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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 The overall level of development within the Heart of Teignbridge is the most 

appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives.  The 

strategic importance of the ‘Heart of Teignbridge’ settlements is set out in the 

Local Plan paragraphs 6.1 – 6.4.  The proposed scale of growth is proportionate 

to its role and function within the district and the wider sub-region.  Proposing a 

lower level of development could undermine its role and function, and 

consequently increase development in areas that have fewer facilities and 

employment opportunities.  That would consequently require greater investment 

in infrastructure. Matters 1 and 5 also address this issue. 

38.2 The Sustainability Appraisal (CDA5 pp38 – 40) sets out consideration of 

alternative options for distribution across the district.  The Addendum to the 

Sustainability Appraisal (CDA6) provides an overview of the overall process of 

determining the preferred approach.  

38.3 The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) (CDD92) was 

based on the most up-to-date available information and was thorough in its 

assessment and identification of issues.  As the Local Plan developed and 

policies and allocations were refined, further technical work was undertaken to 

help inform decision making.  

38.4 The methodology for assessing sites for the SHLAA is summarised in the main 

report (CDD92 p12 paragraphs 3.1-3.2).  The SHLAA assessments included the 

use of GIS information relating to biodiversity, flood risk, facilities, topography 

and heritage. Technical input was provided by officers specialising in Planning 

Policy, Heritage, Biodiversity, Archaeology and Transport.  

38.5 The 2009 SHLAA assessments have not been updated as new information has 

been produced, but the sites and policies in the Plan have been.  The Changes 

Arising documents (CDD9 and CDD14) provide further information of how those 

changes were taken into account. 

38.6 The appraisal of Preferred Options allocations by the SHLAA Panel in 2012 

(CDD93) used the most accurate, up-to-date information available. This included 

owner/agent confirmation of availability where no SHLAA form had previously 

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

infrastructure is required?  Are the proposals for individual sites 

sustainable, deliverable and viable? 

39.1 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) (CDD98) sets out strategic infrastructure 

requirements generally for the Local Plan and more specific requirements for the 

places, including the Heart of Teignbridge.  The infrastructure is broken down 

into strategic priorities, which are explained in detail on pages 2-3 of the IDP. 

Each item of infrastructure is required either functionally, to ensure the 

development works e.g. roads, or in terms of place making to create vibrant 

places through providing a mix of uses e.g. community facilities and 

employment.  To this extent the infrastructure proposals for the individual sites 

support the creation of sustainable places.  Some of the site specific 

infrastructure may also perform a strategic role, such as connected green 

infrastructure, roads that improve the transport network, new opportunities for 

walking and cycling, etc.  

39.2 Most of the infrastructure requirements focus on the strategic development sites.  

Generally it is the larger urban extensions that have significant infrastructure 

requirements, rather than the smaller ones.  Much of the infrastructure will not be 

site funded but delivered through other mechanisms.  ‘The Use of section 106 

following the Introduction of CIL’ (CDD134) and the Strategic Sites Viability 

addendum (CDD132) highlight general mechanisms for delivering infrastructure. 

39.3 The IDP (CDD98) provides details on infrastructure for the Heart of Teignbridge 

and this is summarised in the following table: 

Community 

 Leisure & Recreation Facilities 

 5 x new/improved community use facilities 

Education 

 3 x new primary schools 

 Expansion of existing Primary Schools 

 Expansion of existing secondary schools 

 Potentially 1 new secondary school 

 Support for vocational training 

Green Infrastructure 

 Connected footpaths and Cycle Network (including A38 cycle 
bridge) 

 Strategic biodiversity networks 

 Allotments 

 New/Expanded Public Parks and open space 

Roads & Transport  

 Access roads through two strategic sites (NA1, NA3) 

 A382 improvements major scheme (including Jetty Marsh II and 
Drumbridges roundabout) 

 Access from Decoy area to the A380 South Devon Link Road 
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 Potential major schemes at Newton Abbot including alternative 
access for Old Exeter Road Causeway and access from A381 to 
Highweek Way to address air quality and safety 

 Improvements to railway station 

Other 

 Police Services equipment and facilities 

 Public Realm 

 Health Facilities 

 Low carbon or decentralised energy infrastructure 

Non-infrastructure projects (extra care housing, regeneration and 
economic development) 

39.4 The infrastructure on each site is deliverable and its scale and complexity varies 

depending on the scale of the allocation.  Infrastructure on the larger sites will 

need to be designed in more detail, including location of facilities, green 

infrastructure, siting and routes for roads, etc. This will come through 

masterplanning and subsequently through detailed applications.  

