
 

 

Council, 6th May 2014 

Adoption of the Teignbridge Local Plan 2013 - 2033 

Annex C - Responses to Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental 

Assessment 

The Council prepared and published a Further Addendum to the SA/SEA alongside 

the consultation on the inspector’s proposed main modifications.  The responses 

received are summarised below, with a Council response, the latter in bold. 

Respondent Summary of comments TDC Response 

DARE  Possible that data used in the 
documents are not appropriate or up 
to date. Reference to housing at 
Dawlish being more than 1,250 as 
stated 

The addendum updates and 
discusses the housing data in relation 
to Dawlish (see paragraphs 5.8.38 – 
5.8.39).  

Abbotskers
well PC, Mr 
Boxall  

failed to comply with the necessary 
legislation in the SEA process to 
produce a Local Plan which can be 
found to be ‘sound’: the omission to 
consult with the Public at the correct 
time and the failure of TDC to carry 
out, or include, the necessary 
environmental research and collation 
in sufficient depth for each of the 
individual areas when determining the 
baseline environmental data and then 
to consider subsequent effects on the 
environment likely to be caused by 
development.  
 
The assessment is missing a section 
on ‘ The measures envisaged to 
prevent, reduce and as fully as 
possible offset any significant 
adverse effects on the 
environment of implementing the 
plan or programme.’ 
 
The documentation produced by TDC 
as its SEA, is overwhelmingly biased 
towards ‘External objectives’, the 
second type of objectives and not 
those directly concerned with 
environmental matters, the third set of 
objectives to ‘test the 
environmental effects of the 
plan…..’. 
 

The requirements for the preparation 
of SA/SEA have been complied with, 
including consultation.  The October 
2012 report was published alongside 
the Local Plan and open to comments 
during the consultation period.  
Indeed, comments on it were 
received.  The June 2013 addendum 
was a summary of the preparation 
history of the SA/SEA, and was 
published in advance of the hearing 
sessions, at which the SA/SEA was 
discussed.   Accordingly, we consider 
that there has been sufficient 
consultation on the SA/SEA in 
accordance with the legal 
requirements. 
 The Planning Inspector has 
confirmed that the legal requirements 
for the preparation of Sustainability 
Appraisal (which incorporates SEA) 
were complied with and that the Local 
Plan is sound. 
The further addendum contains 
Section 5.9 which sets out the 
measures contained within the plan 
which prevent, reduce and as fully as 
possible to offset significant adverse 
effects.  However, it is accepted that 
this was not signposted in table 2, p 
15 or in the non-technical summary.  
This can be rectified with a drafting 
amendment.   



 

 

Respondent Summary of comments TDC Response 

The TDC’s approach to meet the 
requirements of the Directive does 
not go to a sufficient depth when 
collecting, examining or comparing 
environmental data to enable proper 
comparisons to be made when 
deciding which individual area should 
be excluded or included in the plan. 
 
The content in Chapter 4 of the 
‘Further addendum’ December 2013 
does not deal in any depth at all with 
the secondary and cumulative effects 
of the areas within the plan but is 
limited to the ‘Cross border’ aspects. 
Therefore not is in accordance with 
the requirements of the Guidance. 
This is particularly evident when 
considering Area NA3 and the 
adjacent SSSI. 
 
A clear lack of understanding of the 
importance to consider and comply 
with the requirements of the Directive 
in respect to the question of 
monitoring the effects on the 
environment. 

The directives and the regulations 
require that the assessment consider 
the effects on the environment, such 
as biodiversity, population, human 
health.. etc.  There is no requirement 
that environment be limited to, or 
concentrated on “natural 
environment”.  The parallel 
requirement for Sustainability 
Appraisal requires that an appropriate 
range of sustainability issues are 
considered.   
The assessment criteria A – I cover 
the issues required by the SEA 
regulations (see the October 2012 
SA/SEA report p19).   
 
