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with 3 antennas and two microwave dishes and the
installation of two equipment cabinets

APPLICANT: Telefonica (UK) Ltd
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1. REASON FOR REPORT

Cllr Clarance has requested that this application be referred to Planning Committee
for determination.  The reasons given for this request are that such a high mast is
contentious especially as in the undeveloped coast and due to the fact that another
commercial company ‘EE’ are intending to provide good reception by less contentious
high masts.

Members need to be aware that due to the time constraints of this type of application
a decision will have to be made during 9 May 2017 Planning Committee meeting and
there will not be the option to defer the application for a site inspection.

The Local Planning Authority have to issue a decision by 56 days from the receipt of
the application: failure to do so would mean the applicant could proceed to erect the
mast and associated equipment.  Officers have therefore referred this application to
the 9 May 2017 Planning Committee as a decision has to be made by 28 May 2017
at the latest.

2. RECOMMENDATION

PERMISSION BE REFUSED for the following reasons:



 The siting and appearance of the proposal would result in an incongruous feature,
which would cause demonstrable harm to the setting of the Grade II listed buildings
The Cottage, Orchard Cottage, Nutcombe House and Rosemary. It would also have
a detrimental impact on the character and appearance of the Stokeinteignhead
Conservation Area, in particular views from within the Conservation Area of the valley
side which form an important backdrop to the Conservation Area.  Furthermore, the
proposal would degrade the character and distinctiveness of the locality and have
adverse visual impacts to the detriment of the designated Area of Great Landscape
Value (AGLV). Thus the proposal does not accord with Policies S1A (Presumption
in favour of sustainable development), S1 (Sustainable development criteria), EN2A
(Landscape Protection and Enhancement) and EN5 (Heritage assets) of the
Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033 and advice contained within the National Planning
Policy Framework and the Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990.

3. DESCRIPTION

3.1 The site is located on the outskirts of Stokeinteignhead outside of the
Stokeinteinghead settlement limit and therefore is classed as an open countryside
location.  The site is located within the Higher Gabwell Valley.

3.2 The site is located approximately 1.1 km south of the Stokeinteignhead Conservation
Area.  It lies within an Area of Great Landscape Value and approximately 0.7km south
of an area designed as Undeveloped Coast.

3.3 The site is also located within the vicinity of the Grade II listed properties known as
The Cottage, Orchard Cottage, Nutcombe House and Rosemary.

3.4 Surrounding residential properties are orientated towards the application site.

Proposal

3.5 The application seeks permission for Prior Notification of Proposed Development in
Respect of Permitted Development by Telecommunications Code Systems
Operators, as is subject to Schedule 2, Part 16 of the Town and Country Planning
(General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended). Under this
legislation the Applicant CTIL and Telefonica (UK) Ltd seek:

To erect one 20 metres high monopole;
Three antennas;
Two microwave dishes;
Two equipment cabinets;
Ancillary works to facilitate the above.

3.6 The equipment is to be located directly adjacent to and abutting an existing
agricultural building and adjacent to the field boundary.

3.7 The equipment is proposed to be erected by CTIL and Telefonica (UK) Ltd to boost
the existing levels of 2G and 3G coverage to the area whilst providing new 4G
coverage in the area.



Principle of the development

3.8 Certain forms of telecommunication development, including mobile telephone
masts and cabinets, are known as ‘permitted development’ and are subject to prior
approval from the Local Planning Authority.

3.9 The prior approval procedure means that the principle of development is not a
matter for consideration.

3.10 The Local Planning Authority can only consider the siting and appearance of the
proposal as a reason for refusal.

3.11 Therefore, the principle of installing a 20 metre high monopole with three antennas
and two microwave dishes, the installation of two equipment cabinets, and
development ancillary thereto can be considered as acceptable subject to the siting
and appearance of the structures being acceptable.

3.12 It is on these two matters which Members are required to determine the application.

Impact of the siting and appearance of the proposal upon the designated AGLV
landscape

3.13 The Council has considered the impact of the proposal upon the designated Area of
Great Landscape Value which this site falls within.

