of these proposed 
allocations. As the Ridge Top Park is both some way from Exminster and uphill, in our 
view that is likely to deter residents of the proposed allocations from walking to the site 
and new residents of the proposed Sentry’s Farm allocation in particular are likely to 
look to the closer and more easily accessible  
RSPB nature reserves and the SPA to accommodate all their daily recreational needs.  
  
The RSPB is very concerned that development of sites at Exminster – specifically 
Exminster West and Sentry’s Farm – will destroy habitat used by at least six cirl bunting 
territories (as recorded in the last national survey in 2016) and significantly reduce the 
extent of suitable cirl bunting habitat in this important part of the species range. The cirl 
bunting population at Exminster is a long established one and, until cirl buntings re-
colonised the Dunsford area, was the most northerly `hotspot’ for cirl buntings in the UK 
for many years. As well as being important in its own right, the Exminster population 
helps facilitate the recovery of range further north and east across the Exe. Cirl buntings 
were recorded here in winter 2020/21. The RSPB recommends cirl bunting survey. This 
site is adjacent to a s106 site secured for cirl buntings as compensation for development 
in the 1990s elsewhere in Exminster and currently managed by the RSPB. The RSPB is 
concerned that if this proposed allocation, and Land to the SSE of Exminster House, 
Exminster, is developed, it will change the context of the habitats neighbouring the small 
s106 site and so reduce the likelihood that it and adjacent habitat will support cirl 
buntings.  

12876149657  

12877633975 

12876659945  

12876525356  

12876140662  

12877576964  

12876647922  

12876508940  

12876107472  

12877084878  

12876647073  

12876505428  

12876056325  

 

The comments 
include 59, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

  

The site is within half a kilometre of Devington Park, the former Exe Vale hospital which is 
Grade II listed building. It lies immediately adjacent to the North Lodge of the former 
hospital, and the Chapel.  

 

New development will destroy the rural village.   

The proposed allocations at Milbury Barton, Sannerville Close and Land to SSE of 
Exminster House would, if implemented, have a seriously adverse impact on the setting 
of three nationally designated heritage assets: the Former Exe Vale Hospital (II*), the 
former Hospital Chapel (II) and the Lodges and gateway (II). Further development within 
the former Hospital site would have a significantly adverse impact on the designed 
setting of Fowler’s building and would significantly impair the ability of an observer to 
understand it as a purpose-designed landscape. We advise that the development 
envisaged by these proposed land allocations would cause actual harm to both the 
nationally designated heritage assets (former Hospital, Chapel and lodges) and the 
locally designated designed landscape.   
  

 



       
 

125 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
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For these reasons we object to the inclusion of the proposed allocations at Milbury 
Barton, Sannerville Close and Land to SSE of Exminster House in the Plan Review, and 
advise that these proposed land allocations are inappropriate and unsustainable.  

Object to any development in Exminster which has expanded by 40% in past 20 years, 
and the plan proposes a disproportionate level of growth in Exminster.  

 

HE - Historic England notes the close proximity of the proposed allocation to the grade II 
listed buildings (Chapel of Chapel of Exe Vale Hospital and lodges, gatepiers and gates) 
and the recommendation in the HELAA comments that their landscaped grounds need 
assessment prior to allocation.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken 
to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the significance and settings of 
these and any other affected heritage assets.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve 
and enhance the significance and settings of affected heritage assets, as well as for any 
other design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA.  
  
We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed. Given this, we consider that the 
HIA should consider archaeological matters and that the site requirements should also 
address the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (as necessary).  

  

This development would be too dense with limited access.   

A small, grassed site on the northern edge of Exminster adjacent to Reddaway Drive, 
bordered by mature trees and hedgerow.  

 

There seem to be plenty of sites away from the villages which could be used, but 
developers seem determined to build onto the edge of villages, ruining them.  

 

Too many houses proposed for this site, with laughable (and impossible to enforce) 
proposed minimum age and reproductive restrictions. As soon as houses are sold on (or 
even before), these will be flouted.  

 

I would support the provision of provision of housing for older people and those with 
disabilities on this site but fear that highways access would make this impossible to 
achieve.  

 

The entry for Exminster (the Plan p.143) states that the primary school is at capacity and 
cannot be expanded on site and the proposed level of development (260 homes) would 
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neither justify a new school nor fund it.  Instead it is proposed for Exminster (not for any 
other village) that any new homes can only be provided as either retirement homes (with 
an over-50s occupancy restriction) or one-bedroom ‘tiny homes’ in order to ensure that 
the new development would not generate any additional pressures on the existing 
school. Based on a less than sophisticated algorithm and ignoring primary school capacity, 
Exminster Village is being asked to provide 27% of the 960 village homes (p.17).  Stating 
that the new homes can only be for retirement homes or ‘tiny homes’ does not stop 
increases in primary school age children in Exminster Village.  Older Exminster residents 
in larger homes may wish to downsize to a two-bedroom bungalow but the people buying 
their home could have children of primary school age.  So called ‘tiny homes’ could 
reduce the impact on the primary school but when one person in the home becomes two 
then a third often appears putting pressure on the primary school.  In line with the 
education capacity criteria mentioned in the Plan (p.111) and the zero capacity shown in 
the Background Note on Sustainable Village Development, given the lack of primary 
school places in Exminster and no opportunity to increase them, all five site options for 
Exminster Village should be rejected.  

Affordable housing for Local/young people only.   

With Exminster being a desirable village to live in, house prices are not 'affordable' to all, 
even if marketed as affordable.  

 

Increased traffic would worsen the rush-hour queues, increase emissions and noise.   

It is not clear why “health and well-being" is disconnected in this consultation from 
healthcare provision and services and infrastructure facilities that contribute to health 
e.g., community facilities.  That said this site is within reasonable walking distance of 
community facilities that enhance health and wellbeing.  

 

The main impacts would be safety concerns for access and egress and the worsening of 
the queue of traffic at peak times, as well as increasing emissions and noise.  

 

All five-site options mention (pp. 144, 145, 147, 148 and 150) that the impact on existing 
residents would come from increased traffic, resulting in an increase in emissions and 
noise.  No mention is made of the noise, emissions and disturbance for existing residents 
from the process of building new homes for these five site options.  

 

How can development here be good for the homeowner's wellbeing when it is so close 
to the motorway?  The noise and pollutants coming from the traffic will surely be 
detrimental to health and wellbeing.  

 

There is a very immediate impact of our wellbeing. Feeling trapped by the direct impact 
of development and then the ongoing detriment on mental health by the reduction in 
natural landscape and the daily battle with traffic is very real and untenable.  

 

The constant building and development are adversely affecting the health and well-
being of current residents. The increased noise levels, congestion, CO2 emissions and 
traffic levels.  

 

Poor access: yet more pressure on narrow village roads and the Dawlish Road village 
bypass, and on towards Exeter.  

 

Access would be onto the main road, which is narrow and carries a lot of traffic.   
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Cannot see how access to this site can be safely achieved unless using the existing 
driveway off Devington Drive? Any other access on to the Main Road would be 
hazardous.  

 

The Village centre from the Post Office to the Primary School takes up 0.11 miles of 
Main Road (0.92 miles), measured from the first home near the Swans Nest roundabout 
to the last home before the M5 flyover (as shown below), and covers not only the Post 
Office and Primary School but, also, the GPs Surgery, Pharmacy, Victory Hall, Tesco 
Convenience Store and Hairdressers.    
   
The Plan states that the village has high levels of self-containment where residents can 
largely meet their day to day needs within walking distance (p.143), no evidence is 
provided for that statement.  Many existing homes are outside 500 metres walking 
distance as are each of the five site options being outside the extremes of the Urban 
Boundary. The Sentry’s Farm site option is c.800 metres from the Post Office.  The 
statement that the village has high levels of self-containment is incorrect for a large 
proportion of the current village let alone the five site options.  For each of the five sites 
close to Exminster Village, it is stated that there is a bus stop within 500 metres.  The 
rather crude measure of ‘within 500 metres may not take account of the whole site or 
the terrain.  Readers may take the comment at face value and not realise any 
implications.   

 

I am not convinced the cumulative effects of traffic have been assessed on this or the 
already approved recent developments.    Congestion is already a huge problem making 
transport unsustainable.  

 

Roads congested, not enough parking, and not enough buses either.   

Access difficult because on private land & narrow, busy at times due to private school.   

A small development and on its own no significant impact, however this needs to be 
considered along with current and proposed developments and the impact on the A379 
and access into Exeter over the river exe crossings.   

 

Should any development go ahead in the village these should be car free developments 
with visitor spots and shared use car club cars only to prevent further build-up of traffic 
and parking issues. If the following were included, I think this estate could be built: - 
Shared cars in the vicinity - Shared e-bikes in the vicinity - Communal covered cycle 
parking - Car free development - Additional bus services - A proper footpath to be 
provided from the site and along the main road through the village (currently there is no 
footpath on part of the main road) - A tarmacked path to the bus stop at the bottom of 
Devington Park Driveway - A proper crossing point for pedestrians and bicycles under 
the motorway bridge - Visitor bike racks (Sheffield stands).  

 

Access to the site for cars would have to be considered carefully, the current access is 
limited and the existing but overgrown entrance to the main road is blind and not safe 
with the high levels of current traffic. A crossing over the main road to allow pedestrian 
and cycle crossing would be a requirement. Parking is limited in the village, a car share 
scheme such as co-cars would be beneficial.  
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Very few further prospects - people will need to travel daily into Exeter, which is already a 
problem.  

 

Exeter and Marsh Barton are likely to be the employment centres for new residents. 
There is already gridlock at rush-hour on routes into Exeter, which will be further 
exacerbated by the huge development already taking place at Matford. There will still be 
only two places to cross the river, and a further increase in road traffic would cause total 
logjam.  

 

There are good public transport links to main employment centres in Exeter but only at 
“sociable” hours.  

 

Not enough local employment & traffic congested to town centres already.   

The village centre has reached its commercial development, no more room allows for 
additional services/shops.  

 

It is repeatedly, prominently and incorrectly stated in your promotional literature that 
there is a dentist in Exminster. This is out of date. The doctors' surgery is already under 
pressure from patient numbers. The school is already full to bursting. Whatever 
restrictions are promised, more children will need to be educated in the village if these 
houses are built.  

 

The doctor and school are both at capacity and cannot support additional people moving 
to the village. This will lead to additional journeys to access schools and healthcare 
outside of the village.  

 

In the introduction (p.143) to the five site options close to Exminster Village, it is stated 
that Exminster Village has a good range of services but, the majority and the key services 
(e.g. convenience store, post office and GPs surgery) for retired people are all in the 
centre of the Village and more than 500 metres (and for some sites far greater than 500 
metres) from each of the site options.  This means a return bus ride or a car trip to pick 
up a bottle of milk, buy a stamp or attend an appointment. Since the early 1990s, the 
number of homes in Exminster Village has increased by c. 1,200, almost trebling the 
number of homes in the Village.  Other than investment at the GPs Surgery and 
replacement of four classrooms at the Primary School, no new infrastructure has been 
provided.  The Plan mentions that the Village has a hall, which is true.  However, it 
opened 100 years ago in 1921 and has been landlocked for many decades.  The Village 
has a Convenience Store and a Post Office, but these buildings have not been expanded 
to cope with the increasing number of people.  

 

The potential for a significant amount of older people’s accommodation will put strain 
on the existing GP surgery that is not capable of any significant expansion to 
accommodation additional residents. They will place pressure on other existing services 
and facilities, and some services may have to be sought outside the Village, such as a 
dentist.    

 

There are limited facilities in Exminster and we rely on Exeter for most of our shopping 
needs.  

 

I am really concerned about new development impacting on school places. I read the 
section of the plan which states the houses would have to be for over 50s or 1 beds to 
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avoid impacting upon the primary school which is already at capacity. However, I can 
well imagine this being forgotten as development presses ahead.  

Support for housing in Exminster. However, it will need improvements to road 
infrastructure, additional school places, a secondary school and more amenities.  

 

Impacts on flooding in the village.   

These potential sites are in the catchment of Westbank Surgery which have a capacity 
problem as of August 2021.  
  
The Westbank Surgery catchment also absorbs much of the South West Exeter Extension 
of 2,500 dwellings already commenced or consented. The South West Extension sites 
have already agreed s106 contributions to a new surgery in the future Exminster 
Community Centre.  
  
However, the Project Initiation Document raised by the CCG for financing the new 
surgery only allows for a surgery to accommodate the extra 6,200 residents from the 
existing South West Exeter Extension. These potential sites at Exminster and potential 
sites at Kennford, Kenn, Kenton and Starcross will add a further 5,000+ new residents to 
this area.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary Care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Exminster area.  

 

There do not appear to be facilities for older people.   

Support acknowledgement that Exminster is a sustainable location for development but 
contends that there is not a lack of capacity in the school, which is attended by pupils 
from out of the area, therefore development should not be restricted to over 50s.  

 

This is a cynical and transparent move to 'sacrifice' Exminster by dumping huge numbers 
of houses here, increasing rates income for Teignbridge District Council, while counting 
on the relative proximity of Exeter's urban infrastructure to avoid much outlay on vital 
(and already overstretched) infrastructure.  

 

In the analysis I carried out, for one reason or another, all five site options in Exminster 
Village failed to meet an acceptable level for Natural Environment and Landscape; 
Housing; Health and Well-being; Access, transport and connectivity; and, 
Infrastructure.  In the situation where TDC has more site options / new homes than it 
needs to achieve its targets (the Plan, p.17), it should seriously consider releasing 
Exminster Parish from any further commitments beyond those in the TDC Local Plan 
2013-2033.  

 

Not easy walking up and down the drive and no passing places for cars.   

Want to keep rural feel & elements to village life.   

In terms of sustainable travel, I would suggest that currently public transport is not 
frequent or reliable enough to encourage people not to use their cars.  Also, the cycle 
path which goes past the garage on Dawlish Road is dangerous.   
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The village boundary is there for a reason and why do the council not understand these 
green areas are very important for the environment/climate change and residents' well-
being. Conflict with neighbourhood plan.  

 

Of the options proposed in Exminster, this one could have a low impact given the 
number of proposed dwellings, providing access is via Devington Park Driveway and not 
directly onto the main road. If this were to go ahead, several things should be 
considered to mitigate the impact of the additional traffic and reduce further car 
ownership as mentioned above.  

 

 

Exminster: Land to SSE of Exminster House 

Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

This is high land, visible from surrounding public viewpoints, and would contribute to the 
urban sprawl of a rural village.  

Land to SSE of Exminster House is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12847575201  

12876857791  

12876603234  

12844571732  

12876787052 

12876569578  

12756229103  

12876722128  

12876559102  

12877802157  

12876716096  

12876549085  

12877785082  

12876642046  

12876516308  

12877730946  

12876656561  

12876513806  

12877676029  

12876650318  

12876509868  

12877070411  

12876647265  

12876504109  

12876738108  

12876644616  

12876451007  

Historic England notes the proximity of this proposed allocation to the grade II* listed 
Former Exe Vale Hospital, the grade II listed Chapel of Chapel of Exe Vale Hospitaland 
associated lodges, gatepiers and gates. We also note the recommendation in the HELAA 
comments that the landscaped grounds need assessment prior to allocation. 

Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to 
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the significance and settings of 
these and any other affected heritage assets.The HIA should make recommendations for 
ways in which negative impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be 
avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised.In 
our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for the 
site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development. Assuming that 
the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific 
allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve and 
enhance the significance and settings of affected heritage assets, as well as for any other 
design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. We are uncertain f 
rom the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the archaeological potential of this 
site has been assessed. Given this, we consider that the HIA should consider 
archaeological matters and that the site requirements should also address the need for 
archaeological assessment and evaluation (as necessary). 

 

This site is in the Exe Estuary Special Protection Area and the Dawlish Warren Special Area 
of Conservation, and any development will destroy the work that is ongoing preserving 
the habitats which support protected bats and dormice. It is also an area adjacent to Cirl 
Bunting breeding territory.  

 

The western part of the site contains mature trees- these should be protected and 
retained as part of the development. Any mature trees between the site and the 
motorway provide buffering and filter for noise and air pollution for residents, as well as 
wildlife habitats. If not developed this would be ideal to plant woodland to augment 
these functions.    
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This is a small green site surrounded by well stocked hedges with a great diversity of 
wildlife. A natural sound barrier to the motorway would be removed. Housing would 
spoil the green approach to the village.   

 12876479010  

12876388385  

12876375071  

12876351676  

12876307035  

12876081258  

12875805531  

 

The comments 
include 58, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

An important piece of natural land in the village.   

The areas earmarked for housing development in Exminster are the last few green areas 
left in the village, and I am quite frankly disgusted that there are plans to build MORE 
houses on these areas! There has been significant housing development over the years 
in Exminster which has already obliterated lots of countryside, and this is just going too 
far. If these developments go ahead, we will lose the last few places to walk , and enjoy 
the beautiful countryside views, not to mention the damage to wildlife and the 
environment. One of the reasons I live in Exminster is to enjoy the country lane walks 
and views these would be virtually lost. These developments would have a serious 
impact on nature and wildlife - it will be a complete eyesore too, where there are 
currently beautiful trees, and open fields. It is just so sad that so many people do not 
seem to care about the environment and are totally blinkered to the fact that this, along 
with all other unnecessary developments like these, will ultimately have a devastating 
impact on the future of our planet. This may sound melodramatic, but it is fact and it is 
all part of a gradual destruction of nature and it will affect all of us.  

 

This area creates a valued green corridor into this area of the village. Any development 
here would be severely detrimental to the village.  

 

Exminster is largely located within 1km of the Exe Estuary SPA/Ramsar/SSSI (with some 
allocation options within 500m of the site). Particular care should be taken to ensure the 
mitigation hierarchy is applied carefully to all of these site options.  

 

Sites immediately adjacent to woodland corridor. Retain all woodland and enhance on 
site with complementary habitats.  
  
SANGS offsite  

 

The proposed allocations are all within the zone where mitigation measures are required 
for the expected increase in recreational use of the Exe Estuary SPA. The RSPB strongly 
recommends consideration is given to the need for additional SANGS provision if the 
emerging Ridge Top Park (a) does not have sufficient capacity to absorb the daily 
recreational needs of the new residents of these proposed allocations and/or (b) if it is 
not suitably located so that it is likely to attract the new residents of these proposed 
allocations. As the Ridge Top Park is both some way from Exminster and uphill, in our 
view that is likely to deter residents of the proposed allocations from walking to the site 
and new residents of the proposed Sentry’s Farm allocation in particular are likely to 
look to the closer and more easily accessible RSPB nature reserves and the SPA to 
accommodate all their daily recreational needs.  
  
The RSPB is very concerned that development of sites at Exminster – specifically 
Exminster West and Sentry’s Farm – will destroy habitat used by at least six cirl bunting 
territories (as recorded in the last national survey in 2016) and significantly reduce the 
extent of suitable cirl bunting habitat in this important part of the species range. The cirl 
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bunting population at Exminster is a long established one and, until cirl buntings re-
colonised the Dunsford area, was the most northerly `hotspot’ for cirl buntings in the UK 
for many years. As well as being important in its own right, the Exminster population 
helps facilitate the recovery of range further north and east across the Exe. This site 
supports habitat suitable for breeding cirl buntings. The RSPB recommends cirl bunting 
survey.  
   
The RSPB is concerned that if this site, and land at Sannerville Chase, is developed, it will 
change the context of the habitats neighbouring the s106 site mentioned above and so 
reduce the likelihood that it and adjacent habitat will support cirl buntings.  

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastucture and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

  

The site is within half a kilometre of Devington Park, the former Exe Vale hospital, which 
is Grade II listed building, and which can be seen from this site. It is immediately adjacent 
to the old Exe Vale Hospital cemetery which should be protected.  

 

Any historic building is being dwarfed by the seemingly endless need to build more and 
more houses, destroying the character of the original village.  

 

Site lies within the landscaped grounds of the former hospital. Setting issues for Listed 
buildings, including the chapel need to be assessed. Potential prehistoric to medieval 
settlement evidence needs to be evaluated to inform mitigation.  

 

The proposed allocations at Milbury Barton, Sannerville Close and Land to SSE of 
Exminster House would, if implemented, have a seriously adverse impact on the setting 
of three nationally designated heritage assets: the Former Exe Vale Hospital (II*), the 
former Hospital Chapel (II) and the Lodges and gateway (II). Further development within 
the former Hospital site would have a significantly adverse impact on the designed 
setting of Fowler’s building and would significantly impair the ability of an observer to 
understand it as a purpose-designed landscape. We advise that the development 
envisaged by these proposed land allocations would cause actual harm to both the 
nationally designated heritage assets (former Hospital, Chapel and lodges) and the 
locally designated designed landscape.   
  
For these reasons we object to the inclusion of the proposed allocations at Milbury 
Barton, Sannerville Close and Land to SSE of Exminster House in the Plan Review, and 
advise that these proposed land allocations are inappropriate and unsustainable.  

 

Concerned about any development in Exminster as it would harm village character.   

This agricultural land creates a precious and ecologically sound break around the village.   

In principle if the Exminster development boundary has be breached I would support 
building here although the buildings would be very prominent.  

 

One of the few fallow and unused areas in the village.... great diversity of plants including 
rare orchids and cow slips.  

 

Open land, currently amenity space, that is mainly flat in nature with the exception of a 
ridge on the eastern boundary.  
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Land being used up & boundaries / villages disappearing.   

Too many houses proposed for this site, with laughable (and impossible to enforce) 
proposed minimum age and reproductive restrictions. As soon as houses are sold on (or 
even before), these will be flouted.  

 

Any housing would be a prominent eye sore across the area.   

I would support the provision of provision of housing for older people and those with 
disabilities on this site.  

 

The entry for Exminster (the Plan p.143) states that the primary school is at capacity and 
cannot be expanded on site and the proposed level of development (260 homes) would 
neither justify a new school nor fund it. Instead it is proposed for Exminster (not for any 
other village) that any new homes can only be provided as either retirement homes 
(with an over-50s occupancy restriction) or one-bedroom ‘tiny homes’ in order to ensure 
that the new development would not generate any additional pressures on the existing 
school. Based on a less than sophisticated algorithm and ignoring primary school 
capacity, Exminster Village is being asked to provide 27% of the 960 village homes 
(p.17).  Stating that the new homes can only be for retirement homes or ‘tiny homes’ 
does not stop increases in primary school age children in Exminster Village.  Older 
Exminster residents in larger homes may wish to downsize to a two-bedroom bungalow 
but the people buying their home could have children of primary school age.  So called 
‘tiny homes’ could reduce the impact on the primary school but when one person in the 
home becomes two then a third often appears putting pressure on the primary 
school.  In line with the education capacity criteria mentioned in the Plan (p.111) and 
the zero capacity shown in the Background Note on Sustainable Village Development, 
given the lack of primary school places in Exminster and no opportunity to increase 
them, all five site options for Exminster Village should be rejected.  

 

The site is so small, I’m not sure how many / type of house would be proposed.   

The site is elevated, and housing would be very prominent. Not to mention that it backs 
immediately onto the M5 with all its noise and traffic pollution. Not pleasant for people 
wanting to open their windows or sit outside.  

 

Build affordable housing for local young & old.   

With Exminster being a desirable village to live in, house prices are not 'affordable' to all, 
even if marketed as affordable.  

 

How will the occupation of the proposed housing be restricted to over 50s in years to 
come?  

 

Exminster has already fulfilled its requirement for affordable housing, and these 
developments are not directly driven by that need, but profit making by the developers.  

 

The increased traffic, noise, and pollution of building construction, construction traffic, 
and residential traffic a detrimental effect on those living here.  

 

Increased danger and pollution for cyclists and pedestrians in already overcrowded 
village. Considerably more land would need to be set aside for fresh recreational facilities 
and green open spaces: these are not only for children, as your ingenuous plan 
insinuates!.  
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It is not clear why “health and well-being “is disconnected in this consultation from 
healthcare provision and services and infrastructure facilities that contribute to health 
eg community facilities.  That said this site is within reasonable walking distance of 
community facilities that enhance health and wellbeing.  

 

All five-site options mention (pp. 144, 145, 147, 148 and 150) that the impact on existing 
residents would come from increased traffic, resulting in an increase in emissions and 
noise.  No mention is made of the noise, emissions and disturbance for existing residents 
from the process of building new homes for these five site options.  

 

Many locals use this space for dog walking and blackberry picking.   

There is a very immediate impact of our wellbeing. Feeling trapped by the direct impact 
of development and then the ongoing detriment on mental health by the reduction in 
natural landscape and the daily battle with traffic is very real and untenable.  

 

Being able to go for walks along the country lanes in Exminster with all the beautiful 
views is so beneficial to peoples' health, both mentally and physically. Taking this away 
would have a terrible impact on people who enjoy the walking areas in the village. There 
will be nowhere left to walk and enjoy the peace and quiet.  

 

This land is valued and well used as a green space by the village and has been for many 
years.  

 

Poor access: yet more pressure on narrow village roads and the Dawlish Road village 
bypass, and on towards Exeter.  

 

Cannot see how access to this site can be safely achieved unless using the existing 
vehicular access via Exminster House. Miller Way is narrow at the corner with Exminster 
House.  

 

The Village centre from the Post Office to the Primary School takes up 0.11 miles of 
Main Road (0.92 miles), measured from the first home near the Swans Nest roundabout 
to the last home before the M5 flyover (as shown below), and covers not only the Post 
Office and Primary School but, also, the GPs Surgery, Pharmacy, Victory Hall, Tesco 
Convenience Store and Hairdressers.    
   
The Plan states that the village has high levels of self-containment where residents can 
largely meet their day to day needs within walking distance (p.143), no evidence is 
provided for that statement.  Many existing homes are outside 500 metres walking 
distance as are each of the five site options being outside the extremes of the Urban 
Boundary. The Sentry’s Farm site option is c.800 metres from the Post Office.  The 
statement that the village has high levels of self-containment is incorrect for a large 
proportion of the current village let alone the five site options.  For each of the five sites 
close to Exminster Village, it is stated that there is a bus stop within 500 metres.  The 
rather crude measure of ‘within 500 metres may not take account of the whole site or 
the terrain.  Readers may take the comment at face value and not realise any 
implications.  

 

Access would be good but obviously impact the traffic on Reddaway drive.    

Quite steep access for elderly residents.   
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I am not convinced that the cumulative effects on transport have been assessed for this 
and the already approved developments traffic is a significant problem.   

 

Roads congested, not enough parking, not enough buses either.   

Currently, getting out of the village in the morning is becoming increasingly 
challenging.  This is before the 2000+ cars that will be coming from the Matford 
development.  Exminster does not have the infrastructure to deal with increased traffic 
that more housing will bring.   

 

Car parking in the centre of the village has already exceeded capacity, a car share 
scheme such as co-cars may help to reduce the impact of this new estate.  

 

Exeter and Marsh Barton are likely to be the employment centres for new residents. 
There is already gridlock at rush-hour on routes into Exeter, which will be further 
exacerbated by the huge development already taking place at Matford. There will still be 
only two places to cross the river, and a further increase in road traffic would cause total 
log-jam.  

 

Very few further prospects - people will need to travel daily into Exeter, which is already a 
problem.  

 

There are good public transport links to main employment centres in Exeter but only at 
“sociable” hours.  

 

Not enough local employment.  
  

 

The village centre has reached its commercial development, no more room allows for 
additional services/shops.  

 

It is repeatedly, prominently and incorrectly stated in your promotional literature that 
there is a dentist in Exminster. This is out of date. The doctors' surgery is already under 
pressure from patient numbers. The school is already full to bursting. Whatever 
restrictions are promised, more children will need to be educated in the village if these 
houses are built.  

 

The doctor and school are both at capacity and cannot support additional people moving 
to the village. This will lead to additional journeys to access schools and healthcare 
outside of the village.  

 

In the introduction (p.143) to the five site options close to Exminster Village, it is stated 
that Exminster Village has a good range of services but, the majority and the key services 
(e.g. convenience store, post office and GPs surgery) for retired people are all in the 
centre of the Village and more than 500 metres (and for some sites far greater than 500 
metres) from each of the site options.  This means a return bus ride or a car trip to pick 
up a bottle of milk, buy a stamp or attend an appointment. Since the early 1990s, the 
number of homes in Exminster Village has increased by c. 1,200, almost trebling the 
number of homes in the Village.  Other than investment at the GPs Surgery and 
replacement of four classrooms at the Primary School, no new infrastructure has been 
provided.  The Plan mentions that the Village has a hall, which is true.  However, it 
opened 100 years ago in 1921 and has been landlocked for many decades.  The Village 
has a Convenience Store and a Post Office, but these buildings have not been expanded 
to cope with the increasing number of people.  
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Wondering how sewage, water, power and communications would be achieved?    

There are limited facilities in Exminster and we rely on Exeter for most of our shopping 
needs.  

 

Elderly residents will create further pressure on an already busy surgery and home care 
services.  

 

I am really concerned about new development impacting on school places. I read the 
section of the plan which states the houses would have to be for over 50s or 1 beds to 
avoid impacting upon the primary school which is already at capacity. However, I can 
well imagine this being forgotten as development presses ahead.  

 

These potential sites are in the catchment of Westbank Surgery which have a capacity 
problem as of August 2021.  
  
The Westbank Surgery catchment also absorbs much of the South West Exeter Extension 
of 2,500 dwellings already commenced or consented. The South West Extension sites 
have already agreed s106 contributions to a new surgery in the future Exminster 
Community Centre.  
  
However, the Project Initiation Document raised by the CCG for financing the new 
surgery only allows for a surgery to accommodate the extra 6,200 residents from the 
existing South West Exeter Extension. These potential sites at Exminster and potential 
sites at Kennford, Kenn, Kenton and Starcross will add a further 5,000+ new residents to 
this area.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary Care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Exminster area.  

 

This is a cynical and transparent move to 'sacrifice' Exminster by dumping huge numbers 
of houses here, increasing rates income for Teignbridge District Council, while counting 
on the relative proximity of Exeter's urban infrastructure to avoid much outlay on vital 
(and already overstretched) infrastructure.  

 

In the analysis I carried out, for one reason or another, all five site options in Exminster 
Village failed to meet an acceptable level for Natural Environment and Landscape; 
Housing; Health and Well-being; Access, transport and connectivity; and, 
Infrastructure.  In the situation where TDC has more site options / new homes than it 
needs to achieve its targets (the Plan, p.17), it should seriously consider releasing 
Exminster Parish from any further commitments beyond those in the TDC Local Plan 
2013-2033.  

 

Why can we not leave our small green spaces alone! I am sure there must be brownfield 
sites that should be prioritised first.  

 

Of the options proposed in Exminster, this one could have a low impact given the 
number of proposed dwellings and could add some security benefits from those getting 
off the bus at the motorway bridge (currently this is quite isolated and not overlooked). 
If this were to go ahead, several things should be considered to mitigate the impact of 
the additional traffic and reduce further car ownership as mentioned above.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Contrary to the Neighbourhood Plan.   

 

Exminster: Land to the North and South of Day Pottles Lane 

Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The land is currently a wildlife haven and important for retaining wildlife habits alongside 
the marshland which are significantly flooded in winter. Development of these sites 
would risk sustainability of existing and future wildlife and ecology. The importance of 
these areas being sustained and managed well is essential.  

Land to north and south of Days Pottles Lane is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 

please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

 

FS-Case-395544280  

FS-Case-395381650  

FS-Case-393444598  

FS-Case-395466117  

FS-Case-395391571  

FS-Case-393090941  

FS-Case-395464176  

FS-Case-395348343  

FS-Case-392968921  

FS-Case-395459482  

FS-Case-395343444  

FS-Case-392780267  

FS-Case-395456971  

FS-Case-395068091  

FS-Case-392154526  

FS-Case-395456971  

FS-Case-394935200  

FS-Case392111633  

FS-Case-395399569  

FS-Case-394526240  

FS-Case-392111633  

FS-Case-395451155  

FS-Case-394400025  

FS-Case-391302187  

FS-Case-395406201  

FS-Case-394308163  

FS-Case-391306147  

FS-Case-395394458  

FS-Case-393638487  

FS-Case-391280363  

FS-Case-391119223  

The land is very steep in places and would require massive earthworks causing huge 
destruction of wildlife habitat and incur huge cost. On the south side it would turn a view 
of pastureland into yet another view of brick, render and tile.  

 

Drainage is already an issue and development on these sites would increase flooding and 
safety of the existing green areas roads houses and access for use of our outdoors and 
green spaces.  
  
Water runoff will add to the flood zone at the lower elevation of the site potentially cause 
flooding of homes downstream on Berry Brook.  

 

Days Pottles Lane contains a rich vein of English hedgerow, which supports a diverse 
collection of wildlife. The open ground to the South provides ideal habitat for ground 
nesting birds and bats who roost in the older trees by the brook.  The brook also provides 
ideal habitat for a range of invertebrates which make up an ecology to support badgers, 
foxes and other predatory species. This critical corridor will be lost upon any 
development.    

 

The sites are close to SPA and SAC and amongst other things would be subject to 
Habitats regulation. Areas include priority habitats and specific local features. All three 
sites provide breeding grounds and habitats for protected species (eg Cirl buntings, bats 
and dormice).  

 

The Teignbridge document seems to make an obvious conclusion here. I learn there is 
no public mains sewer along Days Pottles Lane beyond a few metres from the junction 
with the Main Road. Therefore, all development would require cesspits and any 
overflow would go into Berry Brook, carrying effluent down to Exminster Marshes and 
the Exe River.  

 

Greenfield site and its development is against government policy.   

Southern edge of site lies adjacent to flood zone. Once climate change is taken account 
of, it is likely that the flood extent would be more extensive and a 5-8m buffer will be 
required along the southern boundary. This should be free from development. (e.g., 
increased floodplain, NFM on-site and upstream, etc.) should be developed to help 
resolve local flood risk problems.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The technical work to assess flood risk over the lifetime of the development, determine 
the width of the buffer zone along the southern boundary and options for flood risk 
betterment should be included as site requirements.  

FS-Case-390203408  

FS-Case-389182007  

FS-Case-387307822  

FS-Case-380455102  

FS-Case-380160079  

FS-Case-380071081  

FS-Case-395456971  

 

The comments 
include 22, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Result in loss of cirl bunting territories.   
  
Concern due to increase in recreational impacts on nearby Exe Estuary SPA and loss of 
cirl bunting breeding territory.   
  
Compensation for at least one cirl bunting breeding territory is required. If a survey finds 
the site is used by more species, then additional compensation will be required.  

 

Approx. 800m from Exe Estuary SPA, Ramsar and SSSI (also an RSPB reserve and 
important bird area) – (Rural Residential trigger = Any residential development of 10 or 
more houses outside existing settlements/urban areas Proposed allocation is for 37 
homes) Adjoins areas of PHI deciduous woodland.  
  
ALC Grade 3b.  

 

  

Days Pottles Lane and the adjacent area has some buildings of historic interest which will 
be ‘swallowed up’ by further development.  

 

The Northern site lies within an area of archaeological potential.   

Archaeological mitigation may be required given the proximity of the site to known 
prehistoric activity in the surrounding landscape and the presence of a prehistoric or 
Romano-British ditched enclosure to the north.  

 

The local community would be far better served by all three sites if they were to be given 
over to extending the allotment provision to the north of the road and re-establishing 
community orchards and perhaps, a bee keeping facility. The concept of a small 
community farm (as works well in Bristol) would be far more in keeping with need to 
reduce CO2 emissions and provide a sustainable vehicle for the health and wellbeing of 
local people.  An idea, which may well be worth sharing with the Westbank Community 
Health centre.  

 

Exminster is surrounded by farmland and farming communities, and we cannot continue 
to abolish this farmland.    

 

All 3 plots are unsuitable for housing development.  
Site ref :4915yma - this is very low-lying bordering Berry Brook and has high risk of 
flooding from the brook and also surface water from Days Pottles Lane.  
  
Site ref : ry15y6g - the west end is very steep.  
  
Site ref : 581357e - the land is much higher than Days Pottle Lane so access would incur 
major excavation and large-scale removal of hedgerows.  

 

Vast expansion of housing development in Exminster has resulted, and continues to 
result, in major diminution of sites for agricultural or leisure use, with no regard for 
alternative provision and therefore no potential for truly sustainable local produce.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

  
This sheltered south facing land would be much better suited to such initiatives, for 
example allotments or SANGS than for further housing provision.  

There had already been housing development in Exminster as an unfair proportion of 
Teignbridge as a whole.  

 

Increased housing in the village will add further to an overcrowded village which lacks 
critical infrastructure.  

 

Affordable housing and homes to rent must be taken into consideration. There is a 
shortage of affordable places to live to enable people to continue to live in the area 
where they grew up.  A feeling of belonging to a community is also very important in 
creating a healthy place for people to live and raise their families.  

 

Any development of these sites should be in keeping with the rural character of existing 
housing along this lane.  

 

Exminster has already been expanded far beyond other areas of Teignbridge and there 
is plenty of available housing for current residents. The imposition of huge numbers of 
additional housing in recent years has merely served to provide accommodation for 
people moving into the village from other areas of the country.  

 

Given the amount of mitigation and other requirements the developer is likely to put 
forward a viability argument, so any real level of affordable housing won’t be achieved.  

 

Exminster and the surrounding area has already seen a disproportionate amount of 
development that is still ongoing. It does not seem sensible to consider the area for 
further development without first seeing the impact of the current developments e.g. at 
Matford. Other areas which have not seen such a high level of development should be 
considered above Exminster.  

 

Is it possible to place a clause in future development plans to ensure any new houses 
cannot be second-homes? In addition, would it be possible to limit the height of some, 
or all of the dwellings to ensure the numbers of people joining the village is limited. 
Building 20, or so large 5-bedroom houses has a significant impact on the infrastructure 
when compared to two-, or three-bedroom dwellings.  

 

Supportive of northern site subject to increased affordable housing, southern sites 
should be public open space, and serviced land equivalent of Victory Hall on northern 
site.  

 

Where are the children going to go to school?  Exminster has no capacity for more pupils 
and neither does the SW Exeter development.  
Children would need to travel out of the village, some quite likely to go by car, adding to 
traffic through the village and on to the already congested (at that time of day) roads 
towards Exeter or onto the narrow country road towards Dawlish. It will not support a 
low carbon or carbon neutral policy.  

 

Walking and cycling are already dangerous in Days Pottles Lane. The narrow entrance to 
the lane from Exminster would not be sufficient to allow safe pedestrian and cycle access 
in combination with a greater increase in motor vehicle use.    

 

Exminster does not have a railway station and buses are regularly delayed or cancelled, 
so it is not very accessible by public transport. Cyclists are highly at risk coming along the 
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Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

road past stowey arms towards motorway bridge - we personally know of 2 cycling 
accidents in the recent past due to the narrow road and cars passing too close to 
cyclists.   

Train station at Exminster needed. More development needs better transport overall. 
We need to lose the dependency on cars therefore replace with train travel.   
  
A safe cycle route connecting SW Exeter development to Exminster is needed.  

 

With neither the potential for a railway station in Exminster, or for local roads into 
Exeter to have fully dedicated bus lanes in the vastly increased traffic loads on the A379, 
Topsham Road and Marsh Barton, as well as the substantial peak hour tailbacks of traffic 
leaving the village trying to join Sannerville Way, Exminster certainly does not presently 
offer sustainable travel facilities.  

 

Days Pottles Lane is a country lane. There is no pavement until the main road in 
Exminster.  The lane is not wide enough for provision of a proper footway.  
  
Construction traffic and heavy plant machinery will have to be brought through the 
village and along the lane. Neither the road through the village nor the lane are suitable 
for such traffic. They are too narrow.  
  
With permission already given to the development of West Exe Park at the other end of 
the lane, traffic in the lane will increase significantly with drivers from the site taking a 
short cut along the lane for journeys towards Dawlish. The whole length of the lane is 
totally unsuitable for such traffic and there will be nothing to stop it. The extra traffic it 
will bring to the lower end of Exminster will destroy the relative quietness of village life.    
  
We do not need even more from new homes on the same route. In addition, there are no 
footways towards that end of the village and yet it is the route for walkers to access 
Exminster Marshes, Exeter Canal and The Turf.  Consequently, it will become very unsafe 
for pedestrians.  

 

The quality and longevity of the road surface in Days Pottles Lane is very poor due to the 
already increased use by motor vehicles. Banks and hedgerows suffer erosion due to cars 
trying to pass each other and residents of the lane put themselves at risk each time they 
leave their respective front doors.  

 

Roads are gridlocked out of Exminster during rush hour. More houses and no new 
access will compound the problem. Improving access via days pottles road out of the 
village will give additional viable routes to leave the village.  

