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Matter 8: Heart of Teignbridge 
12

th
 and 13th September 2013 

 
 
 

Introduction  

This Examination Statement has been submitted by Clarence Developments Ltd (including Mr 

and Mrs Hendy and Mr Richardson) as part of the Examination in Public on the Teignbridge 

District Council Local Plan 2013-2033.  The Statement highlights and where necessary expands 

upon representations submitted by Clarence Developments Ltd at the Proposed Submission 

(Regulation 20) stage of the Local Plan process.  It does not repeat representations but 

responds to the Inspector’s questions.  

 

Referencing 

Clarence Developments Ltd has referred to its representations submitted on the Proposed 

Submission ‘Publication’ Local Plan throughout the Examination Statement.  
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Abbreviations/ Glossary  

 TDC – Teignbridge District Council  

 LP – Teignbridge District Council Local Plan 2013-2033   

 NPPF – National Planning Policy Framework 

 Savills – Planning Consultant 

 SA/SEA – Sustainability Appraisal/ Strategic Environmental Assessment  

 CD – Clarence Developments 
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Matter 8: Heart of Teignbridge 

13 August 2013 

 
 

38.  Is the overall amount of development in the sub-area justified?  Is the supporting 

information in the SHLAA accurate and up to date?  

38.1 Yes.  This is justified in Section 6 of the Proposed Submission Document.  

39.  What infrastructure, including highways, social, community and green 

infrastructure is required?  Are the proposals for individual sites sustainable, 

deliverable and viable?  

39.1 In general, yes.  Concerns have been raised about site’s ability to achieve capacity and 

the critical mass of at least (our emphasis) 1,800 units to deliver the infrastructure 

package required by the policy.  These concerns are dealt with in detail in our submitted 

Design Review (December 2012) supporting our representations.  This is also dealt with 

later in this statement with regard to omissions sites. The allocation can contribute 

towards the first five years of the LP as demonstrated in the Housing Trajectory. 

40.  What are the constraints on individual allocations, e.g. flood risk?  Are the 

allocations justified?  

40.1 These are dealt with in detail in our representations particularly with regard to ecology 

and flood risk.  Any identified constraint can be mitigated and there are no identified 

technical ‘showstoppers’ which would make the allocation unsound. 

41.  Are there any adverse environmental effects, including the effects on landscape, 

agricultural land, biodiversity, that cannot be mitigated satisfactorily?  Do any 

such effects prevent development as a matter of policy?  

41.1 In the Council’s proposed minor changes document, a new criterion requiring a bespoke 

greater horseshoe bat mitigation plan to be submitted and approved before planning 

permission is granted, has been included.  Whilst Clarence Developments does not 

object to the principle of a mitigation plan, it does object to the requirement for approval 

prior to planning permission being granted.  The mitigation plan is likely to form part of a 

suite of supporting environmental studies which will influence the overall biodiversity 

and green infrastructure strategy and any future applicant has no control over the 

approval process. 
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42.  If so, do the benefits of development outweigh any adverse impacts?  

42.1  Clarence Developments has no further comment to make in respect of this question. 

43.  Are the general phasing proposals identified in explanatory text for the major 

allocations identified in explanatory text justified? Should the plan include more 

detail about the proposed delivery trajectory in the Heart of Teignbridge? 

43.1 The council sets out its proposed Housing Trajectory in their 5 Year Supply Statement 

(June 2013) which shows NA1 providing 225 dwellings in the first 5 years of the plan 

period. The proposed allocation at NA1 is of a significant scale that will allow for an 

appropriate phasing strategy to deliver a number of sales outlets at any time. This will 

enable the development to contribute significantly to the Housing Trajectory over the 

first 10 years. 

Site specific issues  

44.  NA1: site expansion; relocation of employment uses; cirl buntings mitigation; 

sterilisation of minerals; inclusion of gypsy/traveller provision  

Site expansion   

44.1 Clarence Developments strongly supports the expansion of the site allocation to a scale 

put forward at the Preferred Option Stage.  Detailed comments have been made with 

representations and supporting evidence referenced in these examination statements 

and as outlined in the Question 52 of this statement. 

44.2 There are no technical grounds to exclude the identified omission areas and for reasons 

of site capacity, delivery and overall housing requirements there are very strong and 

sound grounds for their re-inclusion.  