3.14 The public comments and consultee response from the Council’s Landscape Officer
have been noted and have informed this decision.

3.15 In terms of planning policy the proposed development is located within a designated
Area of Great Landscape Value, and is located near to but not within an area
designated as Undeveloped Coast.

3.16 Policy EN2A of the Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033 states that “development
within Areas of Great Landscape Value should protect and enhance the area’s
landscape and be sympathetic to and help to conserve and enhance the natural and
cultural landscape of Teignbridge”.  The policy spells out in more detail that
development proposals should:

 Conserve and enhance the qualities, character and distinctiveness of the
locality; and maintain landscape and seascape quality and minimise adverse
visual impacts…

3.17 The Teignbridge District Landscape Character Assessment 2009 (with minor
amendments 2010 and 2014) shows that the site lies within the Breccia Hills
Landscape Character Area, this area is characterised as having high scenic quality
and sense of tranquility.

3.18 The proposal site is within a range of agricultural steel frame and corrugated steel
sheds at Higher Gabwell Farm.  The position of the mast will be approximately 50m
from Gabwell Lane.



3.19 The proposal is to construct a 17m high mast with a 3m antennae on the top taking
the height of the full structure to 20m.  This is almost 3 times higher than the nearby
Dutch barn.  There is a small compound proposed that surrounds the base of the
mast with security fencing to 1.8m in height and there are existing trees to the
northeast of the mast site and an elm hedge to the southwest.

3.20 It is not considered that the proposed development would jeopardise the health of the
trees or hedge.

3.21 The assessment of the effect on landscape character are influenced by the value of
the receiving landscape and the magnitude of change resulting from the
development.

Value of the receiving landscape and the innate landscape character sensitivity

3.22 In this case, the receiving landscape is designated as an Area of Great Landscape
Value (AGLV) as such it is recognised as having local value.

3.23 The area is within the Breccia Hills Landscape Character Area and is recognised in
the character assessment as having a high scenic value and, away from the A379, a
sense of tranquility.

3.24 Assessed at greater detail, at a local level, the Council’s Landscape Officer considers
the landscape exhibits the following characteristics:

 Relative small scale made up of small fields, lanes and agricultural buildings;
 Rural in character with a restricted pallet of materials and range of functions;
 Relatively intact (in terms of its traditional land use and retention of boundary

features and lanes;
 Largely free from intrusive development; and
 With a feeling of time depth.

3.25 The landscape is considered to be attractive, and judging by the number of
objections and concern raised by the proposed development the landscape, is one
that clearly is appreciated by the local community.  It is considered that the
characteristics of the landscape and local appreciation of the landscape result in the
landscape having a high landscape character sensitivity. A character that is poor
at accommodating alien elements.

Magnitude of change in character

3.26 The mast is urban and industrial in character, being of a form, scale and patina that
is alien to the character of the setting.

3.27 There are other vertical structures in the landscape, such as telegraph poles and
chimneys, and there are other industrial characteristics found in agricultural buildings,
the greatest change is in the scale of the mast in relation to the scale of the landscape.
In terms of the scale of change in the landscape, the mast is a relatively small item in



the overall scale of the landscape and the magnitude of change is likely to be
negligible to minor adverse.

3.28 Officers conclude that with a landscape of high landscape character sensitivity and a
magnitude of change resulting from the erection of the mast, that the overall impact
on landscape character will be moderately adverse.

Visual Amenity

3.29 The mast will be visible from most parts of the valley.

3.30 As an estimate up to within 500m of the site there are approximately 20 properties
that look towards the site, with the closest 50m away.

3.31 The mast will also be visible from the lanes and public rights of way, particularly the
higher lying areas.  From the lower lying areas views to the mast will be obscured by
trees and hedges close to the viewer.