 

In the long term it is hard to see how the planned housing will add to economic growth.    

Exminster offers very little employment within its boundaries and has no potential to do 
so as it is now saturated with housing. Employment is centred on Exeter and locations 
further afield, requiring the large majority of employees to use cars, for which there is 
inadequate infrastructure and inadequate urban parking provision.   

 

Possible employment opportunities in Exeter if people can ever access it.   
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ID 

The village school is already at capacity.  
GP surgery is at capacity.   
There is no dentist.  

 

The GP surgery is already at high capacity and without any obvious room for 
expansion.  Exminster has a lot of older residents with increasing demands on the existing 
service. It is not clear that the needs of existing residents can be properly met yet let 
alone those from any more homes.  

 

Exminster School is at capacity so extra housing would mean increased 'school run 
journeying'. Increased traffic out of the village in the morning will mean greater delays 
and greater CO2 emissions across the city of Exeter.    
There is no longer a Police station in the village and provision of a local fire station has 
been long overlooked.  

 

GP has capacity problem as of January 2022.   
  
GP currently absorbs much of South West Exeter extension. A new surgery is agreed in 
the future Exminster Community Centre. However, this would not be able to 
accomodate additional sites.   
  
To mitigate a primary care developer contribution will be required.  

 

Wider area does not have forecast spare education capacity.   

Over the last 25 years Exminster has already accommodated a huge number of new 
homes, relative to its previous size, without any improvement to its infrastructure.  It is a 
village with a village infrastructure set more than 100 years ago, the main road cannot be 
widened.  More new homes in the village will create yet more car journeys through the 
village and more pollution for those that live in the village. Enough is enough.  

 

The population of Exminster is at capacity (if not beyond) and the village would be best 
served by the provision of improved community infrastructure and projects that would 
affectively benefit the already overstressed population.  

 

The site to the west of Pitts House has already had several planning applications, with 
none being approved.   
  
All three sites were allocated "Red" by the HELAA in June 2021 due to significant highway 
and access constraints. We agree with the rationale and see no reason why their 
conclusions would have since changed   
  
All three sites are outside the limit of the current Local Plan 2013-2033. In the light of 
recent and imminent new developments in and around Exminster we see no justifiable 
rationale for further updates to the plan, particularly involving development of these 
three sites along Days Pottles Lane, given the significant highways and access challenges 
associated with them.  

 

I would like to make comment more about the principles of this Draft Policy.  It appears 
to somehow have identified opportunistic sites, perhaps simply because the landowner 
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Summary of comment  Council Response Respondents’ unique 
ID 

wees an economically efficient way to veer around the planning difficulties, but the 
policy does not appear to stress the need to re-use brownfield sites.  

Solar panels should be mandatory on new builds to limit the amount of agricultural 
land/natural habitat required for solar energy panel fields.  

 

1. Well integrated into the settlement.   
2. Accessible.   
3. No limiting designation.   
4. Low flood risk.  
5. Available now and capable of being developed in the next 5 years.  

 

Land ownership issues. Small sections of the site have been sold off.   

 

Chapter 8.2: Villages (I-Z) 

Hennock: Field off Knights Mead, Chudleigh Knighton 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Loss of environmental corridor along the A38 Devon Highway. Owls, six species of bats 
including the rare Barbastelle bats (That roost and hibernate in trees in the facility of 
proposed development).  

Noted. A preliminary Ecological Appraisal and protected species survey would be required to 
inform mitigation and enhancement measures (retaining hedgerows, trees, dark flyway 
corridor, etc.). Biodiversity offsetting and minimum of 10% uplift would be required.  

FS-Case-395453165  

FS-Case-383718002  

FS-Case-393444598  

FS-Case-383241567  

FS-Case-392053254  

FS-Case-383215225  

FS-Case-386280608  

FS-Case-382035507  

FS-Case-384784216  

FS-Case-382016035  

FS-Case-384721172  

FS-Case-382016296  

FS-Case-384472047  

FS-Case-381927006  

 

The comments 
include 14, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Am old field with an ancient oak in it that has an array of wildlife present including deer 
and foxes.   

Noted. Protection of trees would be required. Significant trees may be protected via a TPO.   

The southern boundary of the site runs along the river Teign. There is a belt of land 
which provides a wildlife corridor and floods regularly. We are concerned to see a broad 
strip left undeveloped for both these reasons. Increase in Sea Level rises out to 2050 
need to be recognized now!  

Noted.   

In addition to this, in the National Planning Policy Framework, most recently updated in 
June 2019, the Government says that “inappropriate development in areas at risk of 
flooding should be avoided by directing development away from areas at highest risk”. 
This proposal by your own admission is in contradiction to this framework as it lies so 
close to a Zone 3 flood plain. Will the erection of more properties in this area be liveable 
in the long term, will the pose a potential threat to the rest of the village by increasing 
the flood risk elsewhere?  
The Framework itself also states 'safeguarding land from development that is required, 
or likely to be required, for current or future flood management'; given the current 
ecological climate and the increasingly evident effects of climate change in the region, 
how can this area of land be deemed safe for residents and also not required for future 
flood management?  

Noted. The flood risk (Flood Zone 3 - highest) is noted. As a result, development would not 
occur in this part of the site.   

The landscape will be affected as it will be dramatically altered for all those who live in 
Knights Mead Road with properties facing the proposed work site. The landscape itself 
should be considered a resource in its own right for the aforementioned residents as it 
provides a nature scene which can aid in both rest and relaxation.  

Noted. The site is relatively well contained, and adjacent to the existing built-up area of 
Chudleigh Knighton and would likely not have a harmful landscape impact.   
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ID 

Bounded by A38 so no impact on the landscape.   Noted.   

The proposed development site is contiguous to the River Teign which is a principal 
salmon and sea trout river and accommodates sea lamprey and eel populations (all 
species of principle importance – NERC). A suitable buffer to the Teign should be 
provided which allows the development of riparian habitat and natural 
geomorphological processes.  
   
There should be no requirement for bank engineering for stabilisation and/or erosion 
protection as part of the development.  
   
Floodplain of the minor watercourse to be enhanced through the provision of GI in this 
location.   
  
Please also note that parts of the site may be difficult to properly access; it is unlikely 
that a bridge across the minor watercourse will be permitted.   
  
The ‘Site Requirements’ should include the need for the buffers alongside the 
watercourses/floodplain.  

The allocation Policy V6 includes criteria F which states:  
Development will avoid areas falling within flood zones 2 and 3, which will be utilised for the 
purposes of flood gain, and a further 20m buffer will be applied to allow for potential future 
climate change impacts. Development will require flood risk mitigation and drainage 
solutions, informed by a flood risk assessment. Development will consider groundwater flood 
risk.     
  
The above requirement is in addition to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality, which 
prevents development that would cause pollution to the water environment, including coastal 
waters, or would result in the deterioration of the ecological status of a water body. 
  

Site is within 1.5km of a cirl bunting breeding territory.  
  
Recommends site assessment as per cirl bunting planning guidance.  

Noted. The site would assessed as per cirl bunting planning guidance.   

Within 300m of Chudleigh Knighton Heath SSSI (Rural Residential trigger = any 
residential developments outside of existing settlements/urban areas with a total net 
gain in residential units. The proposed allocation is for 24 dwellings on the edge of the 
urban area).  

Policy V6: Field off Knight’s Mead, Chudleigh Knighton allocates land for 15 custom build 
homes and requires: 

Specific ecological mitigations informed by a project level HRA to protect the integrity of the 
South Hams SAC.  

 

In addition, all development is subject to the provisions of: 

• Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

• Policy EN11: Important Habitats and Features 

• Policy EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species 

• EN13: European Wildlife Sites 

• EN14: Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren and 

• EN15: South Hams SAC 

Site is within Mineral Safeguarding Area (ball clay).   
  
However, resource is severed from from the remainder of the resource by the A38 and 
the quarrying of this area is unlikely to be economically viable.   
  
Although the site is close to the two operational ball clay quarries, the background noise 
from the A38 means that these quarries are unlikely to be constrained by the 
introduction of dwellings at the proposed site.  
  

Noted. An archaeological assessment and mitigation would be required as a site 
requirement.   



       
 

144 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
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Archaeological mitigation may be required given the proximity of the site to known 
prehistoric activity in the surrounding landscape.  

Chudleigh Knighton is a village which is growing out of its village boundaries and will be 
lost forever.    

Noted.   

Historic England notes from the HELAA that the grade II listed Teign Lawn is located in 
close proximity to the proposed allocation site with other listed buildings located 
further away.  
  
Given this, Historic England considers that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on Teign Lawn’s 
significance and setting.   
  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed as 
appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether this should be carried out 
now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve 
and enhance the significance and setting of the listed Teign Lawn and any design or 
other mitigation measures as may be identified in the HIA, e.g. retention of existing 
vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular. They should also cover 
any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if relevant) .   

An HIA is currently being undertaken for this site.  In advance of the outcome of the HIA, the 
following is the Council’s response:  

  

Policy V6: Field off Knights Mead, Chudleigh Knighton of the Proposed Submission Local Plan 
responds to the comments made by Historic England and requires the following:  

  

A design and layout solution that conserves or enhances the significance of the heritage assets 
of Teign Lawn, a Grade II Listed Building and their settings, as informed by a Heritage Impact 
Assessment; and  

A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, evaluation and mitigation  

  

This is in addition to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to avoiding 
harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the NPPF. 
This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including 
all allocated development sites.    

Leave as a buffer with A38, vegetation very close proximity absorbs pollution   
and particulates.    

Noted. Existing boundary hedges and trees would be retained.   

It is nice to see the field in use by cows and horses. These do not disturb the other 
wildlife that use the field and surrounding trees. We have seen numerous wild birds 
including buzzards, tawny owls, barn owls, we have also seen deer, foxes, pheasants, 
bats, field vole and shrew.  

Noted. Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and protected species surveys to inform mitigation and 
enhancement measures. Retention of the existing boundary hedges and trees, and biodiversity 
offsetting on site. / Protection of trees, hedges and woodlands / Protect, enhance and restore 
biodiversity and achieve a minimum of 10% uplift would be required.    

The land is currently being farmed on.  
  

Noted.   

The land is currently inhabited by some cows, obviously these could be relocated but 
they are currently providing a low climate impact use for the land, which a cluster of 
homes would not.  

Noted.   
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House building must be under Teignbridge building control and must be maintained 
throughout the building phases right from the start, with frequent inspections to ensure 
compliance at every stage. Housing should be fit for purpose and not shoddily built! 
Affordable homes and homes to rent (council or housing associations) should be 
available but, not private rental properties anymore. It's not fair on first time house 
purchasers.  
Solar panels, alternative non gas heating, properly insulated homes in accordance the 
latest building standards adopted.    

Noted. Any development would be assessed by the Councils building control team. Building 
materials quality is outside the remit of the plan making process.   
Affordable housing (percentage to be determined), adaptable and accessible home provision 
would be required in line with local plan policy H4: Homes Suitable for All.  
The development would be required to be carbon neutral or low carbon in line with local plan 
policy CC2: Carbon Statements.   

We back directly onto the field and it was one of the reasons we purchased this house. 
Privacy, views and wildlife. The thought of looking out and seeing houses/property fills 
me with dread. It's very depressing to think about actually!  

Noted. Amenity would be dealt with during the planning application stage, should the site be 
allocated.   
Outlook (nice views) are not a planning matter (material consideration) and are not 
considered.   

Chudleigh Knighton is already over-developed with no local employment, limited public 
transport, you need a car to go shopping go to dentist or doctors. You cannot just keep 
building houses on every bit of green area.  

Noted.   

Should be 50% affordable housing and bungalows.  Noted. Affordable housing would be required; however, a percentage is yet to be 
determined.   

More frequent bus services and extend the period into the evening into Newton Abbot at 
Exeter. Green energy to be used.  

Noted.   

You cannot sell the idea of this being a great location for traveling to work/school. We 
have one bus route which isn't always reliable. No train access. No actual cycle 
path/route which means using the highways if you want to cycle anywhere. If you drive, 
it's not a problem but then the problem is there are already too many cars in the 
village!!  

Noted.   

At present there is a good bus service to Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh.  Noted.   

Appalling Public Transport. Both services are at the same time hourly, and one finishes 
at 6pm and the other at 8pm.  

Noted.   

Too dangerous to cycle around here with all the parked cars and traffic using the village 
as a cut through, more development will only make matters worse. Poor public 
transport links.  

Noted.   

Close proximity to the A38, Pollution and noise. Lots of traffic transiting the estate 
leading to congestion. Speed of traffic.  

Noted. The noise impact from the A38 would need to be assed and potentially mitigated. This 
would likely be done during the planning application stage.   

Adequate parking required, no access for large commercial vehicles allowed or parking of 
them.  

Noted. Parking for both vehicle and cycle would be required on site as per local plan policy 
DW18: Parking.   

Access into Knights Mead is already a struggle with all the cars and because of how 
narrow it is. We do not need more traffic coming through! I honestly don't think you 
have thought about the logistics of getting materials in or any work vehicles for that 
matter.  

Noted. Traffic impact caused by construction would be managed via a Construction and 
Environment Management Plan (CEMP).   

If this development goes ahead, the exit and entry point need to be outside of Knights 
Mead completely or the issues with congestion in there will become unbearable.  

Noted. It is unlikely that an alternative access point would be suitable.   
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There is a need for access to the A38 Eastbound to reduce traffic traveling through the 
village.  

Noted. This is beyond the remit of the local plan making process.   

Taking into account the reasons for the speed restriction on the Kingskerswell bypass, I 
take it that the A38 will have a restricted speed as the houses will be next to the A38 
making conditions a lot worse than Kingskerswell.  

Noted. This is beyond the remit of the local plan making process and would likely be dealt 
with by National Highways.   

With the already over development of the village and no slip road at the south of the 
village on to the A38 northbound, it's already extremely busy due to all the 
development at Bovey Bends cutting through the village, it's a racetrack and a serious 
accident waiting to happen. More homes will only increase the problem and chance of 
accidents. The road in Knights Mead is very narrow and poorly laid out.   

Noted.   

Entrance from Knights Mead would be better than from main road.   Noted. The preferred entrance to the site would be from Knights Mead. Minor improvements 
may be necessary to accommodate the proposed number of homes.   

Object until further access is provided to link to the A38 towards Exeter.  Noted. This is beyond the remit of the local plan making process and would likely be dealt 
with by National Highways.    

There has been no shop in the village since Aug 2021 people have to use cars to shop or 
the infrequent bus service.  

Noted.   

There is/will be no job opportunities in the village.  Noted.   

With only a village public house (and a few sole trader businesses) there is no 
employment in the village. There is no shop.  
This proposed development will not enhance the village, just create more issues.  

Noted.   

Excepting the pub, there is very little local employment for any age and if you do not 
have a vehicle, it is hard to get to and from employment.  

Noted.   

School very small now, doctor's surgery is struggling to cope with influx of people in the 
Bovey/Chudleigh this includes NHS dentists.  
  
Don't forget sewage and water provision they need to be adequate for the demand and 
any rainwater runoff from houses and tarmac.  

Noted. The school capacity concerns are noted. Further consultation would be required. The 
GP would require a primary care developer contribution.   
  
Sewage and water provision would require further consultation.   
Drainage on site would be required and would be managed via local plan policy DW15: 
Sustainable Drainage Systems and EN6: Flood Risk.  

We have a school that is already too small. We don't even have a doctor's 
surgery/chemist.  

Noted.   

The school is already oversubscribed, and the doctors' surgeries are working at full 
capacity.    

Noted.   

GP has capacity problem as of January 2022. To mitigate a primary care developer 
contributions will be required.  

Noted. A primary care developer contribution would be included as a site requirement.   

We have other housing proposals in the village 1) Apple tree Close 40 houses 2) opposite 
Buckingham Orchard 60 houses. The proximity of Bovey and Chudleigh and all their new 
housing should be adequate for future needs.  
  
Any new houses should help to maintain the Leet through the Greenbelt contract this is 
essential, previous houses built with Carvana homes in 1st stage avoided this cost!!  

Noted. Existing trees, hedges and woodlands would be retained as far as possible. In addition, a 
minimum of a 10% biodiversity uplift would be required.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

I am not against a potential residential site in CK, but it needs to have access separate to 
Knights Mead  

Noted. It is unlikely that an alternative access point would be possible for this site.   

Close to A38 - not a suitable site for house building.  Noted.   

Why not get the developers to plant 10 trees for every one they cut down?  Noted. A minimum of a 10% biodiversity uplift would be required. Additional species-specific 
mitigation and compensation would also likely be required.   

Sewage:  
Will the new proposals have access to the current sewage infrastructure? Will a 
pumping house be required? Will the nearby stream be safe from sewage?  
  
Air quality:  
The proposed stretch of land is very close to the dual carriageway, I struggle to see how 
any new properties there will match the good/moderate standard on the air quality 
index, also consider the impact that increased congestion will have on the village in this 
respect.  

Noted. Water and wastewater provision are the consideration of South West Water.   
  
The site and area surrounding the A38 is not designated as an Air Quality Management Area. 
It is unlikely that it would be designated as one. Concerns around potential harm are however 
noted.   

 

Ipplepen: Blackstone Road 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Why is development being proposed on greenfield locations?  
  

The Local Plan Development Strategy requires that brownfield sites are identified and built on 
as a priority. However, there is insufficient capacity on these sites to meet the housing need as 
determined by Government. Therefore, the Council must also identify the most suitable 
greenfield land for development.  Also see Ipplepen Neighbourhood Plan 

12875610657  

12877781408  

12876868274  

12867617435  

12877773424  

12876838031  

12859137494  

12877759195  

12876834373  

12846328749  

12877659201  

12876783962  

12841952128  

12877614148  

12876771331  

12793340890  

12877545775  

12876627409  

12757096476  

12876866355  

12876774947  

Concern over potential impact on mature trees and particularly hedgerows.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
Policies EN16, DW1-DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). Mature trees 
and hedgerow will be protected as far as possible from the impact of development.  

Concern that renewable energy technologies are not always included on new homes.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. Draft 
Local Plan Policy CC2 requires the proportion of energy from renewable sources to be 
maximised.  

Concern that a comment in the site HELAA assessment that: Development here would 
be detrimental to the rural tranquil character of the area and setting of and nucleated 
character of Ipplepen has not been considered.  

The comment has been considered and it is felt that the impact of development could be 
reduced to a more acceptable level through planning conditions requiring careful, quality 
design and landscaping in accordance with Policies EN1 and EN4 

Site is close to areas of environmental importance.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
Policies EN10-EN16, DW1-DW3, V13, the Habitats Regulations Assessment and the Ipplepen 
Neighbourhood Plan. Policy V13 states that: Specific ecological mitigations informed by a 
project level HRA to protect the integrity of the South Hams SAC. Also see Ipplepen 
Neighbourhood Plan 

Woodland Trust - We would request that potential allocations are withdrawn where 
proposals have similar impact with those rejected (detailed in earlier sections of their 
submission document), are accepted for inclusion in the plan where there are minimal 
ecological impacts and are carefully considered where these impacts are uncertain or 
require further investigation. To reiterate, sites that if developed, would result in the 

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See the 
Green Infrastructure Strategy, the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) and Policies 
V13, DW2, DW3, EN1-EN15 and particularly EN16. Also see Ipplepen Neighbourhood Plan 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

loss of ancient woodland, aged or veteran trees should not be permitted. Where 
development sites are adjacent to ancient woodland, we recommend a precautionary 
principle, that a minimum 50 metre buffer should be maintained between a 
development and the ancient woodland including through the construction phase, 
unless the applicant can demonstrate very clearly how a smaller buffer would suffice. A 
larger buffer may be required for particularly significant engineering operations, or for 
after-uses that generate significant disturbance.  
  

 

The comments 
include 10, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

RSPB Comment - This proposed allocation is within 200m of a cirl bunting breeding 
territory as recorded south of this site in the last national survey in 2016). We therefore 
recommend up to date survey and, should cirl buntings be present, habitat 
compensation for loss via a developer contribution to Teignbridge District Council as per 
the cirl bunting planning guidance.  

This has been considered and is required in accordance with Policies EN10-EN13. 

 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA and draft 
Local Plan and that the recommendation that this land is not allocated for development 
without upfront archaeological work.   
  
Given this, we consider that an archaeological assessment should be undertaken, with 
evaluation as may be required, to inform decisions about the site’s suitability and 
capacity for development.   
  
The archaeological assessment should seek to understand the impacts of the proposed 
allocation on the significance of any non-designated heritage assets of archaeological 
interest. It should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts can be 
avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised. 
Depending on the findings, a masterplan may need to be prepared for the site and site-
specific criteria included in the allocation policy.   
  
For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in Local Plans 
Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 (2015), The Historic 
Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), and Good Practice Advice in 
Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017). HEAN 12: Statements of 
Heritage Significance (2019) may also be of assistance.   
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment evidence base for this 
proposed allocation and a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the 
historic environment, we remain concerned about the soundness of the emerging Local 
Plan in light of paragraphs 31,189, 190 and 192 of the NPPF 2021. In its current form, 
Historic England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation  

Policy V13: Blackstone Road, Ipplepen of the Proposed Submission Local Plan responds to the 
comments made by Devon County Archaeologist and requires the following:  
  
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, evaluation and mitigation  
  
This is in addition to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to avoiding 
harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the NPPF. 
This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including 
all allocated development sites. 
  

Concern that the site will have a visual impact on the village and conservation area  The impact of development could be reduced to a more acceptable level through planning 
conditions requiring careful, quality design and landscaping.    

Concern over loss of agricultural land.  The Local Plan Development Strategy requires that brownfield sites are identified and built on 

as a priority. However, there is insufficient capacity on these sites to meet the housing need as 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

determined by Government. Therefore, the Council must also identify the most suitable 

greenfield land for development.    

Homes should be for Devon residents.  This has been considered and is reflected in Policies H2, H3 and H9 which set out requirements 

for housing mix and affordable homes. Also see Ipplepen Neighbourhood Plan 

A mix of bungalows, 2, 3, and 4 bed homes like Dornafield would be worth considering.  This has been considered. The Local Plan Development Strategy distributes across the District, 

with development in villages proportionate to their size in order to meet local housing needs, 

support its growth and any viability of local services. In the case of Ipplepen there will be 

approximately 112 additional homes allocated.  Also see Ipplepen Neighbourhood Plan 

 

 

Concern that too many additional homes will impact on the character of the village.  This has been considered. The Local Plan Development Strategy distributes across the District, 

with development in villages proportionate to their size in order to meet local housing needs, 

support its growth and any viability of local services. In the case of Ipplepen there will be 

approximately 112 additional homes allocated. See Policies GP2, V13 and V14 and the 

Ipplepen Neighbourhood Plan 

 

Why do recent builds have 4 and 5 bed homes if affordable homes are needed.  This has been considered and is reflected in Policies H2, H3 and H9 which set out requirements 

for housing mix and affordable homes. Also see Ipplepen Neighbourhood Plan 

 

 

Unrealistic number of houses, just too many planned  Teignbridge District is required by Government to provide 763 additional homes each year the 
majority of which will be located in or adjacent to the main towns.  The level of development 
in villages will be proportionate to its current size the level of local services and facilities.  Also 
see Ipplepen Neighbourhood Plan 

Concern that overcrowding of development will impact health and wellbeing.  This has been considered and is reflected in the approximate housing number for the site.  See 
Policy V13, the Ipplepen Neighbourhood Plan and the Teignbridge District Design Code 
(Appendix 4). 

A community wildlife area with additional seating would encourage exercise.  Noted.  

More homes will result in additional traffic, congestion and speeding issues.  This has been considered in liaison with the Highways Authority and is reflected in Policies GP5 
and V13. Also see Ipplepen Neighbourhood Plan Road signs and visibility will need improving.  

A381 junction will be even more dangerous if more cars use it.  

Blackstone Road is narrow with few passing places.  

There is very little employment in Ipplepen, so additional homes will mean more 
commuter traffic.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 

Policies GP5, DW2, DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). Developers 

will be required to demonstrate how the site will connect to sustainable and active travel links 

to reduce car travel. 

Broadband improvements are required to support local business and home working.  This has been considered and Policy EC8 reflects this issue.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

NHS Response   
The GP surgeries that serve these potential sites have an excess of capacity as of August 
2021. However, consented and commenced sites that are also in the catchment of 
these surgeries, reduce that capacity considerably.  
  
These sites along with the sites at Abbotskerswell, Denbury, Ogwell and Highweek will 
generate an overall capacity shortfall on Albany Surgery, Cricketfield Surgery, Devon 
Square Surgery, Kingskerswell and Ipplepen Health Centre and Kingsteignton Surgery.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for primary care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Ipplepen area.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been informed by the NHS and amended to 
reflect this issue. See Policy GP5 and the Sustainability Appraisal 

Blackstone Road suffers from rainwater run-off from the proposed development site.  This has been considered and a flood risk assessment has be carried out on the site prior to 

allocation. See the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) and Policy EN6. The risk of surface 

water flooding will be managed and addressed as part of any proposed development.  

More doctors, dentists and healthcare staff will be required.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been informed by the NHS and amended to 
reflect this issue. See Policies GP5, RT2 and the Sustainability Appraisal 

There is little to keep children and young people occupied.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 

Policies DW1-DW3, the Bovey Parish Neighbourhood Plan and the Teignbridge District Design 

Code (Appendix 4). 

School provision is not satisfactory, and secondary schools are too large to provide the 
support necessary.  

Devon County Council Education Authority have advised on school capacity and any additional 
measures necessary. See Policy GP5. 

Parking is already inadequate in the centre of the village, and this will only worsen with 
additional housing.  

The site is within a short walking distance from the village centre, so car travel should not be 
necessary.  

Blackstone Road water pressure is low and as the proposed development is on higher 
ground the increase in water pressure required will cause leaks in the lower part of the 
village.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
Policy GP5. All development is required to financially contribute towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies.    

Our sewage system is only just able to cope so additional processing tanks will be 
needed plus new pipework will be required to the plant as the existing pipework would 
not cope with the additional flow  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
Policy GP5. All development is required to financially contribute towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies.   
  

Various statements of support for this site.  The support for this policy is acknowledged 

Destruction of what has been a friendly village to one where there will be less 
connectivity between individuals. The village needs a balance of age groups to ensure 
the continuity of clubs and activities particularly for elderly people where these clubs 
etc are manned by volunteers - during the day - when working age people will not be 
available  

A mix of housing as required by Policy H4 should attract a range of age groups to the area, 
which should contribute to the support local clubs, facilities, and services.  

Hedgehog highways and allowance for other wildlife needs to be incorporated within 
any new development.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been reflects this issue. See Policies DW2, 

DW3, EN1-EN16, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code 

(Appendix 4). 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is located 
within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
Policy GP5. All development is required to financially contribute towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies.   

The opportunities are the same for all the Ipplepen sites. The sensitivities are also 
remarkably similar. Why is the Blackstone Rd site being singled out for such a large 
development?  

This site was identified, thoroughly assessed and consulted on through the Ipplepen 
Neighbourhood Plan process and subsequently through Local Plan assessment.  However, this 
site, located close to the main road provides better accessibility and will result in less traffic 
passing through the villages narrow roads and lanes. The proposed scale reflects the need for 
affordable housing in the village and its ability to accommodate this level of growth.   

 

Ipplepen: Park Hill Lodge 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Woodland Trust - We would request that potential allocations are withdrawn where 
proposals have similar impact with those rejected (detailed in earlier sections of their 
submission document), are accepted for inclusion in the plan where there are minimal 
ecological impacts and are carefully considered where these impacts are uncertain or 
require further investigation. To reiterate, sites that if developed, would result in the 
loss of ancient woodland, aged or veteran trees should not be permitted. Where 
development sites are adjacent to ancient woodland, we recommend a precautionary 
principle, that a minimum 50 metre buffer should be maintained between a 
development and the ancient woodland including through the construction phase, 
unless the applicant can demonstrate very clearly how a smaller buffer would suffice. A 
larger buffer may be required for particularly significant engineering operations, or for 
after-uses that generate significant disturbance. 

Park Hill Lodge is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12877769891  

12876879341  

12876886423  

 

The comments 
include 5, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.  

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA and draft 
Local Plan and that the recommendation that this land is not allocated for development 
without upfront archaeological work.   
  
Given this, we consider that an archaeological assessment should be undertaken, with 
evaluation as may be required, to inform decisions about the site’s suitability and 
capacity for development.   
  
The archaeological assessment should seek to understand the impacts of the proposed 
allocation on the significance of any non-designated heritage assets of archaeological 
interest. It should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts can be 
avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised. 
Depending on the findings, a masterplan may need to be prepared for the site and site-
specific criteria included in the allocation policy.   
  
For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in Local Plans 
Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 (2015), The Historic 
Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), and Good Practice Advice in 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017). HEAN 12: Statements of 
Heritage Significance (2019) may also be of assistance.   
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment evidence base for this 
proposed allocation and a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the 
historic environment, we remain concerned about the soundness of the emerging Local 
Plan in light of paragraphs 31,189, 190 and 192 of the NPPF 2021. In its current form, 
Historic England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation. 

Affordable housing only for local people is essential.   

Access ok from Moor Rd off A381 avoiding increasing traffic through already congested 
village.  

 

NHS Response The GP surgeries that serve these potential sites have an excess of 
capacity as of August 2021. However, consented and commenced sites that are also in 
the catchment of these surgeries, reduce that capacity considerably.  
  
These sites along with the sites at Abbotskerswell, Denbury, Ogwell and Highweek will 
generate an overall capacity shortfall on Albany Surgery, Cricketfield Surgery, Devon 
Square Surgery, Kingskerswell and Ipplepen Health Centre and Kingsteignton Surgery.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for primary care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Ipplepen area.  

 

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is located 
within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3. 

 

Adjacent to existing buildings so no detrimental effect on village.   

 

Ipplepen: Blackberry Hill 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Woodland Trust - We would request that potential allocations are withdrawn where 
proposals have similar impact with those rejected (detailed in earlier sections of their 
submission document), are accepted for inclusion in the plan where there are minimal 
ecological impacts and are carefully considered where these impacts are uncertain or 
require further investigation. To reiterate, sites that if developed, would result in the 
loss of ancient woodland, aged or veteran trees should not be permitted. Where 
development sites are adjacent to ancient woodland, we recommend a precautionary 
principle, that a minimum 50 metre buffer should be maintained between a 
development and the ancient woodland including through the construction phase, 
unless the applicant can demonstrate very clearly how a smaller buffer would suffice. A 
larger buffer may be required for particularly significant engineering operations, or for 
after-uses that generate significant disturbance.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See the 

Green Infrastructure Strategy, the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) and Policies 

V14, DW2, DW3, EN1-EN15 and particularly EN16. Also see Ipplepen Neighbourhood Plan 

 

 

12765632557  

12752596284  

12877762048  

12877511212  

12877605851  

12876837361  

12876898893  

12876883054  

12876854327  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA and draft 
Local Plan and that the recommendation that this land is not allocated for 
development without upfront archaeological work. 

Given this, we consider that an archaeological assessment should be undertaken, with 
evaluation as may be required, to inform decisions about the site’s suitability and 
capacity for development.  

The archaeological assessment should seek to understand the impacts of the proposed 
allocation on the significance of any non-designated heritage assets of archaeological 
interest. 

It should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised. 
Depending on the findings, a masterplan may need to be prepared for the site and site-
specific criteria included in the allocation policy. 

Policy V14: Blackstone Road, Ipplepen of the Proposed Submission Local Plan responds to the 
comments made by Devon County Archaeologist and requires the following:  
  
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, evaluation and mitigation  
  
This is in addition to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to avoiding 
harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the NPPF. 
This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including 
all allocated development sites. 
. 

The comments below 
include 4, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

The impact on animal and plant wildlife should be fully assessed to preserve as much as 
possible.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been reflects this issue. See Policies DW2, 

DW3, EN1-EN16, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code 

(Appendix 4). 

Hedgehogs and other adaptation must be integral.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been reflects this issue. See Policies DW2, 

DW3, EN1-EN16, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code 

(Appendix 4). 

The site is close to Orley Common which is a county wildlife site.    This has been considered and the plan / policy has been reflects this issue. See Policies DW2, 

DW3, EN1-EN16, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code 

(Appendix 4). These policies will introduce appropriate measures to minimise the potential 

impact of the site on Orley Common. 

Whilst at the periphery of the village, there are existing buildings here already and 
development here will not alter the character of the village.  

The support for this policy is acknowledged 

 

A greater proportion (than is currently agreed) of any new housing must be genuinely 
affordable (either to buy or rent) for local people and reserved for local people, 
especially young people. No second homes  

This has been considered and is reflected in Policies H2, H3 and H9 which set out requirements 

for housing mix and affordable homes. Also see Ipplepen Neighbourhood Plan. The Local Plan 

requires that 25% of new development in this area is a mix of affordable according to the 

definition and requirements set out in the Local Plan  

Replacement plans should compensate for the destruction of natural habitats that 
inevitably will occur eg if road widening is necessary.  

Compensatory and mitigation measures will be required as planning conditions should this 
occur.  

This site has good existing road access to the village.  The support for this policy is acknowledged 

Vehicular access into the site isn't good. A large visibility splay would be detrimental to 
the character of this part of the village from both directions.  

Devon County Council will advise and be consulted on site access and highways/traffic impact 
matters.  

Would increase congestion.  This small development of approximately 12 homes would result in only a small increase in 

traffic through the village, as some local services are within walking distance and there is an 

increase in the prevalence of home working. 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

NHS Response The GP surgeries that serve these potential sites have an excess of 
capacity as of August 2021. However, consented and commenced sites that are also in 
the catchment of these surgeries, reduce that capacity considerably.  
  
These sites along with the sites at Abbotskerswell, Denbury, Ogwell and Highweek will 
generate an overall capacity shortfall on Albany Surgery, Cricketfield Surgery, Devon 
Square Surgery, Kingskerswell and Ipplepen Health Centre and Kingsteignton Surgery.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for primary care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Ipplepen area.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been informed by the NHS and amended to 

reflect this issue. See Policy GP5, the Sustainability Appraisal and the Ipplepen Neighbourhood 

Plan. 

  

Various statements of support.  The support for this policy is acknowledged   

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is located 
within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3. 

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See 
Policy GP5. All development is required to financially contribute towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies 

Although this is not a major route into the village it is by far the most rural and 
picturesque route into the village. Therefore, the impact of a new development on the 
rural setting is likely to be high.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been reflects this issue. See Policies DW2, 

DW3, EN1-EN16, the Green Infrastructure Strategy, Landscape Impact Assessment, the 

Ipplepen Neighbourhood Plan and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 

 

Ipplepen: Field off Dornafield Road 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The field is rich in wildlife with sightings of buzzards, fox, deer and bats. Any 
development will be a detriment.  

Field off Dornafield Road is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12743978382  

12877782799  

12877539205  

12877564619  

12877588969  

12877568223  

12877557409  

12877556967  

12877544618  

12877503689  

12876883822  

12876883837  

12876763110  

 

The comments 
include 8, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.  

The field did have a stream running down which has been filled in with inadequate land 
drainage system resulting in the lower end of Dornafield Drive suffering flooding to 
gardens and garages two to three times a year.  

 

Woodland Trust - We would request that potential allocations are withdrawn where 
proposals have similar impact with those rejected (detailed in earlier sections of their 
submission document), are accepted for inclusion in the plan where there are minimal 
ecological impacts and are carefully considered where these impacts are uncertain or 
require further investigation. To reiterate, sites that if developed, would result in the 
loss of ancient woodland, aged or veteran trees should not be permitted. Where 
development sites are adjacent to ancient woodland, we recommend a precautionary 
principle, that a minimum 50 metre buffer should be maintained between a 
development and the ancient woodland including through the construction phase, 
unless the applicant can demonstrate very clearly how a smaller buffer would suffice. A 
larger buffer may be required for particularly significant engineering operations, or for 
after-uses that generate significant disturbance.  

  

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA and draft 
Local Plan and that the recommendation that this land is not allocated for 
development without upfront archaeological work.   
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ID 

  
Given this, we consider that an archaeological assessment should be undertaken, with 
evaluation as may be required, to inform decisions about the site’s suitability and 
capacity for development.   
  
The archaeological assessment should seek to understand the impacts of the proposed 
allocation on the significance of any non-designated heritage assets of archaeological 
interest. It should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts can be 
avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised. 
Depending on the findings, a masterplan may need to be prepared for the site and site-
specific criteria included in the allocation policy.   
  
For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in Local Plans 
Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 (2015), The Historic 
Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), and Good Practice Advice in 
Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017). HEAN 12: Statements of 
Heritage Significance (2019) may also be of assistance.   
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment evidence base for this 
proposed allocation and a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the 
historic environment, we remain concerned about the soundness of the emerging 
Local Plan in light of paragraphs 31,189, 190 and 192 of the NPPF 2021. In its current 
form, Historic England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation  

Proposed number of homes on this site would be over development of the surrounding 
area.  

 

This lane is unsuitable for the increased traffic flow   

There is barely room for a pedestrian and car on this narrow lane and is much used by 
pedestrians  

 

The access to and from the site is via Moor Road and Dornafield Road, both are no 
more than country lanes with no pavements. Entrance into village from Dornafield 
Road into Bridge Street leading to shops school etc. is a blind junction with no 
pavements. Limited parking for village facilities / services.  Development will lead to 
increased traffic and risk of an accident.  

 

There is little employment locally and bus schedules are impractical for regular 
work/home commute.  

 

NHS Response The GP surgeries that serve these potential sites have an excess of 
capacity as of August 2021. However, consented and commenced sites that are also in 
the catchment of these surgeries, reduce that capacity considerably.  
  
These sites along with the sites at Abbotskerswell, Denbury, Ogwell and Highweek will 
generate an overall capacity shortfall on Albany Surgery, Cricketfield Surgery, Devon 
Square Surgery, Kingskerswell and Ipplepen Health Centre and Kingsteignton Surgery.  
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ID 

  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for primary care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Ipplepen area.  

The proposed allocation of residential development would increase numbers of 
children attending the village school beyond its capacity or potential for expansion.  

 

The increase in residents would put extra strain upon the Village Health Centre.   

As this is on the outskirts of the village access to amenities would be limited   

Development here would significantly impact the rural character of the village.   

The proposed site is on rising ground with a large visual impact looking north/north 
east.  

 

Dornafield road is a significant asset for walking, particularly by dog walkers.   

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is located 
within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

 

There is 40 residential properties and 110 caravan park/tents being built at Ross Park 
caravan site which is sited on Moor Road.  As shown on Countyfile recently it may be 
possible to increase the proposed residential properties on this site without council 
being able to reject?  

 

 

Ipplepen: Field off Moor Road 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Concern over impact on wildlife, habitats, mature trees and hedgerow.  Field off Moor Road is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

12752443388  

12750562676  

12877786510  

12877785082  

12877761212  

12877719674  

12877551532  

12877539183  

12877514607  

12876680914  

12876774513  

12876370751  

12876724509  

 

The comments 
include 8, submitted 

Woodland Trust - We would request that potential allocations are withdrawn where 
proposals have similar impact with those rejected (detailed in earlier sections of their 
submission document), are accepted for inclusion in the plan where there are minimal 
ecological impacts and are carefully considered where these impacts are uncertain or 
require further investigation. To reiterate, sites that if developed, would result in the 
loss of ancient woodland, aged or veteran trees should not be permitted. Where 
development sites are adjacent to ancient woodland, we recommend a precautionary 
principle, that a minimum 50 metre buffer should be maintained between a 
development and the ancient woodland including through the construction phase, 
unless the applicant can demonstrate very clearly how a smaller buffer would suffice. 
A larger buffer may be required for particularly significant engineering operations, or 
for after-uses that generate significant disturbance.  

  

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA and draft 
Local Plan and that the recommendation that this land is not allocated for 
development without upfront archaeological work.   
  

 



       
 

157 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Given this, we consider that an archaeological assessment should be undertaken, with 
evaluation as may be required, to inform decisions about the site’s suitability and 
capacity for development.   
  
The archaeological assessment should seek to understand the impacts of the proposed 
allocation on the significance of any non-designated heritage assets of archaeological 
interest. It should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts can be 
avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised. 
Depending on the findings, a masterplan may need to be prepared for the site and 
site-specific criteria included in the allocation policy.   
  
For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in Local Plans 
Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 (2015), The Historic 
Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), and Good Practice Advice in 
Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017). HEAN 12: Statements of 
Heritage Significance (2019) may also be of assistance.   
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment evidence base for this 
proposed allocation and a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the 
historic environment, we remain concerned about the soundness of the emerging 
Local Plan in light of paragraphs 31,189, 190 and 192 of the NPPF 2021. In its current 
form, Historic England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation  
  

by email, in post, or 
in person.   