44.3 Clarence Developments concerns over site capacity are further compounded by the 

lack of clarity and certainty in the relevant supporting plans of the Proposed Submission 

document.  Any future applicant preparing a master plan for this allocation would refer 

to the relevant Development Plan policies, plus the Key Diagram of Heart of 

Teignbridge (Page 70), the Polices Map of Newton Abbott and the ‘illustration’, on page 

76 of the Proposed Submission Local Plan.  There are inconsistencies in all three which 

raises questions over the extent and nature of the allocation boundary, the extent of 

green infrastructure, the inclusion or not of Seale Hayne, the retention of existing 
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playing fields or not and the recognition of the existing residential dwellings within the 

proposed allocation.  

44.4 Clarence Developments has raised objections to the arbitrary nature of the boundaries 

of both the mixed use area and the green infrastructure designation which appear to 

follow illogical field boundaries, rather than any structure for a strategic allocation of this 

scale.  This should be a landscape led master plan which is informed by detailed 

assessments which will subsequently define the nature of the built form boundary and 

define the green infrastructure strategy.  Indeed, the need for further master planning is 

recognised in Para 7.5 of the Proposed Submission document and these arbitral 

boundaries will hinder sound master planning and best practice.  The need for detailed 

assessment to influence detailed design is acknowledged by the council by their recent 

addition of a new criterion for NA1 which requires a bespoke bat mitigation plan to be 

submitted and will influence the exact location and width of the designated green 

infrastructure shown on the policies map. 

44.5 The Council itself appears confused by the nature of the allocation boundary, as their 

own illustration on page 76 is not consistent with either the proposals or policies maps 

mentioned above.  The western boundary in particular seems very contrived with no 

obvious environmental constraint for it to be so.  

44.6 To make the Local Plan effective and sound, the illustration on page 76 should be 

deleted and the policies map and key diagram be made consistent, also including the 

additional areas identified on Savills Drawing No: HBO3 (December 2012) 

Relocation of employment 

44.7 The inclusion of criterion b, ‘deliver 10 hectares of land for employment development, 

for office, general industrial or storage and distribution uses...’ is not sound.  The 

Preferred Options document included a specific area designated for these uses at 

Forches Cross (now referenced 17/533/0M/0 in the Omissions Site Overview) which is 

now deleted from the allocation.  The Forches Cross site provided a self contained 

parcel suitable for 10 hectares of employment use as it was generally flat, adjacent to 

the main trunk road and importantly separated from the new residential development 

area.  However, the 10 hectare requirement remains within the policy and to be 

provided in what the council designates as ‘mixed use’.  Notwithstanding the capacity 

issues, B2 and B8 industrial uses by definition are not suitable within residential-led 

master plans, due to the nature of operations and traffic movements.  In addition, for 

marketing and operational reasons, operators would seek large single footprints 
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adjacent to the main highway network.  With the deletion of Forches Cross this leaves 

only the gateway access from the A383 which is at odds with criterion g, ‘to create high 

quality designed landmark developments’ and also importantly gateway to the new 

community. 

44.8 The council acknowledges the deletion of Forches Cross at the preferred options stage 

due to the land owner confirming its unavailability.  Yet no changes have been made to 

Policy NA1. 

Cirl Buntings  

44.9 The proposed development within NA1 will be informed by surveys for Cirl Bunting, 

which will be undertaken in accordance with RSPB survey methodology (August 2013) 

and form part of the wider on-site mitigation strategy. 

Sterilisation of Minerals  

44.10 Whilst a small part of the north-east of the allocation is identified as Area of Mineral 

Resource and a Buffer Zone in the Devon County Minerals Local Plan (June 2004) by 

the Minerals Authority, Devon County Council has raised no objection to proposed 

allocation on these grounds.  These designations are intended simply to indicate the 

mineral consultation areas and this consultation has taken place.  Detailed design 

considerations will consider the implications of the buffer zone at the appropriate stage 

of development but are not ‘showstoppers’ in allocating the site.  

Gypsy and Travellers  

44.11 Clarence Developments continues to object to the scale of the Gypsy and Traveller 

allocation at NA1.  Capacity constraints have already been raised and this significant 

contribution to this provision would lead to further loss of developable land which is 

already significantly constrained by the reduction in the allocation boundary.  Despite 

the scale of the allocation being reduced from 2,500 dwellings to at least 1,800 

dwellings, the Gypsy and Traveller requirement remained at 24 pitches despite the 

marked reduction in site area. 