Magnitude of Change in the View

3.32 The most significant viewpoints have been assessed to be views from the lanes and
public rights of way that surround the site.  They include the following (depicted on
map below).
 Viewpoint 1 – close to the site in Gabwell Lane
 Viewpoint 2 – Kirtons Road in the vicinity of Applecombe, Kinver and Manderley
 Viewpoint 3 – junction of Gabwell Lane and Stoke Road
 Viewpoint 4 – gateway on Gabwell Lane, 180m south of the site
 Viewpoint 5 – Ridge Road 400m away
 Viewpoint 6 – Top of Gabwell Hill 500m away


5

6
3

2

1

4



3.33 The annotated images below show the mast as it is likely to appear in the views from
the viewpoints marked 1- 6 above.

3.34 Viewpoints 1, 2 and 3 also give an impression of the likely view from nearby
properties.

Viewpoint 1, 2 & 3

3.35 The compound and security fencing will not be visible from these viewpoints.  From
these locations, the mast will be seen against the sky and in the case of viewpoint 1
and 2 will loom above the viewer and dominate the scene.  The mast is seen in the
context of existing trees that will obscure the view of the mast from many places along
the lane and from viewpoint 3 help to ameliorate the view of the mast.  The effect on
the change in character will be most visible from these positions and the impact visual
amenity is assessed as major adverse.



Viewpoints 4 & 5

3.36 The mast will be noticeable however it will be seen against a backdrop of land and
will be less dominant.  Its alien character however will be eye catching.  It is
considered that the impact on visual amenity from these viewpoints will be moderate
adverse.

Viewpoint 6

3.37 The mast is a distance of 500m away and is seen with a backdrop of ground.  The
impact is becoming reduced with distance however the antenna is still likely to be eye
catching.  The impact visual amenity is assessed as minor adverse.



Receptor Sensitivity

3.38 The users of the public right of way in the area are likely to include local pedestrians
and horse riders.  Horse riders will have clear views over the hedges, whereas views
of pedestrians will be restricted by the hedges during some parts of the year.

3.39 Photographs of Ridge Road looking out over the site area have been published on
Google Earth, implying that the public perceive the view of the landscape as of value.

3.40 Although the public rights of way around the site are attractive places to walk, there
is no evidence that they are marketed to attract users from outside the locality,
however, they do form links with the coast path and Stokeinteignhead.  The public
right of way network is unlikely to draw walkers from outside the immediate area. The
receptors are therefore assessed as being of moderate sensitivity.

Overall Visual Sensitivity

3.41 Users of the rights of way are recognised as being of moderate sensitivity to changes
in the visual amenity.  The magnitude of change will vary, being major adverse from
nearby viewpoints and minor adverse from those further away.  An overall impact on
visual amenity is assessed as moderate adverse.

Conclusion on Impact on Landscape of Proposal

3.42 With the overall impact on landscape character assessed as moderately adverse and
the overall impact on visual amenity assessed as moderate adverse, the overall
impact on landscape is assessed as moderate adverse.

3.43 Ways of mitigating the impacts have been considered however they have drawbacks.
Painting the mast and antenna a dark grey colour would help to make it less eye
catching when it is seen from higher lying viewpoints where the ground forms the
backdrop.  From lower areas close to the site where the mast is seen against the sky
this will have the reverse effect.  The elm hedge to the immediate south of the site
could be allowed to grow out.  This would within 5 years produce an effective screen
to views from viewpoints 4 and 5, however the trees will ultimately be likely to
succumb to Dutch Elm Disease for a time and will dieback before they rejuvenate.
Neither of the above mitigation measures are therefore considered to have much
merit.

3.44 It is concluded that the proposed development will degrade the character of the
landscape around Higher Gabwell and have an adverse effect on views having a
particular damaging effect upon views in close proximity to the site where the mast
will be seen against the sky, and a minor adverse effect on views from the wider
landscape.  As such it is assessed that the proposed development does not conserve
the qualities, character and distinctiveness of the locality or minimise adverse visual
impacts.  The proposal is therefore assessed to harm this designated Area of Great
Landscape Value in conflict with policy EN2A of the Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-
2033.  There is therefore a landscape objection to the proposed development.



Impact of the siting and appearance of the proposal upon the setting of listed
buildings and the character and appearance of the Stokeinteignhead Conservation
Area

3.45 In coming to a decision on this application the Council must be mindful of the duty
as set out in section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas)
Act 1990 to have special regard to the desirability of preserving the listed building,
its setting and features of special architectural or historic interest which it
possesses, and have given it considerable importance and weight in the planning
balance.