The information related to specific 
potential sites is sufficient to come to 
a conclusion in relation to the most 
appropriate areas for development, 
including that contained in the 
Appendices to the October 2012 
report. 
Secondary, Cumulative and 
Synergistic effects are considered in 
the discussions on strategy options 
(for example, under Natural 
Environment, p79), policy 
considerations (for example, 
paragraph 5.5.20) and within the 
discussion on site allocations (for 
example paragraph 5.8.25).  These 
are in addition to the trans -boundary 
considerations within chapter 4.  
These discussions are signposted 
within table 2, p16. 
The monitoring proposals within the 
SEA are appropriate to measure the 
“significant environmental effects”. 
 

Mr Jope  Paragraph 5.5.44 Is the allocation 
of 3ha new employment land 
necessary? The Inspector for the SPL 
planning appeal thinks not. Improving 
Dawlish Business Park could be 
sufficient. 
 
Paragraph 5.5.98 Amend 

The views expressed are mainly 
opinions on the planning merits of the 
plan’s changes, rather than 
comments on the SA/SEA itself.   
 
The various statements referred to as 
“false” are matters of planning 
opinion, to which the objector takes a 



 

 

Respondent Summary of comments TDC Response 

paragraph 5.5.98 of the SA/SEA to 
acknowledge the need to comply with 
Government policy (NPPF and 
maintaining a 5 year supply of 
housing land) without appearing to 
endorse (support and agree with) that 
policy. 
 
Paragraph 5.5.99 Extra jobs 
created will be taken up by newly 
arising residents in new development 
and will not increase job prospects for 
the existing population. Therefore 
housing growth will not create higher 
levels of employment. Delete this 
paragraph as it is a false one. 
 
Paragraph 5.8.44  DA2 North West 
of Secmaton Lane 
The scale of development will have a 
landscape impact, contrary to what 
the statement says. The statement is 
misleading and compromises the 
objectivity of the SA/SEA.  DA2 and 
the SPL site represent a 50% 
increase in ha size compared to the 
Preferred Options. Remove sentence 
on landscape impact or reword to 
state “There is some potential impact 
on biodiversity…” 
 
Paragraph 5.8.45 Includes false 
information justifying the increase in 
the size of DA2.  Questions the 
Council’s assertion that a reduction in 
the number of homes at DA2 would 
affect the viability of this allocation 
when: 
 
The allocation of 350 homes at DA2 
in the Preferred Options was viable 
(this also needed the link road) 
 
There is uncertainty between TDC 
and DCC that a 7 metre wide link 
road is actually needed 
 
DA2 is not needed to improve the 
accessibility of existing residential 

different view. 
 



 

 

Respondent Summary of comments TDC Response 

areas (which are already accessible) 
 
Either validate the statements in 
5.8.45 or delete them. 

Exeter 
Estates  

In relation to SWE2, the importance 
of creating jobs should not be 
underestimated in the assessment.  
 
Landscaping can reduce the impact 
of development and should therefore 
balance the issue of environmental 
impact against employment 
generation. 
 
5.7.15-16   Takes issue with the 
description and suggests that the text 
in the FASA should be replaced by 
‘no significant impact from this 
change on the strategy or the overall 
impact of the Plan’. 
 
Table 14 – KS2 scoring for the policy. 
Suggest alternative scoring. 

The comments express a different 
view on appropriate scoring of the 
site, and therefore relate to an 
alternative planning judgement.  The 
assessment has been reconsidered 
and appears appropriate. 

Torbay 
Council  

No comments to make No comment 

Mr Weekes  P55 – challenges allocation of land 
for DA7 as not available and 
therefore the policy and mitigation 
cannot be delivered. Makes 
comparison to SWE3 proximity to 
development. Also references the 
landowner not benefiting from 
development in the area. 
 
P59 – refers to Natural England 
comment about certainty of funding 
for HRA related mitigation. Links this 
to the Coastal Park and lack of 
certainty due to unwilling landowner. 
Also references the landowner not 
benefiting from development in the 
area unlike SWE developments. 
 
5.5.177 – objects to, what is 
suggested to be, inference that TDC 
own the land. 
 
5.5.178 – considers that alternative 
options should be subjected to public 

The comments appear to relate to the 
DA7 proposal from a local plan 
perspective rather than in relation to 
the SA/SEA.  The Inspector has not 
amended the approach to DA7 
contained within the local plan. 



 

 

Respondent Summary of comments TDC Response 

scrutiny and that Natural England 
should comment on the alternative 
locations.  
 