Concern that the elevated setting of the site will impact on the historic character of the 
village.  

 

Rich farmland, green fields that should not be disturbed.   

Shouldn’t building on greenfield land be a last resort?   

Proposed number of homes on this site would be over development of the 
surrounding area.  

 

Although some increased housing is appropriate for the village the proposed amount is 
too much and will affect the character of the village.  

 

It would affect the health and well-being of the residents of Dornafield Drive east 
because of noise and air pollution  

 

Moor Road and Dornafield road are well used by walker for health and by dog 
walkers.  

 

Single track lane leading into the village to a junction with no visibility into a narrow 
part of the village. The other end of the lane ends at another small crossroad with 
limited visibility. Additional houses and cars will cause problems on this road and 
congestion in the village.  

 

There is little employment locally and bus schedules are impractical for regular 
work/home commute.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

NHS Response The GP surgeries that serve these potential sites have an excess of 
capacity as of August 2021. However, consented and commenced sites that are also in 
the catchment of these surgeries, reduce that capacity considerably.  
  
These sites along with the sites at Abbotskerswell, Denbury, Ogwell and Highweek will 
generate an overall capacity shortfall on Albany Surgery, Cricketfield Surgery, Devon 
Square Surgery, Kingskerswell and Ipplepen Health Centre and Kingsteignton Surgery.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for primary care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Ipplepen area.  

 

School classes are already at capacity, so fail to see how there is spare capacity.   

There is little parking for the centre of the village, the Surgery, Community Centre, and 
School.  

 

I have witnessed after heavy rain, water pouring between houses 15 and 17 onto the 
road. Concern that any building on this site will exacerbate this situation and 
potentially cause flooding of these or neighbouring properties/road.  

 

Situated on a 1 in 6 slope this is a large site which is open and drains onto Dornafield 
Drive East at the base of the slope. Houses on the field side of the road already suffer 
with water run-off from the field during times of heavy rain.  

 

Greenfield site on hillside overlooking village would have detrimental visual effect.   

EA -There is some concern related to SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is located 
within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

 

There is 40 residential properties and 110 caravan park/tents being built at Ross Park 
caravan site which is sited on Moor Road.  As shown on Countyfile recently it may be 
possible to increase the proposed residential properties on this site without council 
being able to reject?  

 

 

Ipplepen: Land to East of Brooke House, North Street 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

RSPB Comment  
1. Several breeding territories for cirl buntings are recorded in a number of directions 
with the closest being 1.5km away.   
2. Recommends site assessment as per cirl bunting planning guidance.  

Land to East of Brooke House is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

FS-Case-395610264  

FS-Case-395424598  

FS-Case-395592992  

FS-Case-395301532  

FS-Case-395582834  

FS-Case-394845206  

FS-Case-395467545  

FS-Case-394347789  

FS-Case-395462346  

FS-Case-394282168  

Natural England Comment -   
1. Site is 1.6km to the east of Torbryan Caves SSSI (no residential triggers).  
2. High likelihood of BMV (predictive).  

 

DCC No objection -   
1. Site is within the Mineral Consultation Area (limestone).  
2. However, development of this land will place no greater constraint on future 
working of the resource than existing dwellings.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

3. Archaeological mitigation may be required given the proximity of the site to known 
Roman and prehistoric activity surrounding Ipplepen.  
  

FS-Case-395448193  

FS-Case-393444598  

FS-Case-395445697  

FS-Case-392559061  

FS-Case-395438869  

FS-Case-378790306  

 

The comments 
include 7, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.  

Woodland Trust - We would request that potential allocations are withdrawn where 
proposals have similar impact with those rejected (detailed in earlier sections of their 
submission document), are accepted for inclusion in the plan where there are minimal 
ecological impacts and are carefully considered where these impacts are uncertain or 
require further investigation. To reiterate, sites that if developed, would result in the 
loss of ancient woodland, aged or veteran trees should not be permitted. Where 
development sites are adjacent to ancient woodland, we recommend a precautionary 
principle, that a minimum 50 metre buffer should be maintained between a 
development and the ancient woodland including through the construction phase, 
unless the applicant can demonstrate very clearly how a smaller buffer would suffice. 
A larger buffer may be required for particularly significant engineering operations, or 
for after-uses that generate significant disturbance.  
  

  

Concerns over potential for exacerbated an area which is already prone to flooding.   

Concern over impact on wildlife, habitats, mature trees and hedgerow.   

Do the trees on-site have Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs) on them?   

Object/comment -   
1. Historic England notes from the HELAA that the proposed allocation site is located 
near to two grade II listed buildings (Brooke House and Northlands) to the west and 
the Ipplepen Conservation Area. The adopted Conservation Area Character Appraisal 
for Ipplepen (2010) notes that the shape and historical layout of the village is one of its 
basic characteristics and that the scope for enlargement of the village is strictly limited 
(p6).  
2. Given this, Historic England considers that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) 
should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the 
setting and significance of these listed buildings and the Ipplepen Conservation Area.  
3. We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed as 
appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether this should be carried out 
now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals. We note that proposed allocations in Ipplepen were 
not recommended for allocation without upfront archaeological work.  
4. The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated 
and opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
5. In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan 
for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
6. Assuming the outcome of the HIA supports the site’s allocation and that the Site 
Requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site specific allocation 
policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve and enhance the 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

significance and setting of affected listed buildings and the Ipplepen Conservation Area 
and any design or other mitigation measures as may be identified in the HIA, e.g. 
retention of existing vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular. 
They should also cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation 
(if relevant).  
7. For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in Local 
Plans Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 (2015), The 
Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), and Good Practice 
Advice in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017).  
8. Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment evidence base for 
this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of 
the historic environment, we remain concerned about the soundness of the emerging 
Local Plan in light of paragraphs 31,189, 190 and 192 of the NPPF 2021. In its current 
form, Historic England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

The site is in the centre of the village, close to listed buildings and further development 
in this area would substantially alter the character of the village and conservation 
area.  

 

What protection measures will be put in place to stop the further erosion and 'creep, 
into the open countryside as the majority of the site extends beyond the existing 
development boundary.  

 

Concern over loss of agricultural land.   

The emerging Ipplepen Neighbourhood Plan has already identified other sites within 
the village for housing development, which would provide more than the housing 
target of 100 additional homes. No further development sites are either required or is 
desirable.  

 

This is mostly an infill development, with part of the site pre-approved for 
development given it is within the development boundary for Ipplepen. This site is 
infill, and therefore should be given preference over other sites.  

 

As this site extends beyond the established development boundary, will the site will be 
treated as an 'Exception' site and be 100% affordable housing?  

 

Where are the Passivhaus standards statements?   

It is unclear what housing is proposed.   

Are there any additional walking options/connections into the village centre offered by 
this site?  

 

Limited bus service.   

Within close proximity of the main arterial routes through the village, as well as bus 
stops, footpaths and local shops.  

 

Concern over additional traffic and possible congestion. The junction at Tremlett 
Grove/Brook Street is already congested due to the presence of on-street parking by 
many adjoining properties and cottages which either have no off-street parking or very 
limited parking as is the case with the development at St Mary Place.  
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ID 

Additional development beyond that which has been identified within the emerging 
Neighbourhood Plan would pose further serious traffic congestion for the centre of the 
village, where there is also inadequate parking for the current level of car use.  

 

Access to the site is going to be difficult for construction of the build.   

There are good transport links to nearby towns and cities to sustain the employment 
of the families living in these houses thereafter.  

 

Need house designs that support home working.   

There is very limited employment locally in Ipplepen.   

Comment -   
1. GPs have excess capacity as of January 2022, however, consented and commenced 
sites in the catchment will reduce capacity considerably.   
2. To mitigate the capacity issue a primary care developer contribution will be 
required.  

 

Healthcare will be a problem. It's already difficult to get a consultation at the Health 
Centre because of the elderly population in the village. The main concern though is 
Torbay Hospital which already finds it difficult to cope. So many people waiting for 
operations and treatment are having to wait for 2-4 years,, so inevitably it is going to 
get much worse. The excess building in the whole of this area will bring with it, many 
more patients, and therefore bring the hospital to its knees.  

 

The village has established local infrastructure including health centre, shop, pubs, 
public transport, churches and sports facilities.  

 

Concern over capacity for primary and secondary education.   

Support -   
1. Landowner support.   
2. Access can be arranged through neighbouring site.   
3. Site has limited restrictions.   
4. Facilities and services are available within the village.   
5. Limited heritage impact.   
6. Suitable drainage system is possible.  

 

The development is completely sustainable and should be instantly deliverable, given 
the adjacent site has commenced development which has access leading to this site.  

 

Belfield Developments are soon to commence the construction of eight houses on the 
site immediately adjacent to this proposed site. The pre construction, pre marketing 
demand has been substantial showing a real demand for housing in this village. The 
location of the site in terms of landscape impact is good. Ecology improvements can be 
incorporated and heritage consideration can be addressed with careful design. Access 
to the village is excellent and existing services in the village make for a sustainable 
location. Belfield strive to exceed building regulations in terms of building fabric 
performance and energy efficiency with the inclusion of electric car charging as 
standard. The proposed new access onto Tremlett Grove will be sufficient for future 
development beyond the first eight houses.  
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Surely assessment of these small sites has now to be done using a completely new set 
of criteria which take full account of climate change and its environmental 
consequences including impact on work patterns, energy usage, and mitigation of 
extreme weather events.  

 

Solar panels should be mandatory on new builds to limit the amount of agricultural 
land/natural habitat required for solar energy panel fields.  

  

 

Kenn and Kennford: Kennford South 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

There is the loss of agricultural land - we need to also take account of food self-
sufficiency.  

Kennford South is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 

Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

12877788815  

12876976393  

12876748523  

12877493050  

12876950216  

12876677904  

12877723651  

12876766308  

12876734619  

12877552793  

12876788375  

12876745264  

12877052719  

12876774059  

12876747261  

12877011359  

12876752299  

12876747086  

 

The comments 
include 7, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.  

Both sites are greenfield sites, farm fields and building here will precipitate later 
building all over the fields.   

 

Any development on this site will adversely affect wildlife living in their natural habitat. 
There will also be much increased water runoff from the site onto the lane, which will 
lead to flooding of lanes and properties.  

 

Close proximity to Trehill Wood Ancient Woodland lying 175m to east of site.   

Development would put unnecessary pressure on the South Hams SAC, the Exe 
Estuary Spa and the ancient Trehill wooded area adjacent to the site.  

 

I am informed this is designated as an area of outstanding natural beauty.   

The Kennford South site option triggers the 2km Haldon Forest SSSI IRZ.   

Cirl buntings were recorded in this area between the national surveys in 2009 and 
2016, showing they had colonised suitable farmland. Appropriate survey, 
compensatory habitat provision and sensitive management is required to ensure that 
these recent gains for cirl buntings are not lost to proposed development.  

 

Development of these sites to accommodate the indicative number of homes of 221-
332 and 76-114 respectively, would completely change the environment of both the 
Kennford settlement and Kenn settlement areas within the parish.  Both settlements 
have unique individual features and environment, which by their very setting make 
the Character of the village. By connecting both together into an urban area as this 
proposal sets out, it would destroy the very nature of the village environment.  

 

There are two historic listed buildings within close proximity to the site.   

There are two listed buildings adjacent to the site which would incur an extremely 
negative setting if housing were to proceed. Considering the overall environmental 
impact of the scheme, the harm to the character and appearance of the area and the 
adverse impact upon the setting of the listed building that have been identified put the 
proposal would be at odds with the environmental role/dimension to sustainable 
development. Moreover, the totality of this harm would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the economic and social dimensions/benefits of the scheme.  
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ID 

This site lies between Trehill House and its lodge, Trehill Lodge and any development 
of this land would split these two historic buildings, both of which are listed buildings.  

 

Site is largely the former landscaped park of Listed Trehill House, including carriage 
drive to Listed Lodge. Setting impacts need to be assessed. Potential for prehistoric 
and Roman archaeology also needs to be evaluated to  
inform mitigation.  

 

Historic England notes the proximity of these allocations, along with the proposed 
Opposite Exeter Court Hotel, Kennford employment allocation, to the Kenn 
Conservation Area to the east and several listed buildings in the surrounding area, 
including those associated with or near to the grade II* listed Trehill House, and the 
concerns about impacts on their settings and significance in the HELAA comments and 
draft Local Plan. We further note the landscape comments in the draft Local Plan that 
raise concerns about the loss of distinctiveness between Kenn and Kennford and the 
impacts on the setting of the Kenn Conservation Area.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken 
to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in combination with other 
proposed allocations, on the settings and significance of these and any other affected 
heritage assets.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated 
and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a 
site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the significance and settings of affected listed buildings and the 
Kenn Conservation Area, as well  
as for any other design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. In 
our view, the results of the HIA should be used to update the adopted Kenn 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) in terms of the contribution of setting to 
its significance, given the extent of the allocations proposed near to Kenn.  
  
We support the retention of vegetation and landscape site requirements. We also 
consider that the site requirements should include design to reflect local character and 
distinctiveness. Reference to the adopted Kenn Conservation Area Character Appraisal 
(2010) would assist  
Here.  

  



       
 

164 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
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We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed. Given this, we consider that 
the HIA should consider archaeological matters and that the site requirements should 
also address the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (as necessary).  

The site is not brownfield, it is agricultural land.   

Both are greenfield, whole, farmers' fields. We need to keep fields like this to combat 
climate change as we will need to diversify our growing to adapt to the climate crisis.  

 

The site is high grade agricultural land and should be left as such.   

Whilst is might not be a current flood issue, that is because the land is agricultural and 
well famed. Were this to be covered with tarmac at the top of a hill from Kenn it could 
well introduce a substantial flooding tis 'downstream' as displaced rainwater can no 
longer run into the ground.  

 

This is greenfield grade 2 agricultural land, good quality arable, and pastureland. There 
is an outline shown on the site map indicating possible employment use, any 
employment development would increase the number of heavy vehicles servicing such 
a site would put intolerable road safety, noise, and environmental impact on both 
settlements. outweigh the economic and social dimensions/benefits of the scheme.  

 

Far more sensible to use land freed up from previous industrial sites.   

No comment but affordable housing, especially for local families is very important.   

The other sites locally suggested near Kennford are better suited that such a large 
greenfield site.  

 

There is no housing need requirement for such a large development in either part of 
Kenn parish. The small number required that research has indicated, can be filled with 
small infill sites such as option 5 St Andrews Close Kenn.  

 

Houses need to be of the right type for the area.  Living accommodation for retirees is 
as important as for anyone else.  

 

It would have an adverse effect in air quality when combined with the air quality from 
the A38 and A380.  

 

Road access to the A38/A380 would need significant upgrading to accommodate the 
volume of housing indicated to be safe.  

 

The bus service from Kenn and Kennford village is dreadful.   

Development on this site will lead to increased traffic on a single-track lane that has no 
pavements or street lighting both on Kenn Lane and the lane adjacent to this site.  

 

The residents at this location will have no option but to use cars to go to school, 
shopping, work, health facilities. this is not sensible in the context of global warning.  

 

The stage B report, Sustainable Appraisal state that there is reliable and regular bus 
service that serves Kennford and Kenn within 500 metres of the proposed site. This 
amounts to   a stagecoach bus service, nine buses a day pass the village, which is less 
than one an hour and does not pass through either village, the bus stop is over 500 
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metres from the site on the Dual carriageway major road.  The other alternative bus 
service is the country bus service, one bus passing through the villages in the morning, 
returning mid-afternoon 6 days a week. Although regular the services hardly support 
commuter travel into Exeter the employment hub in the area. There is no cycle or 
footpath out of Kennford to the nearest employment site at Peamore, again adding to 
the more car use and the already congested road system.  

Public transport assessment necessary for any extra housing.  Aging population will 
start requiring easier access to the city by public transport than they do now.  Adding 
extra housing will also require more regular access to the towns.  

 

There is extremely limited employment availability within walking or cycling distance in 
the parish, any large-scale development would means travel out of the villages.  

 

Use empty shops and convert to living accommodation.   

The school would be of insufficient size to accommodate such a development, as would 
local GP practices.  

 

A school, post office and excellent shop.   

The site is approximately one kilometre form the local Primary School (Kennford) which 
has little capacity for expansion. Consequently, school children would have to be 
transported several miles for their education. Kenn village has limited facilities, for 
example, no shop and this site would lead to increased traffic in the area.  

 

Local school could not cope with this many additional homes.   

Schools, surgeries, day-care, shops need to be factored in before houses are built.   

These potential sites are in the catchment of Westbank Surgery which has a capacity 
problem as of August 2021.  
  
The Westbank Surgery catchment also absorbs much of the South West Exeter 
Extension of 2,500 dwellings already commenced or consented. The South West 
Extension sites have already agreed s106 contributions to a new surgery in the future 
Exminster Community Centre.  
  
However, the Project Initiation Document raised by the CCG for financing the new 
surgery only allows for a surgery to accommodate the extra 6,200 residents from the 
existing South West Exeter Extension.  
These potential sites at Kenn and potential sites at Kenton, Kennford, Exminster and 
Starcross will add a further 5,000+ new residents to this area.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary 
Care will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Kenn area.  

 

This is creeping urbanisation and as such a very bad idea, there are surrounding 
valuable habitats that would lose their connections if 300 houses were built on those 
fields.  
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The proposed sites put forward in the local plan review in our neighbouring parish of 
Exminster indicates a further 260 homes either side of the A379 in close proximity to 
Kenn parish. This is on top of the Southwest of Exeter 2000 homes already being built 
along that road. The Traffic congestion is already reaching alarming levels not just 
through long delayed journey times but also the environmental pollution all the 
standing traffic creates. Until the full traffic and environmental impact of the 2000 
homes is known (when the site is fully occupied), to consider adding to the problem by 
developing sites in the parish of Kenn and indeed the parish of Exminster would appear 
very premature.  

 

I currently live at Trehill Lodge and have done so for over twenty years. The 
surrounding area is a beautiful example of Devons countryside and an area of 
outstanding natural beauty. I believe any development of the proposed site would 
severely detract from this. I bought the house based on its secluded location and the 
natural beauty surrounding it and development of this area would remove both these 
obvious benefits.  

 

 

Kenn and Kennford: Land adjacent to Frank Aller 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

This is agricultural land that needs to be available to help feed the nation.  Land adjacent to Frank Aller is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

12877789085  

12877771285  

12877551546  

12877029055  

 

The comments 
include 5, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.    

Agricultural land with hedges, trees and varied wildlife.    

Very ecologically sensitive, so close to ancient woodlands, and including the wildlife 
corridors, which are so essential during this biodiversity and climate emergency.  

 

Cirl buntings were recorded in this area between the national surveys in 2009 and 
2016, showing they had colonised suitable farmland. Appropriate survey, 
compensatory habitat provision and sensitive management is required to ensure that 
these recent gains for cirl buntings are not lost to proposed development.  

 

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastucture.  No development should be 
located within the floodplain.  The development of this site may result in 
enhancement of floodplain and watercourses.    

 

It would be out of keeping with adjacent land unless the adjacent land was developed, 
in which case there would be a negative impact ultimately with the loss of the rural 
village of Kenn by creating a new significantly enhanced village of Kennford.  

 

Not suitable for housing historically agricultural and wildlife will be damaged 
environmentally unwise.  

 

Very close to two listed buildings.  
  

 

HE - Historic England notes the proximity of these allocations, along with the proposed 
Opposite Exeter Court Hotel, Kennford employment allocation, to the Kenn 
Conservation Area to the east and several listed buildings in the surrounding area, 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

including those associated with or near to the grade II* listed Trehill House, and the 
concerns about impacts on their settings and  
significance in the HELAA comments and draft Local Plan. We further note the 
landscape  
comments in the draft Local Plan that raise concerns about the loss of distinctiveness 
between Kenn and Kennford and the impacts on the setting of the Kenn Conservation 
Area.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken 
to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in combination with other 
proposed allocations, on the settings and significance of these and any other affected 
heritage assets.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated 
and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a 
site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the significance and settings of affected listed buildings and the 
Kenn Conservation Area, as well as for any other design or other mitigation measures 
as maybe identified in the HIA. In our view, the results of the HIA should be used to 
update the adopted Kenn Conservation Area  
Character Appraisal (2010) in terms of the contribution of setting to its significance, 
given the extent of the allocations proposed near to Kenn.  
  
We support the retention of vegetation and landscape site requirements. We also 
consider that the site requirements should include design to reflect local character 
and distinctiveness. Reference to the adopted Kenn Conservation Area Character 
Appraisal (2010) would assist here.  
  
We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed. Given this, we consider that 
the HIA should consider archaeological matters and that the site requirements should 
also address the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (as necessary).  

It is useable agricultural land.   

Please include a large proportion of affordable homes, affordable to local people on 
local Devon wages.    
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

It would increase overall air pollution given its proximity to A38 and A380.   

Public walks and wildlife to be enjoyed as is.  
  

 

Access is a challenge and would require significant road improvements, including to the 
A38 and A380 junctions which are already dangerous.  

 

Single track lane but fed by two-way road which is also A380 & A30 west bound slip 
road at the bottom of Spaltford Split. Traffic issues already a major problem here and 
additional traffic a significant risk. Even more so during construction with heavy 
construction vehicles.  

 

Likely to be satellite housing for Exeter and damage to the village community.   

Neither the school in Kennford not the local GP practices would have the capacity to 
absorb children/patient for this development.  

 

Insufficient infrastructure already and additional population would swamp the system. 
Do not have sufficient professionals already to staff the current schools and health 
centres so pointless building more as will not be able to staff them fully.  

 

These potential sites are in the catchment of Westbank Surgery which has a capacity 
problem as of August 2021.  
  
The Westbank Surgery catchment also absorbs much of the South West Exeter 
Extension of 2,500 dwellings already commenced or consented. The South West 
Extension sites have already agreed s106 contributions to a new surgery in the future 
Exminster Community Centre.  
  
However, the Project Initiation Document raised by the CCG for financing the new 
surgery only allows for a surgery to accommodate the extra 6,200 residents from the 
existing South West Exeter Extension.  
These potential sites at Kenn and potential sites at Kenton, Kennford, Exminster and 
Starcross will add a further 5,000+ new residents to this area.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary Care 
will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Kenn area.  

 

Kenn and Kennford are small villages with a community hub, additional housing sites 
with large numbers of house will damage the community.  

 

I've heard concerns from residents worried about the surface water from these 
proposed developments causing flooding to the village of Kenn and all the properties 
down to Powderham.  
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Kenn and Kennford: Lamacroft Farm 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The land is more productive as agricultural land to enable the population to be fed.  The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. 
However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on 
greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are available, 
as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

12877784978  

12877790956  

12877737358  

12877484912  

12877168090  

12877059738  

12876973410  

12876987678  

12876841626  

12876830716  

12876844042  

12876843829  

12876777640 

  

The comments 
include 7, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.  

Fields and a farm in the centre of the village, in amongst residential property. This 
could easily become housing.  

The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

 

The landscape of this village does not fit with the development being so far above it.  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in Local 
Plan policies V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford and EN4: Landscape Protection and Enhancement.  

Loss of hedgerows, unspoilt open qualities of site.  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in Local 
Plan policies V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford; EN4: Landscape Protection and Enhancement; and 
EN16: Trees, Hedges and Woodlands.  

This site was the subject to a refused planning application in July 2013, an appeal 
against that decision was dismissed in November 2013.  Appeal Reference number 
APP/P1133/a/13/2203283. The comments made here in italics are extracted from that 
Appeal decision the relevance of which has not changed in the interim years; indeed, 
they are more relevant when considered alongside recent developments nearby and 
the environmental impact. Paragraph 14 of the Appeal, The appeal site comprises two 
separate parcels of land. These are situated, on the edge of Kennford and form part of 
The Exe Estuary and Farmlands landscape character type (LCT). Both parcels of land lie 
within the AGLV. The key characteristics of this LCT include a patchwork of medium to 
large scale pasture and arable fields delineated by often short or gappy hedgerows, 
high hedge banks, occasional old orchards, historic buildings and features and a 
settlement pattern of nucleated villages. Amongst other things, ‘the Framework’ 
advises that planning should contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural 
environment.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in Local 
Plan policies V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford; EN4: Landscape Protection and Enhancement; and  
EN10 to EN16 
 
AGLVs, as included in the current (2013 – 2033) local plan are to be replaced. The emerging 
local plan, as a whole, would be utilised in the assessment of any planning application on this 
site.   

The review states that Lamacroft Farmyard site lies immediately adjacent to a water 
course that runs into the Exe Estuary SPA. We do not know of any such water course.  

Noted. The water course referenced is the River Kenn.   

 

Policy V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford, requires: 

HRA mitigations for Exe Estuary SPA and Dawlish Warren SAC including 1ha of SANGS; and 

 

Specific ecological mitigations informed by a project level HRA to protect the integrity of the 
South Hams SAC.  

This site is surrounded by houses and would be in fill, easily accommodate the 20 
homes required for Kennford. Cider barn could be used as a community centre.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in Local 
Plan policies V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford and EN17: Heritage Assets. The Cider barn is not 
within the site however its significance would be conserved or enhanced as per the policy.  

Cirl buntings were recorded in this area between the national surveys in 2009 and 
2016, showing they had colonised suitable farmland. Appropriate survey, 
compensatory habitat provision and sensitive management is required to ensure that 
these recent gains for cirl buntings are not lost to proposed development.  
The proposed allocation is adjacent to one cirl bunting breeding territory (as recorded 

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in Local 
Plan policies V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford and EN10 to EN16.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

in the last national survey in 2016) and we recommend up to date survey and relevant 
habitat compensation for loss via a developer contribution to Teignbridge District 
Council as per the cirl bunting planning guidance.  

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastructure.  No development should be 
located within the floodplain.  The development of this site may result in 
enhancement of floodplain and watercourses.    

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  

  

The development would be subject to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality, but lies outside 
areas liable to fluvial, tidal, surface or ground water flooding.   

There is reportedly an ancient orchard on this site.  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in Local 
Plan policies V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford and EN16: Trees, Hedges and Woodlands.    

Any development would need to be minimal and below the number of dwellings 
proposed and in keeping with the village.   

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information. The development 
would be subject to Local Plan Policy DW1: Quality Development as well as Design Code 
requirements.  

Kennford is a linear settlement, and open rural fields contrasts with row of houses 
opposite and listed buildings.  

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information. The development 
would be subject to Local Plan Policy DW1: Quality Development as well as Design Code 
requirements.   

Paragraph 16 of the Appeal, The main body of the site is also an attractive feature of 
the street scene of Exeter Road. This agricultural land and the substantial roadside 
hedge bank provide a strong rural element and a pleasing contrast to the row of 
houses. opposite. The roadside wall and agricultural buildings adjacent to the Cider 
House also maintain a sense of enclosure that is typical of many traditional Devon 
farmyards. This adds to the character of this part of the village. From some public 
rights of way, including the footpath to the north of Haldon View, the pattern of fields 
and hedgerows within the site provides a visual link with the surrounding countryside. 
The main body of the site makes an important and pleasing contribution to the 
character and appearance of the area.  Both main parties agree that the proposals 
would affect the setting of the Grade II listed buildings known as the Cider House, 
Little Woodlands and Stuart Lodge.  Whilst the significance of these buildings lies 
primarily in their architectural and historic fabric the appeal site contributes to their 
significance.  The historic maps that have been provided show that over the period 
184 –1979 a sizeable part of the main body of appeal site and some of the adjoining 
agricultural land was orchard. Whilst only one or two veteran orchard trees remain, 
the Cider House, as its name suggests, has functional and historic associations with the 
appeal site. The ‘footprint’ of buildings which exists today around this nationally 
important building is also very similar to the ‘footprint’ on the 1841 Tithe 
Apportionment Map. Although some remaining elements comprise rendered concrete 
block and corrugated sheeting, this is not unimportant to the setting of this building. It 
maintains a sense of enclosure.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in Local 
Plan policies V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford and EN17: Heritage Assets.    

The review states that the Lamacroft Farm site contains a Grade II Listed building 
which could have a potential significant negative effect.  This is factually 

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in Local 
Plan policies V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford and EN17: Heritage Assets. 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

incorrect.  There is a Grade II Listed building (The Cider Barn) approximately 30 or so 
metres to the north of the site but the site itself does not include any Listed buildings 
nor do any Listed buildings adjoin the boundary of the site.  

Potential for prehistoric Roman and medieval archaeology will require programme of 
mitigation.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in Local 
Plan policies V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford and EN17: Heritage Assets.   

HE - Given the presence of a grade II listed building (Cider-House at Lamacroft Farm) 
within the allocation site and its proximity to other several other grade II listed 
buildings in the village, Historic England considers that a Historic England considers 
that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to understand the 
impacts of the proposed allocation on their significance and settings.  
  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed as 
appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether this should be carried out 
now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated 
and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a 
site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the significance and settings of the grade II listed Cider-House 
at Lamacroft Farm and other nearby listed buildings. They should also cover any 
requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if relevant), for 
townscape, local character and distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or other 
mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA.  

Policy V16: Lamacroft, Kennford of the Proposed Submission Local Plan responds to the 
comments made by Historic England and requires the following:  

Conservation or enhancement of the significance of the  Cider House, Grade II Lamacroft Farm 
and other listed buildings along the High Street relatively close to the site, and their settings, as 
informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment; and  

A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, evaluation and mitigation  

  

This is in addition to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to avoiding 
harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the NPPF. 
This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including all 
allocated development sites. 

It is not redundant agricultural land and development is inappropriate.  The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. 
However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on 
greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are available, 
as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

Agricultural land adds to character of this part of the rural village on Exeter Road.  The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. 
However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on 
greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are available, 
as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

Lamacroft Farmyard site is a remnant of agricultural land with the built environment on 
all four sides forming what to an objective observer would be deemed a classic infill 
site.  As such the development of this site would not constitute an expansion of the 

The support for this development allocation is acknowledged.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

village beyond its boundary given that most people’s perception of a village boundary 
would be something on the perimeter of a village not in the centre of the village as the 
Lamacroft site is.    

The site is a redundant orchard of low agriculture value.  The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

 

If consented, it should have an 80% affordable housing element to enable children in 
the village to acquire housing rather than being priced out of the market.  

This has been considered and the plan includes affordable housing requirements including on 
this site. Policy H2 sets out the affordable housing targets and tenures of affordable housing to 
be sought.   

Affordable housing is essential, especially for local families. And a block on holiday 
homes.  

This has been considered and the plan includes affordable housing requirements including on 
this site. Policy H2 sets out the affordable housing targets and tenures of affordable housing to 
be sought. 

Developer previously publicly stated that minimum number of houses needed to be 
built to make development of site viable was 80, which this small village would struggle 
to absorb in the short to medium term.  

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

Within the village development overview section, it is suggested Kennford is only 
suitable for 20 homes and yet a number of sites have been put forward as candidates 
which have the potential to deliver many more homes than this. The 20-dwelling 
proposal should be reviewed in light of development capacity overall as the Lamacroft 
site has the clear potential to deliver more homes up to perhaps 60 dwellings as we 
shown in the 2013 planning proposals. If the limit of 20 dwellings is maintained this 
could be delivered on the Lamacroft site but equally a larger scheme incorporating 
affordable homes and additional parking for the village would be a better use of this 
opportunity.  

Noted. The stated indicative number of homes for the site is between 59 – 88. As stated in Part 
2, the proposed number of dwellings are potential and not set.  

The housing should include right to buy and low cost houses which should be 
dedicated to residents within the parish.  

This has been considered and the plan includes affordable housing requirements including on 
this site. Policy H2 sets out the affordable housing targets and tenures of affordable housing to 
be sought. 

Considerable local opposition to proposed development of this site previously, 
including from PC. There would be similar opposition to any other large-scale 
development as identified in the Kenn Parish Plan survey outcome.  

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information. Further consultation 
will allow further comments to be submitted.   

The residents of Kenn parish for the most part use the nearest GP surgery in the 
neighbouring parish of Exminster. The Westbank Practice. Although the practice has 
capacity at present, the proposed sites put forward for Exminster in the local plan 
review show a large increase in housing for the parish which would put pressure on 
capacity, it also raises the issue of travel. The distance from this proposed site to the 
nearest healthcare in Exminster is over two miles with no bus link, footpath, or cycle 
route. Travel would be almost entirely by car or taxi adding to the congestion already 
seen daily on the major roads and increasing traffic and danger to pedestrians on the 
narrow lanes leading into Exminster. There is only one small grocery shop in Kennford, 
which serves the existing residents of both Kennford and Kenn, by building large 
developments on the edge of small rural village such as Kennford and Kenn there 
would be a significant increase in the carbon footprint as residents will be forced to 

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services. The site policy V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford 
provides for additional access to the local movement network (vehicle, cycle and pedestrian).  
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travel further afield to urban areas such as Exeter or beyond to access the wider food 
and retail shops, increasing air pollution through road travel.  

Good primary school adjacent to the site and secondary children transported to 
Dawlish community college. Health care is provided by Westbank and Alphington 
surgeries, but with developments already being built it would be ideal for health 
centre in Kennford and Kenn.  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services. 

 

The parking is already a problem in this village.  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in Local 
Plan policies V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford and DW3: Design Standards.    

This would need to be re-assed. A single bus a day (as is the current service) or a long 
walk to a bus stop on the A38 is inappropriate.  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services. 

The roads in and out of Kennford are blocked at the best of times, let alone with lots 
of other traffic.  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services. The site policy V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford 
provides for additional access to the local movement network (vehicle, cycle and pedestrian).  

Kennford as a village has been given a poor accessibility rating in the consultation. This 
is difficult to understand given Kennford has superb accessibility with direct access off 
and onto the A38 / M5.  There are two principal entry points into the village which is 
of linear development – a northern access point at Pye Corner and a southern access 
point at the Gissons Hotel.  The village has the benefit of a bus stop and is relatively 
flat thereby facilitating pedestrian access – particularly for the elderly and disabled.    

Noted. Accessibility is largely concerned with non-private vehicle transportation.  

There is extremely limited employment availability within walking or cycling distance in 
the parish, any large-scale development would means travel out of the villages.  

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

Kennford is a highly sustainable community.  It has a shop and post office, a cafeteria 
next door, church, pub (two pubs if you include Kenn), bus stop, pre-school centre, 
primary school etc.  An addition of say 20 to 50 houses would provide a tremendous 
boost to the provision of these services making them more sustainable added to which 
the site lends itself to a modest number of live/work units and/or small business units.  

The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

 

Employment in Exeter especially the trading estates and Newton Abbott. Internet 
access might require up dating.  

Noted. As per local plan EC8: High Speed Digital Networks, all new residential developments will 
be required to have access to digital infrastructure. This would support both residents and 
businesses.  

The site has been the subject of 2 previous applications for development. Each have 
failed to take account of the downstream impact of the development on terms of 
causing enhanced surface water runoff and increased flooding in the neighbouring 
village of Kenn. Further the local foul drainage system is not capable of supporting such 
development. It would need a private system  

Noted. The site lies within Flood Zone 1, which implies no flood risk. This has been considered 
but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in Local Plan Policy EN6: Flood Risk 
and Water Quality.  

 

A school, post office and excellent shop.  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended.  

No local healthcare accessible without cars. Insufficient capacity in village school for 
development over 20 houses.  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services. 

As indicated above there is no GP health provision in the parish of Kenn. An additional 
surgery is planned for the Southwest of Exeter (Matford) development to provide 
health provision for the 2000+ houses currently being built, but that is some years 
away and would still mean residents of any development as well as existing residents 

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  
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of Kenn parish having a journey to reach the nearest healthcare. The Sustainable 
assessment states the Kennford primary school has some capacity but is unable to 
increase its capacity on its existing site. This lack of extra capacity required to 
accommodate the spaces required for the proposed development would require 
children to be transported out of parish again adding to the traffic congestion and 
carbon pollution.  

According to the review, Kennford has an education capacity cap for a further 100 
dwellings.  Our understanding is that Kenn Primary is so small it still has to operate on 
the basis of two year groups within one class.  This means that a teacher has to teach 
a class of say 30 to 35 children covering two age groups. Some growth within Kennford 
might enable some expansion of the primary school such that each class only 
accommodates one year group.  This would provide very real and tangible benefits for 
local children.    

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in Local 
Plan Policy V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford.  

 

These potential sites are in the catchment of Westbank Surgery which have a capacity 
problem as of August 2021.  
  
The Westbank Surgery catchment also absorbs much of the South West Exeter 
Extension of 2,500 dwellings already commenced or consented. The South West 
Extension sites have already agreed s106 contributions to a new surgery in the future 
Exminster Community Centre.  
  
However, the Project Initiation Document raised by the CCG for financing the new 
surgery only allows for a surgery to accommodate the extra 6,200 residents from the 
existing South West Exeter Extension.  
These potential sites at Kennford and potential sites at Kenton, Kenn, Exminster and 
Starcross will add a further 5,000+ new residents to this area.  
  
To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary 
Care will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Kennford area.  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services. 

 

Please refer to the previous reviews of this development at Lamacroft farm. It's clear 
that the community is heavily against it, that previous reviews have dismissed it, and 
there are better options locally, without destroying the nature of this village.  

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.  Further consultation 
will allow further comments to be submitted. 

Appeal Decision by the Planning Inspectorate on 26.11.13 (APP/P113/A/13/2203283) 
still relevant to this site and other neighbouring proposed sites. Whilst Kennford has 
capacity to absorb another 20 houses, it does not have the infrastructure to absorb 
more than this without a detrimental impact on the visual character and community of 
this small rural village. Any local housing need in excess of 20 houses can be met by the 
current development of over 2,500 houses less than 2 miles away, which will have the 
infrastructure needed for sustainable development.  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services. 

 

Paragraph 46 of appeal in considering the overall environmental impact of the scheme, 
the land drainage benefits do not overcome or outweigh the harm to the character and 
appearance of the area and the adverse impact upon the setting of three listed 
buildings that I have identified. As a consequence, the proposal would be at odds with 

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. 
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the environmental role/dimension to sustainable development. Moreover, the totality 
of this harm would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the economic and social 
dimensions/benefits of the scheme. The proposal would therefore fail to contribute to 
the achievement of sustainable development.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in Local 
Plan policies V16: Lamacroft Farm, Kennford, GP1: Sustainable Development, DW1: Quality 
Development as well as Design Code requirements, EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality, and EN10 
to EN16.  

This site provides adequately the 20 homes mentioned in the consultation plan. The 
other sites except land Gissons Hotel are green field sites of good agriculture land and 
not suitable for development as outside the village envelope.  

The support for this development allocation is acknowledged.  

 

 

Kenn and Kennford: East High Street 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

There is a large section of marsh land within this site, so building here would remove 
marsh land and drainage, replacing it with concrete, in a village that suffers badly 
from flooding lower downstream. While there is likely to be a design solution, this is 
likely to be expensive adding to the cost and potentially viability of development at 
this site.  

East High Street is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12754761728  

12877857219  

12877803808  

12877535661  

12876969547  

12742289233  

12877852501  

12877740880  

12877543553  

12876951996  

12741225498  

12877819328  

12877792328  

12877487325  

12876944604  

12790396203  

12877811077  

12877742596  

12873003365  

12876753797  

12877619874  

12877782262  

12877537945  

12876861380  

12876751169  

 

The comments 
include 9, submitted 

The site is home to bats, cirl bunting and dormice, all of which are endangered species. 
Bats are one of the most protected species, and the site is a known breeding ground 
for cirl bunting. Given the pending Net Biodiversity Gain (BNG) and the declared 
climate emergency in Devon, it is better planning to opt for a site which does not have 
these ecological constraints. The destruction/relocation/offsetting of these protected 
and priority species is unnecessary and avoidable.  

 

This is a greenfield site, farm fields and building here will precipitate later building all 
over the fields.  

 

I believe development of this site would be inappropriate extending the village 
envelope and encroaching on valuable natural landscape. More appropriate land 
which can be classed as village infill is available at Lamacroft Farm and would be a 
much more suitable site for an appropriate development to meet the sustainability 
requirements of Kennford village.  

 

The site is green field which has never been built on therefore will have a huge 
negative effect on the green spaces around the village. more so than previously 
developed land such as the gissons site which would be more preferable in ecology 
terms and have lesser ecological impact than the greenfield sites considered. The East 
high street site will result in urban erosion through a very physical extension of the 
settlement links.  