3.46 The Council has considered the impact the proposal would have upon the settings of
the nearby listed buildings including Grade II listed buildings known as ‘The Cottage’
on Gabwell Lane and Orchard Cottage on Kirtons Road both located closest to the
site and on the Grade II listed Nutcombe House, Stoke Road and Rosemary on
Gabwell Hill which are located further away from the application site.

3.47 The mast through its height and proximity to these listed buildings is assessed to
adversely affect their setting being clearly visible from the neighbouring listed
buildings.

3.48 The application submission does not demonstrate that the applicant has taken this
into account when considering the sensitivities the proposal would have upon the
area and the Council considers that there would be substantial harm to the listed
buildings due to the dominance of the structure over these buildings which would
adversely harm their setting.

3.49 The Council has also considered the impact of the proposal on the character and
appearance of the Stokeinteignhead Conservation Area.

3.50 Higher Gabwell lies adjacent to but not within the Stokeinteignhead Conservation
Area.  The importance of preserving the countryside surrounding the Conservation
Area is recognised in the Teignbridge District Conservation Area Character Appraisal
– Stokeinteignhead (Approved 22nd March 2010) document.  The appraisal states
that ‘the deep valley sides create important rural backdrops when viewed from within
the Conservation Area, while the roads out of the village afford panoramic views of
the whole community…The impact of development such as farm building or new
houses must be considered with relation to views into and out of the conservation
area’ (para 7.7).

3.51 The mast is proposed to be located on the valley side in a location where the
landscape is largely free from intrusive development with the exception of a few
telegraph poles.  The proposal appears urban and industrial in character and due to
its form and scale would appear alien to the character of the setting of the
Conservation Area resulting in an incongruous addition to the landscape which would
detract from the important rural backdrop this valley provides within the Conservation
Area. It is considered that the proposal would result therefore in substantial harm to
the Conservation Area due to its dominance over the area.



3.52 Consideration has been given to the benefits the proposal would offer those users of
the service the Applicant would provide, and it is recognised that this can be a positive
addition.  However, in this location there would be more harm than benefit that
outweighs the possibility of approving the proposal.

3.53 The siting and appearance of the proposal due to its harm on the setting of nearby
listed buildings and on the character and appearance of the Conservation Area is
considered to be unacceptable.

Impact on residential amenity of surrounding properties

3.54 Comments received from neighbouring residents have been taken into consideration
in the determination of this application, as is a requirement specifically noted in
Schedule 2, Part 16 A3 (6) “The local planning authority must take into account any
representations made to them as a result of consultations or notices given under
paragraph A.3, when determining the application made under sub-paragraph (3)”

3.55 There have been a number of comments received in relation to non-planning related
matters, such as health issues. Due to their nature the planning authority cannot take
these into account as they are not deemed to be a planning matter. However,
comments received in relation to the siting and impact the proposal would have upon
the locale have been noted and as such have formed part of the recommended
reason for refusal.

3.56 It should be noted that the reason for refusal is particularly directed at the monopole
and its height, not the cabinets or associated items.

Impact on ecology/biodiversity

3.57 The site lies within a cirl bunting breeding zone.

3.58 The Council’s Biodiversity Officer has been consulted and after considering the
proposal has advised that it is not anticipated that there will be any impact on these
species as a result of the proposed works.

3.59 A number of the representations received raise concern about the lack of ecological
survey work submitted with the application and have expressed concerns over the
likely impacts of the mast’s transmissions on bats and other wildlife. A Bat
Conservation Trust Publication “The potential impact of radio frequencies and
microwaves on wildlife” was referred to in comments received.

3.60 The Council’s Biodiversity Officer has visited the site and concludes that the
construction of the adjacent barns makes them unsuitable as day roosts for bats as
they have opening sections that will let in light and drafts.  However, it is recognised
that they may be used as night feeding sites, where bats will hang up for short spells
to eat or rest.

