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Matter 8: Heart of Teignbridge 

Question 50. – NA9: should the scale of town centre retail expansion be reduced to 5000 sq. m? 

The Chamber has consistently argued that the Retail and Leisure Study commissioned by TDC in 

2010 was fundamentally flawed and that changes in the retail scene over the past three years 

suggest that retail growth in market towns like Newton Abbot will be significant less than previously 

anticipated. 

The Chamber have also argued that the Council’s plan for 11,000 square metres of net comparison 

goods retail space in policy are NA9 (Town Centre Markets Area) is both undesirable and 

unachievable. 

Firstly, 11,000 m2 net of retail space equates to 16,418 m2 gross. The principle development area 

within NA9 is the Livestock Market and Halcyon Road Car Park (see plan Appendix A) which only 

amounts to 12,820 m2, so the Council’s proposal fills the ground level space of the whole of this site 

and places 3598 m2 of retail space at first floor level. Such a proposal is hardly achievable in a prime 

city centre location but with 5180 m2 of this site without a road frontage and with the remaining 

area without a frontage on the northern side it is patently absurd! The only shop which trades 

effectively at first floor level in Newton Abbot is Austins. All other retailers even in Courtenay Street 

and Market Walk find that they can only trade effectively at street level so the Council’s proposal 

will not be achievable. 

Furthermore, policy NA9 also envisages c) additional leisure and commercial space including cinema 

and food and drink (A3-A5) units; and e) some short stay parking. All of these uses will require 

ground floor space reducing further the area available for retail uses. 

The Council have referred in their proposals to the Newton Abbot Regeneration Study completed by 

outside consultants in June 2010. This study proposed that the Market Area should be the site for 

additional retail, offices and residential flats but the advice was that the possible ground retail space 

amounted to a maximum of 5470m2 of gross floor area.  

The Council will argue that any reduction in retail space will leave them open to a challenge from out 

of town retail developers on the basis that the Retail Study identified a need for retail space which is 

not being met from the in town allocation. Our response is that the Retailed Study was flawed and 

that in any case it suggested that the need was for 16,000m2 net so the argument still stands even 

with the current LP proposals. 

The reference to “some short stay parking” within policy NA9 seems to indicate the Council’s 

intention to reduce the amount of parking available on this site. This is at odds with policy NA8 c) 

which states that the development in Newton Abbot will include “no net loss of car parking in the 

town centre and adjacent areas. We can only assume that what they mean is that any parking lost in 

the redevelopment of NA9 will be replaced elsewhere in the town centre or adjacent areas. The 



problem with this policy is that it is easy to assert but not easy to deliver and the Council have 

neither consulted or proposed any alternative parking arrangement except the development of Park 

and Change facilities on the edge of the town.  

 

Conclusion 

Local Plan policy NA9 is unsound.  It has not been positively prepared, because it has not been based 

on a strategy that seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements. 

It will not be effective because it will not be deliverable over the plan period and it is not consistent 

with national policy because it will not enable the delivery of sustainable development in 

accordance with the policies in the National Planning Policy Framework. 

The LP proposals for retail growth are not achievable in policy NA9 area. The Council have drafted a 

policy without proper consideration and ignoring reasonable representations from the Chamber. 

The policy can be made sound by reducing the retail space to 5000m2 of gross floor area and 

changing the strategy on parking provision. 

The change of wording required to policy NA9 is as follows:- 

a) around 5,000 square metres gross comparison goods retail floor space; 

e) maintain or improve upon existing short stay parking provision; 

 

 

Question 51.- KS2: viability of park and ride. 

Policy KS2 includes proposals for c) a park and ride/park and change site on land at Ware Barton on 

the Kingsteignton/Teignmouth junction off the A380. This site is part of an employment 

development site for Kingsteignton. 

There has been no consultation with the Chamber or local businesses generally about the principle 

and viability of park and ride/change for Newton Abbot. The inclusion of this facility as a firm 

proposal in policy KS2 is at odds with LP policy HT1 j)i) which states only that the Council will 

investigate the potential for park and ride or park and change facilities on the main routes into the 

Heart of Teignbridge. 

The Chamber does not believe that park and ride/change is viable to meet the access needs of 

visitors to Newton Abbot at the present time. A study needs to be carried out of other similar towns 

and their parking facilities and this information needs to be shared with the Chamber and business 

community so that an agreed policy for car parking can be developed. Only then should this policy 

form a part of the Local Plan. 

 

 



Conclusion 

Local Plan policy KS2 is unsound.  It has not been positively prepared, because it has not been based 

on a strategy that seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements. 

It is not justified because it is not the most appropriate strategy when considered against the 

reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence. Policy KS2 conflicts with Policy HT1. The 

policy has not been the subject of any consultation and is unlikely to be viable. 

Policy KS2 can be made sound by omitting sub paragraph c) in total. 



 