 

Cirl buntings were recorded in this area between the national surveys in 2009 and 
2016, showing they had colonised suitable farmland. Appropriate survey, 
compensatory habitat provision and sensitive management is required to ensure that 
these recent gains for cirl buntings are not lost to proposed  
development.  
This proposed allocation will directly impact on at least two cirl bunting territories (as 
recorded in the last national survey in 2016). We recommend up to date survey and 
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habitat compensation for loss via a developer contribution to Teignbridge District 
Council as per the cirl bunting planning guidance.  

by email, in post, or 
in person. 

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastructure.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 
3.   

 

The site referred to as “East High Street” is a greenfield site comprising undeveloped 
land.   
Any development would result in urban erosion and undermine the natural green 
spaces around the village. This is particularly important here as the field to the east of 
High Street marks the distinction between Kenn and Kennford, which the allocation 
would clearly and quite significantly erode.  

 

This proposed site runs along the opposite side of the road from the site option 2 
Lamacroft farm. The observations made in the refused planning and appeal on that 
site apply to this site.     
However well sited, designed, and landscaped, the scale of the proposed 
development would be significant and adversely affect the current landscape views 
across the open land towards Kenn and its historic church. The impact of such many 
new homes as indicated, with estate roads with associated highway infrastructure, 
including lighting and footways could not be adequately mitigated. Together with any 
recreation/play areas, the proposal would introduce an overtly suburban element into 
this part of Kennford.  

 

The development would comprise large scale backland development which would also 
have significant impact on the existing houses in front of the proposed site.   
  
This site would negatively affect the amenity of the four existing properties adjacent 
to the proposed access points for this site, with increased noise levels and dirt, 
difficulties in driveway access, and reduced safety for young children and pets already 
living in these properties.    
  
Given the quantum of homes proposed in the allocation and the proximity of the 
accesses to existing development it is difficult to see how the harm could be 
mitigated.  

 

This is where the natural line for the two villages is, the villages Kenn and Kennford 
are not one and do not wish to be so.  There is also land that is granted to the charter 
fair and a marker stone which should not be disturbed.  

 

The whole character of the village is based around the surrounding rural/agricultural 
land. New houses which have been added to the village in the past have been built at 
the very south end of the village and therefore haven't had too dramatic an impact on 
the village itself, however the addition of new houses in this central area would be 
much more noticeable. The appearance of modern homes would contrast 
dramatically with the existing rural character of Kennford.  
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Therefore, if new homes need to be built, it would be much more sensible for them to 
be built on an area of land on the edge of the village in the same way as has been 
done in other surrounding villages.  

HE - Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA and 
the draft Local Plan regarding the proximity of the East High Street site to the grade II 
listed Stuart Lodge and the concerns about the loss of distinctiveness between Kenn 
and Kennford and the impacts on the setting of the Kenn Conservation Area.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken 
to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in combination with other 
proposed allocations, on the settings and significance of these and any other affected 
heritage assets.  
  
We query if the archaeological potential has been assessed for this allocation site as 
appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether this should be carried out 
now to inform the allocation and its policy or if this can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated 
and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan 
for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a 
site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the significance and settings of affected listed buildings and the 
Kenn Conservation Area. They should also cover any requirements for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation (if relevant),  
for townscape, local character and distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or 
other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. Reference to the adopted 
Kenn Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) may be of assistance here. In our 
view, the results of the HIA should also be used to update the adopted Kenn 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) in terms of the contribution of setting 
to its significance, given the extent of the proposed allocations near Kenn.  
  
We support the retention of vegetation and landscape site requirements. We also 
consider that the site requirements should include design to reflect local character 
and distinctiveness. Reference to the adopted Kenn Conservation Area Character 
Appraisal (2010) would assist here.  
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We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed. Given this, we consider that 
the HIA should consider archaeological matters and that the site requirements should 
also address the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (as necessary).  

Loss of agricultural land - some of the sites in Kennford would be actively farmed and 
therefore lead to a direct loss whereas other sites are not farmer or perhaps not in 
locations ideally suited to modern farming operations.  

 

There are too many houses planned here for the space.   

The land has no infrastructure.  
  

 

This site would negatively affect the amenity existing properties that front onto the 
High Street as well as those adjacent to the proposed access points. Given the 
quantum of homes proposed in the allocation and the proximity of the accesses to 
existing development it is difficult to see how the harm could be mitigated.  

 

There are plenty of houses being built around Alphington but right in the middle of 
this proposal will not blend with the older properties. Again, money can't buy this 
view and with 20 houses and 2 cars from each house will ruin the village.    

 

If development were to proceed, then the affordable housing should be a minimum of 
50% of dwellings.  

 

Some for retirement homes all affordable.  
  

 

The housing need for Kenn parish is estimated at 20 homes over the period of the 
local plan, this proposal far exceeds this requirement.  

 

The neighbouring properties will all be worse off if this site goes ahead.   

The view will dramatically change and will never go back once changed. The wellbeing 
of the village is so important to the view as many people  

 

We need fields like this for our health and well-being.   

The residents of Kenn parish for the most part use the nearest GP surgery in the 
neighbouring parish of Exminster, the Westbank Practice. Although the practice has 
capacity at present, the proposed sites put forward for Exminster in the local plan 
review show a large increase in housing for the parish which would put pressure on 
capacity, it also raises the issue of travel. The distance from this proposed site to the 
nearest healthcare in Exminster is over two miles with no bus link, footpath, or cycle 
route. Travel would be almost entirely by car or taxi adding to the congestion already 
seen daily on the major roads and increasing traffic and danger to pedestrians on the 
narrow lanes leading into Exminster. There is only one small grocery shop in Kennford, 
which serves the existing residents of both Kennford and Kenn, by building large 
developments on the edge of small rural village such as Kennford and Kenn there 
would be a significant increase in the carbon footprint as residents will be forced to 
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travel further afield to urban areas such as Exeter or beyond to access the wider 
selection food and retail shops, increasing air pollution through road travel.  

Of all the sites proposed in Kennford, this one would have the biggest impact in terms 
of the residents' peaceful enjoyment of their properties. Many of the owners of the 
adjacent homes have lived in the village for several years and are distressed at the 
prospect of new homes being built in place of the green space behind their homes. 
The houses on the main street which back on to the site would all lose the views 
which are so much enjoyed by the occupiers and would also lose their privacy which, 
from my personal point of view, is one of the most attractive qualities of those 
properties. Being overlooked by new houses would hugely affect the residents' 
privacy. There are a number of alternative sites proposed in the village which don't 
immediately back on to existing houses so wouldn't ruin anyone's experience of living 
in their own home in the way that developing the East High Street site would.  

 

The narrow access road would be difficult to access for large construction vehicles or 
refuse lorries.  A development here could therefore also lead to large vehicles exiting 
this site with substandard visibility.  

 

The road through the village is small and cramped, as there are cars parked all along 
the road, due to lack of parking facilities in the village, and unsuitable for lorries and 
HGVs in places. This may provide difficulties for construction vehicles to access the 
village. The proposed one-way roads leading into and out of the proposed allocation 
site, adjacent to Mayfield, Copperkins, Willow Cottage and Todholes are very narrow 
and have poor and substandard visibility splays onto the highway.  It is considered 
that the required visibility splay to make this development safe could not be provided 
as it relies on third party land (i.e. the front boundary walls to existing 
properties).  Given the added presence of parked cars along the highway, due to the 
shortage of off-road parking as well as school traffic, parked vehicles also significantly 
reduce visibility in both identified access positions. It is considered that access to this 
development would not be safe. In addition to the above, the narrow access road 
would be difficult to access for large construction vehicles or refuse lorries. A 
development here could therefore also lead to large vehicles exiting this site with 
substandard visibility.  

 

The stage B report, Sustainable Appraisal state that there is reliable and regular bus 
service that serves Kennford and Kenn within 300 metres of the proposed site. This 
amounts to   a stagecoach bus service, nine buses a day pass the village, which is less 
than one an hour and does not pass through either village, the main bus service stop 
is over 500 metres from the site on the A38 Dual carriageway major road.  The other 
alternative bus service within 300 metres is  the country bus service, one bus passing 
through the villages in the morning, returning mid-afternoon 6 days a week. Although 
regular the services hardly support computer travel into Exeter the main employment 
hub in the area. Access to the site would probably be from Kenn lane which is a 
narrow country lane totally unsuited for large vehicles or the traffic volume any 
development would bring.  
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Most of the village are retired and with few amenities in the village will not help the 
employment or economy.  

 

There is extremely limited employment availability within walking or cycling distance 
in the parish, any large-scale development would means travel out of the villages.  

 

Given the size and demographic of the village, the addition of new homes to the area 
is unlikely to make any positive difference to employment. In terms of the local 
economy, the village has a small family-run shop, pub and cafe (all known as ‘the 
seven stars’). While the business would potentially benefit from a small increase in 
residents, a development of any significant size would strain the capacity of those and 
affect the existing local residents' access to them. A large new development is likely to 
attract a large commercial supermarket to open up a store in the village, which would 
price-out and ruin this family run business which is currently so well supported by the 
villagers. The shop, cafe and pub also employs a number of local residents whose 
employment would be at risk should these large corporates come in and take over.  

 

There is insufficient capacity at the local preschool and primary school to allow for the 
number of children likely to come to Kennford from an additional 20 homes built in 
the village, which would increase the number of people having to drive a distance to 
drop pre-schoolers and primary school age children to childcare or school.  

 

As indicated above there is no GP health provision in the parish of Kenn. An additional 
surgery is planned for the Southwest of Exeter (Matford) development to provide 
health provision for the 2000+ houses currently being built, but that is some years 
away and would still mean residents of any development as well as existing residents 
of Kenn parish having a journey to reach the nearest healthcare. The Sustainable 
assessment states the Kennford primary school has some capacity but is unable to 
increase its capacity on its existing site. This lack of extra capacity required to 
accommodate the spaces required for the proposed development would require 
children to be transported out of parish again adding to the traffic congestion and 
carbon pollution.  

 

These potential sites are in the catchment of Westbank Surgery which have a capacity 
problem as of August 2021.  
  
The Westbank Surgery catchment also absorbs much of the South West Exeter 
Extension of 2,500 dwellings already commenced or consented. The South West 
Extension sites have already agreed s106 contributions to a new surgery in the future 
Exminster Community Centre.  
  
However, the Project Initiation Document raised by the CCG for financing the new 
surgery only allows for a surgery to accommodate the extra 6,200 residents from the 
existing South West Exeter Extension.  
These potential sites at Kennford and potential sites at Kenton, Kenn, Exminster and 
Starcross will add a further 5,000+ new residents to this area.  
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To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary 
Care will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Kennford area.  

Building on this field would seriously devalue my property. The site would add noise 
pollution, while works were being carried out, and with a large increase of cars driving 
right past my home. It is definitely not an option to build on this beautiful green field.  

 

Serious upgrade of the existing sewage system.   

Since the proposed allocation for Kennford is 20 houses, the site named 'Land at 
Gissons Hotel' would be much more suitable for this, as it has the perfect range of 
capacity (18-27 homes) and it would avoid partially developing and unnecessarily 
disturbing a much larger and previously undeveloped site like the one at East High 
Street. The Gissons site is at the top of the village (south end) so would be very easily 
accessible from the motorway slip roads and is well positioned for walking into both 
Kennford and Kenn. There's an existing bus stop up there, which would save 
additional buses passing through the village. As mentioned throughout this response, 
building on the Gissons site instead of the East High Street site would cause significant 
less upset and disturbance to the Kennford residents' enjoyment of their homes.  

 

 

 

Kenn and Kennford: Land at Gissons Hotel 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Sadly, this is affected by any development.  But developing this site would have the 
least impact of all the options.  

Land at Gissons Hotel is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 

Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

12877670340  

12877710846  

12877003630  

 

The comments 
include 7, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.    

I thought this land had been given planning permission for housing years ago. It is all 
ready for this, fenced off etc. It is the most sensible site in the village for 15 houses.  

 

This site immediately abuts the East of high street proposal, Gissons lane is at this point 
is a footpath with no vehicle access. Should development go ahead on one or both sites 
it will extend the urban sprawl and further detract from the historic village nature of 
Kennford.  

 

Cirl buntings were recorded in this area between the national surveys in 2009 and 2016, 
showing they had colonised suitable farmland. Appropriate survey, compensatory habitat 
provision and sensitive management is required to ensure that these recent gains for cirl 
buntings are not lost to proposed development.  
  

This proposed allocation will directly impact on at least one cirl bunting territory (as 
recorded in the last national survey in 2016). We recommend up to date survey and 
habitat compensation for loss via a developer contribution to Teignbridge District 
Council as per the cirl bunting planning guidance.  

 

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastructure.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 
3.   
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In amongst housing and the Gissons Arms pub/hotel.  This has a long history, when the 
A38 ran through the village. I am not aware of any historical research about the place.  

 

Potential for prehistoric Roman and medieval archaeology will require programme of 
mitigation.  

 

HE - Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA and the 
draft Local Plan regarding the proximity of the East High Street site to the grade II listed Stuart 
Lodge and the concerns about the loss of distinctiveness between Kenn and Kennford and the 
impacts on the setting of the Kenn Conservation Area.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in combination with other proposed 
allocations, on the settings and significance of these and any other affected heritage assets.  
  
We query if the archaeological potential has been assessed for this allocation site as appears 
to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken as part of the 
HIA with an indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform the allocation and 
its policy or if this can be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for the 
site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve and 
enhance the significance and settings of affected listed buildings and the Kenn Conservation 
Area. They should also cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation 
(if relevant),  
for townscape, local character and distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or other 
mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. Reference to the adopted Kenn 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) may be of assistance here. In our view, the 
results of the HIA should also be used to update the adopted Kenn Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal (2010) in terms of the contribution of setting to its significance, given the 
extent of the proposed allocations near Kenn.  
  
We support the retention of vegetation and landscape site requirements. We also consider 
that the site requirements should include design to reflect local character and distinctiveness. 
Reference to the adopted Kenn Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) would assist  
Here.  
  

We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed. Given this, we consider that 
the HIA should consider archaeological matters and that the site requirements should 
also address the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (as necessary).  

  



       
 

183 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Of the options available, the only site not completely greenfield.   

A greenfield site but earmarked for housing long ago and currently not used for 
anything.    

 

Some previous development on part of the land would indicate that it could support 
limited infill development.  

 

Good size for the 20 homes proposed for Kennford. Pointless to break into a much 
bigger site for a relatively small number of houses.  

 

No comment but affordable housing, especially for local families is very important.   

The local plan review indicates 20 homes required in the Parish of Kenn, this site may 
be suitable to supply some of that total.  

 

Noise from A38/380 not so much as issue here as on other proposed sites.   

It will be OK for health as there are fields round it.   

The residents of Kenn parish for the most part use the nearest GP surgery in the 
neighbouring parish of Exminster, the Westbank Practice. Although the practice has 
capacity at present, the proposed sites put forward for Exminster in the local plan 
review show a large increase in housing for the parish which would put pressure on 
capacity, it also raises the issue of travel. The distance from this proposed site to the 
nearest healthcare in Exminster is over two miles with no bus link, footpath, or cycle 
route. Travel would be almost entirely by car or taxi adding to the congestion already 
seen daily on the major roads and increasing traffic and danger to pedestrians on the 
narrow lanes leading into Exminster.  There is only one small grocery shop in Kennford, 
which serves the existing residents of both Kennford and Kenn, by building 
developments on the edge of small rural village such as Kennford and Kenn there 
would be a significant increase in the carbon footprint as residents will be forced to 
travel further afield to urban areas such as Exeter or beyond to access the wider food 
and retail shops, increasing air pollution and congestion through road travel.   

 

Relatively easy access via existing Gissons Hotel carpark.  Bus stops for village service to 
Exeter and a stop for buses to Exeter/Newton Abbot close by. Close enough to village 
centre to feel 'part of' the existing community.  

 

The bus service from Kenn and Kennford village is dreadful.   

The stage B report, Sustainable Appraisal state that there is reliable and regular bus 
service that serves Kennford and Kenn within 200 metres of the proposed site. This 
amounts to   a stagecoach bus service, nine buses a day pass the village, which is less 
than one an hour and does not pass through either village, the main service bus stop is 
over 200 metres from the site on the A38 Dual carriageway major road.  The other 
alternative bus service is the country bus service, one bus passing through the villages 
in the morning, returning mid-afternoon 6 days a week. Although regular the service it 
hardly supports computer travel into Exeter the employment/retail hub in the area,  

 

Possibly opportunity for employment in village (shop/PO/cafes/hotel/bike 
shop/school).   
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There is extremely limited employment availability within walking or cycling distance in 
the parish, any development would means travel out of the villages.  

 

Possibly difficult for school expansion - but this applies to all sites under 
consideration.  Currently no health provision in village; would this extra housing be 
grounds for a non-urgent peripatetic health service - perhaps weekly/twice weekly?  

 

A school, post office and excellent shop.   

As indicated above there is no GP health provision in the parish of Kenn. An additional 
surgery is planned for the Southwest of Exeter ( Matford) development to provide 
health provision for the 2000+ houses currently being built, but that is some years 
away and would still mean residents of any development as well as existing residents of 
Kenn parish having a journey to reach the nearest healthcare. The Sustainable 
assessment states the Kennford primary school has some capacity but is unable to 
increase its capacity on its existing site. This lack of extra capacity required to 
accommodate the spaces required for the proposed development would require 
children to be transported out of parish again adding to the traffic congestion and 
carbon pollution.  

 

These potential sites are in the catchment of Westbank Surgery which have a capacity 
problem as of August 2021.  
  
The Westbank Surgery catchment also absorbs much of the South West Exeter Extension of 
2,500 dwellings already commenced or consented. The South West Extension sites have 
already agreed s106 contributions to a new surgery in the future Exminster Community 
Centre.  
  
However, the Project Initiation Document raised by the CCG for financing the new surgery 
only allows for a surgery to accommodate the extra 6,200 residents from the existing South 
West Exeter Extension.  
These potential sites at Kennford and potential sites at Kenton, Kenn, Exminster and Starcross 
will add a further 5,000+ new residents to this area.  
  

To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary 
Care will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Kennford area.  

 

Of all the Kennford & Kenn development options, this is my favoured. The site is a good 
size, in a good location and presents fewer practical difficulties than the others under 
consideration.  

 

This is the BEST, least disruptive option.  

  
 

The proposed sites put forward in the local plan review in our neighbouring parish of 
Exminster indicates a further 260 homes either side of the A379 in close proximity to 
Kenn parish. This is on top of the Southwest of Exeter 2000 homes already being built 
along that road. The Traffic congestion is already reaching alarming levels not just 
through long delayed journey times but also the environmental pollution all the 
standing traffic creates. Until the full traffic and environmental impact of the 2000 
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homes is known (when the site is fully occupied), to consider adding to the problem by 
developing sites in the parish of Kenn and indeed the parish of Exminster would appear 
very premature.  

 

Kenn and Kennford: St Andrew’s Close 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

It is the only open green space within the village and provides an open outlook for 
those in the adjacent old people's bungalows.  

St Andrew’s Close is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 

Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

12877775481  

12877744945  

12876986814  

12876750451  

12876748082  

 

The comments 
include 6, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.    

This is in the centre of the village, in amongst residential property. This could easily 
become housing.  

 

If this site is developed, then the stream should be properly buffered and enhanced as 
a wildlife corridor.  

 

Cirl buntings were recorded in this area between the national surveys in 2009 and 
2016, showing they had colonised suitable farmland. Appropriate survey, 
compensatory habitat provision and sensitive management is required to ensure that 
these recent gains for cirl buntings are not lost to proposed  
development.  

 

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastructure.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 
3.   

 

The conservation review for kenn already criticises the St Andrew's Close development 
that has already taken place and refers to it not being in keeping with the rest of the 
conservation area in Kenn. This development would further undermine the position 
both in relation to Brook Cottage and the other listed/historic buildings in proximity to 
the site.  

 

Potential for medieval and post-medieval settlement evidence will require programme 
of archaeological mitigation.  

 

HE - Historic England notes the proximity of the proposed allocation to the grade II listed 
Brook Cottages to the east, grade II listed Rollstone Farmhouse to the west and its location 
within the Kenn Conservation Area.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in combination with other proposed 
allocations, on the settings and significance of these and any other affected heritage assets.  
  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed as appears 
to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken as part of 
the HIA with an indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform the allocation 
and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the  

 



       
 

186 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for the 
site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve and 
enhance the significance and settings of affected listed buildings and the Kenn Conservation 
Area. They should also cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation 
(if relevant),  

for townscape, local character and distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or 
other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. Reference to the adopted 
Kenn Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) may be of assistance here. In our 
view, the results of the HIA should also be used to update the adopted Kenn 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) in terms of the contribution of setting 
to its significance, given the extent of the proposed allocations near Kenn.  

Land owned by TDC, adjacent to sheltered housing run by Teign housing.   

The land is one of the few open green spaces areas in the village and should be 
retained as such.  

 

Currently a piece of land, without a specific purpose other than being a green 'ling' for 
the village.  

 

If any development were to take place it should be 100% affordable and requiring a 
local village connection to be eligible to acquire.  

 

The local plan review indicates 20 homes required in the Parish of Kenn, this site may 
be suitable to supply some of that total. It was recently explored by Kenn parish 
council as a suitable site for developing as an affordable housing option in the parish 
using a community land trust as the providing vehicle, at present those plans are on 
hold.  

 

It would increase vehicle parking on the road through Kenn which is already subject to 
a number of dangerous pinch points, especially with the road being used as a rat run.  

 

It will be OK for health as there are fields round it.   

The residents of Kenn parish for the most part use the nearest GP surgery in the 
neighbouring parish of Exminster, the Westbank Practice. Although the practice has 
capacity at present, the proposed sites put forward for Exminster in the local plan 
review show a large increase in housing for the parish which would put pressure on 
capacity, it also raises the issue of travel. The distance from this proposed site to the 
nearest healthcare in Exminster is over two miles with no bus link, footpath, or cycle 
route. Travel would be almost entirely by car or taxi adding to the congestion already 
seen daily on the major roads and increasing traffic and danger to pedestrians on the 
narrow lanes leading into Exminster.  There is only one small grocery shop in Kennford, 
which serves the existing residents of both Kennford and Kenn, by building 
developments on the edge of small rural village such as Kennford and Kenn there 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

would be a significant increase in the carbon footprint as residents will be forced to 
travel further afield to urban areas such as Exeter or beyond to access the wider food 
and retail shops, increasing air pollution and congestion through road travel.  

The bus service from Kenn and Kennford village is dreadful.   

The bus service is the country bus service, one bus passing through the villages in the 
morning, returning mid-afternoon 6 days a week. Although regular the service it hardly 
supports easy frequent travel into Exeter the employment and retail hub in the area.  

 

There is extremely limited employment availability within walking or cycling distance in 
the parish, any development would means travel out of the villages.  

 

Street lighting would be likely as part of the development in a village where there is no 
street lighting and would create light pollution.  

 

A school, post office and excellent shop.   

As indicated above there is no GP health provision in the parish of Kenn. An additional 
surgery is planned for the Southwest of Exeter (Matford) development to provide 
health provision for the 2000+ houses currently being built, but that is some years 
away and would still mean residents of any development as well as existing residents 
of Kenn parish having a journey to reach the nearest healthcare. The Sustainable 
assessment states the Kennford primary school has some capacity but is unable to 
increase its capacity on its existing site. This lack of extra capacity required to 
accommodate the spaces required for the proposed development would require 
children to be transported out of parish again adding to the traffic congestion and 
carbon pollution.  

 

These potential sites are in the catchment of Westbank Surgery which has a capacity problem 
as of August 2021.  
  
The Westbank Surgery catchment also absorbs much of the South West Exeter Extension of 
2,500 dwellings already commenced or consented. The South West Extension sites have 
already agreed s106 contributions to a new surgery in the future Exminster Community 
Centre.  
  
However, the Project Initiation Document raised by the CCG for financing the new surgery 
only allows for a surgery to accommodate the extra 6,200 residents from the existing South 
West Exeter Extension.  
These potential sites at Kenn and potential sites at Kenton, Kennford, Exminster and Starcross 
will add a further 5,000+ new residents to this area.  
  

To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary 
Care will be requested for the potential sites in and around the Kenn area.  

 

I think this has already been earmarked for housing by a land trust.   

The proposed sites put forward in the local plan review in our neighbouring parish of 
Exminster indicates a further 260 homes either side of the A379 in close proximity to 
Kenn parish. This is on top of the Southwest of Exeter 2000 homes already being built 
along that road. The Traffic congestion is already reaching alarming levels not just 
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through long delayed journey times but also the environmental pollution all the 
standing traffic creates.  Until the full traffic and environmental impact of the 2000 
homes is known (when the site is fully occupied), to consider adding to the problem by 
developing sites in the parish of Kenn and indeed the parish of Exminster would 
appear very premature.  

Site previously considered by the Parish Council as suitable for affordable housing 
development. However, there is a lack of capacity in GP service and in school, 
increase in reliance of private car due to lack of services in villages, lack of frequent 
bus service, limited employment opportunities within walking or cycling distance and, 
lack of capacity on A379.   

 

 

Kenton: Mamhead Road 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Sensitive rural landscape and woodland needs to remain intact. Adjacent to Meadow 
in rural setting. Visible from Haldon Hill.   

Mamhead Road is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 

Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

 

12877552206  

12877835154  

12877692955  

12876935306  

12877542128  

12877820734  

12877684748  

12876939128  

12877476781  

12877784766  

12877653215  

12876947447  

12876558415  

12877801090  

12877667126  

12876905448  

12875620551  

12877807101  

12877656158  

12876829110  

12875216621  

12877791561  

12877646324  

12876809014  

In addition to the heritage assets mentioned in the heritage and archaeology 
comments in the HELAA and draft Local Plan, Historic England notes the proximity of 
the proposed allocation to the Kenton Conservation Area. 

Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to conserve 
and enhance the setting and significance of the Kenton Conservation Area (assuming 
that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific 
allocation policy). However, we support the site requirements related to the retention 
of vegetation, landscaping and design to reflect local character and conserve the 
setting of the Kenton Conservation  

Area. Reference to the adopted Kenton Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) 
may be of assistance with this. 

 

We also note the archaeological potential of the site and the recommendation for 
archaeological assessment. Given this, we consider that the site requirements should 
also  

address these archaeological matters. 

 

Wealth of wildlife in that area including hedgehogs, bats and dormouse, birds and 
wildflowers. Risk of loss of land and hedgerows supporting wildlife.   

 

A Devon Biodiversity Records Centre report of October 2015 indicates that this site is 
a Site of Wildlife Interest.    

 

Kenton is located within 2km of the Exe Estuary SPA/Ramsar/SSSI (with one allocation 
option within 500m of the site). Particular care should be taken to ensure the 
mitigation hierarchy is applied carefully to each of these site options.  
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ID 

Large scale development would destroy rural character, environment and amenity 
value of the village.  

 12875207384  

12877801496  

12877596881  

12876719836  

12875203091  

12877802157  

12877612147  

12876847226  

12875200640  

12877793442  

12877567577  

12876823840  

12875190880  

12877777497  

12877584220  

12876760792  

12874834357  

12877765394  

12877541239  

12876789237  

12870595464  

12877746612  

12877498714  

12876807955  

12863868350  

12877732335  

12877497033  

12876797351  

12850899200  

12877719245  

12877477696  

12876798006  

12849724385  

12877717395  

12877458207  

12876788676  

Listed buildings on Mamhead Road and Church Street. Impact on historic buildings, 
conservation area and view of historic Grade 1 listed church. Close to historical 
Powderham Castle and Park.  

 

The access route takes traffic through the Conservation area and past a significant 
number of listed buildings including The Almshouses and Grade 1 listed church, the 
walls and gate piers of the churchand the Almshouses (separately identified), the war 
memorial , 1-9 Church Street, the school, Brookside and Brookside Cottage and then 
Ford Farmhouse and Ford Farm Cottages. If any development were to take place all 
site traffic will need to use this route. Large vehicles pose significant risk of harm to 
the listed buildings through vehicle impact and through vibration.   

 

Impact on allotments and cemetery adjoining the site which are designated as Local 
Green Space.   

 

Fields currently provide important rainfall absorption to prevent flooding and provide 
ecological areas for insects and animals  

 

Productive arable field, build on brownfield sites.    

The Mamhead Road site is suited to a small sustainable development of up to 40 
affordable homes as it is tucked down below Warborough Hill on the outskirts of the 
village.  

 

Support if affordable and lower cost homes for local families, downsizers and younger 
people, not ‘high end’ or second homes for people from elsewhere.  

 

Better to oppose second homes and AirB&B to provide housing.    

The village already has Almes houses.   

More vehicles passing through village, resulting in pollution, noise, stress, congestion, 
safety concerns.    

 

Can the Westbank Practice cope with anticipated increased demand for primary 
health care?  

 

Access to greenspace is important for wellbeing and mental health.    

The site is on the edge of the village, well protected from flooding and extreme 
weather issues.  

 

Increased traffic will also cause potential hazards at the junctions of Butts Hill, Pitt Hill 
and Church Street with Mamhead Road. Traffic including large vehicles increasingly 
trying to use rural roads to join A380.    

 

There is no possibility of a continuous safe walking / cycling route for children, 
parents with pushchairs, people with disabilities or elderly residents.  

 

This area would provide direct access in and out avoiding the village centre and A379. 
Within walking distance to the school and bus stop  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

There is no connectivity to the estuary cycle path and no opportunity for this, the 
closest access is to cycle to Starcross and join the national cycle network there, 
therefore not incentivising people to adopt greener methods of transport.  

 12812278040  

12877711049  

12877417462  

12876796127  

12793337761  

12877717759  

12877412632  

12876776910  

12790176185  

12877679894  

12877177695  

12876780896  

12778502291  

12877710623  

12877060099  

12876741511  

12756229103  

12877695256  

12876958543  

12876523119  

 

The comments 
include 36, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.    

Church Street & Mamhead Road itself are simply not wide enough for construction 
traffic, both roads have Grade II listed properties alongside.  

 

Any assessment of the bottleneck at this junction by the school must consider the key 
school pick up times.   

 

No local employment means people will travel by car to access work.    

No village shop or Post office, so all residents need to shop outside of Kenton   

The proposed site would not increase employment for the village.   

Would TDC GUARANTEE that infrastructure capacity would be expanded in advance 
of any development to cope with increased demand? This would apply to Primary 
School capacity (cannot be expanded on the present site), increased primary health 
care capacity in the Westbank Practice; improved local bus service; better links 
to/parking for Starcross Station.  

 

Improvements would need to be made to the existing roads around this area.   

There is no pre-school or secondary school in the village.   

The RD&E hospital which covers this area is already bursting at the seams and cannot 
expand any further on its present site.  

 

Contrary to Neighbourhood Plan.   

The water absorption capacity will be markedly lessened by building on the field and 
increased surface water will be produced. This will increase the amount of water 
flowing down the road and could increase the flood risk to houses on Mamhead road 
and to Kenton School.  

 

Impact from Smartmeters / telecoms infrastructure will impact wildlife.     

Near Cemetry which is a place for quiet reflection.    

Out of all of the locations identified in and around kenton, this one is most favourable 
in my opinion. Parking, road maintenance, infrastructure and displacement of wildlife 
would need to be addressed, but building here would affect less of the existing 
properties in kenton.  

 

If there is a need for more housing, the most appropriate site in Kenton would be the 
land at South Town which can be accessed directly from the main road.  

 

A major concern in the Mamhead Rd site is the potential for increasing the risk of 
flooding, especially in the vicinity of the Primary School in the Conservation Area. On 
a recent occasion the Primary School in the narrow Mamhead Rd. was forced to close 
for an extended period for safety and hygiene reasons and to allow remedial work to 
be completed. The risk of flooding let alone any future flood would lead to difficulties 
with insuring properties, mortgage approvals, higher insurance premiums, etc.  

 

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   
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ID 

A by-pass should be installed before new houses are added.   

 

Kenton: Land at South Town 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Minimal impact if directly behind existing houses and main road.   Land at South Town is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 

Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

12877720432  

12877824781  

12877625112  

12875616398  

12877725796  

12877681374  

12875194107  

12877795768  

12877638433  

12875165103  

12877796638  

12877602419  

12870736773  

12877745268  

12877614437  

12870560944  

12877751961  

12877550911  

12870365271  

12877734847  

12877445608  

12861974837  

12877748681  

12877084878  

12793327169  

12877711007  

12876803822  

12876812403  

12876810738  

12876703016  

12876790030  

12876780014 

Historic England notes that a small part of the proposed allocation is located within the 
grade  

II* registered Powderham Historic Park and Garden. We object to this and consider 
that theboundary of this allocation should be amended to exclude this area in the 
event that it is otherwise found to be suitable for allocation. 

 

We agree with the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA that 
development on this site will need to consider impacts on the settings of the grade II* 
registered Powderham  

Historic Park and Garden and its associated listed buildings including the grade I listed 
Powderham Castle. However, the site may also affect the settings of several other 
listed  

buildings in the surrounding area.  

 

Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken 
to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in combination with other 
proposed  

allocations, on the settings and significance of these and any other affected heritage 
assets. 

 

The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated 
and  

opportunities for enhancements maximised. 

 

In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  

 

Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a 
site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the significance and settings of all affected heritage assets, 
including the grade II* registered Powderham Historic Park and Garden, associated 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

assets and other listed buildings, as well as any other design or other mitigation 
measures as maybe identified in the HIA.  

 

We support the site requirements for the retention of vegetation, landscaping and 
design to reflect local vernacular. Reference to the adopted Kenton Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal (2010) may assist with this. 

12876774977  

12876749582  

12876720699  

 

The comments 
include 27, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Exe Estuary SPA of international importance.   

Rural landscape with hedgerows and wildlife on site, including cirl buntings, bats, 
dormouse, badgers.   

 

Flooding in Churchill Close, Warborough Hill and A379 caused by runoff during heavy rain 
could become worse. Sunnybank and the main A379 have been hugely affected.   

Rear field too steep and floods at bottom on slope.  

 

Water absorption capacity will be markedly lessened and increased surface water will 
be produced. This will increase the amount of water flowing down the road and could 
increase the flood risk in Kenton.  

 

Kenton is located within 2km of the Exe Estuary SPA/Ramsar/SSSI (with one allocation 
option within 500m of the site). Particular care should be taken to ensure the 
mitigation hierarchy is applied carefully to each of these site options.  

 

Historic entrance to village. Many listed buildings. Risk of losing historic character.    

Visible from existing older houses and Powderham Castle. Ancient orchard.   

New homes should be in keeping with existing older buildings and historic assets.    

Loss of recreational fields used by walkers, dog walking, kids playing and for sledging. 
Noise nuisance for existing residents.   

 

Important landscape and gap between Kenton and Starcross.   

This is the most suitable of the site options.    

Grade 1 organic land. Need agricultural land for growing food.    

Affordable housing needed. First refusal for people in the village.  Avoid second 
homes.   

 

Risk of creating Ribbon development along the road, joining the villages.    

Each house needs a minimum of 2 parking spaces as parking is a problem in the 
village.   

 

Concern over traffic volumes on A379 and air quality, noise, safety.   

Well served by the West Bank Practice and nearby Powderham Farm Shop and 
services available in Starcross.  

 

Impact on mental health due to loss of local walks.  Insufficient GP services.    

The A379 is already heavily congested, with major bottle necks at Starcross and 
Kenton.  

 

Good access onto A379. Good access from main road up Warborough Hill and 
possibly into Castle Gate.  
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Impact on footpaths and permissive paths.    

The walk to the school would be very dangerous. Neither the lanes or the main road 
offer a safe route for children. Many parents would be forced to drive.  

 

Bus services are not reliable or frequent enough.    

Little parking is available at railway station to allow new residents to use railway.    

People have to travel for employment.    

Houses in the South West are disproportionate to wages, so building anything other 
than affordable housing for local families is counterintuitive.  

 

Very few career or job prospects, particularly for young people who are unable to 
travel further due to extremely poor public transport connections  

 

The village has lost two pubs, a village shop and a preschool.   

No doctors Surgery, No school capable of more student intakes.    

No play area for the local children.   

The primary school building is Listed and the site is land-locked. Developer 
contributions would not cover the cost of constructing a new school. The proposed 
development would increase vehicle movements in front of the school through the 
centre of the village. This would increase the risk to pedestrians particularly at drop 
off and collection times.  

 

Site is within Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.    

In contravention of the local plan that prioritises the use of brownfield sites   

20 affordable homes is all that is needed.    

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is located 
within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

 

Need a bypass.    

 

Kenton: Whitcombe Lane 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Trees and hedgerows, wildlife including bats, cirl buntings and dormouse. Close 
proximity to the Warborough Plantation Unconfirmed Wildlife site. Ancient 
woodland.   

Witcombe Lane is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) for further details when published.   

12877658656  

12756216904  

12877732451  

12877493807  

12876893763  

12754924653  

12877730223  

12877452492  

12875606178  

Although not mentioned in the HELAA comments, Historic England notes the proximity 
of the proposed allocation to the Kenton Conservation Area. Given this, we consider 
that the site requirements should include the need to conserve and enhance the 
setting and significance of the Kenton Conservation Area (assuming that the site 
requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation 
policy).  

 

 



       
 

194 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
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However, we support the site requirements related to the retention of vegetation, 
landscaping and design to reflect local character. Reference to the Kenton 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) may be of assistance with this. 

 

We also note the archaeological potential of the site and the recommendation for 
archaeological assessment in the HELAA and draft Local Plan. Given this, we consider 
that  

the site requirements should also address these archaeological matters. 

12754775829  

12877722202  

12877190444  

12875601650  

12744319484  

12877672238  

12877096837  

12875593137  

12877846878  

12877701351  

12877096154  

12875211591  

12877831294  

12877701295  

12877076878  

12875176252  

12877800542  

12877648844  

12877079908  

12871141307 

12877796678  

12877622176  

12877079930  

12858866173  

12877789756  

12877610679  

12876922506  

12850440089  

12877781768  

12877594430  

12877068300  

12824608715  

12877777731  

12877541849  

12877039783  

12798081187  

12877774942  

Highest part of Village with far reaching views.  Landscape impact.  Flood risk resulting 
from run-off.   

 

Noise and pollution. Pollution from smart metres and digital infrastructure will 
negatively effect bees and migratory birds  

 

Kenton is located within 2km of the Exe Estuary SPA/Ramsar/SSSI (with one 
allocation option within 500m of the site). Particular care should be taken to ensure 
the mitigation hierarchy is applied carefully to each of these site options.  

 

Site is prominent and likely to impact 14th Century Church, Powerderham Estate, 
Mamhead Obelisk and wider Exe landscape.  

 

Proximity to the Kenton Conservation area and the effect of increased traffic passing 
Witcombe lane and access through narrow lanes onto the A379.  

 

It is extremely close to a wide variety of Grade 1 & 2 listed buildings. Warborough Hill 
is of important historic significance to the village of Kenton  

 

Public footpaths and hedgerows need to be preserved. Adjacent to local green space 
(LGS) identified in Neighbourhood Plan.    

 

Steep land causes risk of drainage / flooding problems impacting Warborough Hill, 
Churchill Close & Sunnybank.   

 

Grade 1 agricultural land (Natural England Agricultural Land Classification Map South 
West Region (ALC006); preserve agricultural land for producing food. Government 
Guidance on assessing development proposals on agricultural land (published 5th 
February 2021) makes it clear that local planning authorities need to have 
consideration when assessing planning options to ensure that the best and most 
versatile ('BMV') agricultural land is protected.  

 

Site is not brownfield.    

Recognise need to respond to the requirement to provide land for new homes, which 
appears to result in a potential 40 new homes.   

 

Housing needs would be better served by smaller developments   

Affordable housing is needed in the area and homes suitable for first time buyers are 
needed. Any houses built need to be available to people with a local connection 
first.  Not second homes.   

 

Loss of privacy to existing homes. Overlooking and loss of privacy to properties on St 
Annes, Sunnybank, Witcombe Lane, Lumley Close and Butts Hill.  
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ID 

In this area there are currently houses for sale and for let. With a range of price 
brackets. Is there a need to more houses?  

 12877536262  

12877006810  

12793339796  

12877729229  

12877514653  

12876855694  

12791871089  

12877767045  

12877505142  

12876513266  

12762994373  

12877694646  

12877494065  

12876938615  

12756293284  

12877714219  

12877494743  

12876911254  

12876895660  

12876659172  

12876874109  

12876857791  

12876837449  

12876824098  

12876838875  

12876800871  

12876783479  

12876758154  

12876740487  

12876733735  

12876724772  

12876723191 

 

The comments 
include 30, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.  