3.61 The Councils’ Biodiversity Officer concludes that given that the Bat Conservation
Trust guidance is currently precautionary, that it recommends positioning masts on
the furthest part of the building from roosts/flyways rather than avoiding them



completely; given that the barns are unsuitable to provide day roosts; and given that
the hedge line (possible bat flight path) is the other side of the barn from the mast
that there would not be grounds to object to the mast because of possible impacts
on bats.

3.62 No biodiversity objection is therefore raised to the proposal.

Conclusion

3.63 The siting of the proposal and the urban and industrial appearance of the mast
materially affects the setting of legally protected buildings, the setting of the adjacent
Stokeinteignhead Conservation Area and has an adverse impact on the AGLV.

3.64 The proposal is therefore considered to represent an inappropriate form of
development whereby Officers recommend that the balance of considerations weigh
in favour of refusing consent for the proposal.

4. POLICY DOCUMENTS

Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033

S1A Presumption in favour of Sustainable Development
S1 Sustainable Development Criteria
S2 Quality Development
S22 Countryside
EN2A Landscape Protection and Enhancement
EN5 Heritage Assets
EN8 Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement
EN9 Important Habitats and Features
EN11 Legally Protected and Priority Species

Teignbridge District Council Conservation Area Character Appraisal -
Stokeinteignhead

Teignbridge District Landscape Character Assessment 2009 (excluding Dartmoor
National Park) (with minor amendments 2010 and 2014)

National Planning Policy Framework

National Planning Practice Guidance

Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990
72 General duty as conservation areas, 66 General duty as listed buildings

Part 16 of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development)
(England) Order 2015 (as amended)



5. CONSULTEES

Landscape Officer - The site of the proposed development is within an area
designated as Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV), protected by policy that
aims to conserve the qualities, character and distinctiveness of the locality and
have adverse visual impacts. I am of the opinion that the proposed development
will degrade the character of the landscape around Higher Gabwell and have an
adverse effect on views. It will, in particular, have a damaging effect upon views in
close vicinity to the site where the mast will be seen against the sky, however it will
also have a minor adverse effect on views from the wider landscape. As such, I am
of the opinion that the proposed development will contravene policy EN2A.

Biodiversity Officer - The proposal is within a cirl bunting breeding zone.  However,
it is not anticipated that there will be any impact on these species.

I note that various concerns have been expressed over the likely impacts of the
mast’s transmissions on bats and other wildlife.  A Bat Conservation Trust (BCT)
publication “The potential impact of radio frequencies and microwaves on wildlife”
was referred to.

The construction of the adjacent barns makes them unsuitable as day roosts for
bats, i.e. they have opening sections that let in light and drafts. They may be used
as night feeding sites, where bats will hang up for short spells to eat or rest.

Given that:

 The BCT guidance is currently precautionary;
 Recommends positioning masts on the furthest part of the building from

roosts/flyways rather than avoiding them completely;
 The barns are unsuitable to provide day roosts; and
 The hedge line (possible bat flight path) is the other side of barn from the

mast.

I do not think there are grounds to object to the mast because of possible impacts
on bats.

No biodiversity objection to this proposal.

Conservation Officer - Comments awaited

6. REPRESENTATIONS

At the time of preparing this committee report following the expiry of the consultation
period, 61 letters of representation had been received. 3 letters of support, 57 letters
of objection and 1 comment.

A number of comments have been received, many of which are not planning related
such as lack of consultation by the applicant prior to the application submission, lack
of recognition by the applicant of proximity of the site to Stokeinteignhead Primary
School, need for the mast, health concerns and impact on quality of life, loss in



property values which cannot be taken into account in determining this application
as they are beyond the scope of planning matters that can be considered. However,
there have been many planning related concerns raised, these have been condensed
for ease of summary into the following points (see case file for full representations):