44.12  In addition, there is no justification as to why NA1 is any more suitable than other site 

allocations and why it is required to deliver such a high proportion of the identified need 

in Policy WE6 and supporting paragraph 4.16.  This identified a need for 70 pitches 

over the plan period of which 24 (which is 34%) are to be provided within the Houghton 

Barton allocation.  This does appear to be an onerous provision imposed on a single 
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site allocation, when other proposed allocations which have similar sustainable and 

location criteria required by relevant national guidance have no provision. 

44.13 Paragraph 7.17 refers to the consideration of off-site provision if more suitable 

alternatives are proposed.  At this early stage of Masterplanning it is not understood 

how easily it would be to integrate the gypsy and traveller provision to meet the site 

specific requirements or the resulting loss of development capacity.  If a more suitable 

off-site provision was put forward it would be given more weight if this was included at 

the end of criterion d of Policy NA1 which currently as drafted requires on-site provision. 

45.  NA2: inclusion of Berry Knowles and East Golds  

45.1  Clarence Developments has no comment to make in respect of this question. 

46.  NA3: Coalescence of settlements; impact on listed buildings; additional land 

needed  

46.1  Clarence Developments has no comment to make in respect of this question. 

47.  NA4: viability of Centrax expansion; further expansion required?  

47.1 Clarence Developments has no comment to make in respect of this question. 

48.  NA9: should the scale of town centre retail expansion be reduced to 5,000 sqm?  

48.1  Clarence Developments has no comment to make in respect of this question. 

49.  KS2: viability of park and ride.  

49.1  Clarence Developments has no comment to make in respect of this question. 

50.  KK2: re-instate the site  

50.1  Clarence Developments has no comment to make in respect of this question. 

51.  KK4: allocate for residential and recreation.  

51.1 Clarence Developments has no comment to make in respect of this question. 

Omission sites  

52.  Should any/all of the omission sites be preferred?  
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52.1 Land West of NA1 ID 21297/1/NA1/O1234 and Perry Farm ID 19026/1/NA1/02 as 

defined on pages 9 and 12 of the omissions site overview document should be 

included. 

52.2  Detailed submissions were made at the representation stage particularly with regard to 

concerns over the capacity of the allocated area defined in the policies map.  This 

position is maintained and is highlighted by a comparison on the key diagram of the 

Hele Park area, which has outline consent for 650 units and the remainder of NA1 

mixed use area (annotated yellow) which needs to provide for the remaining 1,150 units 

and:  

 The local centre 

 The 10ha of employment land including storage, distribution ad general industrial 

 Retention of existing playing fields (policy WE12) 

 Primary school 

 Link road A383 and A382 

 Landmark gateway developments 

 24 gypsy and traveller pitches (1ha as defined in CIL viability study) 

 Strategic buffer planting and green infrastructure 

 Areas for local food production and land for local community infrastructure including 

extra formal playing pitch provision. 

52.3 The Council’s contingency for additional capacity is simply to increase density (Para 

2.16) which is not effective or deliverable.  Our capacity exercise already demonstrates 

an average of circa 39 dph to achieve the requirements of NA1.  Most sustainable urban 
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extensions in similar market areas are achieving 30-35 dph which given the physical 

characteristics of Newton Abbot is considered more appropriate. 

52.4  These omissions sites were both included in the preferred options document and there 

are no technical or environmental justifications for their exclusion in particular the 5 

hectares immediately adjacent to the west of NA1 which was removed just before the 

Planning Cabinet approving the Proposed Submission document.  The justification for 

the re-inclusion of these sites is to provide the capacity to deliver at least 1,800 units, 

plus further housing provision if deemed required after the scrutiny of the housing 

requirement.  In conclusion, whilst the preferred options showed a larger allocated area 

to deliver NA1, the proposed submission still includes all the same levels of social and 

physical on site infrastructure such as school, gypsy and traveller pitches, employment 

levels and local centre. 

52.5 With regard to Seale Hayne (ID 16587/22/0M4/0) the reference by the Council in this 

pro forma (Omissions Site Overview Page 10) confirms that the site is included within 

the plan as a policy requirement of criterion m (actually criterion l).  Previously under 

Question 44 Clarence Developments stated concerns over the clarity of the relevant 

NA1 maps; whilst we support the inclusion of Seale Hayne within NA1 this does 

reinforce the lack of certainty when interpreting these various plans.  

 

END OF STATEMENT 