Kenton does need more affordable housing, custom builds and down sizing homes. 
But I don’t consider this location as being the best option. In the recent 
neighbourhood plan various in fill sites were put up for consideration, but the 
Witcombe lane was not one of those areas.  

 

Detrimental effect on mental health of local people – need to maintain / increase 
access to green recreation space.   

 

No evidence that the cumulative effect of development at Kenton, Starcross and 
Exminster on current GP provision has been considered.  

 

Road safety issues for pedestrians, cyclists, walkers and horse riders in the lanes – 
including the main walking route to school.    

 

Increase in noise and pollution. AQMA on A379.    

Pitt Hill is very steep and narrow with no passing places (other than a driveway), has 
blind corners and is unsuitable for more traffic. There have been a number of 
collisions, damage to property and lorries get stuck. The roads and Witcombe Lane 
leading to the potential new sites are not capable of more traffic or pedestrians.  

 

The A379 is extremely busy and dangerous. Number of pinch points where buses 
mount the curb. Development as far away as Teignmouth creates commuter traffic 
through this village to Exeter.  

 

Good Access from main road up Warborough Hill. The lanes would be safer than the 
A379 route to walk children to school. A reduction in traffic in the village needs to be 
considered and promoted where possible.  

 

Lack of car parking in the village. The traffic is especially bad around High st and 
Church st.  

 

Recent closure of the shop, post office and pub.   

Little employment in the village, much of the employment would be seasonal. Kenton 
has no town centre.  No secondary school.  New housing would increase commuter 
traffic to places of work in Exeter, Dawlish.  

 

The proposed site would not increase employment for the village.   

Concerns over surface water flooding at bottom of Warborough Hill and into South 
Town / A379. Run-off causes risk of ice in winter.   

 

No community infrastructure, no shops, no post office, no health centre, no 
amenities for young families, meaning more traffic congestion on already congested 
roads  

 

Concern about overloading the RD&E hospital.    

Local school is ‘land-locked’ and full to capacity and cannot take increased pupil numbers.   

The lack of school capacity justified limiting housing growth in Chudleigh, but this 
principle has not been applied to Kenton.   
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Contrary to the intent to protect existing trees and hedges set out as part of the 
Design standards in the Kenton Neighbourhood Plan  

 

Fields used by walkers, dog walking, kids playing and for sledging   

Poor water pressure already - how will you provide adequate water & sewerage 
provision.  

 

It would be better to oppose sales of property as second homes, with absentee 
owners who leave the properties vacant  

 

Smart metres connecting to wifi installed in new houses are detrimental to health. 
Any digital infrastructure built to service new development such as 4G/5G masts 
rather than full fibre will be detrimental to human and wildlife health. Negatively 
effects navigation on migratory birds and adversely effects insect life.   

 

Villages of Kenton and Starcross will lose their identifies.    

Concerned that a small development would be expanded in the future.    

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

 

Development of the site would also appear to conflict with policies in the NPPF, 
particularly those associated with refusal of development on highways grounds “if 
there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 
impacts on the road network would be severe.” and “protecting and enhancing 
valued landscapes, sites of biodiversity or geological value and soils”  

 

 

Kenton: East Town Farm 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Detrimental to local wildlife and biodiversity. It is important to note that the existing 
Barn is habitat to Bats and owls which are a protected species.  

East Town Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) for further details when published.   

12875184518  

12877751635  

12793257861  

12877708593  

12877794913  

12877601813  

12877807106  

12877535585  

12877794870  

12877467865  

12877763649  

12877537120  

12877483370  

12877416595  

Historic England notes the proximity of the proposed allocation to a group of grade II 
listed  

buildings to the east, a grade II listed building to the north-west as well as the grade 
II* Powderham Registered Park and Garden and the associated designated heritage 
assets. 

Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to 
conserve and enhance their significance and settings (assuming that the site 
requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation 
policy).  

 

However, we support the site requirements related to the retention of vegetation, 
landscaping and design to reflect local vernacular and the setting Kenton 
Conservation Area. Reference to the Kenton Conservation Area Character Appraisal 
(2010) may be of assistance with the latter  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

matters. 

 

There is, however, a mismatch between the archaeology comments in the HELAA and 
the draft Local Plan regarding the archaeological potential of the site and the need 
for 

archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary). This should be clarified and 
a suitable criterion introduced into the allocation policy as required. 

12876782818  

12876775981  

 

The comments 
include 16, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.  

The site in Kenton least likely to have an impact on the environment and landscape of 
the village.  

 

Kenton is located within 2km of the Exe Estuary SPA/Ramsar/SSSI (with one 
allocation option within 500m of the site). Particular care should be taken to ensure 
the mitigation hierarchy is applied carefully to each of these site options.  

 

Close to historical Powderham Castle and Park, and any large scale visible 
development would have an adverse effect on the character of this historical site  

 

East Farm site is tucked away on the edge of the village overlooking Powderham in a 
greenfield site used for agricultural purposes.  

 

The East Town Farm Site lies in a Locally Important View as set out in the 
Neighbourhood Plan. As the land is flat in character it is difficult to envisage, even 
with sensitive design and landscaping, how the View will not be compromised.  

 

Land needed for agriculture.    

Of the four sites identified, Land at South Town would have easier access than the 
others and the least impact in a number of ways on the village and its residents.  

 

Site wouldn't satisfy the demand for 40 new and affordable homes in the village.   

Affordable housing would be easier to include in a larger development.   

It is imperative that any housing in the area is restricted to local need only and is not 
sold as 2nd homes to people from out of the area.  

 

The lane is narrow and made even more so most of the time with parking. There is no 
continuous pathway or cycle path. It is not only used by East Town Lane residents but 
by many walkers and cyclists.  Noise and emissions would increase significantly to the 
detriment of local residents.  Have real safety concerns about vehicles from an extra 
9 houses.  

 

Access to the Village playing field is in a dangerous spot in the lane and already poses 
safety issues. An increase in traffic would only exacerbate the problem, particularly in 
term time when the playing field is regularly used for school activities.  

 

This site is accessed by a road unsuitable for heavy traffic and by a narrow lane. It 
also passes the village playing field which is used by the school and local children.  

 

Hard to imagine safe access without significant change to the existing road & removal 
of the hedgerow. Emergency vehicle access is already regularly obstructed.  

 

With no general shop, post office or pub there are few businesses to employ people 
in the village.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Houses in the South West are disproportionate to wages, so building anything other 
than affordable housing FOR LOCAL FAMILIES is counterintuitive.  

 

Local GP surgeries already find it difficult to cope.   

The village Primary School Is filled close to capacity   

I am not at all sure that the foul waste systems in East Town Kenton will support 9 
more homes.  

 

We have done a village plan but that is ignored.   

The East Town Farm area of development as outlined in marked area includes land 
which is owned by myself and is part of my back garden! I am very annoyed to say 
the least and must insist that the drawn area be amended to reflect the land legally 
owned by myself and the Powderham Estate.    

 

I am concerned about the potential physical affect this could have on the structure of 
a retaining wall and our house itself.  

 

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 
3.   

 

Developing greenfield sites for profit is unsustainable but for 350 houses will double 
the size of the village. The road leading into Exeter from Kenton is already at capacity 
where it should be flowing at 60mph. Houses should be affordable and reserved for 
local people & single occupants should be prioritised.  

 

 

Liverton: Land West of Benedict’s Road 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Over three quarters of this site is within flood risk territory, creating an immediate 
problem. The site is also depended on by red-list species, and the brook that runs 
through is also home to many varieties of wildlife.  

Noted. The flood risk of the site is known. As a result, development would avoid Flood Zones 2 and 3 on 
site.   

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this has been addressed in 
the allocation policy V10: Land west of Benedict’s Road, Liverton and EN6: Flood Risk and Water 
Quality.  

 

12877813075  

12877808504  

12877805615  

12876954477  

12876802338  

12876764083  

12876794786  

12876772285  

12876768531  

12876722128  

12876720447  

12876715169  

12876721712  

12876720774  

12876721201  

The area of agricultural land that can be built on away from the floodplain of the 
Liverton Brook means the number of houses is limited but I have no objection to 
housing being built on this site.  

The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

New houses would destroy the natural environment and landscape.  See the Environment Chapter which includes a number of policies regarding the protection, 
mitigation and compensation requirements relating to wildlife and habitats.   

The proposed site is a beautiful greenfield site. This is a rural village area which 
benefits greatly from its green space. As a resident keen to preserve the area’s 
integrity it feels very much as though every green space, we have is fair game for 
development, yet this is excessive development for the area. Once these spaces are 
developed on, they’re gone forever - ruining the village and over-developing the 
area.  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. 
However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on 
greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are available, 
as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

This land is used by Harvey mice and door mice. I regularly see bats in the evening 
using this field to feed. This is unspoilt land which provides a view towards hay tor 
and Dartmoor NP. Hedgehogs use the field to nest and forage and hoglets have been 
seen in this field.  

See the Environment Chapter which includes a number of policies regarding the protection, 
mitigation and compensation requirements relating to wildlife and habitats.   

 

The comments 
include 5, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. Support the comments included regarding minerals.  The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

Liverton is located within the setting of the Dartmoor National Park (which is 
recognised in the site description notes). The allocation should be supported by an 
assessment of landscape evidence to demonstrate whether development of this site 
can protect and enhance the character and natural beauty of the Protected 
Landscape.  

Policy V10: Land West of Benedict’s Road, Liverton requires the following: 

Design and layout solutions to conserve or enhance the landscape setting of the Dartmoor National 
Park, informed by a Landscape Visual Impact Assessment; and 

 

Specific ecological mitigations informed by a project level HRA to protect the integrity of the South 
Hams SAC.  

EA - Sequential Test required.  It is likely that only a part of the site will be suitable 
for residential development (if the requirements can be met).  The development of 
this site may result in enhancement of floodplain and watercourses.    

The area within Flood Zones 2 and 3 is not proposed for development.  In addition, the site 
allocation policy, Policy V10requires development to include:  

A suitable buffer along Liverton Brook and floodplain, with flood betterment and no alteration to 
the bank or course of the river; and that  

Development will avoid areas falling within flood zones 2 and 3, which will be utilised for the 
purposes of flood gain, and a further 20m buffer will be applied to allow for potential future 
climate change impacts. Development will require flood risk mitigation and drainage solutions 
either on-site of off-site, as informed by a flood risk assessment. Development will consider 
groundwater flood risk.     

This site will end up lying directly opposite an expanded industrial estate called “Little 
Liverton Business Park”. This would make the visual amenity for any future residents 
in new housing on the proposed site very poor, with the view onto industrial units 
being unsightly. Noise levels could also be untenably high from the aforementioned 
industrial estate, with the short distance between the sites leading to the level of 
noise being higher than allowed under a British Standard (BS4142:2014+A1:2019) 
rating. Acousticians would need to be employed to check this. Stricter conditions 
could be imposed on the business park, along with restrictions of use and working 
hours, to tackle this. I note that the Standard does not include sound from passing 
vehicles on roads, however the Government implies that these noise levels ought to 
be taken into account “when new roads or houses and offices near roads are 
planned”.  

Noted. Visual outlook, where not a material consideration, is not a planning matter and not applicable.   
  
Material considerations such as noise and amenity impacts are however considerations. This would be 
considered during a planning application. Planning conditions cannot be imposed on third party 
properties or those not subject of the planning application.   
  

  

Although this site is in the ‘New’ part of Liverton, developing this space would tip the 
balance so that the beautiful old centre of the village would be a very minor part of 
Liverton, and the area would be new built environment rather than historic beautiful 
village in a rural area.  

Noted. The area adjoining the site is of a modern character.  

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

Recent archaeological work on adjacent sites has highlighted potential for early 
settlement and also medieval tin streaming evidence. Requires a staged programme 
of archaeological mitigation.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed via local 
plan policy EN17: Heritage Assets.  

HE - Historic England notes that the heritage comments in the HELAA and the draft Local 
Plan mention the proximity of the proposed allocation to two grade II listed buildings 
(Coldest Cottages and Old Benedict’s Bridge).  

Policy V10: Land to West of Benedict’s Road of the Proposed Submission Local Plan responds to 
the comments made by Historic England and requires the following:  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

  
Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to conserve and 
enhance the setting and significance of these listed buildings (assuming that the site 
requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). 
However, we support the site requirement related to the retention of existing vegetation, 
which  

may help the above to some degree.  

Conservation or enhancement of the significance of the settings of the Grade II listed buildings, 
Coldeast Cottages and Old Benedicts Bridge (including abutments);  

  

This is in addition to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to avoiding 
harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the NPPF. 
This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including all 
allocated development sites. 

Part of the proposed site is currently a play area. This has beneficial wellbeing aspects 
for the community, which could be eclipsed by the currently green fields surrounding 
it instead turning into a development.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this has been addressed in 
the allocation policy V10: Land west of Benedict’s Road.  

If the massive extension to designated employment land on agricultural land adjacent 
to Little Liverton Business Park goes ahead then would not be fair to build housing 
close to area where industry and HGVs are present.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because amenity is addressed in 
local plan policies GP1: Sustainable Development, DW3: Design Standards, EC1: Business 
Development and H12: Residential Amenity.  

The fields that are intended for building are important agricultural areas providing 
resources for both people and livestock. It is short-sighted to keep building on these 
fields.  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. 
However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on 
greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are available, as 
well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

The proposed site is a greenfield site in an agricultural area next to animal 
grazing/paddock area and allotments. Development MUST be on brownfield and 
infill sites before green field. With the Coldeast area of housing (‘new Liverton’) and 
Heathfield less than 2 miles away there will be brownfield and infill space so there is 
NO need to rip up greenfield space.  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. 
However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on 
greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are available, 
as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

I will accept that housing is required but must kept to manageable levels which won’t 
have an adverse effect on wildlife, current residents, or residents-to-be. The site 
could provide a small number of homes, but it crucially should not affect the 
aforementioned points, and ought not to go anywhere near potential flood risk land. 
Residents should also have a say in the kind of buildings that are built, with it being 
important to retain the character of the area in the architecture. For this reason, 
custom homes ought not to be of high preference. Instead, good, truly affordable 
housing would be the best compromise for the community, so long as it is not 
excessive in quantity, and truly in-keeping with the houses in the vicinity.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this has been addressed in 
the allocation policy V10: Land west of Benedict’s Road and local plan policies in DW1 – DW3.  

The statement regarding intended number homes is erroneous. A site of 1.2 hectares 
can potentially accommodate 20+ houses and there is little that the LPA could do to 
resist this once the site has been identified for development.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this has been addressed in 
the allocation policy V10: Land west of Benedict’s Road. 

I would prefer social or affordable housing to be built but already existing designated 
land for affordable housing has yet to be developed.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this has been addressed in 
the allocation policy V10: Land west of Benedict’s Road and local plan policy H2: Affordable 
Housing Targets. 

There is a wide range of housing in the area. Several older properties e.g. bungalows 
are currently being developed as custom homes / self-build / redevelopment - 
property and opportunity is there. There is not a huge amount of affordable housing 
but in larger towns within 2-5 miles such as Bovey Tracey, Heathfield and Chudleigh 

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this has been addressed in 
the allocation policy V10: Land west of Benedict’s Road. 
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Knighton there is a large amount - a huge amount of development has happened 
and is currently happening in Bovey for example.  

Further sites near Blackpool school which have less natural value could be used. 
Also, fields opposite near to the A38 offer a larger space for housing development in 
the area. Apartments near to the plantation are under £200k and 2-3 bed homes 
under £250k often come to market on Kittersley drive areas north to this field.  

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

The green space afforded by the site in question is of great value to residents’ 
wellbeing. Part of the site seems to include part of the current “Play Space” in 
Liverton: with this encouraging physical activity for the young of the village, it would 
be a great shame if it were affected by any development. The building of houses 
could lead to some children being put off exercising there, thus damaging their 
health/wellbeing.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this has been addressed in 
the allocation policy V10: Land west of Benedict’s Road. 

Liverton already has substantial residential estates. There are insufficient local 
amenities to service further increase in population. The traffic on the main Liverton 
road is already at a completely unacceptable level, as can be evidenced from the state 
of the road surface.  

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

This is a rural area and health, and well-being is seriously impacted by the increase in 
traffic volume on the (old A38) new Liverton main road, increase in industrial vehicles 
and noise pollution. Developing more houses and introducing more cars to the local 
traffic here would have a hugely negative impact on residents’ health, wellbeing and 
satisfaction in the area.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because amenity is addressed in 
local plan policies GP1: Sustainable Development, DW3: Design Standards, EC1: Business 
Development and H12: Residential Amenity. 

The site is relatively close to the A38, which is good for transport links, but has also 
attracted HGVs to travel through the village, causing a lot of noise and vibrations 
along the residential road this site would lie along. This could cause a great deal of 
disturbance to any would-be-residents. Also, it is worth noting that when parents at 
Blackpool Park their cars in the morning and afternoon, the line of cars will trail well 
past the site. This could lead to any proposed “access road” being blocked, or at the 
very least, be difficult to get out of without damaging someone’s car.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this has been addressed in 
the allocation policy V10: Land west of Benedict’s Road. 

Road access to any new housing development to the north of the flood plain would 
need to be careful thought through as access from the north currently narrow lane.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this has been addressed in 
the allocation policy V10: Land west of Benedict’s Road. 

The access is not suitable for this development.  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this has been addressed in 
the allocation policy V10: Land west of Benedict’s Road. 

This site is in close proximity to the A38 and Drumbridges roundabout. However, the 
Liverton roads are village roads, there is a village school (Blackpool C of E) the 
opposite side of the proposed lot. The road is a 30mph with residences lining the 
road and village shop on the brow of the hill. It is not on a regular bus route other 
than infrequent Exeter-Plymouth buses. There is no access to the train network 
unless you go to Newton Abbot (approx 5miles away). Liverton is not joined up to 
the sustainable cycle network until Drumbridges roundabout.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this has been addressed in 
the allocation policy V10: Land west of Benedict’s Road. 

Poor access, poor connectivity, no really meaningful transport links especially with 
road closures of Ashburton Re between Old Liverton and Brimley.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this has been addressed in 
the allocation policy V10: Land west of Benedict’s Road. 
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More houses would add more pressure to the economy.  This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

Nearest centres for employment are Bovey Tracey (3m), Newton Abbot (5m), 
Chudleigh (3m) or Heathfield industrial estate (2m). All require car travel to get to. 
Liverton has no real employment opportunities.  

Noted. Two nearby employment sites are near to Liverton (East of Liverton Business Park and 
Ilford Park, Drumbridges).  

Blackpool School is an oversubscribed school, with the data from 2018 showing that 
for every one place, there were two applications. As Bovey School doesn’t have the 
capacity either to deal with an increase of pupils, I wonder how additional housing in 
this area can be justified. If there isn’t enough space in local schools for children to be 
educated, surely that is a resounding reason for rejection?  

Noted. School capacity concerns are noted. Additional consultation with DCC will be required 
should the site be allocated.   

It is bizarre that the Local Planning Authority is putting forward a site for consideration and 
yet is incapable of first satisfying itself that the existing infrastructure e.g. number of school 
places in local primary schools in surrounding villages and towns is sufficient to accommodate 
the resulting loss of places at Blackpool that would arise from an increased population in 
Liverton from the suggested new homes. Surely this is precisely the point of having a 
strategy?   
  

The drainage connections and electricity supply serving Liverton are already under 
pressure (as will be found with the intended expansion of Little Liverton Business 
Park). Dealing with these issues properly may render this site unviable. Failure to deal 
with these issues will impact on everybody living in the village.  

Noted. School capacity concerns are noted. Additional consultation with DCC will be required should the 
site be allocated.    
  
This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this has been addressed in the 
allocation policy V10: Land west of Benedict’s Road. 
  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.   

The GP surgery in a Bovey Tracey cannot currently cope with existing patients, more 
residents would put untenable pressure on this service.  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  

The GP surgeries that serve these potential sites have a capacity problem as of August 2021. 
Added to this, consented and commenced sites that are also in the catchment of these 
surgeries, will add further capacity pressures.  
  
These sites along with the sites at Abbotskerswell, Ipplepen, Ogwell and Denbury will 
generate an overall capacity shortfall on Albany Surgery, Cricketfield Surgery, Devon Square 
Surgery, Ashburton Surgery and Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh Surgery.  
  

To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution will be 
requested for the potential sites in and around the Liverton area.  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  

As residents of Liverton I know I can speak for many of us when I say we feel 
exhausted by the constant push for development here which is inappropriate for the 
area. Rural villages need to stay rural and not lose the green field areas which are 
vitally important as flood plains and natural wildlife habitats. New homes are not 
needed, the development in nearby areas is substantial already. The infrastructure 
can’t continue to have increased traffic, these are small towns and villages where 
children walk to school etc. The schools can’t absorb more pupils - even if Blackpool 
school has the space, the other schools around do not have space to accept those 
which Blackpool would have to reject. Please no more excessive development of this 
area ruining the character of the village.    

This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   
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Liverton: Land on the North Side of Old Liverton Road 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Impact on visual amenity – view of Great Plantation Potential impact on ecology. The 
hedge contains dormice amongst other creatures.  

Land on north side of Old Liverton Road is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12877802410  

12876803525  

12876783180  

12876733647  

12876721748  

12876712919  

 

The comments 
include 7, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.    

Green field site beside road and forest is beautiful and should be left to this land that 
is now farmed with care and attention to the wildlife and the beauty of this 
countryside, which is the edge of the village.  

 

This area forms part of the border with undeveloped forest land which is an 
important precedent to keep- the principle of restricting development to one side 
only is important.  

 

Support the comments included regarding minerals.   

Liverton is located within the setting of the Dartmoor National Park (which is 
recognised in the site description notes). The allocation should be supported by an 
assessment of landscape evidence to demonstrate whether development of this site 
can protect and enhance the character and natural beauty of the Protected 
Landscape.  

 

Species – GHB, great crested newts, nightjars – habitats required for all these in 
network  

 

This site should not be developed because of its role as a corridor - there are no 
alternatives.  

 

EA - We would advise against allocating sites where it is not possible to discharge 
foul drainage to the mains sewer, unless there are exceptional reasons for doing 
so.  Development of this site provides little opportunity for improvement of the 
water environment.   

 

Site contains evidence for early settlement and medieval tin streaming. Requires 
programme of archaeological mitigation.  

 

Object due to lack of physical development to the north of the road and proximity to 
DNP.  

 

Establishes an unacceptable precedent north of the Old Liverton Road which will 
inevitably lead to further development of the adjoining fields.  

 

There is no need for buildings as the village has Heathfield industrial site about a mile 
away, and unnecessary use of this local road would lead to more pollution and 
damage.  

 

This is an agricultural site which has local amenity value.   

Has there been any need for any housing in Liverton in recent years? NO.   

Promoting village life, then building excessively on green fields leads to poor health 
and wellbeing.   

 

Poor site access off a road which has a known problem with speeding.     

No access by public transport on this road. A bus goes occasionally…once a day for 
people who want to go to Newton abbot, but rarely does anyone use it.  
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The site is off a busy road and opposite an existing junction which would present a 
road safety risk.  

 

Unnecessary as No Need. Heathfield and Newton abbot create employment close by, 
and many other towns and cities can be accessed by a38. We do not need another 
field built on.  

 

Know issues with surface water drainage on a heavy clay soil.   

Where are the GPs and schools? Too many in Bovey is seriously leading to a need for 
another primary school and GPs surgery.  

 

The GP surgeries that serve these potential sites have a capacity problem as of August 2021. 
Added to this, consented and commenced sites that are also in the catchment of these 
surgeries, will add further capacity pressures.  
  
These sites along with the sites at Abbotskerswell, Ipplepen, Ogwell and Denbury will 
generate an overall capacity shortfall on Albany Surgery, Cricketfield Surgery, Devon Square 
Surgery, Ashburton Surgery and Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh Surgery.  
  

To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution will be 
requested for the potential sites in and around the Liverton area.  

 

Why would this field be built on? It may lead to more development on fields beside it. 
Liverton has traveller sites and plenty of housing for people.  

 

 

Starcross: Staplake Road 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Faura and fauna on site including trees, bats and dormouse. Cirl Bunting breeding 
territory.  

See the Environment Chapter which includes a number of policies regarding the protection, 
mitigation and compensation requirements relating to wildlife and habitats.   

12877556352   

12876781905   

12877472325   

12876778572   

12876931113   

12876758158   

12876747210   

12876765304  

 

The comments 
include 11, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.    

Congestion on A379  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended due to the small number of 
dwellings allocation, refer to V17: Staplake Road, Starcross.  

The site is used by significant numbers of waterfowl at high tide and are very close 
to the Exe Estuary SPA.  

 See the Environment Chapter which includes a number of policies regarding the protection, 
mitigation and compensation requirements relating to wildlife and habitats.   

Starcross is adjacent to the Exe Estuary SPA/Ramsar/SSSI. Particular care should be 
taken to ensure the mitigation hierarchy is applied carefully to each of these site 
options.  

Policy V17: Staplake Road, Starcross allocates land for 15 homes and requires: 

 

HRA mitigations for Exe Estuary SPA and Dawlish Warren SAC including a financial contribution 
equivalent to 0.3ha of SANGS. 

 

In addition, all development is subject to the provisions of: 

• Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

• Policy EN11: Important Habitats and Features 

• Policy EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species 

• EN13: European Wildlife Sites 

• EN14: Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren and 
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• EN15: South Hams SAC   

Pressure on already congested infrastructure.   This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  

Bungalows would be more suitable.   The dwelling type would be confirmed at Development Management stage.  

Develop brownfield first.   The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. 
However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on 
greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are available, as 
well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

Village cannot sustain any more development.   This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

Affordable housing should be priority.  This has been considered and the plan includes affordable housing requirements including on this 
site. Policy H2 sets out the affordable housing targets and tenures of affordable housing to be 
sought. 

Custom homes only.   This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in allocation 
policy V17: Staplake Road, Starcross. 

Development would overwhelm the GP surgery.   This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  

Staplake Road is single lane with no passing places.   This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in allocation 
policy V17: Staplake Road, Starcross. 

A379 in village is a bottleneck.   Agree this is a challenge.   

Need pedestrian crossing point between bus stops at Staplake Road end of A379 in 
village.   

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in allocation 
policy V17: Staplake Road, Starcross. 

Residential development will not bring employment.  This issue is not considered relevant in Town and Country Planning, and so is not relevant to the 
plan. 

Insufficient school and Surgery places.   This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  

Need a bank.   The Local Plan cannot influence this.   

Housing will detract from rural coastal character.   This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this has been addressed in 
the allocation policy V17: Staplake Road, Starcross and local plan policies in DW1 – DW3. The site is 
also located within the village.  

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastucture.  No development should 
be located within the floodplain.  The development of this site may result in 
enhancement of floodplain and watercourses.    

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it is for SWW to 
then implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies.  

  

The development would be subject to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality, but lies outside 
areas liable to fluvial, tidal, surface or ground water flooding.  

  

There are no watercourses on or adjacent to the site. 

3-way traffic lights, speed cameras and calming through village and to Cockwood.   This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because TDC is not the Highways 
Authority.  
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Starcross: Land at Brickyard Lane 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Significiant flooding on-site and would impact nearby homes.    Land at Brickyard Lane is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 

Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

12875613299  

12875204809  

12754851850  

12877822941  

12877733381  

12877684599  

12876901891  

12876842920  

12876738891  

12876781282  

12876776102 

  

The comments 
include 14, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Toxins present since site was a quarry then a refuse site.   

The site is used by significant numbers of waterfowl at high tide and are very close 
to the Exe Estuary SPA.  Wildlife including hedges along road.   

 

Concerned about oak tree being felled.    

SUMMARY OF NATURAL ENGLAND’S ADVICE NO OBJECTION - SUBJECT TO 
APPROPRIATE MITIGATION BEING SECURED We consider  with appropriate 
mitigation the application would not have an adverse effect on the integrity of the 
Exe Estuary Ramsar site and SPA and that adverse effects on the integrity of Dawlish 
Warren SAC can be mitigated through a Habitats Mitigation contribution being 
secured. In order to mitigate adverse effects on the protected site bird populations 
and make the development acceptable, the following mitigation measures should be 
secured: Submission and approval of: • A Construction Phasing and Timing Plan to 
avoid the peak periods of SPA bird use of November to February inclusive; • A 
Landscape and Ecological Management Plan (LEMP) to include maintenance and 
management of the buffer zone; • A Construction Environment Management Plan 
(CEMP); • A monitoring scheme which shall monitor the effects of the proposal on 
SPA birds during other construction and operational phases, including mechanism 
for additional mitigation if monitoring demonstrates this is necessary to prevent 
adverse effects on protected sites. In addition: • A minimum 3 metre wide buffer 
zone between development and the western and southern boundaries shall be 
created. Within this zone a Devon bank topped by a dense hedgerow shall be 
planted and an opaque minimum 1.8m high fence screen shall be erected prior to 
the start of construction; We advise that appropriate planning conditions or 
obligations should be attached to any planning permission to secure the proposed 
ecological mitigation measures  

 

Congestion will impact Starcross.   

Little opportunity for village cohesion.    

Site of post-medieval brickworks. Some potential for industrial archaeology.   

Brownfield sites first.    

Site is currently a meadow used for grazing.    

Site was a refuse dump, but now has waterbirds on lake in winter.    

Affordable housing should be priority.    

No affordable housing, no homes to rent but limited custom homes only.   

Restrict any housing to local needs and prevent second homes.    

Single track road, with concerns for safety of pedestrians & other non-car road 
users.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Pollution resulting from more cars.    

A379 footpath is dangerous.    

Requires considerable investment into single-track Brickyard Lane to make it 
suitable for cars, and safe for other users.   

 

Need pedestrian crossing point between bus stops at Staplake Road end of A379 in 
village.  

 

Increasing traffic on the A379 is impacting village shops and causing conflict with 
cyclists.  

 

Closure of post office has impacted community.  Need a bank.    

Existing infrastructure largely meets the need of the community.    

Additional primary school capacity required.    

The A379 outside the Courtenay Arms narrows to a single lane, and the narrow high 
street pavement already discourages pedestrians.  

 

Like roads, building more houses just creates more demand.    

EA - There is some concern related to SWW infrastucture.  No development should 
be located within the floodplain.  The development of this site may result in 
enhancement of floodplain and watercourses, as well as culvert improvements. 

 

60 new homes without corresponding infrastructure is unacceptable.    

 

Tedburn St Mary: Land at Lower Uppacott 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Development would have a harmful effect on protected species   This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because this is addressed by local 
plan policies EN10 – EN13.  

12877784666  

12876539986  

12877779064  

12876844996 

12877680786  

12876956486  

12877614434  

12876928082  

12877621543  

12876922497  

12877591442  

12876905236  

12877556215  

12876911265  

12877587734  

12876849613  

Development would have a harmful effect on the landscape  The site is not considered unduly prominent within the landscape, which would be protected 
under Plan policies EN1 and EN4.  

Development would result in the loss of hedgerows  Trees, woodlands and hedges are protected through Plan policy and should be incorporated into 
the public spaces within new development.   

Development would have a harmful visual impact, being visually intrusive from 
distances  

Whilst the site lies on the edge of the settlement and is visible on approach, it does not lie in an 
unduly prominent position within the wider landscape. Development will need to provide green 
infrastructure, which will include landscaping.  

Development would block sweeping views of the landscape from Six Mile Hill  There is no right to a view in planning law. The landscape would be protected under Plan policies 
EN1 and EN4.  

Loss of rural landscape  Development will result in a change to the rural character of the site itself, but good design will 
ensure that the wider landscape character, including its rural character, is protected.  

Landscaping would not overcome harm to area  It is not possible to conclude whether landscaping could overcome harm in the absence of any 
details to show either the proposed development or the landscaping to be provided. The site is 
not considered unduly prominent within the landscape, which would be protected under Plan 
policies EN1 and EN4.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Existing hedges could be easily retained and protected during development  Trees, woodlands and hedges are protected through Plan policy and should be incorporated into 
the public spaces within new development. They are required to be protected during the course of 
development.  

 

The comments below 
include 15, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.    

Possible run off to Lilybrook stream causing flooding  Development proposals would be assessed against Plan Policy EN6 to ensure that surface water 
run-off is properly controlled and does not cause flooding or a deterioration in quality of the 
water environment.  

Contains Priority habitats  Noted. There are policies in the Plan that protect biodiversity, important habitats and features, and 
protected and Priority Species.  

A SUDs pond could provide natural drainage and utilise the slope of the land from 
east to west.  

Noted. Development proposals would be assessed against Plan Policy EN6 to ensure that surface 
water run-off is properly controlled and does not cause flooding or a deterioration in quality of 
the water environment.  

Site is not within a flood risk area.  Noted.  

No specific concern about sewage works or hydraulic capacity of the system and risk 
to water quality from development is low.  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  

Ecological appraisal will be required  Noted. There are policies in the Plan that protect biodiversity, important habitats and features, and 
protected and Priority Species. These include the requirement for sufficient information to be 
submitted with planning applications to assess impacts on biodiversity.  

Biodiversity net gain should be provided  Noted. Planning Policy EN10 would require the development to deliver a minimum of 10% 
biodiversity gain.  

This side of the village contains older houses and new development would be at odds with 
this character.  

  

The Design policies of the Local Plan will ensure that new development is of good quality and 
complements its surroundings.  The Local Plan also protected the significance of heritage assets 
and their settings, which would prevent harm to older buildings that are heritage assets.  

 

Development would be subject to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to 
avoiding harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the 
NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, 
including all allocated development sites.   

Development would extend the village to the east  The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. 
However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on 
greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are available, as 
well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

Devon County Council confirms that there is low potential for historic assets.  Noted.  

South facing site can take advantage of solar gain  Noted. The installation of solar panels could be explored when developing the site.  

Site not suitable as was previously used for deposit of spoil from construction of A30.  The site is not identified as having been used for the deposition of spoil.  In addition, this seems 
unlikely, given the distance of the site from the A30.  

Concern about loss of good quality agricultural land  The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. 
However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on 
greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are available, as 
well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

Concern about loss of a greenfield site  

  
The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. 
However, because of the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

greenfield sites. This is being located close to key centres where jobs and services are available, as 
well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

The site has potential for 35-40 homes at a low density in keeping with the village.  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in V18: 
Lower Uppacott, Tedburn St Mary.  

Will need to provide affordable housing for local people  This has been considered and the plan includes affordable housing requirements including on this 
site. Policy H2 sets out the affordable housing targets and tenures of affordable housing to be 
sought. Policy H9 provides a local connection cascade for affordable homes.  

Concern that affordable housing will be located in the least desirable part of the site  Noted. Details would be assessed at planning application stage.  

The housing built will not be affordable to local people.  This has been considered and the plan includes affordable housing requirements including on this 
site. Policy H2 sets out the affordable housing targets and tenures of affordable housing to be 
sought. 

50 houses is excessive in scale  This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

Support for development of site as it would encourage use of recreation ground by 
introducing natural surveillance.  

The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

Proximity to recreation ground would benefit prospective residents of the site.  The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

Village lacks a GP and nearest GP is Cheriton Bishop.  This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  

Occupants of development at the site would suffer from noise and pollution from 
traffic.  

The site lies adjacent to a B class road and is not within an Air Quality Management Area. 
Therefore, it is unlikely that impacts from noise and pollution would result in harm to the health 
of prospective residents. However, the relationship of housing to the road would be assessed in 
detail at planning application stage.  

The lack of footpath to the village centre would make walking dangerous.  Noted. This is highlighted as a constraint of the site.  

Poor access to leisure facilities.  Whilst there are no major leisure facilities, such as a multi purpose leisure centre, within the 
village, the site lies adjacent to the recreation field, which gives opportunities for healthy 
lifestyles. In addition, there are numerous footpaths around Tedburn St Mary, giving opportunity 
for recreation and the site lies adjacent to a National Cycle Route, which enables sustainable 
travel – albeit for a more limited number of people due to the challenging topography.   

Support for development of the site, as it has best access   The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

Lack of safe access  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in V18: 
Lower Uppacott, Tedburn St Mary  

Good access to A30 and Exeter  The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

Main road (Six Mile Hill) is busy and narrow and traffic travels above the speed limit 
-  cannot accommodate additional traffic.  

The Highway Authority has not raised objections to the development of the site.  

Lack of frequent or peak hours bus service  The lack of a frequent or peak hours bus service is noted.  

Bus services would need to be improved to accommodate additional development in 
Tedburn St Mary  

The lack of a frequent or peak hours bus service is noted.  

  

Overspill parking onto Six Mile Hill is likely to result  Any new development would be required to accommodate parking within the boundary of the 
site so as to prevent overspill parking on Six Mile Hill.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Lack of footpath to village centre  This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  

The narrow width of the road would not allow creation of a footpath to the village 
centre  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  

Poor access to supermarkets  Noted. However, the village benefits from a local shop and the nearest supermarket is 
approximately 8km away in Crediton.  

Development will increase traffic on Six Mile Hill, which is constrained by a hump 
back bridge  

The Highway Authority has not raised objections to the development of the site.  

  

The national cycle route is not easily used due to steep topography  Noted. The topography of the route is acknowledged.  

The village becomes congested when traffic is diverted off the A30  Noted. However, this is an occasional not usual situation and the Highway Authority has not raised 
objections to the development of the site.  

  

Six Mile Hill is used by HGV lorries accessing their base, causing danger to 
pedestrians.  

The lack of a footway from the site is acknowledged and is highlighted as a constraint of the site.  

Lack of employment opportunities in the village  Noted. The village would only provide limited employment opportunities, however, the site is close 
to Exeter, where a wide range of good quality employment opportunities are found.  

Increase in reliance of private car due to lack of employment opportunities within the 
village.  

Noted. The lack of peak hours public transport and the challenges of sustainable travel by bicycle 
due to topography are acknowledged.  

Lack of parking by the village shop  Noted. However, the site is within walking distance of the shop and there is a footway for most of 
the route. If additional footway was provided, this would enable people to walk to the shop from 
the site, which would not put additional pressure on parking at the local shop.  

Support for site due to proximity to Exeter, where main employment opportunities 
exist  

The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

Lack of capacity in school  This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  

Lack of GP surgery  This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  

Concern about lack of capacity in sewer network  All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it is for SWW to 
then implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies. 

There are service utilities in the road outside including, electricity, water, telecoms 
and sewers.  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  

EA has no specific concern about sewage works or hydraulic capacity of the 
system SWW must confirm that additional foul drainage can be accepted without 
increasing environmental risk.  

Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality would prevent development that would cause pollution 
to the water environment, including coastal waters, or would result in the deterioration of the 
ecological status of a water body.   

The GP surgeries (Cheriton Bishop & Teign Valley Practice and St Thomas Medical Group) 
that serve this potential site has a capacity problem as of August 2021.  

To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary 
Care will be requested for the potential site in and around the Tedburn St Mary 
area.  

This has been considered and the plan seeks to maximise active travel and secure appropriate 
contributions to infrastructure and services.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Third choice   Noted. The site at Westwater Hill is the most popular site due to its small size and brownfield 
status. There is little agreement over other sites.  

Development would be a crude linear extension to the village  The shape of the site would not necessitate a narrow and linear form of development and design 
details would be assessed at planning application stage to ensure good quality design.  

Object to any development in the village  This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

The uniform shape of the site will make development easier.  The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

Preferred site as fewest constraints  The support for this development allocation is acknowledged. 

Least preferred site.  This has been considered but the site is allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information.   

Concern about inaccuracies in assessment  Noted. At the time of writing, it was understood that there was a GP service at Pathfinder village, 
however, it is confirmed that the nearest GP is in Cheriton Bishop, but that this lacks capacity. 
Therefore, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary Care will be requested for the 
potential site in and around the Tedburn St Mary area.  

The recreation ground would no longer be at the rural edge of the village.  Noted. Design details would be assessed at planning application stage.  

Object  Noted.   

The agent confirms that overhead electricity wires could be placed underground as 
part of the development.  

Noted.   

 

Tedburn St Mary: Land at Great Uppaton Farm 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The site supports many species of birds including birds of prey, deer, foxes, bats, 
moths, butterflies, dormice, yellowhammer, fieldmice, and hedgehog and newts in 
the stream that borders the land – development would destroy habitats  

Great Uppaton is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal 

(SA) for further details when published. 

 

12877753534  

12877564140  

12876738108  

12877625931  

12877561711  

12876842612 

12875259814  

12877567941  

12876841348  

12872695964  

12877505685  

12876824145  

12877672105  

12877028459  

12876828863  

12877626273  

Historic England notes the proximity of the proposed allocation to the grade II listed 
building  

Hores Uppacott to the north. Given this, we consider that the site requirement 
should include the need to conserve and enhance the setting and significance of this 
listed building (assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis 
for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). However, the site requirements relating 
to the retention of existing vegetation and landscaping may also assist with this. 