Objection
1. Spoil character and quality of AGLV not appropriate in this location

contravenes policy EN2A of Local Plan;
2. Mast as three times the height of the existing barn on site, would look out of

place and would jar with the landscape;
3. Adverse visual impact;
4. Blot on landscape;
5. Spoil peace and tranquillity of area;
6. Proposal not in keeping with the character or environment of the locality;
7. The mast would be prominent, unattractive and intrude on an unspoilt rural

landscape;
8. Mast out of scale and not in keeping with surrounding buildings and

countryside;
9. Existing trees are sparse and not adequate to provide a basic level of

screening for proposal;
10. Low lying area leads to the need for the proposed height – other locations

would be more suitable;
11. Other less intrusive technology available to improve signal;
12. Negative effect on wildlife (cirl buntings, bats, birds and insects using valley)

which doesn’t appear to have been considered by applicant;
13. The mast would be siting close to residential properties, the closest being a

mere 50 metres;
14. Proposal will have a direct impact on the setting of nearby listed buildings and

would neither protect, conserve or enhance the setting of these historic listed
buildings contrary to EN5 of the Local Plan;

15. Applicants suggest the mast is grey – due to the prominence, scale and
visibility of the mast, whatever colour the mast is painted, the mast will be
highlighted by the varied backdrop and the contrast in colour and therefore
painting the mast cannot compensate for poor choice of site.

16. Inadequate consideration of alternative sites;
17. Mast of this size, will not enhance, conserve or help protect the surrounding

natural environment and its community;
18. The mast will dominate the area;
19. Proposal will be an eyesore;
20. Site adjacent to conservation area and contravenes the Conservation Area

Character Appraisal which recognises the importance of the valley sides for
the setting of the Conservation Area;

21. Noise disturbance from wind whistling and whining as it passes structure of
concern;

22. The Teignbridge Landscape Character Assessment highlights the area as
having a strong sense of tranquillity, high landscape character and sensitivity



and views should be conserved when considering development.  This
application would be in contrast to the aims of this assessment;

23. Proposal would be visible from the Coastal Road A379 and look totally out of
place like the one behind Claddon Lane which is a blight on the local
landscape;

24. Views while travelling into and out of both the conservation area and the
AONB will be greatly negatively impacted by the mast;

25. Passage of the sun in relation to proposed mast will mean that it will shine
directly onto the proposed silver and white structure causing glaringly bright
reflections directly into any property to the south, east or west at varying times
of day;

26. Proposal will spoil views from neighbour houses;
27. Informed that there is currently a trial of C-RAN an alternative discreet

technology at the other end of Stokeinteignhead entailing a micro tower which
is barely visible.  It seems highly likely that new technology will shortly render
such a proposed mast obsolete yet it would remain a permanent ruinous
feature of the local landscape;

28. Proposal will be visually overbearing from our property and impact on the
peaceful enjoyment of our home and garden (Manderley, Gabwell Lane);

29. Proposal is an inappropriate design for this part of the village;
30. There is not a property in the entire Higher Gabwell Valley that would not have

sight of this mast looming above them, situated on the side of a hill and
showing some 40+ feet higher than the present (sparse) treeline;

31. Concern that once mast granted no further permission needed to add
additional facilities to the mast;

32. The proposed site access is from a very narrow lane into an even narrower
lane and the additional traffic would cause congestion and at times prohibit
access to properties and access for emergency vehicles and would make it
difficult to maintain mast and equipment.

Support
1. Proposal may solve no phone reception issue at Maidencombe Beach and Café

which would be great especially for safety in the event of an emergency;
2. Improved mobile phone coverage and gaining 4G will hugely benefit the area

and personally greatly assist our business (Orchard Organic Farm) allowing us
to use remote video access to our monitoring cameras, etc., plus general
improved mobile phone coverage and speed;

3. Improve signal in the area.

Comment

One comment has been received which requests that the mast be camouflaged as
much as possible, and that some form of mitigating tree planting should be provided.

7. TOWN / PARISH COUNCIL’S COMMENTS

Stokeinteignhead Parish Council considered the application at its planning meeting
held on Tuesday 25 May 2017 and recommends refusal.



The application site and surrounding area is formally designated within the
Teignbridge Local Plan (2013-2033) as an ‘Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV)’
and as such Policy EN2 A applies (page 62 of LP).