General query about TDC’s approach 
to identifying the site, as opposed to 
the principle, particularly given the 
distance of DA7 from the allocations 
at DA1/DA2. 
 
5.9.2 Objectives – refers to DA7 not 
being deliverable, loss of Grade 1 
and 2 agricultural land, therefore 
assessments of A Natural 
Environment and D Resource Use 
are inaccurate. 
 
9.3 – No mitigation if DA7 not 
delivered, as no alternative provided 
for. 

Mr Shantry  The FA clearly does not fully meet the 
Directive as set out in my submission. 
Therefore the Local Plan should be 
re-examined or found Unsound until 
full and complete compliance is made 
by TDC to the Directive. The latest 
ONS population growth forecasts (as 
set out in clause 159 NPPF) must 
replace the preposterous baseline 
population figures invented by TDC 
and used in the creation of the Local 
Plan with subsequent exaggerated 
impacts on jobs, homes and 
infrastructure. 
 
Furthermore I request that this 
submission be the basis for the 
Inspector to reconsider his decision of 
accepting 12,400 homes and instead 
allocate 9,500 (plus 500 new 
allocations post examination) as the 
preferred sustainable number with the 
Wolborough NA3 allocation being 
deleted. 
 
 

The responses to the 
Abbotskerswell/Crowd comments 
cover the issues relating to the 
SA/SEA procedure raised here.   
A number of issues are suggested to 
be “missing” from the Addendum, but 
they are covered in the document, or 
within the earlier October 2012 report. 
For example, “no inclusion or 
explanation of these significant 
effects” whereas the FA and the 
original report cover these in detail.  
Further, “no detail of mitigation 
measures in the FA” whereas these 
are covered in Chapters 3,4 and 5 of 
the further Addendum. 
Suggestions of insufficient detail are 
noted, but this is not agreed, and the 
level of detail provided is 
proportionate to the issues raised by 
particular sites and proposals. 
The other comments mainly relate to 
disagreements about the local plan 
proposals themselves such as level 
of housing, strategy and specific 
allocations on which the Inspector 
has come to his conclusion already. 

Coombesen
d Road 

Objects to the analysis in relation to 
policies or paragraphs that directly or 

Using existing car parks as a basis, 
we estimate about 350 car parking 



 

 

Respondent Summary of comments TDC Response 

Residents 
Assoc  

indirectly relate to policies KS2 and 
KS7 of the Local Plan. 
 
5.6.9   Request a text change to say 
‘no reduction in employment land 
provision’. Justification given is that 
over 4ha will not be for employment 
due to land take of strategic 
infrastructure, park and ride, and 
freight transfer. 

spaces per hectare, sufficient for a 
“modest” park and change site.  The 
Freight transfer depot would count as 
employment provision, being within 
use class B8.   
 
It is noted that the site to which the 
CRRA objects has been deleted by a 
main modification. 
 

Cockwood 
Residents 
Assoc  

Consider that the SA/SEA appraisal 
for Dawlish should refer to 13% of the 
overall plan total for housing, not 
10%, and therefore the appraisal is 
not appropriate and should be 
reviewed. 
 
Several points relating to Shutterton 
Brook, contamination, rain fall, traffic 
and the coastal park are offered. 

The discussion on Dawlish housing 
provision in paragraphs 5.8.38 – 
5.8.39 is considered to be appropriate 
in the context of changing 
circumstances, and further changes 
do not appear to be warranted. 
Comments on DA7 relate to the local 
plan proposals, rather than the SEA 
itself. 
 

Broadhemps
ton 
Residents 
Assoc  

Makes a specific comment about a 
site listed within the appendices and 
that the addendum supports the 
preservation of Devon villages from 
over development. 

No comment. 

English 
Heritage  

Concerned that the appraisal does 
not adequately cover the heritage 
implications of extending site NA1 for 
employment at Forches Cross. 

The SA appraisal refers to the 
potential archaeological remains in 
the NA1 site already, and therefore 
there is no significant additional 
implication arising from the Forches 
Cross extension. Visual impact on the 
Stover historic park and garden can 
be mitigated by appropriate design, 
layout and landscaping. 

 