 

We also note the archaeological potential of the site and the recommendation for 
archaeological assessment and potentially evaluation (if necessary) as set out in the 
HELAA  

comments and draft Local Plan. Given this, we support the inclusion of the site 
requirement relating to archaeological investigation. 

 

The stream supports otters.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Development would result in harm to the rural landscape   12876942885  

12876821375  

12877591033  

12876926703  

12876784881  

 

The comments 
include 16, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.    

Development would result in the loss of mature trees and hedgerows bordering the 
site  

 

A wildlife area should be created to provide a route for wildlife that cannot cross the 
A30.  

 

Development would result in run-off to neighbouring gardens   

Flood alleviation will be required from development of the field which absorbs run-
off  

 

Field is wet and boggy and run off may affect A30.   

New development would have an acceptable impact on the landscape   

Drainage may be difficult as gardens of existing homes flood in winter.   

Clay ground conditions make land wet in winter and very dry in summer.   

The site is considered to have no scenic value   

The site is large enough to provide for wildlife corridors as well as housing.   

Development may result in surface water run off issues to Winslakefoot – there have 
been recent occurrences of flooding.  

 

No specific concern about sewage works or hydraulic capacity of the system and risk 
to water quality from development is low.  

 

Ecological appraisal will be required   

Biodiversity net gain should be provided   

Concern about proximity to Grade II Listed cottage adjacent to site   

Concern about possible archaeology interest on site – possible ancient burial ground 
and church. Requires evaluation to inform mitigation.  

 

New development would not complement the historic buildings in the village   

New development would harm the village’s existing charm.   

New development would have an acceptable impact on the historic environment   

New development on the site would be similar in style of the adjacent modern 
development and prevent harm to the more historic part of the village.  

 

A30 provides a natural boundary to the development of the site and the village   

Loss of greenfield land   

Loss of agricultural land   

Good use of land adjacent to housing   

Site would accommodate all of the planned growth for Tedburn St Mary   

Housing development is unsuitable on the site due to the proximity of the A30   

Affordable housing should be provided and retained   

Housing should be offered to local people first.   

Any development should be for affordable homes only   

The development should exclude second homes and provide affordable housing   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Housing development on the site would result in prospective residents suffering from 
noise, fumes and danger from vehicular accidents on the A30.  

 

Harm to health of prospective residents from air quality issues from pollution from 
A30.  

 

New development on the site would lead to a loss of privacy to the existing adjacent 
development, as it sits at a higher level.  

 

New development on the site would lead to a loss of light from the existing adjacent 
development.  

 

New development would be overlooked by the A30   

Very poor access along narrow lane with blind bends   

Lack of footpath to village centre making pedestrian movement hazardous.   

Lack of street lighting   

Harm to character of area if footpaths created by widening the lane   

Inability to create footpath as land along lane is in private ownership.   

Conflict with use of lane by pedestrians and horseriders.   

Poor access onto A30 from Tedburn St Mary   

Lack of frequent or peak hours public transport   

Lack of useable national cycle route – due to topography   

Good access to village centre   

Roads are unsuitable for additional traffic and would need improvements.   

Development would result in an increase in the reliance on cars due to lack of 
sustainable travel options.  

 

Lack of employment opportunities in village will lead to out-commuting.   

Lack of peak hours public transport does not support travel to Exeter for work or 
study  

 

Sewerage system is at capacity   

Lack of local GP/Health Centre   

Closest GP surgeries are in Cheriton Bishop or Exeter.   

Lack of capacity in nursery, local school and secondary school in Crediton.   

EA has no specific concern about sewage works or hydraulic capacity of the system   

SWW must confirm that additional foul drainage can be accepted without increasing 
environmental risk.  

 

The GP surgeries (Cheriton Bishop & Teign Valley Practice and St Thomas Medical Group) 
that serve this potential site has a capacity problem as of August 2021.  

To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary 
Care will be requested for the potential site in and around the Tedburn St Mary 
area.  

 

Excessive scale of development proposed   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Electricity cable crosses field and access to this will need to be maintained   

Other small infill sites would be better way to develop village.   

Second choice   

Third choice   

Safety issues as it has been known for accidents to result in cars in the field.   

Concerns about viability of development as the development will be unattractive to 
prospective purchasers because of proximity to A30  

 

Concern about inaccuracies in assessments – there is no GP in Tedburn St Mary.   

Object   

 

Tedburn St Mary: Land to North of Westwater Hill 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Object due to loss of trees  Land  North of Westwater Hill is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12848742221  

12844571732  

12834482843  

12877620918  

12876922298  

 

The comments 
include 14, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.  

Development could result in environmental improvements   

Object due to harm to wildlife from loss of habitats   

Existing trees should be retained   

No specific concern about sewage works or hydraulic capacity of the system and risk 
to water quality from development is low.  

 

Opportunity to enhance the watercourse through the creation of a blue/green 
corridor to support adaptation/mitigation for climate change. Biodiversity 
enhancements should include native tree, hedge and wildflower planting and bird 
and bat boxes.  

 

Possible surface water flooding from watercourse will need to be assessed.   

Ditches, watercourses and wetland habitats should be kept as open water habitats 
and suitable buffer strips maintained alongside them.   

 

European Eel likely to be present and need to be protected through design.   

Ecological appraisal will be required   

Biodiversity net gain should be provided   

No harm to setting of Listed church to north if trees are retained.   

New development would be in keeping with the mix of new and old properties in this 
part of the village  

 

No known heritage assets. Low potential for them to be present.   

Site is considered to be within the village envelope.   

Object due to harm to setting of heritage assets   

Object as site extends beyond the village traffic calming “gateway”.   

Excellent use of a brownfield site   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Government encourages use of brownfield sites.   

Use of brownfield site preferred to use of greenfield site.   

Support development on the brownfield site.   

The development should provide only affordable homes for local people.   

Site unsuitable for affordable housing   

Site is close to footpaths towards church   

Development would harm the amenity enjoyed by residents over the road.   

Pedestrian footpath provides route to school and shop.   

Safe pedestrian footway to village centre   

Poor access off busy and narrow road   

Good access onto main road.   

Lack of frequent or peak hours bus service will increase reliance on cars   

Site is close to village centre and route benefits from a lit footway.   

Within walking distance of village centre   

Lack of useable cycle route due to topography.   

Proximity to Exeter which provides good employment opportunities.   

Village lacks employment opportunities resulting in out commuting to Exeter.   

Least preferred site due to potential flooding from lack of capacity in sewerage system  

  
 

Lack of GP surgery in village   

Nearest GP surgery is at Cheriton Bishop and Exeter   

Due to small size of site, school may have capacity   

EA has no specific concern about sewage works or hydraulic capacity of the system   

SWW must confirm that additional foul drainage can be accepted without increasing 
environmental risk.  

 

The GP surgeries (Cheriton Bishop & Teign Valley Practice and St Thomas Medical Group) 
that serve this potential site has a capacity problem as of August 2021.  

To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary 
Care will be requested for the potential site in and around the Tedburn St Mary 
area.  

 

Development must retain the existing garage business   

Site is reclaimed unauthorised dump   

Preferred option   

Preferred option as is brownfield land.   

Scale is appropriate   

Must retain existing cottage   

Unclear which part of the site would accommodate housing.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Supporting information submitted by the landowner’s agent clarifies the site 
boundaries.  These exclude the residential properties along the road, but include the 
commercial garage, land to the rear of the roadside cottages and land to the west 
and north west of the garage, offering a site of 0.99ha. The commercial garage 
would continue to operate with vacant buildings and areas used for residential use. 
The roadside footway would be extended and the land is large enough to provide 
green infrastructure as well as development.  

 

 

Tedburn St Mary: Land East of Cheriton Cross 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Development would have a harmful effect on Dartmoor National Park  Land East of Cheriton Cross is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12870412839  

12866914812  

12877701195  

12877633975  

12862380263  

12877739254 

12877709208  

12877659505  

12860157559  

12877761860  

12877681444  

12877555617  

12856180778  

12877780666  

12877685051  

12877650168  

12856177148  

12877779923  

12877688058  

12877640669  

12850090517  

12877767908  

12877686002  

12877645254  

12806940355  

12877654366  

12877678903  

The allocation should be supported by an assessment of landscape evidence to 
demonstrate whether development of this site can protect and enhance the 
character and natural beauty of the Protected Landscape  

 

Development would harm wildlife of the site   

Development would result in the loss of habitats   

Development would have harmful effect on rural landscape and character of the 
area  

 

Harm to protected species (bats and dormice) from destruction of habitat   

Development will result in the loss of trees, banks and pasture   

Harm to AGLV   

Prominent in the landscape and open to long reaching views.   

The natural environment and landscape should be maintained.   

Surface water run off issues from site.   

A natural buffer should be provided along the stream for wildlife and to enable 
natural processes of stream.  

 

Dartmoor National Park Authority would consider that a small development at the 
north eastern edge of this site may be achievable without an unacceptable impact 
upon the setting of the National Park. The scale, form, design and the integration of 
any development with its setting, recognising the village-edge location, is likely to 
be key to minimising it’s impact.  

 

The EA raises no specific concern about sewage works or hydraulic capacity of the 
system and risk to water quality from development is low.  

 

Opportunity to enhance the watercourse through the creation of a blue/green 
corridor to support adaptation/mitigation for climate change. Biodiversity 
enhancements should include native tree, hedge and wildflower planting and bird 
and bat boxes.  

 

Possible flooding from watercourse will need to be assessed.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Ditches, watercourses and wetland habitats should be kept as open water habitats 
and suitable buffer strips maintained alongside them.   

 12877619306  

12759687519  

12877730946  

12877691295  

12877619663  

12759388698  

12877727871  

12877651624  

12877617650  

12755098092  

12877698910  

12877676029  

12876257435  

12754979809  

12877702047  

12877661677  

12877613536  

1287762082  

1287756965  

1287757696  

1287753397  

1287697704  

1287676936  

 

The comments 
include 16, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.  

Ecological appraisal will be required   

Biodiversity net gain should be provided   

Development would have a harmful effect on the historic village character   

Development would have a harmful effect on the National Park village, especially as it lies at 
the entrance to the village.  

  

 

Development of the site would relate well to existing village   

Devon County Council confirms no known heritage assets. Low potential.   

Development of the site would unnaturally extend the boundary of the village.   

Development would detract from setting of listed thatched cottages/inn and 
historic toll houses.  

 

New road infrastructure may harm the historic character of the village   

Development would create inappropriate linear development.   

New development should use traditional materials, such as cob, which is long 
lasting and has good thermal properties.  

 

Concern about loss of agricultural land and harm to viability of farming operations   

Object to loss of greenfield site   

It is unclear why the site is so large for the number of homes proposed.  

  
 

The site is greenfield land, which should be used sparingly.   

Only non-productive land should be developed on.   

Affordable homes should be for local people   

Only affordable homes should be built.   

Affordable homes for sale are needed to enable young people in the village to 
remain.  

 

Homes should be for local people   

There is already an allocated development site in the Mid Devon Local Plan for 20 
homes at Church Lane and the development of the site is excessive.  

 

The development needs of Cheriton Bishop have already been met through 
developments at Moor Park, Higher Shippon and Church Lane.  

 

New homes will end up being holiday accommodation/Air B&Bs and not benefit 
locals.  

 

Holiday homes and second homes should be prevented.   

Affordable homes often benefit people from other parts of the Uk.   

Additional housing in Cheriton Bishop will result in additional traffic, making the 
young and elderly community feel unsafe when walking along main road.  

 

Development would be bad for health and wellbeing of Cheriton Bishop residents.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

There is limited community space or play facilities within Cheriton Bishop   

There are few recreational activities for young people in the village – existing ones 
such as Scout group are running at capacity  

 

Harm to health and wellbeing of existing residents from increase in traffic, noise, 
pollution and population unsupported by infrastructure.  

 

The Plan states play areas will be provided – these have not previously been 
provided with development.  

 

New development would need to provide recreation facilities.   

Lack of safe crossing point over main road    

Busy main road, especially when traffic from A30 is diverted   

Lack of parking in village   

High speed of traffic along main road   

Bus service is limited, therefore new development will increase reliance on car use   

Lack of footway connection   

Good access to A30.   

Sites in Tedburn St Mary are closer to rail connections at Crediton.   

Roads cannot accommodate additional traffic   

Good site as close to village centre   

Sustainable travel not viable (due to topography)   

Lack of local employment opportunities   

Distance from employment opportunities will result in out commuting and increase 
in traffic – unsustainable development.  

 

Tedburn St Mary is closer to Exeter, where main employment opportunities are, 
than Cheriton Bishop.  

 

New development would need to provide a new shop.   

There is limited parking at the shop   

Lack of capacity in school, which is currently over-subscribed – a new school would 
be needed, or new classrooms.  

 

Lack of capacity in pre-school.   

Poor access along lane to school and limited parking by it   

School bus to secondary school in Crediton is full   

Lack of capacity in Cheriton Bishop School means children would be driven by car to 
Tedburn St Mary, which is unsustainable.  

 

Local GP surgery is at capacity and is not accepting new patients   

The village cannot support so many new homes, especially given that development 
has been allocated in the Mid Devon Local Plan.  

 

Village resources and infrastructure cannot cope with development of the site – 
drains, water pressure, broadband, roads, school and GP.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Small shop and pub cannot cope with additional pressure.   

Additional pressure on Exeter Hospital   

Village sewerage is at capacity   

If development proceeds, infrastructure should be upgraded/provided in advance   

Better access to healthcare than sites in Tedburn St Mary.   

Cheriton Bishop school has greater capacity than Tedburn St Mary.   

EA has no specific concern about sewage works or hydraulic capacity of the system   

SWW must confirm that additional foul drainage can be accepted without 
increasing environmental risk.  

 

The NHS confirms that the GP surgery that serves this potential site has a capacity problem 
as of August 2021.  

To mitigate this capacity issue, it is likely that a developer contribution for Primary 
Care will be requested for the potential site in and around the Cheriton Bishop 
area.  

 

Development would be better in Tedburn St Mary than Cheriton Bishop, due to good 
quality recreation ground, better footpaths, better access to Exeter  

 

The Parish boundary should be changed so the site falls within Cheriton Bishop 
Parish.  

 

Least preferred site   

Development for Teignbridge should be within Tedburn St Mary, not Cheriton 
Bishop  

 

If developed, Teignbridge District Council should give Mid Devon District Council CIL 
monies to improve infrastructure.  

 

Financial contributions secured through s106 agreements should benefit Cheriton 
Bishop, not Tedburn St Mary.  

 

Excessive scale in relation to the village   

Concern that the whole site would eventually be developed.     

Best site due to access and amenities of doctor, school and stores/post office.   

 

Chapter 9. Employment Sites 

Former BCT Factory, Heathfield 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Broad effective wildlife corridors must be retained to link habitats in and around 
Bovey Heathfield with habitats in and around Stover Country Park. Pennyroyal must 
be translocated to a generous and suitable site which is connected to other suitable 
sites.  

The Former BCT Factory is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12877720432  

12877658656  

12877552206  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Historic England disagrees with the HELAA comments that there are no heritage 
concerns with proposed allocation. The site is located near to the grade II registered 
Stover Park and its associated listed buildings, as well as to the Scheduled 
Monument called Earthwork (possibly civil war) on Bovey Heath.  

 

Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to 
conserve and enhance their settings and significance (assuming that the site 
requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation 
policy). 

 

We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed. This should be done and of 
necessary, the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation should be added 
to the site requirements as necessary. 

  

The comments 
include 6 submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

 

NE - The site is located within the setting of the Dartmoor National Park (which is 
recognised in the site description notes). The allocation should be supported by an 
assessment of landscape evidence to demonstrate whether development of this site 
can protect and enhance the character and natural beauty of the Protected 
Landscape.  
The site potentially contains areas of priority habitat (lowland heathland and open 
mosaic habitat).  

 

DWT - We object to this site.  
The Heathfield Pennyroyal CWS lies across this site and development would remove 
entire CWS. DWT does not support development of CWS. Pennyroyal is a rare 
species with specific requirements, which is unlikely to be easy to translocate or 
successfully colonise another site.  
The site is also close to Heathfield SSSI and lies within the SNA.  

 

Ecology: This is a County Wildlife Site because of the rare plant Pennyroyal. If the 
site is developed, ACT would support the Biodiversity Officer’s comments - 
‘Substantial compensation is likely to be required for loss of the Pennyroyal, the 
CWS, the other rare plants and the seed bank. This should include creation of a 
larger area of similar habitat nearby (on similar soils, with similar hydrology), using 
the site’s sward, topsoil and seedbank, with ongoing management to encourage the 
target species. The compensation site should then be gifted to a wildlife 
conservation body together with a commuted sum to cover ongoing management 
in perpetuity. Prior to any works on-site, full survey will be required, with key 
species identified and propagated for later introduction to the receptor site. 
Mitigation and compensation will be needed for impacts on protected species 
including non-SAC bats, dormice, reptiles and others. Site also within the South 
Hams SAC Landscape Connectivity Zone and close to the edge of the SAC 
Sustenance Zone.’  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

DCC - Former clay and pottery work. Location of find of prehistoric canoe. Potential 
for industrial and earlier waterlogged archaeology and paleoenvironmental 
evidence. Requires programme of archaeological mitigation. 

 

NTC - The Town Council agree that the site should be retained as an employment 
site.   

 

EA - It is likely that the site will be suitable for commercial development (if the 
requirements can be met).  Development of the site may also be an opportunity to 
remediate any contamination from previous uses.   

 

The possibility of the railway line being re-opened must be allowed for.    

 

East of Liverton Business Park 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

More extensive protection for wildlife in the hedges and along the line of Liverton 
Brook is required.   

Noted. Green infrastructure would be required along the brook. Existing hedgerows and trees 
would be required to be retained. 

   

12877720432  

12877658656 

12877552206  

12877542128  

12877476781  

12876893763  

 

The comments 
include 6 submitted 
by email, in post, or  
inin person.  

Historic England notes that the proximity of two grade II listed buildings to the 
proposed allocation site. Given this, we consider that the site requirements should 
include the need to conserve and enhance their settings and significance (assuming 
that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific 
allocation policy). 

Development would be subject to the provisions of Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out 
the approach to avoiding harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings 
in line with the NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its 
setting, including all allocated development sites.   

Opportunities: Green Infrastructure. This document states that the site offers 
opportunity to create an area of green space. This is already a naturally developed 
green space and so I don’t see how much of an opportunity is created. Any work is 
likely to have an adverse impact on the existing biodiversity and is unlikely to improve 
what already exists. The planting of a few extra trees won’t be of much benefit 
compared to the loss of open space. So, there will be a net loss of biodiversity.   

 Noted.   

This site does not fulfil Landscape criteria Scoring Assumption ‘Development in sensitive 
locations could have adverse impacts on the character and quality of the landscape.’    Whilst 
the approach and perimeters of Liverton may not fit the criteria   of a sensitive location (not 
sure what the metrics are for this) the Planning Inspectorate correctly notes in Paragraph 32 
‘The visual receptors most affected would be those using the C454 through the village and in 
such views the landscape and visual changes would be marked’. In truth those most likely 
affected will be the residents going about their daily business and this should be given higher 
importance than it appears to be given. The aesthetics of a community is of great importance 
and how people feel about their area has long term impact. In the longer term, the scale of 
this industrial development and neighbouring sites and the negative associated traffic will 
cause a gradual deterioration in the cohesiveness and community wellbeing of the village 
that go beyond the landscape.   
  
PI Paragraph 19 regarding scale relative to accessibility ‘It would also expand an employment 
site in the ownership of the appellant and, whilst being larger than the host site, would be 
seen in context therewith, particularly given the absence of any substantial intervening 

Noted. Landscape context and potential impacts is an important consideration for developing East of 
Liverton Business Park which is fully recognised through the provisions of Policies GP1: Sustainable 
Development and EN4: Landscape Protection and Enhancement. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Noted. Such matters as lighting impacts is covered by Policy GP1: Sustainable Development and in particular 
residential amenity and environmental effects are key aspects to consider when assessing development 
schemes. 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

boundary between the two sites.’ I disagree with the view expressed that as it is one site 
makes it acceptable. Needs to be viewed within the three existing employment sites. Light 
pollution: even with conditions in place limiting business hours night security lighting will 
reach residential properties elevated above the proposed site.  
  

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT Scoring Assumptions: ‘It is assumed that wildlife corridors 
will be included on all sites … development sites that are within close proximity of an 
international, national or local designated conservation site still have the potential to 
affect the biodiversity or geodiversity of those sites/features’ The site is within the 
SAC Landscape Connectivity Zone. Existing hedgerows provide potential foraging and 
commuting habitat for several bat species including greater horseshoe bats. 
Hedgerows provide suitable habitat for dormouse and nesting birds.  Lighting: The lit 
area will be quadrupled.  I cannot envisage that security lighting will not impact the 
SAC Greater Horseshoe bat foraging area.  

 

 

 

 

Noted. Ecology habitat matters are fully recognised by the provisions of Policies EN11: Important Habitats 
and Features and EN15: South Hams SAC which are primary environmental considerations of the plan. 

This is a significant rural site which has already been rejected as an area for business 
park development  

Since consultation on Part 2 of the Draft Local Plan, the land has received planning permission for 
employment development.  

 

We note that planning permission for employment use (B1, B2 and B8) has recently 
been granted on appeal for this site (reference 19/00122/MAJ) and in line with our 
consultation response to that planning application, Devon County Council has no 
objection to the inclusion of this site option.  

Noted  

The site is located within Flood Zone 3.  Noted. The land adjacent to Liverton Brook within FZ3 will provide an area of green space rather than 
being developed in accord with policy for the site. 

 

The site is located within the setting of the Dartmoor National Park (which is 
recognised in the site description notes). The allocation should be supported by an 
assessment of landscape evidence to demonstrate whether development of this site 
can protect and enhance the character and natural beauty of the Protected 
Landscape.  
Depending on the type of employment use proposed this site option potentially 
triggers the 2km IRZ for Stover Park SSSI.  

Policy V12: Little Liverton Business Park requires: 

Design and layout solutions to conserve or enhance the landscape setting of the Dartmoor National 
Park, informed by a Landscape Visual Impact Assessment. 

 

In addition, all development is subject to the provisions of: 

• Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

• Policy EN11: Important Habitats and Features 

• Policy EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species 

• EN13: European Wildlife Sites 

• EN14: Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren and 

• EN15: South Hams SAC 

Making space for water – Step back development far enough from water to enable wildlife 
corridor and natural processes. If this cannot be achieved, site should not be considered.  

  
This site lies within the floodplain SNA.  

Noted. The land adjacent to Liverton Brook within FZ3 will provide an area of green space rather than 
being developed in accord with policy for the site. 

 

This site appears to be less ecologically sensitive than most and could provide 
employment land and enhanced brookside and hedgerow habitats for wildlife and 
people.  

Noted  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Site contains evidence for early settlement and medieval tin streaming. Requires 
programme of archaeological mitigation. 

Noted. Archaeological mitigation for the site would be addressed through Policy EN17: Heritage 
Assets. 

Loss of productive agricultural land.  Noted. 

Commuting by foot or bicycle is likely to be low. There are few open spaces nearby. 
Fencing in of local footpaths has led to these being very narrow and as everyone is 
forced to walk in a confined space, they are often very wet and muddy, if not 
impassable.   

Noted.  

The development of greenfield land could result in the loss of high-quality agricultural 
land.   

Agree with note within Teignbridge Local Plan Draft Plan Green Infrastructure that 
opportunity to create an area of greenspace should be given more weight as Liverton 
has no public green space except small play area.   

  

Noted. The site falls within Agricultural Land Class grade 3. 

 

Noted 

This is an agricultural site of undeveloped land where no demonstrable need exists 
given the significant availability of other existing local options.  

 

Noted 

The Town Council agree that the site should be retained as an employment site.  

 

Noted 

Potential noise arising from the use of the premises and associated traffic.  

 

Noted. Such matters as noise impacts are covered by Policy GP1: Sustainable Development and in particular 
residential amenity and environmental effects are key aspects to consider when assessing development 
schemes. 

 

 

There will be a negative effect both during the construction and operational phase due to 
increased traffic levels on both the C454 and other residential roads from commuting traffic, 
due to noise, due to possible out of hours access to the site e.g. evenings and weekends, and 
due to increased reluctance for children and parents to walk to and from Blackpool school 
due to increased levels and the type of traffic.   
  

Noted 

Walking and cycling locally will be discouraged if commercial/HGV vehicles increase due to 
the location and entrance to the site.     
  
If all of the proposed employment sites on both sides of the old A38 road were developed a 
significant number of both commercial activities, unknown at present, and vehicles including 
HGVs would surround the approach to the school and the western approach to the village.   
  

This is a large development out of all proportion to the village setting that is not 
required to meet the needs of the local community.  It should be considered in 
conjunction with the existing allocated employment land designations including land 
at Myrtle Lodge being used without current planning permission.   Increase in car use 
and emissions: by its location, size and the nature of the businesses this will increase 
emissions from both personal transport and commercial activities.   

Noted 

 

 

Traffic movement and management will be addressed at planning application stage to ensure that 
any impact on Liverton is mitigated as far as possible. 

 

Noted 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The land is close to houses and a school which pose potential air quality issues.  Noted. Air quality is a key consideration when identifying new development sites. The provisions 
of Policy GP1: Sustainable Development which cover this matter must be adhered to. 

 

 

The site is not well connected in terms of public transport and cycling. Noted. Connectivity requirements form part of Policy V12 and combine with accessibility factors 
in Policy GP1: Sustainable Development. 

 

An accident will occur on this stretch of road due to narrowness of the road here and the 
increase in traffic this site will lead to.     
  
The site is located very close to Blackpool Primary School, the school car park and where 
parents park in a designated area at the side of the road. There will be a significant increase 
in the number of vehicles travelling along this stretch of road to and from the site where very 
young children and their parents are present and so there is a very high risk of a serious 
accident occurring involving children and/or their parents.     
  

Any commercial site in this area should use the A38, by constructing a suitable 
entrance/exit onto the A38, a road built to take traffic away from the residential areas 
of Bickington and Liverton.  They should not be using the current unsuitable road 
through these villages.  

 

Noted. Road safety is an important consideration for new development sites and will be informed 
by guidance from the highway authority. (DCC) 

 

Noted. Traffic movement and management will be addressed at planning application stage to 
ensure that any impact on surrounding area, from Liverton Business Park is properly addressed. 

 

 

 

Noted 

This site does not fulfil connectivity and transport criteria. Proximity to sustainable transport 
links will influence how accessible employment sites are for people commuting to and from 
work. Bus routes are not set up for employment timings. Cycle pathways: unrealistic to 
assume these are suitable for employment purposes.  
 
Road Access to the proposed site. The site would be better suited to employment uses less 
reliant on heavy vehicles, to minimise the impact on local residents.  The wider negative 
impact on village wellbeing is being side-lined as it appears that relevant highway 
consultation relates to structural highway observations e.g. capacity of the Drumbridges 
roundabout and highway width.  

 

Noted. This has been considered and addressed in Policy V12 and Policy GP1: Sustainable 
Development. 

 

 

Noted. Traffic movement and management will be addressed at planning application stage to 
ensure that any impact on surrounding area, from Liverton Business Park is properly addressed. 

 

 

The road access is unsafe for long term use by commercial vehicles with evidence of 
recent accidents and speeding issues.  

Noted. Road safety is an important consideration for new development sites and will be informed 
by guidance from the highway authority. (DCC) 

 

Office or research should only be considered. The development of more 
warehousing/industrial will have an adverse impact on Heathfield Ind Estate and fails 
to expand the range of jobs on offer to locals   

Noted 

There are no benefits for the immediate local community. It is unlikely that 
employees will be village residents.    

  

Noted 

How closely have Devon County Highways looked at the cumulative impacts of 
employment allocation sites on the road hub of Drumbridges Roundabout?  This is a 

Noted. Devon County Council as Highway/Transport authority have been consulted as part of the 
local plan preparation process on East of Liverton Business Park and all other employment site  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

major strategic issue which should have been considered before putting forward 
these three sites.  

 

   

The construction and use of the site will lead to increases in greenhouse gases that 
contribute to climate change through the production and transport of the materials used, 
together with the construction traffic required, as well as the day-to-day operation of the site 
after completion.  
 
Public transport is extremely unlikely to be considered by anyone working on the proposed 
site. The use of the bus services stopping at the Drumbridges junction show these are 
unrealistic options for the likely start times of the working day without allowing a significant 
amount of time, well in excess of what it would take by private car.  

 

Noted. It will be necessary for development proposals to conform with relevant Climate Change 
policies in the plan with particular regard to CC2: Carbon Statements and GP1: Sustainable 
Development.  

 

Noted. Connectivity requirements form part of Policy V12 and combine with accessibility factors 
in Policy GP1: Sustainable Development. 

 

A large development out of all proportion to the village setting that is not required to 
meet the needs of the local community and most employees will travel by car from 
outside.  

 

The character and residential amenity of villages with high levels of commercial 
vehicles bisecting their centre are impacted negatively over time.  

 

The nature of the business designation should be included as a main issue as this will 
generate heavy vehicle movements to and from the site. The location alone with this 
regard should be a reason for excluding the site.  

 

Conditions would be required to protect residents (including B2 use, vehicle trips, 
environmental health issues such as noise, ecology, protecting residents living 
conditions) which begs the question that it is not a suitable location for the proposed 
nature of employment.   

 

Noted. The scale of the development for land at Liverton Business Park is not unreasonable for 
the location as suggested. It has been allocated because it is a suitable and sustainable location 
for development. See the Sustainability Appraisal for further information. 

 

Noted. Such matters as character and appearance are covered by Policy GP1: Sustainable Development and 
in particular residential amenity and environmental effects are key aspects to consider when assessing 
development schemes. 

 

Noted 

 

 

Noted 

 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure.  No development should be 
located within the floodplain.  The development of this site may result in 
enhancement of floodplain and Liverton Brook.    

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it is for SWW to 
then implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies.  

  

The allocation policy, Policy V12: Little Liverton Business Park, includes criteria F, as follows:  

Development will avoid areas falling within flood zones 2 and 3, which will be utilised for the 
purposes of flood gain, and a further 20m buffer will be applied to allow for potential future 
climate change impacts. Development will require flood risk mitigation and drainage solutions 
either on-site of off-site, as informed by a flood risk assessment. Development will consider 
groundwater flood risk. 

Support  Noted.  
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Ilford Park, Drumbridges 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

DCC - The commentary for Minerals on this site option states, “Ilford Park area has been 
sufficiently developed as to sterilise much of the resource in this area.” Devon County 
Council has no objection to this site option. The sensitivities section refers to the ‘Mineral 
Safeguarding Zone’. This terminology is incorrect and should be amended to refer to the 
‘Mineral Safeguarding Area’.  
Historic Environment  
Site contains extensive evidence of medieval tin streaming. Also, remains of Second World 
War US military hospital and later displaced person's camp. Setting of Stover House and 
Registered Park & Garden. Requires assessment and evaluation to inform masterplan and 
mitigation.   

Accepted. Change reference to ‘Mineral Safeguarding Area’ as suggested. 

 

 

 

 

Accepted. Need for site investigation, evaluation and mitigation forms part of Policy GC21 requirements 
along with those contained in EN17: Heritage Assets of the plan.  

12877720432 

 

The comments 
include 11 submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

 

NE - The site is located within the setting of the Dartmoor National Park (which is 
recognised in the site description notes). The allocation should be supported by an 
assessment of landscape evidence to demonstrate whether development of this site 
can protect and enhance the character and natural beauty of the Protected 
Landscape.  
2km IRZ for Bovey Heathfield SSSI - whilst this IRZ has been included here just for 
completeness to note that the site triggers the IRZ, our responses to approved 
planning application 14/02580/MAJ confirms there is unlikely to be an impact on 
Bovey Heathfield SSSI (for that particular proposal). The responses also provide 
further detail on our position regarding the potential hydrological impacts on Stover 
Park SSSI.  

The site lies adjacent to major development at Trago Mills and is adjacent to the A38. It benefits from 
commercial woodland coverage in parts and Policy GC21: Ilford Park, Drumbridges requires: 

tree planting, including retention of significant blocks and buffers of trees in and around the site. 

 

Noted. However, Policy GC21 also requires: 

use of SUDS to manage water to the benefit of wildlife and recreation, and the continued quality of the 
existing Liverton Brook which links to Stover Country Park SSSI; and 

 

Specific ecological mitigations informed by a project level HRA to protect the integrity of the South Hams 
SAC. 

DWT - We object to this site  
Loss of large woodland site (with semi-natural habitats) adjacent to Stover SSSI with 
potential for heathland restoration, within SNA and between two GHB sustenance zones 
with GHB recorded previously at the Polish Camp.  

Noted. This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in Policy GC21: 
Ilford Park through green infrastructure requirements and ecological mitigations, as identified. 

DGT - We note that proposed allocations at Forches Cross, Cannon Road, Ilford 
Park, and Land North of Forches Cross A382 all affect the setting of Stover, an 
historic designed landscape included on the Register of Parks and Gardens at Grade 
II. We will expect to see detailed assessment of the impact of development at 
these locations on the nationally designated designed landscape as part of any 
proposals brought forward as part of the on-going Plan Review. 

Noted. Policy GC21 includes the following requirement: ‘Design and layout solutions which conserve and 
enhance the heritage significance of Stover Registered Park and Garden and Stover House, as informed by a 

Heritage Impact Assessment; ’  

 

NTC - The Town Council agree that the site should be retained as an employment 
site. 

Noted 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastucture and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  No development should be located within the floodplain.  
The development of this site may result in enhancement of floodplain and 
watercourses. 

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it is for SWW to 
then implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies.  

  

The allocation policy, Policy GC21: Ilford Park, Drumbridges, includes the following criteria:  

use of SUDS to manage water to the benefit of wildlife and recreation, and the continued quality of 
the existing Liverton Brook which links to Stover Country Park SSSI;  
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ID 

In addition, the development would be subject to Policy GC5: Flood Risk Management and 
Resilience, which requires opportunities to create water compatible parks, open spaces and 
restored River corridors to be pursued. 

Given the proximity of the proposed allocation to grade II registered Stover Park 
and its associated listed buildings, Historic England considers that a heritage impact 
assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed 
allocation on their significance and settings.   

We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed as 
appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether this should be carried 
out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later 
date to inform development proposals.   

The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated 
and opportunities for enhancements maximised. This should also take account of 
other existing and proposed housing and employment site allocations that may 
affect the setting of Stover Park and its associated heritage asset designations.   

In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan 
for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.   

Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a 
site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the significance and settings of Stover Park and affected 
listed buildings. They should also cover any requirements for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation, for townscape, local character and distinctiveness, as 
well as for any other design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in 
the HIA. We support the proposed site requirement for vegetation retention. 

An HIA is currently being undertaken for this site.  In advance of the outcome of the HIA, the 
following is the Council’s response:  

  

Policy GC21: Ilford Park, Drumbridges of the Proposed Submission Local Plan responds to the 
comments made by Historic England and requires the following:  

  

Design and layout solutions which conserve and enhance the heritage significance of Stover 
Registered Park and Garden and Stover House, as informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment; and  

A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, evaluation and mitigation  

  

This is in addition to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to avoiding harmful 
impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy 
would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including all allocated 
development sites.  

  

Comments on potential impacts on archaeological heritage assets were provided by Devon County 
Council Historic Environment Team at HELAA stage and when the draft sites were published 

400Kv Overhead Transmission Line along edges site. It is National Grid policy to 
retain existing overhead lines in-situ.  

The statutory safety clearances between overhead lines, the ground, and built 
structures must not be infringed. Where changes are proposed to ground levels 
beneath an existing line then it is important that changes in ground levels do not 
result in safety clearances being infringed. National Grid can, on request, provide 
to developers detailed line profile drawings that detail the height of conductors, 
above ordnance datum, at a specific site. 

Noted. Safety buffer and related aspects is contained in Policy GC21. 

 

North of Forches Cross, A382 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

DCC - There is limited commentary included for minerals under this employment 
site option.  

Noted. The minerals context is detailed in the supporting text to Policy GC20: North of Forches 
Cross and Perry Cross, Newton Abbot which states: ‘Forches and Perry Cross partially lies within the 
Mineral Safeguarding Area for ball clay resource which will be an ongoing consideration in terms of 

The comments 
include 9 submitted 
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Work has been undertaken by TDC to assess the suitability of land within the Bovey 
Basin for renewable energy generation, specifically solar energy. In principle Devon 
County Council considers this as a potentially compatible productive land-use for 
areas containing mineral resources, subject to an enforceable mechanism to secure 
cessation of the energy use in advance of the anticipated timescale for mineral 
extraction.   

Southeast part of site contains substantial prehistoric/Romano-British enclosed 
settlement. Evaluation required to establish significance of this site and the 
principle of development. Wider site has high potential for further finds of 
prehistoric, Roman or medieval dates. Needs pre-determination assessment and 
evaluation to inform masterplan and mitigation 

 

 

 

longer-term extraction plans in the final quarter of the century. With existing clay deposits, some 
forms of SuDS infiltration may not be possible.’ 

Noted. Incorporation of renewable energy elements into the development allocation is guided by 
other policies, such as CC2: Carbon Statements and CC5: Renewable and Low Carbon Energy 
Generation. 

Noted.  Policy GC20: North of Forches and Perry Cross, Newton Abbot requires: ‘A layout informed 
by details of archaeological investigation, evaluation and mitigation’ together with provisions 
contained in Policy EN17: Heritage Assets for wider archaeological mitigation context.  

by email, in post, or 
in person.    

Given the proximity of the proposed allocation to grade II registered Stover Park 
and its associated listed buildings, Historic England considers that a heritage impact 
assessment  

(HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation 
on their significance and settings.  

 

We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed as 
appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether this should be carried 
out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date 
to inform development proposals. 

 

The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated 
and  

opportunities for enhancements maximised. This should also take account of other 
existing and proposed housing and employment site allocations that may affect the 
setting of Stover Park and its associated heritage asset designations. 

 

In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan 
for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development. 

 

Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a 
site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the significance and settings of Stover Park and affected 
listed buildings. They should also cover  

An HIA is currently being undertaken for this site.  In advance of the outcome of the HIA, the 
following is the Council’s response:  

  

Policy GC20 of the Proposed Submission Local Plan responds to the comments made by Historic 
England and requires the following:  

  

Design and layout solutions which conserve or enhance:   

local landscape character and recognises the site’s gateway status for Newton Abbot   

the heritage significance of Stover Registered Park and Garden, as informed by a Heritage Impact 
Assessment.   

A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, evaluation and mitigation  

  

This is in addition to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to avoiding harmful 
impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy 
would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including all allocated 
development sites.  

  

Comments on potential impacts on archaeological heritage assets were provided by Devon County 
Council Historic Environment Team at HELAA stage and when the draft sites were published. 
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any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation, for townscape, 
local character and distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or other 
mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. We support the proposed site 
requirement for vegetation retention, landscaping and design sensitive to its 
location. 

NE - Depending on the type of employment use proposed this site option 
potentially triggers the 2km IRZ for Stover Park SSSI.   

Policy GC20: North of Forches and Perry Cross, Newton Abbot requires: 

Specific ecological mitigations informed by a project level HRA to protect the integrity of the South Hams 
SAC. 

 

In addition, all development is subject to the provisions of: 

• Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

• Policy EN11: Important Habitats and Features 

• Policy EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species 

• EN13: European Wildlife Sites 

• EN14: Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren and 

• EN15: South Hams SAC 

DWT - Making space for water – Step back development far enough from water to 
enable wildlife corridor and natural processes. If this cannot be achieved, site 
should not be considered.  

 

Noted. Development proposals will be subject to the provisions of Policy EN11: Important Habitats and 
Features which would consider such a wildlife resource. 

A green corridor including the Blatchford Brook could help wildlife. Opportunities 
for arable crops to be grown to benefit farmland birds such as Cirl Buntings should 
include a long-term contract with adequate compensation.  

 

Noted. The green corridor is identified in supporting text to the new allocation policy. 

Sibelco - The proposed allocation would risk the permanent sterilisation of 
nationally and internationally important ball clay resources.  
The site is located within the Minerals Safeguarding Area for ball clay resources as 
defined by Policy M2 of the DMP. It is located adjacent to Stover Quarry and north 
of Ringslade Quarry.   