This policy seeks to protect and enhance areas of landscape and seascape; any
development must be sympathetic to and help conserve and enhance the natural
and cultural landscape character of Teignbridge in particular the AGLV.

The supporting text (para 5.7) states that the AGLV will be given a high level of
protection recognizing its high scenic quality and sensitivity.

The policy states that Development proposals should:
a) Conserve and enhance the qualities, character and distinctiveness of the

locality;
b) Where appropriate restore positive landscape character and quality;
c) Protect specific landscape, wildlife and historic features which contribute to

local character and quality; and
d) Maintain landscape quality and minimise adverse visual impacts through high

quality building and landscape design.

The supporting text (para 5.6) refers to the ‘Teignbridge District Landscape
Character Assessment (2009 – MA 10 & 14)’ for strategic guidelines and
recommendations.  This identifies the application site as being in the ‘Breccia Hills’
landscape character area (Para 6.17, page 108) – which is defined as having a
‘strong sense of tranquility, high landscape character and sensitivity’.  The document
identifies the pressure for new masts and turbines.  It recommends that the District
Council ‘conserve views, and ensure sensitive location of new development,
avoiding prominent ridges and valley sides’.

Higher Gabwell lies immediately adjacent to Stokeinteignhead Conservation Area
and the importance of preserving the surrounding countryside is recognized in
Teignbridge District Conservation Area Character Appraisals – Stokeinteignhead
(Approved 22nd March 2010).  The policy states that ‘the deep valley sides create
important rural backdrops when viewed from within the Conservation Area, while
the roads out of the village afford panoramic views of the whole community…The
impact of developments such as farm buildings or new houses must be considered
with relation to views into and out of the conservation area’ (para 7.7).

In addition, ‘The Cottage’, a thatched property in Gabwell Lane is officially recorded
as a grade II listed building and lies 128 metres away from the proposed site.  The
Parish Council are concerned that the setting in which this listed building lies will not
be conserved and if approved, the mast would detract from the character and
appearance of its structure.

The Parish Council has raised concerns over the lack of investigations into the other
sites that were considered, which are mentioned within the application with little
detail.



The Parish Council has also received concerns regarding the health implications of
the mast being situated so close to residential properties.  There is no indication
within the application that this issue has been properly addressed.

Finally, the Parish Council are concerned over the lack of surveys with regards to
wildlife and the surrounding habitat.

The area around the valley is a home to cirl buntings, with Labrador Bay being an
area for conservation projects led by the RSPB.  Whilst these projects have thrived,
other species have done so too.  These include seed eating birds such as linnets
and skylarks, brown hares, rare arable plants and both horse show and long-eared
bats.  The RSPB have also recently warned that ‘the threat from building
development is an increasing concern on the fringes of places such as Teignmouth
and Shaldon’.

The Parish Council wish to ensure that TDC are aware of its uneasiness and
concern at the lack of consultation by the authority and CTIL/Telefonica UK Ltd with
the Parish Council and the general public.  Such a large-scale proposal in such a
sensitive area raises serious concerns; the lack of information and what appears to
be undue haste in the progress of this application causes great concern.

It is understood that there is a requirement for better communications coverage.
This area has struggled with a lack of mobile signal and broadband since these
technologies came into being.  A little time given to consultation allowing measured
consideration to be given to this proposal and the alternative sites and not least the
possibility of newer technologies to propagate the communication signal would not
just be desirable, but necessary.

It has also been suggested that the proposed upgrade of other masts in the local
area may provide equivalent coverage to a new mast within Stokeinteignhead.  As
an example, there has been an approach from EE to secure a reliable signal within
the area, using a number of smaller aerials which have very little to no impact on
the rural environment.  Not only is the technological approach different and more
sympathetic but they understand the need to explain and involve the local
communities that are affected and held a public meeting to which the community
were invited.  A full and detailed explanation of what was proposed was provided,
its visual impact and what could be expected of the coverage.

8. COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY

The CIL liability for this development is Nil as the CIL rate for this type of development
is Nil and therefore no CIL is payable.

9. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Due to its scale, nature and location this development will not have significant effects
on the environment and therefore is not considered to be EIA Development.