The whole of the proposed allocation and the site has been identified as a future 
working area in the emerging Bovey Basin Strategy. Ball clay resources should be 
afforded the highest weight due to their international importance, therefore the 
site option should be discounted based on the inherent conflict the allocation 
would have with the Development Plan and the NPPF.  

 

Noted. Development proposals for North of Forches and Perry Cross would be subject to matching future 
longer term extraction plans in the final quarter of the century for ball clay which is recognised in the new 
allocation policy for the site. Employment based development has greater latitude in this regard than 
residential use which is not being promoted by the plan. 

RSPB - This site will directly impact on one cirl bunting breeding territory (as 
recorded in the last national survey in 2016). We recommend up to date survey 
and habitat compensation for loss via a developer contribution to Teignbridge 
District Council as per the cirl bunting planning guidance.  

 

Noted. The Draft Local Plan (Part 2) identifies coverage on part of the site by a cirl bunting breeding 
zone territory as a key sensitivity. Any development proposals would need to conform with policies 
EN11: Important Habitats and Features and EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species, where 
relevant up to date survey information will be required. 
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DGT - We note that proposed allocations at Forches Cross, Cannon Road, Ilford 
Park, and Land North of Forches Cross A382 all affect the setting of Stover, an 
historic designed landscape included on the Register of Parks and Gardens at Grade 
II. We will expect to see detailed assessment of the impact of development at these 
locations on the nationally designated designed landscape as part of any proposals 
brought forward as part of the on-going Plan Review.  

 

The provisions of the site allocation policy for North of Forches Cross and Perry Cross include a 
requirement for ‘Design and layout solutions which conserve or enhance the heritage significance 
of Stover Registered Park and Garden, as informed by a Health Impact Assessment’. 

Also, Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, sets out the approach to avoiding harmful impacts on the 
significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy would relate to 
any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including all allocated development sites. 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastucture and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  No development should be located within the floodplain.  
The development of this site may result in enhancement of floodplain and 
watercourses.    

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it is for SWW to 
then implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies.  

  

The site lies wholly within Flood Zone 1 and there is only a small area liable to surface water flood 
risk. Any risk from surface water would be dealt with under Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water 
Quality. 

NTC - The Town Council note that the site has been ear-marked for employment 
development and would support this providing there is no housing development 
on the site. 

 

Noted 

 

Southwest of Chudleigh Knighton 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The report lists several ecological reasons for discounting this site from 
development, including natural habitats for protected species, which don't seem to 
have been properly considered.   

South West of Chudleigh Knighton is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12877720432  

12875613299  

12875203091  

12877658656  

12875610657  

12875200640  

12877552206  

12875606178  

12875194107  

12877542128  

12875601650  

12875190880  

12877476781  

12875593137  

12875184518  

12876893763  

12875216621  

This will ruin the landscape of the village.    

Our natural environment in the village of CK is a small, confined space with many 
pieces of heathland which are protected and in use. the impact of road traffic and 
pollution will impact adversely.  

 

The proposed plot acts as a flight path to bats and is a valuable corridor for wildlife 
between the village and the A38.  

 

Building on a green field site would negatively effect the local environment and 
landscape. Commercial use on this site is not necessary.  

 

EA - It is likely that the site will be suitable for commercial development (if the 
requirements can be met).  

 

NE - Depending on the type of employment use proposed this site option 
potentially triggers the 500m IRZ for Chudleigh Knighton Heath SSSI, the 2km IRZ 
for Stover Park SSSI, the 1km IRZ for Chudleigh Woods and Caves SSSI, and the 2km 
IRZ for Bovey Heathfield SSSI.  

 

ACT - This may be an important corridor for bats and other wildlife and careful 
planning would be necessary to combine employment use with wildlife use.  
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Sibleco - Sibelco note that the proposed allocation is located between Chudleigh 
Knighton Quarry and Clay Lane  
Quarry. Both quarries have planning permission (ref. DCC/3793/2015) to extract 
mineral until 09 February  
2076. Any decision to allocate this site should not prejudice these existing rights in 
accordance with the ‘agent of change’ set out in Paragraph 187 of the NPPF.  

 12875176252  

12876558415  

12875211591  

12875165103  

12875620551  

12875207384  

12874834357  

12875616398  

12875204809  

12871141307  

12870736773  

12870595464  

12870560944  

12870365271  

12870412839  

12870341079  

12867617435  

 

The comments 
include 14, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Would damage the views of residents in Candy's Cottages.   

The field and its hedges are a natural barrier between homes and A38.    

Report says – “There are no listed buildings on or adjacent to the site. However, the 
site does fall within the 1km buffer of a number of Grade II and Grade II* listed 
buildings in the village.” – How has this been addressed? This isn’t a valid response.  

 

Industrial units will degrade the appearance of the village.   

This area of Chudleigh Knighton is the oldest part of the village. Developing this 
site would not be respectful or in keeping with the history of the old houses in this 
area (Candys Cottages).  

 

HE - Historic England notes the archaeological potential of the site and the need 
for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary) from the HELAA. Given 
this, we consider that site requirements should address these archaeological 
matters (assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy).  

 

The area outlined is a field that is currently used for recreational and light 
agriculture, it also provides important habitat for species such as field mice and 
hedgehogs.  

 

Not a suitable location in village. Alternative locations with in 3miles. Currently used 
for grazing.   

 

The site provides grazing pasture for livestock but has also been used for 
community events and activities, such as fetes and fairs.  This site lends itself 
perfectly to hosting community gatherings, being located within the village itself 
and being the only outdoor site within the village that is suited to such activity for 
large numbers of visitors.  Space for the villagers and wider community to gather 
plays such an important role in community life and should be preserved.  

 

There are more than enough brownfield sites within the Teignbridge area, most 
notably the former BCT site and numerous former quarry and clay pit areas,   

 

There are plenty of empty industrial sites in Heathfield easily accessible to A38 
north and southbound and walkable/cyclable from Chudleigh Knighton.  

 

Far too close to the A38 to be acceptable for any housing.   

This site has been identified as an employment area, yet it is not large enough to 
support employment for the potential houses being built nearby.  

 

There's not enough parking in the village as it is, industrial units will only make it 
worse.  
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The area needs sheltered housing for the elderly with warden assisted flats and 
the Devon Rule should apply.  

 

For whom is this "affordable housing" being built? Overflow from other parts of 
the country?  

 

There isn’t the infrastructure to support further housing in the village.   

An increase of commercial-type vehicles coming through the village is a guarantee 
for more emissions, more noise and less safety in a small village with a primary 
school extremely close to this site. This is particularly relevant as all vehicles 
wanting to access from the Exeter direction of the A38 will come through the village 
as there is no Chudleigh Knighton access from the Exeter direction of the A38 at this 
end of the village.   

 

Green sites are extremely important for the health and wellbeing of the residents of 
Chudleigh Knighton.  The roads at either end of the village (B3193 and Clay Lane) 
are very busy with no pavements/safe walking space and so space to walk within 
the village is fairly limited.  The green space provided by this site helps to enhance 
outdoor and walking areas of the village and the general wellbeing of its 
residents.  Additionally, when used as a community field, the site would offer an 
important and safe space for outdoor and sporting activities, further improving the 
wellbeing of residents.  If developed as an employment site, the pollution 
generated through the traffic, noise and light created by the site and the businesses 
within it would be significantly detrimental to the health and wellbeing of 
residents.  

 

Too close to housing need to consider noise, dust and smell.  Safe storage of 
hazardous material in a residential area. Due to limited access it is difficult to image 
a business wanting to be based in the village so could become a white elephant.  

 

Village fayre/other events held on land until COVID... Hopefully we can go back to 
events on the field.  

 

The village already has issues with road access and parking as many existing houses 
in the village centre do not have sufficient off-road parking, which causes 
bottlenecks around the centre of the village has large sections of the carriageway 
are blocked by parked cars. Increased commercial traffic will exacerbate this issue, 
unless parking restrictions and double yellow lines are introduced to clear the 
carriageway.  

 

Limited access to the site on an already busy road.   

Poor location in an already traffic filled village. The extra traffic would be 
detrimental to the area.    

 

We cannot have this without a northbound slip road to Exeter. Village cannot cope 
with the traffic this will generate.     

 

This site can only be accessed from the Exeter Bound A38 without driving through 
the village. The site can also only access the Plymouth bound A38 when leaving the 
village without driving through the village on the A3344. Any traffic from Exeter 
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would have to drive through the village from the east, and any traffic from the site 
would also have to drive through the village to access the Exeter bound A38. This is 
very clearly not an ideal commercial site for these reasons. Further it would 
preclude any future slipways from the A38 to the western edge of the village, 
which currently only has slip roads to and from Plymouth, and none to and from 
Exeter. If there were four slip roads to the village from the west of the village this 
site would not exist. As there are plans to expand the village clearly there becomes 
more need for extra slip roads not an industrial site.    

This is a residential village; it should remain as this. It is not appropriate to put an 
industrial site in a location close to housing and with poor road access. The village 
already has the issue of oversized lorries attempting to navigate past parked cars 
from the clay pits.  

 

Chudleigh Knighton is only a small village but lies between and close to many towns 
providing employment opportunities including Chudleigh, Bovey Tracey, Heathfield, 
Newton Abbot and Exeter and Plymouth are easily accessible via the A38.  The 
relatively small number of employment opportunities that could be created on the 
small, proposed site would not provide significant benefit to outweigh the 
detriment it would cause to the village and its residents.  

 

Chudleigh Knighton is a small village. Many of the local residents are elderly or work 
in surrounding areas. The pub, village shop, pre-school and school already provide 
employment opportunities to those who wish to work in these sectors. Many others 
choose to live in the village because it's a quiet village, and they are very happy to 
commute to work in surrounding cities or towns. Furthermore, this area benefits 
hugely from tourism in the spring and summer months. People choose to visit and 
holiday in this area because of the green spaces, quaint village atmosphere, quieter 
way of life and peaceful spaces. Developing this area and turning it into a town with 
busy traffic, industrial units and unwanted gyms or shops would put this at risk. We 
already have a local gym which residents use at Finlake, so there is no need for a 
village gym, and we have a local shop.  

 

Object due to lack of evidence of need for commercial units in Chudleigh Knighton, 
additional traffic, absence of slip road at Chudleigh Knighton and, additional 
burden on sewage treatment works.  

 

 The village has a very small primary school, a pub, a very small shop and a hair 
salon.  Whilst these are sufficient for the current number of residents, proposed 
additional housing in the village will put a significant strain on these services, which 
would be further increased by the development of an employment site too.  

 

There is no infrastructure associated with this area which would benefit 
employment moving into this location.  

 

We do not have the number of school placements, GP and hospital places for the 
number of homes being proposed  

 

Any building on this land will certainly increase the water runoff in the area.    
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There are many industrial units within a 2-mile radius that are vacant and have 
been for a long time. No need to build more.   

 

Chudleigh Knighton is a small residential village which has 2 sites for residential 
within this plan that will undoubtedly increase traffic in this area. Many better sites 
locally for development (Heathfield, off Claypits road, Sandygate area with much 
better accessibility! Permanent loss of village fair.      

 

HPC - We didn’t receive a single positive comment for this proposed employment 
site and we are in full agreement with our community on this. This site is wholly 
unsuitable for development in any capacity for the following three reasons:  
1. It would increase traffic levels through the village which is already under 
pressure and a health and safety risk  
2. It is the gateway to our village, on the boundary next to important protected 
habitat and heritage cottages  
3. It is an important ecological corridor with great biodiversity value which we feel 
is worth protecting  
This site shouldn’t be considered for development in any capacity if there is no 
plan to introduce a junction Exeter bound on the A38 from this end of Chudleigh 
Knighton village.  

 

NATC - The Town Council considered this site to be better suited to housing 
development rather than industrial and object to the site being used for 
employment.  

 

 

Blatchford Farm, A382 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

DCC - Minerals  

This site is within the Mineral Safeguarding Area for ball clay and, as such, any 
employment development on this site would need to be temporary in nature and 
not permanently sterilise the underlying resource. We suggest that such an 
approach would be challenging to deliver, and our preference would be for this 
employment site option to not progress further in the Local Plan. We understand 
work has been undertaken by TDC to assess the suitability of land within the Bovey 
Basin for renewable energy generation, specifically solar energy. In principle Devon 
County Council considers this as a potentially compatible productive land-use for 
areas containing mineral resources, subject to an enforceable mechanism to secure 
cessation of the energy use in advance of the anticipated timescale for mineral 
extraction.  

Blatchford Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) for further details when published.   

12877720432 

The comments 
include 8, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.  

Should remain as farmland   

DWT - Making space for water – Step back development far enough from water to 
enable wildlife corridor and natural processes. If this cannot be achieved, site 
should not be considered   
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ACT - Mitigation should include a wide corridor that follows the course of the 
Blatchford Brook as well as other wildlife (bat) corridors.  
There is no mention of flooding - does it not flood in very wet weather?  

 

The proposed allocation is wholly within the Mineral Safeguarding Area.  
Ringslade Quarry is located to the south and Ball Clay Reserves identified for 
future extraction within Berry Knowles/Blatchford Farm is located within the 
proposed allocation. IML own the minerals beneath part of the proposed 
allocation surface and object to sterilising the identified reserves.  
Whilst a resolution to grant permission on the easternmost part of this site has 
been made, the permission is yet to be granted due to the absence of a s106 
agreement. In their consultation response to that application IML objected. DCC 
as MPA also raised the issue of whether the proposed development would 
constrain future mineral development on adjoining land, particularly that to the 
north west. In response to this consultation from DCC, the applicant reduced the 
area to be developed for housing in the west of the site and provided further 
comments to demonstrate that there would be no sterilisation of mineral 
resources on adjoining land.  
The Officer’s Report to Committee on that application noted8 “The land to the 
north west of the application site around Blatchford Farm forms part of a larger 
area of ball clay resource extending north westwards to the boundary of the 
operational Stover Quarry. This area is identified in the County Council’s Bovey 
Basin Strategy as a candidate clay working area within the 2011-2042 time 
horizon, and has the potential to maintain supply of resources currently provided 
by the nearby Stover and Ringslade Quarries”.  
Even then DCC considered that the proposed development areas at the western 
end of the site would be much closer to the potential ball clay resource, and the 
County Council therefore considers this would be a potential constraint on the 
adjoining resource as being contrary to Policy M2 of the Devon Minerals Plan.  
The western part of the site is identified in the Devon Minerals Plan as a Ball Clay 
Long Term Working Area.  
The consultation document acknowledges that minerals are a constraint. It is not 
considered that the suggestion that no objections have been raised is an accurate 
reflection of the position to date from both IML and the MPA.  
Given the concerns of the Mineral Planning Authority and IML, it is not considered 
that there is sufficient information available through this process to demonstrate 
that development in this area would be acceptable and in accordance with 
national policy.  
There has been insufficient consideration to date of the effects on minerals by 
developing this allocation.  
For the reasons set out above, allocating the site and then seeking to balance the 
minerals and housing needs later is not an acceptable approach. As such, this site 
should not be allocated.  
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EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  No development should be located within the 
floodplain.  The development of this site may result in enhancement of floodplain 
and watercourses.    

 

Grade 2 listed building    

DCC - Historic Environment   
Site contains potential for prehistoric/Romano-British settlement. Historic 
farmsteads of Blatchford and Berry   
Knowles. Pre-determination assessment and evaluation needed to inform 
masterplan and mitigation.     

 

HE - Historic England notes from the HELAA that there is the potential for heritage assets 
of archaeological interest to be affected by the proposed allocation. Assuming that the 
site  
requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, 
we support the site requirement for archaeological investigation to inform mitigation 
measures.  
  
However, we also note the close proximity of the proposed allocation to the grade II listed  
Blatchford Farmhouse, which along with a proposed employment site option, is likely to 
have a significant negative impact on its setting and significance. We further note the 
presence of the grade II registered Stover Park and several other listed buildings in the 
surrounding area.   
  
Given this, we consider that that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the settings and 
significance of affected heritage assets.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised. This should also take account of other 
existing and proposed housing and employment site allocations that may affect the 
setting of Stover Park and its associated heritage asset designations.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Again assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a 
site specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve 
and enhance the significance and settings of the grade II listed Blatchford Farmhouse; any 
other affected heritage assets including Stover Park; townscape, local character and 
distinctiveness; as well as any other design or other mitigation measures as maybe 
identified in the HIA. However, we support the site requirements for the retention of 
vegetation, landscaping and the  

design sensitive to location.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

NATC - The Town Council agree that the site should be developed for 
employment.     

 

 

Horsemills Field, Kingsteignton 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

DCC - Minerals and Waste  
The sensitivities section on minerals for this site option identifies that it is within 
the Mineral Safeguarding Area. It should also note that it benefits from long term 
planning permission for mineral extraction. Despite this, due to the small-scale 
nature of the site and its constraint from the B3193, it is unlikely to be worked in 
the future and, therefore, Devon County Council has no objection to the inclusion 
of this site option within the Local Plan.  
The site is also located in the Waste Consultation Zone for Heathfield landfill site 
and the energy recovery site identified under Policy W6 of the Devon Waste Plan. 
This is, however, not regarded as a constraint to development of this site.  

Noted. Importance of mineral extraction in this area north of Kingsteignton is acknowledged. The comments 
include 8, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.  

NE - Depending on the type of employment use proposed this site option 
potentially triggers the 2km IRZ for Stover Park SSSI, and the 2km IRZ for Chudleigh 
Knighton Heath SSSI.   

All development is subject to the provisions of: 

• Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

• Policy EN11: Important Habitats and Features 

• Policy EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species 

• EN13: European Wildlife Sites 

• EN14: Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren and 

• EN15: South Hams SAC 

DWT would expect a substantial corridor created across this site given over to a 
double hedged dark corridor with species-rich grassland between to support GHB. 
Strict lighting controls and measures. If this cannot be achieved, site should not be 
considered.  

Noted. The site allocation policy for Horsemills Field provides relevant protection for GHB’s in terms 
of requirement for ‘specific ecological mitigations informed by a site level HRA to protect the 
integrity of the South Hams SAC’ along with provisions of DM policies, such as EN10: Biodiversity 
and Geodiversity and EN15: South Hams SAC which detail need for maintaining connectivity to 
sustenance zones.  

ACT - Because this small site is such an important part of the SAC, keeping its 
flyways useable in an employment setting would be difficult, so it should not be 
developed.  

Not accepted. The requirements of the site allocation policy in ensuring protection for GHB’s in 
terms of requirement for ‘specific ecological mitigations informed by a site level HRA to protect the 
integrity of the South Hams SAC’ along with provisions of DM policies, such as EN10: Biodiversity 
and Geodiversity and EN15: South Hams SAC collectively will safeguard bat flyways and habitats at 
Horsemills Field. 

Sibelco note that the proposed allocation is located adjacent to the Central Area 
of the Bovey Basin Clay Workings. This quarry has planning permission (ref. 
9/2080/01/9DCC) to extract mineral until 21 February 2042. A consolidating 
planning application is currently being prepared to extend the current end date of 
the permission for several decades. Any decision to allocate this site should not 
prejudice these existing rights in accordance with the ‘agent of change’ set out in 
Paragraph 187 of the NPPF.  

Noted. Importance of mineral extraction in this area north of Kingsteignton, including central area of 
the Bovey Basin Clay Workings is acknowledged. The employment development allocation site 
policy at Horsemills Field, will not prejudice existing rights, as referenced by the respondent. 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

DCC - Historic Environment   

No known assets. Low potential.   

Development would be subject to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to 
avoiding harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the 
NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including 
all allocated development sites.   

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastucture and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it is for SWW to then 
implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies. 

NATC - The Town Council agree that the site should be retained as an 
employment site. 

Noted. 

 

Ruby Farm, Two Mile Oak 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Why situate industrial/employment units right in the middle of the countryside?    Policy V1: Ruby Farm, Abbotskerswell allocates one hectare of land for employment uses. It requires: 

Specific ecological mitigations informed by a project level HRA to protect the integrity of the South Hams 
SAC. 

12877720432  

12877658656  

12877552206  

12877542128 

 

The comments 
include 441, 
submitted by email, 
in post, or in person.    

 

Greenfield site, currently mostly arable, over old landfill. Local wildlife and 
rewilding projects underway in fields very close by (across the width of Whiddon 
Lane). Several species of bats, birds in the area including Greater Horseshoe bats 
and Cirl Buntings.    

Noted. The site allocation at Ruby Farm occupies a much-reduced area (1ha) compared to the site 
option contained within Part 2 of the Draft Local Plan which covered most of the farm. It consists of 
an extension of the existing business area only which lies in the middle section of the farm. Policy V1 
contains the following requirement: ‘specific ecological mitigations informed by a site level HRA to 
protect the integrity of the South Hams SAC’ together with the provisions of DM policies, including 
EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species.  

There is a large pond/ small lake on the site that would need to be checked for the 
presence of great crested newts. There are dormice in the adjacent hedgerows. 
This site is surrounded by ancient hedgerows over 1000 years old. In the current 
climate emergency, we should be actively protecting these essential connectivity 
zones.  

Noted. In order to properly conform with Environment policies in the Proposed Submission Draft 
Local Plan it will be necessary for an ecology survey to be carried out in relation to Policy EN10: 
Biodiversity and Geodiversity. Other policies such as EN11: Important Habitats and Features may 
also be relevant. 

DCC - Minerals  
The site lies within the Mineral Consultation Area for aggregates and in proximity 
to two large Mineral Safeguarding Areas, although there is a buffer between the 
site option and the Mineral Safeguarding Area. Any application for development 
of this site should be accompanied by a Mineral Resource Assessment to 
demonstrate that any proposal is in conformity with Policy M2 of the Devon 
Minerals Plan.  

Noted. The site allocation at Ruby Farm occupies a much-reduced area (1ha) compared to the site 
option contained within Part 2 of the Draft Local Plan which covered most of the farm. It consists of 
an extension of the existing business area only which lies in the middle section of the farm. The 
potential impact on mineral resource is much less than originally envisaged. As mentioned by DCC, 
future plans for development would require a Mineral Resource Assessment to be completed. 

Object due to loss of open break between Newton Abbot and Abbotskerswell.  Not accepted. The site allocation at Ruby Farm will occupy a much-reduced area (1ha) compared to 
the site option contained within Part 2 of the Draft Local Plan which covered most of the farm. It 
therefore will not lead to loss of open break between Newton Abbot and Abbotskerswell. 

ACT - Hedgerows and trees on this large site should be retained and buffered as 
wildlife corridors.  

Accepted. The development proposals will be subject to the provisions of Policy EN16: Trees, Hedges 
and Woodlands which ‘will retain good quality and healthy woodland, trees and hedgerows,’ on the 
site and Policy EN11: Important Habitats and Features which seeks to protect and enhance existing 
linear features for wildlife movement. 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

RSPB - This site will directly impact on two cirl bunting breeding territories (as 
recorded in the last national survey in 2016). We recommend cirl buntings are 
included in the Ecology sensitivities section and the requirement for appropriate 
habitat compensation for cirl buntings is also highlighted. We recommend up to 
date survey and habitat compensation for loss via a developer contribution to 
Teignbridge District Council as per the cirl bunting planning guidance.  

Noted. The site allocation at Ruby Farm will occupy a much-reduced area (1ha) compared to the site 
option contained within Part 2 of the Draft Local Plan which covered most of the farm. Therefore, 
impacts on ecology resource such as cirl buntings will be more limited although given position in the 
Cirl bunting breeding territory it will be necessary for development proposals to be consistent with 
Policy EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species and require survey information to be prepared. 

Object due to loss of physical separation between Newton Abbot and 
Abbotskerswell, harm to rural character of village, potential harm to the South 
Hams SAC, and contrary to Abbotskerswell Neighbourhood Plan, which supports 
20 affordable homes.  

Not accepted. The site allocation at Ruby Farm will occupy a much-reduced area (1ha) compared to 
the site option contained within Part 2 of the Draft Local Plan which covered most of the farm. It 
therefore will not lead to loss of open break between Newton Abbot and Abbotskerswell. The 
proposal would not adversely affect the NP context of 20 affordable homes. 

 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 
and 3.   

Noted. All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it is for SWW 
to then implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies. 

Some industrial buildings. Historically at least one of said buildings was supposed 
to be removed at end of use (landfill, incineration then inert waste recycling). 
Building was retained for "agricultural use", storage of feed, etc then had change 
of use to light industrial.   

Noted 

Isolated site with poor hourly bus route to Newton Abbot and no cycle lanes. Truly 
not where we should be building an employment site!   

Noted. A requirement of Policy V1: Ruby Farm sets out that employment development will include 
safe pedestrian and cycle/walking connection towards Abbotskerswell, requiring improvements to 
footways if necessary. 

DCC - Historic Environment   

High potential for archaeology of prehistoric, Roman and medieval date. Requires 
pre-determination assessment and evaluation to inform masterplan and 
mitigation.   

Noted. The allocation policy for Ruby Farm includes a need for ‘a layout informed by details of 
archaeological investigation, evaluation and mitigation’ 

HE - Historic England notes the archaeological potential of the site and the need 
for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary) from the HELAA. 
Given this, we consider that site requirements should address these 
archaeological matters (assuming that the site requirements are intended to form 
the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy).  

Policy V1: Ruby Farm, Abbotskerswell of the Proposed Submission Local Plan responds to the 
comments made by Historic England and requires the following:  

  

A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, evaluation and mitigation.    

   

This is in addition to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to avoiding harmful 
impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy 
would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including all allocated 
development sites. 

It’s a green field site can’t you find existing brown field sites and adjacent areas to 
develop first before building right in the middle of green belt land??   

Noted. The draft plan does contain a range of urban renewal sites in order to maximise development 
on previously developed land. However, the physical nature of Teignbridge means that most 
development allocations will be located on greenfield sites. 

Mostly arable land on a working farm, over landfill including asbestos waste.   Noted 

There has been historical documentation of stress from noise and dust from the 
former recycling facilities. Due to the houses opposite being against a hill, noise 
from the farm echoes back from the hill.   

Noted. Development at Ruby Farm would need to conform with the provisions of Policy GP1: 
Sustainable Development which requires proposals to perform well against ‘health, safety and 
environmental effects of noise, smell, dust ….’ 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Landfill site on Ruby Farm.   Noted 

There are other smaller industrial sites for employment nearby in Abbotskerswell 
and Ipplepen villages. These always have vacant business units and warehouses for 
rent at the bigger Heathfield Industrial site, and these are much better suited for 
employment. 

  

Noted. The site allocation at Ruby Farm occupies a much-reduced area (1ha) compared to the site 
option contained within Part 2 of the Draft Local Plan which covered most of the farm. It consists of 
an extension of the existing business area only which lies in the middle section of the farm. The 
smaller scale will better fit the rural location of the site. 

Clearly this is a good location with good access to the A381 and public transport. 
We believe that the west side of this site should not be developed to protect the 
amenity of residents of Two Mile Oak, immediately to the west of the site.   

Noted. 

 NATC - The Town Council agree that the site should be retained as an 
employment site.   

Noted 

APC - The proposed development of this site would see a development three 
times the size of Decoy Industrial Estate and almost the size of the village of 
Abbotskerswell. An industrial estate on this scale in open countryside is 
completely inappropriate. Concern about lack of sustainable travel links, potential 
flooding, harm to protected species, including GHBs, development on previous 
infill land, additional traffic onto Wolborough Street within the AQMA.  

Noted. The site allocation at Ruby Farm occupies a much-reduced area (1ha) compared to the site 
option contained within Part 2 of the Draft Local Plan which covered most of the farm. It consists of 
an extension of the existing business area only which lies in the middle section of the farm. The 
smaller scale will better fit the rural location of the site. Development proposals will need to include 
‘a design and layout solution which has regard to the landscape sensitivity of the site’ (Policy V1 
refers) and be consistent with the provisions of EN4: Landscape Protection and Enhancement. Traffic 
movement and management will be addressed at planning application stage to ensure that any 
impact on the local area is mitigated as far as possible. 

 

Kingskerswell Road, Decoy 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Need to maintain green space, country park and wildlife habitats.   Kingskerswell Road is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12877720432  

12877658656  

 

The comments 
include 10, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.    

DCC - Minerals  
The sensitivities section for this site option should acknowledge that the site is 
largely within a Mineral  
Consultation Area and part of it lies within a Mineral Safeguarding Area. Despite 
this the resource is already  
constrained by the A380, the railway and existing built development and 
subsequently there is no objection on  
minerals grounds to this site option.  

 

NE - Lies within the South Hams SAC Landscape Connectivity Zone.  
Depending on the type of employment use proposed this site option potentially 
triggers the 1km IRZ for Wolborough Fen SSSI.  

 

DWT - We object to this site  
Recognised flyway for GHB running east-west from Conitor Quarry roost which is 
already heavily impacted by NA3. Loss of surrounding foraging habitat would 
make this flyway redundant – unacceptable impact on SAC GHB population.   
Loss of Aller Brook valley of rural landscape with semi-natural habitats  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

In-combination/cumulative impact with other allocated sites in area (NA3 and 
others in this plan).  

ACT - If approximately 25 ha of this area is used as a Country Park with good 
habitat creation and corridors linking it with Decoy Country Park, corridors 
protecting the Aller Brook and the creation of arable weed land for farmland birds 
to feed on in winter, then the development would be acceptable. The Aller Brook 
has historically been vulnerable to pollution from industry and this should be 
considered.  

 

DCC - Historic Environment   

Presence of Ford Leat. Potential for further prehistoric, medieval and 
paleoenvironmental evidence. Needs predetermination assessment and 
evaluation to inform masterplan and mitigation.   

 

This site is sufficient for its current occupancies and provision for local 
employment. There is no need to expand it. The allotments opposite were meant 
to be a tranquil site, and this has already been largely compromised by the 
existing industrial site. 

 

NR - Network Rail is a statutory consultee for any planning applications within 10 
metres of relevant railway land and for any development likely to result in a 
material increase in the volume or a material change in the character of traffic 
using a level crossing over a railway. With this in mind any planned future 
development (both residential and employment) should take into account any 
adverse impact on railway. This might be an increase in the use of an existing 
level crossing. It could be that the predicted growth, may increase future 
demands at nearby stations which may, in turn, necessitate the need for 
enhancements to existing facilities such as waiting rooms, toilets and parking. 
Where there is an adverse impact on the operation of the railway, Network Rail 
will require appropriate mitigation measures to be delivered as part of the 
planning application process.   

 

Difficult to access and prone to flooding.    

Although parts of this site are well suited to industrial development the routes 
through to KK4 Aller Valley Country Park should be maintained.   

 

NATC - The Town Council felt that the site would be better suited to housing 
development with additional education provision rather than an industrial site.  

 

NATC - Support   

 

East of Old Newton Road, Kingskerswell 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

This land is part of the agreed Aller Valley Country Park and Cycle Trail and should 
remain so.   

East of Old Newton Road is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12877720432  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

● This site falls within a greater horseshoe bat strategic flyway as identified 

in the Natural England guidance ‘South Hams SAC – Greater horseshoe bat 

consultation zone planning guidance (2010).1 Application is therefore 

subject to Regulation 63 of the Conservation and Habitats and Species 

Regulations 2017 and an Appropriate Assessment is required. ● Building here is 
contrary to Local Plan Policy S22 as the site is outside the settlement limit. 2 Policy 
S22 states that particular account will be taken of the integrity of green 
infrastructure and biodiversity networks and the need to ensure that development 
in the countryside does not have an adverse effect on the integrity of the South 
Hams SAC ● Building here will result in loss of rural character (natural, peaceful 
and ecologically protected) to a noisy commercial estate. ● Flood defence would 
be adversely affected once this area of land is concreted over. The Galliford Try 
Site flood assessment found that the ground had a relatively low permeability and 
was not suitable for the use of soakaway drainage. 3 If 12 hectares are concreted 
over this could increase flood risk from 1 to 2 over it and surrounding areas. See 
appendix 4 for a selection of photos showing extensive flooding of the Old Newton 
Road and this specific field following heavy rainfall. ● There are medieval strip 
fields in the West of Kingskerswell which during the development of the bypass 
had to be maintained. It has not been noted whether this land may or may not be 
of any archeological interest like other fields in the West of Kingskerswell. The 
Historic Environment Team should be consulted to see if this is an issue given the 
archaeological significance of the land west of Greenhill Road has been omitted 
from the HELAA documentation so it cannot be dismissed as a potential issue just 
because it is not written in there.   

 12877658656  

12877552206  

12877542128  

12877476781  

12876893763  

12876558415  

12875620551  

12875616398  

12875613299  

12875610657  

12875606178  

12875601650  

 

The comments 
include 33, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.  

 

Flood plain and important greenfield barrier to bypass, no pathway or cycle path, 
approach road already very busy with traffic from the village and neighbouring 
villages and lorries from quarry and landfill site. currently have a storage site 
opposite with poor visibility access.   

 

The area is full of wildlife and natural habitats and hedgerows.   

Site falls within a greater horseshoe bat strategic flyway as identified in the 
Natural England guidance ‘South Hams SAC – Greater horseshoe bat consultation 
zone planning guidance (2010). Application is therefore subject to Regulation 63 
of the Conservation and Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 and an 
Appropriate Assessment is required. It is contrary to Local Plan Policy S22 as site is 
outside the settlement limit. Policy S22 states that particular account will be 
taken of the integrity of green infrastructure and biodiversity networks and the 
need to ensure that development in the countryside does not have an adverse 
effect on the integrity of the South Hams SAC Will result in loss of rural character 
(natural, peaceful and ecologically protected) to a noisy commercial estate.  Flood 
defence would be adversely affected once this area of land is concreted over. The 
Galliford Try Site flood assessment found that the ground had a relatively low 
permeability and was not suitable for the use of soakaway drainage. If 12 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

hectares are concreted over this could increase flood risk from 1 to 2 over it and 
surrounding areas.  

Has been returned to its original greenfield state since the end of A380 
construction.  

 

DCC - Minerals  
The sensitivities part of the site summary fails to mention that the southern 
section of this site extends into the Mineral Consultation Area for aggregates. 
Despite this there is no objection to the inclusion of this site option due to the 
distance from the mineral resource and the presence of other existing built 
development.  

 

Concern about loss of separation between Kingskerswell, Newton Abbot and 
Torquay.  

 

NE - Depending on the type of employment use proposed this site option 
potentially triggers the 2km IRZ for Wolborough Fen SSSI.  

 

DWT - DWT would expect a substantial corridor created across this site given over 
to a double hedged dark corridor with species-rich grassland between to support 
GHB. Strict lighting controls and measures. If this cannot be achieved, site should 
not be considered  

 

ACT - The high flood risk area should be improved for a wide variety of wildlife to 
use.  

 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  No development should be located within the 
floodplain.  The development of this site may result in enhancement of floodplain 
and watercourses.    

 

Area is rural in nature and is close to the village which could lead to noise, air and 
light pollution.  

 

Ancient oak trees, although will be protected in development they will be 
surrounded by urbanisation, traffic, pollution not greenfield as their natural 
environment.   

 

DCC - Historic Environment   
Potential for prehistoric, Roman and medieval archaeological evidence. Requires 
assessment and evaluation to inform mitigation.   

 

HE - Historic England notes that the proximity of two grade II listed buildings to the 
proposed  
allocation site as mentioned in the heritage and archaeology HELAA comments. However, 
we also note the presence of the Kingskerswell Conservation Area and the individually 
designated heritage assets within it, as well as the Scheduled Monument called 
Prehistoric field system and settlements on Kerswell Down and Whilborough Common 
near to the site.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to conserve 
and enhance their settings and significance (assuming that the site requirements are 
intended to  
form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). However, we support the 
site requirements for the retention of vegetation, landscaping and design to minimise 
landscape  
Impact.  
  

We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed 
as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken with an indication of whether this should be carried out now to 
inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals.  

Green field site should be retained as part of the green break between the village 
and the bypass. This should be a priority site for protected species and is in a flood 
plain.  

 

Policies HT3 (Teignbridge Green Infrastructure plan) and KK4 (Aller Valley Country 
Park and Aller Valley Trail) set out the creation of an Aller Valley Country Park at 
Kingskerswell including pedestrian and cycle links to Newton Abbot and Torbay. 
This is to address under-provision of open space within the village. This site falls 
within KK4. KK4 seeks the creation of a country park along Aller Brook to meet 
existing and future recreational needs in Kingskerswell and sets out that the park 
shall include 6 hectares of formal and informal recreation area. The proposed 
development would result in the loss of part of the land within the KK4 
designation.  Land to the East of this parcel of land (which was also within KK4) has 
already been taken for the development of industrial units. By removing this land 
as well, the village will have lost a total of 14.5 hectares of KK4 to 
development.  Developing here would undermine the allocation of this site as an 
amenity for walking and wildlife; it should remain part of the allocation of KK4. The 
Local Plan is clear that such a break is needed between the urban settlements. 
During planning discussions for the Galliford Try site (another KK4 piece of land on 
Old Newton Road), there was concern that there were many industrial units 
currently empty thus this was not required. Existing employment sites with vacant 
units can be found in current industrial estates at Brunel, Decoy, Milber, Heathfield 
and Bulleigh Barton and the Local Plan has allowed for some 50 hectares of 
employment land within a short distance (NA1 – Houghton Barton, NA3 – 
Wolborough and NA4 – Milber). Despite this it was removed from KK4. 
Development has still not occurred 2 years on, therefore if these potential 
industrial units cannot be sold then a further industrial site is not required. It 
seems that this was agreed due to under-delivery from Teignbridge council of such 
developments, not because there was a need for the industrial units themselves. 
This is not an adequate reason for industrial development on a piece of land 
designated for the Aller Valley Country Park and Trail. Teignbridge should be 
looking to redevelop brownfield sites which have passed their sell by dates and are 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

long overdue a revamp rather than dig up the last remaining green sites.  The 
development is not required by Kingskerswell (or surrounding hamlets); there are 
already amenities for shops and sales in the village, further units can only serve to 
further erode the shops already here.  

Reclassified as brownfield incorrectly in my opinion.   

Flood plain so NOT suitable for housing or Industry.    

Houses should not be built on a flood plain - medium risk of flooding.    

Greater wellbeing would be achieved by providing this land as public open space, 
ie fulfilling the promise of the agreed Aller Valley Country Park /Cycle Trail.   

 

If this land alone allocated to the Aller Valley Country Park and Trail is taken for 
industrial units, 12 hectares of country park will be lost. The Park and Trail will be a 
fabulous addition to Kingskerswell for the health and wellbeing of the locals and is 
being pushed forward by the Parish Council as a priority for the village; it is well 
known that regular walking will reduce heart disease and improve mental health. 
This walking trail will therefore invest in the health of current and future 
generations to come. ● KK4 will also provide a cycle route connecting 
Kingskerswell to Newton Abbot and Torquay. This will not only improve the health 
of the village but encourage more people to get on their bicycles in a safe 
environment (including children). Currently Kingskerswell only has one road with a 
cycle path-the main road through the village with a significant traffic burden. The 
village has many single track roads with heavy traffic loads thus putting off many 
occasional and regular cyclists but also due to safety concerns on these narrow, 
and blind cornered roads, limits the ability for children to cycle through 
Kingskerswell, safely, away from the main road. This country park and trail could 
be an almost continuous off road cycle route which would increase uptake as 
parents would feel their children can cycle safely. ● The hope would also be that 
people may cycle to work rather than drive using this route as well, thus it would 
be good for climate change, reducing car exhaust fumes, improving air quality.   

 

Possible heavy traffic and noise pollution. council are already taking away an 
industrial site on other side of newton abbot as not deemed necessary.  

 

This area was earmarked as a country park/cycle trail as part of the South Devon 
Highway plan. Additional industrial estates will create added pollution.   

 

Access roads is single track with no footpaths and already used by heavy lorries 
from nearby quarry. To widen the road or create footpaths/cycle tracks ancient 
hedgerows would have to be removed and habitat for protected species would be 
destroyed. It is a long and dangerous walk to the nearest bus stop with no 
adequate service for normal working hours.   

 

The Old Newton Road is a narrow single carriageway in places and is not adequate 
to deal with the increased traffic and HGVs from a further industrial site. Two 
lorries or a lorry and car or a car and car cannot pass each other opposite where 
the proposed industrial site would be located. This road cannot be widened at its 
narrow points either due to housing already on the opposite side of the road-it will 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

already struggle to support the additional confirmed new industrial development 
on the Galliford Try Site, on top of the additional traffic produced by NA3. ● Old 
Newton Road is a designated lorry route for Stoneycombe Quarry. Is also used by 
lorries that service both Hanson and Zigzag Quarry. Old Newton Road and 
Foredown Lane are busy roads with a steady flow of aggregate lorries (1-2 every 5-
10 minutes on car counting exercise 18.6.21) and light motor vehicles. These roads 
are already used as a rat run/short cut from and to Totnes Road with people 
ignoring the 30 m.p.h. speed restrictions. Walking or cycling on this road is very 
dangerous as a result of the above thus this land needs retaining for KK4 for safe 
passage through the country park. ● There are also no street lamps making it very 
unsafe for cyclists or pedestrians at night. If they were to be introduced into this 
greenfield area then this would introduce light pollution into this greenfield site.   

Although access off the South Devon Highway would be good this is already heavily 
used with quarry lorries. It would add to the air and noise pollution for the local 
residents. There is no pavement or cycle path, no street lighting, no bus service.  

 

Old Newton Road is already dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists as there is no 
footpath and the road is used by Stoneycombe Quarry traffic, by commuters and 
as a rat run.    

 

Poor accessibility for proposed industrial estate, road is not suitable nor was 
designed for a significant increase in traffic and the inevitable stream of large and 
heavy goods vehicles that will accompany it.  

 

NR - Network Rail is a statutory consultee for any planning applications within 10 
metres of relevant railway land and for any development likely to result in a 
material increase in the volume or a material change in the character of traffic 
using a level crossing over a railway. With this in mind any planned future 
development (both residential and employment) should take into account any 
adverse impact on railway. This might be an increase in the use of an existing level 
crossing. It could be that the predicted growth, may increase future demands at 
nearby stations which may, in turn, necessitate the need for enhancements to 
existing facilities such as waiting rooms, toilets and parking. Where there is an 
adverse impact on the operation of the railway, Network Rail will require 
appropriate mitigation measures to be delivered as part of the planning 
application process.  

 

No clear business need for industrial units in this area when there are many vacant 
units.  

 

There are plenty of industrial/commercial units for rent / sale in the local area i.e. 
Newton Abbot, Torquay, Paignton.  These should be developed/ upgraded / ued 
prior to consideration given to any further developments.   

 

There is not the infrastructure within this rural visit to support additional people.    

No footpaths on a busy road.    

Local policies are in place to protect wildlife and the environment, and this site is 
part of the agreed Aller Valley Country Park and Cycle Trail, so this should be 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

prioritised as a natural buffer to reduce noise and air pollution from the bypass, 
and any other development should be rejected.   

If this land is taken for more industrial units purely to fulfil an under-delivery from 
Teignbridge Council, despite the fact that there are many empty and many 
planned units within Teignbridge already (as above) and the lack of development 
of the Galliford Try Site 2 years on, at the loss of land for the Aller Valley Country 
Park, confidence in this Council to make sound decisions will be lost. If land grabs 
from the Country Park continue, this ‘high priority’ in the current Teignbridge plan 
and green infrastructure plan will be lost. If there is no demand as evidenced 
above, then this should be shelved and Teignbridge should help the village to move 
forward with plans for the Country Park and Trail to utilise this land for the local 
people, improve their health and wellbeing and retain some open green space for 
the village. If there is demand then hard evidence is needed to support this as no 
numerical evidence was presented for the Galliford Try Site and a site should be 
allocated which has not already been assigned to Green Infrastructure. Once again 
we are dismayed that important information regarding this land has been omitted 
from the draft local plan documentation-namely that it is designated as part of KK4 
(The Aller Valley Country Park and Trail). If this information was available to 
developers and the public then this land may not have made it this far indicating 
that there is a degree of predetermination for this site, making a mockery of the 
consultation process. To omit important information is misleading the public and 
also if it gets that far, the inspector and so it should be made evident in 
documentation to everyone that this is the case and resubmitted to the public, the 
HELAA panel and the inspector if this land remains proposed.   

 

KPC - Object to lack of reference to the conflict with KK4 Aller Valley Country Park; 
misleading report fails to mention lack of footways, cycle links and lighting, or lack 
of public transport; flooding problems and narrow width of road are not 
mentioned; failed to consider the use of the local roads by horse riders who stable 
their horses locally and use local lanes; danger to pedestrians from agricultural 
vehicles that use Greenhill Road.  

 

NATC - Given the locality of the site the Town Council expressed its concern at the 
access and therefore concluded that it may only be suited to light industrial.  

 

 

Zigzag Quarry, Kingskerswell 

Re-wilding of the quarry when no longer commercially viable is essential.   Zig Zag Quarry is not being taken forward as an employment site allocation but is being progressed 
as a residential suite – please see villages section above. 

12877720432 

 

The comments 
include 18, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

DCC - Minerals  
The sensitivities section of the site summary fails to mention that the site is located 
within the Mineral Safeguarding Area for aggregates and that Zig Zag quarry 
continues to operate and contains mineral reserves.  
Development of this site should not constrain the completion of extraction at Zig 
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Zag quarry. The county council would not object in principle to redevelopment 
once extraction has been completed.  

Object to loss of separation between Kingskerswell, Torquay and Newton Abbot.   

NE - Lies within the South Hams SAC Landscape Connectivity Zone. Depending on 
the type of employment use proposed this site option potentially triggers the 2km 
IRZ for Wolborough Fen SSSI.  

 

DWT - We would expect there to be a restoration plan for a quarry of this size and 
this should describe how site will be restored for wildlife – this should be followed 
and only if not then consider this site.  
DWT would expect to see a substantial corridor across this site given over to a 
double hedged dark corridor with species-rich grassland between to support GHB. 
If this cannot be achieved, site should not be considered  
Species – GHB, great crested newts – habitats required for all these in network  
Concerning to see mitigation hierarchy ignored in notes for this site – minor 
mitigation options explored prior to avoid and minimise. Should not be pre-
determined result that undermines wildlife.  

 

ACT - The area shown needs surveying for wildlife that is specific to this sort of old 
quarry area. Decisions should be based on whether mitigation is possible. It 
should be possible to retain corridors to Milber and Ben Stedhams Woods 
through land and woodland to the north of the quarry.  

 

RSPB - This proposed allocation may impact on habitat within one cirl bunting 
territory (as recorded in the last national survey in 2016). If this proposed site 
goes forward as an allocation, we recommend up to date survey and habitat 
compensation for loss via a developer contribution to Teignbridge District Council 
as per the cirl bunting planning guidance.  

 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  Stricter surface water drainage standards will also be 
required within the CDA to restrict runoff rates.  However, the site is located 
within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

 

DCC - Historic Environment   
Low potential.  

 

HE - Historic England is concerned about the potential for this proposed allocation to 
affect the setting of the Scheduled Monument Milber Down camp to north-east of site. 
We consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to understand 
the impacts of the proposed allocation on the setting and significance of this heritage 
asset. It should also make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for enhancements maximised, especially in potential combination with the 
proposed Zig Zag Quarry housing,  
Milber and South of Aller Zag Quarry allocations.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development. It can also 
identity the need for additional criteria in the site-specific allocation policy, such as 
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design or other mitigation measures, as well as for other matters such as townscape, 
local character and  
distinctiveness.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that the need to conserve and enhance the setting 
and significance of Milber Down camp should be added to the site requirements 
(assuming these are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation 
policy) alongside any design and mitigation measures that may be identified in the HIA.  
  
We also query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed as  

appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken with an indication of whether any archaeological assessment and 
evaluation should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it 
can be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals. This could then 
be added into the site requirements if necessary.  

Retaining some commercial use in the old quarry is sensible.    

Should be developed as aquaponic food production and farm shop.    

This would be a good site for affordable/social housing (for rent or to buy).    

Good access to public transport and road networks.    

Support for development of the brownfield site with good road, walking, cycling 
and public transport links to local schools and facilities in Newton Abbot and 
Torquay.  

 

No need for new industrial units as there is many existing ones lying vacant.  

Extra primary school places would be needed and extra healthcare.    

KPC - Misleading to state that DCC will object, as this may deter people from 
raising concerns.   

 

Support for either housing or employment.  

   
 

NATC - The Town Council considered the topography of the site and proximity to 
existing housing and therefore recommended that the site be developed for 
housing and not industrial.   

 

Agent confirms that site is no longer available for employment uses, only 
residential.  

 

 

Buttlands Industrial Estate, Ipplepen 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

ACT - Additional surveys are needed. If passed for development, then hedges 
should be retained and habitats buffered.  

Policy V15: Parkhill Cross, Ipplepen allocates one hectare of land for employment uses and requires: 

Specific ecological mitigations informed by a project level HRA to protect the integrity of the South Hams 
SAC. 

The comments 
include 7, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.    EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a contribution may be 

required to address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.    

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it is for SWW to then 
implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies.  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

  

NB site is now called Parkhill Cross, Ipplepen (V15). 

DCC - Historic Environment  

High potential for prehistoric, Roman and medieval settlement evidence. Requires 
pre-determination assessment and evaluation.   

The employment allocation policy (V15) for Parkhill Cross, Ipplepen contains a requirement for ‘A 
layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, evaluation and mitigation.’    

  

 

HE - Historic England notes the archaeological potential of the site and the need 
for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary) from the HELAA. Given 
this, we consider that site requirements should address these archaeological 
matters (assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy).   

Policy V15: Parkhill Cross of the Proposed Submission Local Plan responds to the comments made by 
Historic England and requires the following:  

  

‘A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, evaluation and mitigation.’    

   

This is in addition to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to avoiding harmful 
impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy 
would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including all allocated 
development sites. 

Object due to poor road access, with on road parking causing restriction to 
construction lorries visiting the existing site.   

Traffic movement and management will be addressed at planning application stage to ensure that 
any impact on the village and immediate area is mitigated as far as possible. 

Object as existing noise and traffic problems to local residents would be 
exacerbated   

Development proposals for Parkhill Cross must conform with the requirements of Proposed 
Submission Policy GP1: Sustainable Development which states a need to perform well against 
‘health, safety and environmental effects of noise, smell, dust, light, vibration, fumes or other forms 
of pollution or nuisance arising from the proposed development,’ 

This site has been identified in the emerging Neighbourhood Plan as a good 
employment site. It is adjacent to the existing site, has good access, is within easy 
walking distance of the village of Ipplepen. The bus stops are next to the site and 
there is a garage across the road. The roads are perfectly suitable, and the site is 
flat and well drained. 

Noted 

NATC - The Town Council agree that the site should be retained as an 
employment site. 

Noted 

 

West Exe Business Park, Peamore 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Within a conservation area, with woodland that is already being damaged by the 
current developments.  

Noted. West Exe Business Park is not located in a conservation area.  Existing tree cover on the site 
will be subject to the provisions of Policy EN16: Trees, Hedges and Woodlands in the Proposed 
Submission Draft Local Plan.  

12877720432  

12877658656  

 

The comments 
include 13, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.  

This development would more than double the area of land proposed for industrial 
development at Peamore. It will completely change its character, from open fields 
and hedgerows. 

It presently supports a wide range of birds suggesting a well-balanced ecosystem. 
There are areas of mature woodland which, even if they were retained would lose 

Noted.  

New policy EE2: Peamore and West Exe requires that development proposals will provide 
landscaping measures to retain and reinforce the setting of Exeter, as informed by a Landscape 
Visual Impact Assessment and observe the needs of Policy EN4: Landscape Protection and 
Enhancement. 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

their character and attraction to the birds, bats and flying insects currently 
present. The site is also on a hillside widely visible from the Haldon hills and 
Woodbury.  

The development would be on Strategic Open Break land. It would significantly 
affect the openness and landscape character of the area. Noise and light pollution 
would be inevitable and there is the risk of water run-off and contamination from 
the site.   

 

All development is subject to the provisions of: 

• Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

• Policy EN11: Important Habitats and Features 

• Policy EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species 

• EN13: European Wildlife Sites 

• EN14: Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren and 

• EN15: South Hams SAC 

DWT would expect to see a substantial network of corridors (north-south and east-
west) across this site given over to a double hedged dark corridor with species-rich 
grassland between to support GHB. (GHB roost at Peamore House)  
Protection of wood pasture and ancient woodland with buffering important.
 Making space for water – Step back development far enough from water to 
enable wildlife corridor and natural processes.   
SANGS required probably both on and off site.  

 

Noted. New policy EE2: Peamore and West Exe contains comprehensive details for protection and 
mitigation of ecology resource, including HRA mitigations for Exe Estuary SPA and Dawlish Warren 
SAC. Development proposals will need to be consistent with the requirements of Policy EN10: 
Biodiversity, amongst other environment policies, when carrying out relevant measures to protect 
biodiversity elements. 

SANGS provision is also identified in the new policy, including at least 17 hectares on site and/or 
within area allocated as West Exe Countryside Park, to create a series of linked spaces.   

ACT - Corridors need to be created by planting hedges and trees.  Noted. A comprehensive level of green infrastructure is identified in new policy EE2: Peamore and 
West Exe which involves significant tree planting and landscaping arrangements. 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3. There is also an 
opportunity to provide benefits to the catchment by incorporating Natural Flood 
Management measures.   

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it is for SWW to then 
implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies  

  

In addition, the allocation policy, Policy EE2, requires:  

Site specific flood risk mitigation and drainage solutions, informed by a flood risk assessment; 

The impact on many old traditional houses in the area will be devastating and 
lovely villages destroyed by new build housing.  

Noted. It will be necessary for design and layout solutions to conserve or enhance the the 
significance of onsite and nearby heritage assets and their settings, as detailed in Policy EE2 and be 
consistent with requirements of Policy EN17: Heritage Assets. 

DCC - Historic Environment  
Archaeological evaluation has identified prehistoric and Romano-British 
settlement. Requires full mitigation.   

Noted. The development allocation policy (EE2) for Peamore and West Exe contains a requirement 
for ‘A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, evaluation and mitigation.’    

  

 

DGT - The proposed allocations at Peamore and West Exe Business Park would, if 
implemented, effectively obliterate the designed parkland setting of Peamore 
House, a heritage asset which is nationally designated at Grade II.  

The picturesque historic designed landscape at Peamore, with its associations with 
artists of national repute and significance, is of national significance and merits 
inclusion on the Register of Parks and Gardens. 

The development envisaged would have a significantly adverse impact on the 
setting of the nationally designated heritage asset (Peamore House) and what is at 
present the locally designated asset comprising its designed landscape setting. 
Such an impact would cause actual harm to both heritage assets.  

Noted. The development proposals will be informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment in order to 
determine the likely impact(s) of development, and the potential for conservation and enhancement 
of the heritage assets identified. The layout and design of the site will minimise impacts on the 
landscape setting of Exeter and on views that contribute to the significance of affected heritage 
assets. All aforementioned contained in the development allocation policy (EE2) for Peamore and 
West Exe. Other relevant requirements for conservation context are contained in Policy EN17: 
Heritage Assets. 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

We therefore object to the proposed allocations at Peamore and West Exe 
Business Park. 

HE - Historic England notes proximity of the proposed allocation to grade II listed 
buildings including Peamore House and Peamore Cottage as mentioned in the HELAA 
comments, along with discussion of the contribution of the parkland to the setting of 
Peamore House in the draft Local Plan.  
  
However, we also note the presence of Scheduled Monuments to the north of the 
proposed allocation (Enclosures NE of Peamore Cottage) and to the south-east 
(Earthwork enclosure south of Blackall's Copse) that are not mentioned in the HELAA or 
the draft Local Plan.  
  
The archaeological potential of the site is also not considered in the HELAA or draft 
Local Plan. However, it was for surrounding proposed Peamore housing allocation in the 
HELAA, and here it was advised that the site is not allocated for development without 
upfront archaeological work given its archaeological potential (amongst other heritage 
matters).  
  
Given the presence and proximity of these heritage assets to the proposed allocation and 
the archaeological potential, we consider that the suitability and the capacity of this site 
needs to be informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA).  
  
The HIA should seek to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in 
combination with existing nearby allocations, on the significance and settings of all 
affected heritage assets. The HIA work should include archaeological assessment and 
evaluation as may be required.  
  
It should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the significance 
of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 

opportunities for enhancements maximised. The HIA should then be used to inform 
the preparation of a masterplan for the site.  

Noted. The development proposals will be informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment in order to 
determine the likely impact(s) of development, and the potential for conservation and enhancement 
of the heritage assets identified. The layout and design of the site will minimise impacts on the 
landscape setting of Exeter and on views that contribute to the significance of affected heritage 
assets. All aforementioned contained in the development allocation policy (EE2) for Peamore and 
West Exe. Other relevant requirements for conservation context are contained in Policy EN17: 
Heritage Assets. 

These are fields and woodland which have been cultivated and maintained for 
centuries. They are part of the green space that should act as a lung for Exeter 
and its surrounding villages.   

Noted. Development proposals for the site incorporate a significant amount of high-quality green 
infrastructure to accompany main employment and residential components. It will be delivered in 
accordance with the Teignbridge Design Code requirements. 

Access to open green spaces is vital for human health and mental well-being. The 
importance of green spaces for walking and the enjoyment of the wildlife they 
support has been made abundantly clear by the impact of covid and we must 
make every effort to reduce our impact on the countryside.   

Noted. Provision and connectivity to green spaces in the Peamore and West Exe development area is 
a key component of the plan proposals. In this regard, onsite and offsite SANGS, including the West 
Exe Countryside Park has been identified to provide health and wellbeing benefits for workers and 
residents in the area. In addition, other forms of green infrastructure will be provided through 
landscaping measures and safe walking and cycling routes within the development which connect 
between the employment development of West Exe Business Park and residential element of 
Peamore. 

 

Shillingford, Alphington and other villages will be overloaded with vehicles and 
there is enough traffic going through to Alphington Road already. There are many 
old houses that are already being damaged by the heavy traffic.   

Noted. Traffic movement and management will be addressed at planning application stage to ensure 
that any impact on the local area is mitigated as far as possible. 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Increase in industrial activity at Peamore will increase the numbers of cars and 
lorries travelling along Days Pottles Lane and through Exminster village. It is 
already very busy with commuter traffic but is also used by hikers and horse 
riders.   

Noted. Access and transport requirements identified in new policy EE2: Peamore and West Exe will 
serve to mitigate such highway impacts and link to fundamental amenity considerations applied by 
policy GP1: Sustainable Development for all new schemes.  

Well located strategically but poor access onto A38 southbound. Existing 
congestion on M5 northbound will worsen as a result of already planned 
development.  

Noted. The development proposals for West Exe contain an Access and transport requirement for 
safeguarding of land for a northbound junction connecting the A379 with the A38/M5 which will 
improve more general transport connectivity. 

Being so close to Exeter, building here does not support Teignbridge areas.   Not accepted. Teignbridge extends to the southern environs of Exeter and westward beyond 
Tedburn St Mary along the A30 corridor. It is reasonable to consider these wider areas for 
employment development allocation as well as around the main Newton Abbot/Kingsteignton 
towns. 

There is already an industrial site at Peamore, having developed from the original 
garage. A further area has been given permission for development as an industrial 
site. Object to putting forward this area for yet further development.   

Noted. As mentioned, most of the land identified at West Exe Business Park already has received 
planning permission for employment development and was originally identified for such 
development in the adopted Teignbridge Local Plan. The new policy offers a mixed-use approach 
with associated benefits of creating a more balanced outcome for the area. 

DCC - Waste  

The site summary should note in the sensitivities section that the south westerly 
part of this site option falls within the Waste Consultation Zone for Kenbury 
Wood inert landfill site and waste transfer station. However, due to the distance 
from the site and the impact of the A38 which lies between the two areas, it is 
unlikely employment development in this location would constrain waste 
operations at Kenbury Wood and therefore as the Waste Planning Authority there 
is no objection to this site option. 

Noted 

Para 5.7 of EN1 of the Local Plan states that "A high level of protection will be 
afforded to areas of great landscape value, reflecting their locally recognised high 
scenic quality and sensitivity." The development would be in one such area. There 
are already very large industrial and business parks nearby and there is no need to 
develop this one further, with all its attendant ecological and access problems.   

Noted. The reference to para 5.7 of the adopted Teignbridge Local Plan is misplaced because West 
Exe Business Park, Peamore relates to an employment site option for the Local Plan Review 2020-
2040 which will contain a different set of policies and supporting text. The new plan must identify 
allocation sites, such as West Exe, in order to meet strategic requirements for employment land to 
be developed, as identified in the Greater Exeter Economic Development Needs Assessment. (2022)   

SPC - Any housing development crossing southwest of the A30 towards 
Shillingford/Peamore will clearly be to the detriment of the natural environment 
and landscape.  

Noted. This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because it is addressed in 
Policy EE2: Peamore and West Exe, under Green Infrastructure requirements and GP1: Sustainable 
Development. 

ECC - As already mentioned, there is a need for further strategic collaboration to cover 
employment strategy for the city and its fringes. Notwithstanding the need for this work, it 
is considered that this site could play an important role within this wider strategy.  
   
The site is located on the south-western edge of Exeter and would function as an 
extension of the existing Peamore industrial estate. It would offer an appropriate location 
for employment development to meet potential future demand on this side of the city 
derived from the long-term redevelopment proposals for Marsh Barton as set out in the 
Liveable Exeter programme. This location would be particularly suitable for light industry 
and logistics which would complement the emerging employment sectors which are set to 
grow in Exeter.  
   

Noted. 



       
 

254 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The site is near the A38 for trips to and from the south. North bound access to the M5 
would benefit from improvements and should be considered in the context of long-term 
transport strategy for the wider area including the adjacent Southwest Exeter allocation. 
The City Council supports the proposals for a park and ride on the A379 corridor. If 
provision could not be made here, an alternative would need to be investigated elsewhere 
on this corridor.  
  

The site is located at an important gateway location for the city and therefore 
development should be of a high quality including appropriate landscape and 
infrastructure.  

NATC - The Town Council noted that the site had already been ear-marked for 
employment development.  

Noted 

 

Brown’s Farm, Splatford 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

A former landfill site that has been shown on the previous plans as business 
potential only because it was listed as landfill.it is now part of agricultural land 
with bridle path woodland and slopes down to stream that feeds into the Kenn 
river.     

Brown’s Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
for further details when published.   

12877720432  

12877658656  

12877552206  

 

The comments 
include 9, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

Further increase of air and noise pollution must be considered at this location.    

NE - Depending on the type of employment use proposed this site option 
potentially triggers the 2km IRZ for Haldon Forest SSSI, and the 5km IRZ for Exe 
Estuary SSSI.  

 

DWT - Making space for water – Step back development far enough from water 
to enable wildlife corridor and natural processes. If this cannot be achieved, site 
should not be considered  

 

ACT - The steep areas which are unsuitable for development should be retained, 
and if necessary, enhanced. The stream should also be buffered for wildlife.  

 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  No development should be located within the 
floodplain.  The development of this site may result in enhancement of floodplain 
and watercourses.    

  

This site should NOT be shown as potential business use as was land fill.    

DCC - Historic Environment  
Potential for prehistoric and Roman settlement. Requires assessment and 
evaluation to inform mitigation.  

 

it should remain in agricultural use as any construction could cause release of 
toxins etc into the environment and lead also to slippage into the stream and 
flood plain. The  land is access via a bridle path and from the lane off the A38 
slipway and this lane is not suitable for the current traffic use including large 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

agricultural vehicles so some of the latter use the bridle path to access Browns 
farm from the west track.   

Not suitable for housing.    

Public walks and wildlife to be enjoyed as is.    

There is indication that employment land is available on-site option 1 KENNFORD 
SOUTH land opposite Exeter Court, if both these sites were to be developed it 
would form a sizable industrial estate either side of the A38 which would impact 
dramatically on the health and wellbeing of the residents of Splatford, Kennford 
and Kenn.  

 

Lack of suitable regular bus service. the lane has severe restrictions in size now 
and cannot cope with more traffic.   

 

The site is very easily accessed from the A38 northbound, but heavy vehicles 
accessing south bound would need to leave the A38 and pass through the west 
access to Kennford. There is a weight restriction through Kennford of 7.5ton. 
There are frequent breaches of this weight restriction, opening an employment 
site at this location may exasperate the problem. There is also considerable traffic 
congestion on the A38 north bound towards the exit for Exeter which would be 
made worse by opening this land up for employment use.   

 

Object due to dangerous access onto A38, lack of frequent public transport, harm 
to AGLV, flooding from development of steeply sloping land, part of site is in Flood 
Zone 3, previous landfill use and, harm to views of Haldon Hills.  

 

We already have Business site in Splatford which has been recently extended in 
spite of objections and currently 75% of the offices are still empty.   

 

There is current planning agreed for a large employment development at the rear 
of Frank Tuckers garage on the A379 within a quarter of a mile of this site. The 
current restraints that are preventing that site coming to fruition may also apply to 
this site.   

 

Insufficient infrastructure already and additional business not required.  

This area should be removed from the map and plans.    

KPC - Further investigation into air pollution and noise impacts would be needed, 
especially if both this site and the site opposite Exeter Court Hotel were 
developed. Concern about poor access to the site when travelling southbound 
from A38.  

 

ECC - The site is located within 5km south of Exeter and therefore could meet 
some of the potential future demand on this side of the city derived from the long 
term redevelopment proposals for Marsh Barton as set out in the Liveable Exeter 
programme. However, the site is not adjacent to the city and has constraints 
which limit the scale of development which could be delivered on site.  
Transport access to and from the A38/M5 to the north and towards the south is 
fairly direct however access from the southbound A38 is poor and would need 
improving. Given the location of the site is some distance from larger settlements, 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

accessibility by non-car modes is likely to be challenging. These issues could affect 
the attractiveness of the site for investment. If the site were to come forward it 
may be appropriate for light industry and logistics which would complement the 
emerging employment sectors in Exeter.   

NATC - The Town Council strongly objected to the development of this site given 
its proximity and access to an already dangerous section of the A38/A380.  

 

 

Opposite Exeter Court Hotel, Kennford 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

NE - Depending on the type of employment use proposed this site option 
potentially triggers the 2km IRZ for Haldon Forest SSSI, and the 5km IRZ for Exe 
Estuary SSSI.   

Opposite Exeter Court Hotel is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.   

12877720432 

 

The comments 
include 8, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.   

ACT - Strong wildlife corridors through the site would be needed, retaining the 
hedges and buffering the watercourse.  
No mention is made of the land quality, but it may be of a high grade, in which 
case it should not be developed.   

 

RSPB - We note that the recorded presence of cirl buntings is highlighted and 
recommend up to date survey and relevant habitat compensation for loss via a 
developer contribution to Teignbridge District Council as per the cirl bunting 
planning guidance.   

 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure. No development should 
be located within the floodplain.  The development of this site may result in 
enhancement of floodplain and watercourses.    

 

DCC - Historic Environment  
Site is largely the former landscaped park of Listed Trehill House, including 
carriage drive to Listed Lodge. Setting impacts need to be assessed. Potential for 
prehistoric and Roman archaeology also needs to be evaluated to inform 
mitigation.   

 

HE - Historic England notes the proximity of this proposed allocation (along with the 
Kennford South allocations) to the Kenn Conservation Area to the east and several listed 
buildings in the surrounding area, including those associated with or near to the grade II* 
listed Trehill House, and the associated concerns about impacts on their settings and 
significance in the HELAA   
comments and draft Local Plan. We further note the landscape comments in the draft 
Local Plan that raise concerns about the loss of distinctiveness between Kenn and 
Kennford and the impacts on the setting of the Kenn Conservation Area.   
   
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to   
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in combination with other proposed 
allocations on the settings and significance of these and any other affected heritage 
assets.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the   
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and   
opportunities for enhancements maximised.   
   
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.   
   
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve and 
enhance the significance and settings of affected listed buildings and the Kenn 
Conservation Area, as well as for any other design or other mitigation measures as maybe 
identified in the HIA. In our view, the results of the HIA should be used to update the 
adopted Kenn Conservation Area   
Character Appraisal (2010) in terms of the contribution of setting to its significance, given 
the extent of the allocations proposed near to Kenn.   
   
We support the retention of vegetation and landscape site requirements. We also 
consider that the site requirements should include design to reflect local character and 
distinctiveness. Reference to the adopted Kenn Conservation Area Character Appraisal 
(2010) would assist   
Here.   
   

We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed. Given this, we consider 
that the HIA should consider archaeological matters and that the site 
requirements should also address the need for archaeological assessment and 
evaluation (as necessary).   

KPC - The increase in heavy vehciles would put unacceptable pressure on road 
safety and create harmful noise and environmental impacts on both settlements, 
lack of capacity in GP surgery.   

 

ECC - The site is located within 5km south of Exeter and therefore could meet 
some of the potential future demand on this side of the city derived from the long 
term redevelopment proposals for Marsh Barton as set out in the Liveable Exeter 
programme. However, the site is not adjacent to the  
city which could affect its attractiveness to businesses. Transport access to and 
from the A38/M5 to the north and towards the south is fairly direct, however 
access from the southbound A38 is poor and would need improving. Given the 
location of the site is some distance from larger settlements, accessibility by non-
car modes is likely to be challenging. If the site were to come forward it would be 
appropriate for light industry and logistics which would complement the emerging 
employment sectors in Exeter.   

 

NATC - The Town Council strongly objected to the development of this site given 
its proximity and access to an already dangerous section of the A38/A380.   
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Dolbeare Road, Ashburton 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

DCC - Minerals  
The description of this employment option fails to mention minerals as a 
sensitivity. This site is also included as a housing site option. The sensitivities 
section of the Local Plan for the housing option identifies minerals as a  
constraint and states the following: “Most of the site is within a Mineral 
Safeguarding Area for the limestone resource, with the remainder being within the 
associated Mineral Consultation Area. There is an objection under Policy M2 of the 
Devon Minerals Plan to the sterilisation of the mineral resource by other 
development unless the proposals are accompanied by a Mineral Resource 
Assessment that demonstrates that this resource is not economic now or in the 
future or otherwise meets one of the criteria of Policy M2.” The same approach 
would apply in relation to considering this site for employment development.  

Dolbeare Road is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) for further details when published.   

The comments 
include 5, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.     

NE - This allocation site option is within the setting of Dartmoor National Park, as 
such it should be supported by an assessment of landscape evidence to 
demonstrate whether development of this site can protect and enhance the 
character and natural beauty of the Protected Landscape.   

 

ACT - This is a big development site for a small town and it may not all be needed, 
however the area is rich in wildlife and more of the site should be set aside to 
mitigate for loss of habitat. A green bridge would help to connect people and 
wildlife to the town and other habitats.   

 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure. Stricter surface water 
drainage standards will also be required within the CDA to restrict runoff 
rates.  However, the site is located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable 
to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3. The development of this site may result in 
enhancement of floodplain and watercourses.    

 

DCC - Historic Environment   

Site contains medieval field systems and possible gallows site. Requires assessment 
and evaluation to inform masterplan and mitigation.    

 

HE - Historic England notes from the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA 
and draft Local Plan that the site has some archaeological potential.  
  

Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a 
site-specific allocation policy, we consider that they should include the need for 
archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary).   

 

NATC - The Town Council agreed to the development of this site for employment 
use.   

 

 



       
 

259 
 

Langdon Business Park, Dawlish 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

DWT - Making space for water – Step back development far enough from water to enable 
wildlife corridor and natural processes. If this cannot be achieved, site should not be 
considered.  

SANGS required both on site and connections to country park.  
CWS should not be developed and left out to enhance habitats.  
Species – GHB, grey long-eared bats, cirl buntings – habitats required for all these 
in network.  

Noted. The site benefits from planning permission for employment use and is within a mixed-use 
development site in the adopted local plan. It will be necessary for development proposals for the site to 
comply with the requirements of policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity and EN11: Important Habitats 
and Features. In addition, site allocation policy CT1: Langdon Business Park, Dawlish requires ‘.. use of green 
infrastructure to minimise landscape impact …. and through retention of hedgerows, planting and other 
measures’  

 

12877720432  

12877658656  

 

The comments 
include 7, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person.    

ACT - Surveys should be carried out for protected species and habitats (if they 
haven’t already). Hedge and stream corridors should be strengthened. Measures 
taken because it is a Critical Drainage Area and attempt to provide additional 
wildlife habitats.   

Noted. The provisions of policy EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species, include the need for 
sufficient and up-to-date survey information to be provided by developers. In addition, site allocation 
policy CT1: Langdon Business Park, Dawlish requires ‘.. use of green infrastructure to minimise landscape 
impact …. and through retention of hedgerows, planting and other measures’ An appropriate protective 
stipulation concerning the Dawlish Critical Drainage Area, forms part of supporting text for the policy. 

 

RSPB - A cirl bunting territory (as recorded in the last national survey in 2016) 
overlaps with this site, the RSPB recommends a proportionate development 
contribution to provide compensatory habitat for cirl bunting.   

Noted. This territory (Port Road County Wildlife Site) has been identified as an ecology sensitivity in 
Part 2 of the Draft Local Plan. It will be necessary for future development proposals to conform with 
policy EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species which does include mitigation and compensation 
to be provided ahead of development. 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW infrastructure. Stricter surface water 
drainage standards will also be required within the CDA to restrict runoff 
rates.  The site is located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to sites in 
Flood Zones 2 and 3 and development of this site may result in enhancement of 
floodplain and watercourses.    

Noted. All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it is for SWW 
to then implement improvement works in accordance with their strategies.  

  

Requirements for development in CDAs are set out in Policy EN5: Flood Risk and Water Quality.  

  

The site benefits from planning permission for employment use and is within a mixed use 
development site in the adopted local plan. 

DCC - Historic Environment  
No known assets. Low potential.   

Noted 

HE - Historic England notes the archaeological potential of the site. Given this, site 
requirements should include archaeological assessment and evaluation (if 
necessary), assuming that they are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy.  

Noted. The site benefits from planning permission for employment use and is within a mixed-use 
development site in the adopted local plan.  

  

Development would be subject to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to 
avoiding harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the 
NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including 
all allocated development sites. 

Take care not to destroy a seaside town with ugly dominant buildings.   Noted. New policy CT1: Langdon Business Park, Dawlish provides that development will cover ‘a 
design, layout and landscaping plan which respects the edge of settlement location’ and ‘New 
development should be designed to a high quality, including the design of buildings and materials 
used in construction, as well as layout and design principles.’ 

 

NATC - The Town Council agreed to the development of this site for employment 
use. 

Noted 
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Harcombe Farm, Chudleigh 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

This is a large arable field part of outstanding landscape value of the upper Kate 
Brook valley; further development will spill away from the A38 corridor and will 
damage the environment for people and wildlife.   

Harcombe Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) for further details when published.   

12877720432  

12877658656  

 

The comments 
include 6, submitted 
by email, in post, or 
in person. 

 

Please note that the special interest of the Harcombe Cross Special Verge (i.e., 
Greater Butterfly Orchids) extends to the roadside verge alongside this field - this 
verge should be treated sensitively.   

 

DCC – Minerals  

The sensitivities section for this site option fails to mention that the site is located 
within the Mineral Consultation Area for aggregates. The site option extends near 
to the Mineral Safeguarding Area which is a reasonably sized area with potential 
for future working. As such, any application for development of this site should be 
accompanied by a Mineral Resource Assessment to demonstrate that any proposal 
is in conformity with Policy M2 of the Devon Minerals Plan.  

 

NE - Depending on the type of employment use proposed this site option 
potentially triggers the 1km IRZ for Haldon Forest SSSI.   

 

DWT would expect a third of this site to be used for habitat creation – species rich 
calcareous grassland, hedges, woodland – to support GHB which are known to 
use this area extensively (radiotracking) – lying within the Chudleigh SAC 
sustenance zone. If this cannot be achieved, site should not be considered.  
Adjacent species-rich calcareous grassland around junction with A38 must be 
protected and enhanced. Car parking on verges to be prevented.  

 

ACT - This field is adjacent to the A38 Harcombe Special Verge, which is one of the 
best calcareous habitats in the District - it has at least 7 species of orchids and 
around 100 other plant species. The field verge is species rich with many orchids 
and should be surveyed as it is very vulnerable to damage. This hedge and others 
should be retained, buffered and strengthened as wildlife corridors.  

 

EA - It is likely that the site will be suitable for commercial development (if the 
requirements can be met).   

 

DCC - Historic Environment   

No known assets. Low potential. 

 

Arable field Hedges need to be allowed to grow thicker and wider.    

Access to the A38 involves the use of agricultural lanes used by machinery horses 
and people. The verge of Harcombe lane is a 'special verge' protected by Devon 
County Highways, regular counts by a local environment group find at least 3 
orchid varieties, management of this resource must continue and improve. 

If this site is considered for development the road access would have to be 
considerably improved and off-road cycle/footpath to Chudleigh should be 
constructed to enable reduction in private vehicle use.   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

All employment recruits the workforce from far and near so local commuting will 
be increased, not good the climate change and sustainability.   

 

In view of the heavy clay an effective and extensive SUDS should be designed, 
with wildlife benefit.   

 

The site is next to an old quarry which has important geological exposure. It is used 
as a successful touring and static caravan camp with documented Greater 
horseshoe bat corridors and a good selection of orchids, including greater 
butterfly, early purple, common spotted and bee orchids. (also found in the 
verges).   

 

NATC - The Town Council agreed to the development of this site for employment 
use.   

 

 

Chapter 10 - Part 3 Providing for Gypsies and Travellers 

Higher Mead Farm, Ashburton 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

HE -  

Object/comment -  

1. Historic England notes from the HELAA that there is the potential for heritage 
assets of archaeological interest to be affected by the proposed allocation but 
that this is likely to be able to be mitigated. 

2. However, we are concerned that this is not mentioned in the identified 
sensitives for this site and that the site requirements do not include the need for 
archaeological assessment and elevation (if appropriate) to inform mitigation 
measures (assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). 

3. Historic England also notes that there are two grade II listed buildings 
(milestone and two limekilns) located to the north east and east of the proposed 
site in fairly close proximity. This is not acknowledged in the HELAA or the 
sensitivities section. Given this, we would expect to see the Site Requirements 
amended to include the need to conserve and enhance the setting and 
significance of these listed buildings (again assuming that the site requirements 
are intended to form the basis for criteria in a sitespecific allocation policy). 

4. For further information and advice, please see GPA1: The Historic Environment 
in Local Plans (2015), HEAN 3: Site Allocations (2015) and GPA3: The Setting of 
Heritage Assets (2017). 

5. Without the use of such site specific policy criteria for this proposed allocation 
as part of a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment, we remain concerned about the soundness of the emerging Local 

Higher Mead Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation – the site is no longer available. DLP3.E.013 (HE) 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Plan in light of paragraphs 31,189, 190 and 192 of the NPPF 2021. In its current 
form, Historic England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation. 

EA comment -  

1. SUDS will be required for the site due its location with CDA associated with 
Holbeam Dam.  

2. Drainage system would need to be designed to meet CDA standards.  

3. Foul Drainage Assessment would be a standard Site Requirement.  

4. Environmental Permit would be required separate to a planning application. " 

 DLP3.E.022 (EA) 

Comment -  

1. Highlight the importance of the need for sites.  

2. But concern around if they will be used.  

3. Consultation is essential prior to approval of sites. 

 DLP3.E.024 

RSPB Comment -  

1. Recommends an appropriate level of ecological assessment maximising 
retention of any existing habitats and features of nature conservation value to 
mitigate for impacts, biodiversity offsetting as necessary plus ensure a minimum 
of 10% biodiversity net gain. " 

 DLP3.E.040 (RSPB) 

NE Comment -  

1. The site is within 50m of the Dartmoor National Park boundary. 

2. South Hams SAC Landscape Connectivity Zone. 

3. Adjoins an area of PHI deciduous woodland. 

4. Moderate likelihood of BMV (predictive). 

 DLP3.E.041 (NE) 

DCC Comment - 

1. Well located site. 

2. Fair distance from facilities and services. Consideration should be given to the 
connectivity of the proposed number of pitches at the site.  

3. Noise and air impact mitigation should be considered (A38). 

4. Site is located within Mineral Safeguarding Area (limestone).  

5. To ensure it is in accordance with policy M2 of the Devon Minerals Plan a 
mineral resource assessment should be carried out to determine future economic 
value.  

6. Also seek confirmation from the National Park Authority as to the extent to 
which the site may conflict with the extension of Linhay Hill Quarry.  

 DLP3.E.048 (DCC) 

KTC Comment - 

1. More of a need than just 22 pitches.  

2. Concern the site lies within the Critical Drainage Area of Holbeam Dam. Flood 
Risk Assessment should be carried out. " 

 DLP3.E.053 (KTC) 

Comment -  

1. Consideration needs to be given to surrounding residents/users. 

 DLP3.E.103 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Support  DLP3.E.141 (EPC) 

ACT Comment -  

1. Apply the same criteria and requirements for this site as are done for other 
residential sites.  

 DLP3.E.210 (ACT) 

 