39.5 Questions 72 and 73 of Matter 13 cover infrastructure funding and delivery 

mechanisms in more detail. 

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

allocations justified? 

40.1 The Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal (CDA6 p12 final paragraph) sets 

out the high level ‘absolute’ or ‘significant’ constraints for the sites identified in 

the Preferred Options (CDD12) document.  The proposed allocations are 

overlaid to show the relationship (CDA6 p13-14).  A plan showing the same 

information for the Submission allocations (CDA6 p33) is also included.  A further 

constraint, not mapped, is topography, which can affect developability and 

capacity.  There are no national landscape designations in the vicinity. 

40.2 Most allocations for the Heart of Teignbridge are greenfield sites and therefore 

any development proposals will affect biodiversity and change the landscape to 

some extent.  However, those impacts can be mitigated or managed to ensure 

that they are acceptable.  The maps referenced above show that the allocations 

generally avoid the significant constraints, with the exception of the town centre 

proposals. 

40.3 Newton Abbot town centre is largely within the floodplain of the River Lemon, 

and therefore the strategic town centre regeneration sites are subject to flooding.  

The proposed sites are critical to delivering the town centre strategy and the 

policies require appropriate mitigation measures to ensure that there is no 

increase in flood risk either on site or up or downstream.  Functionally and 

sequentially there are no suitable, reasonably available alternative sites that 

could perform the same crucial role in delivering the town centre strategy. 
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Further, the proposed employment, retail and leisure uses are ‘less vulnerable’ 

and therefore acceptable. 

40.4 Larger allocation areas require Masterplanning and are likely to require 

Environmental Impact Assessments which will address site specific details 

including mitigation of any residual or local impacts of development where 

necessary.  

40.5 The allocations are justified as they avoid the ‘absolute’ constraints and provide 

for appropriate mitigation of the impacts on other constraints.  The site 

allocations also take account of topography and its effect on development 

capacity.  

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 There are no adverse environmental effects that cannot be mitigated 

satisfactorily, or any that would prevent development as a matter of policy as set 

out in the NPPF (paragraphs 109-125). 

41.2 The sieving process of the Sustainability Appraisal (CDA5), further clarified in the 

Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal (CDA6), takes account of strategy and 

constraints. The Plan focuses growth in the most sustainable locations where 

mitigation is possible.  

41.3 The policies contain sufficient requirements to avoid the most sensitive locations, 

minimising the potential risk that mitigation is not an option. 

41.4 The development of agricultural land cannot be mitigated, but there is limited 

brownfield land available so its development is inevitable.   Agricultural land 

quality in the Heart of Teignbridge area is comparatively poor.  (CDD73 pp6-8).  

Land being worked for minerals where extraction may be complete within the 

plan period includes requirements (ROMP) to return the land to greenfield status, 

which means they cannot be considered as ‘brownfield’.  

41.5 There are no national landscape designations affecting the Heart of Teignbridge. 

The Area of Great Landscape Value designation, carried forward from the 

adopted Local Plan (CDC22) is proposed to exclude the proposed allocations at 

NA4, NA5, KS1, KS2 and KS7.  Similarly the former Coastal Preservation Area 

within that Local Plan, carried forward as Undeveloped Coast in the emerging 

Local Plan, has been amended to exclude KS2 and KS7.  The specific sites are 

not considered central to the function of these landscape policies, and any 

impact after mitigation is significantly outweighed by the provision of homes and 

particularly employment within a sustainable location.     
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41.6 The Council has published an urban fringe landscape study, and the allocations 

are generally on the lower sensitivity landscapes, taking account of site 

availability and other constraints.  The allocations take account of key landscape 

features and viewpoints and include appropriate mitigation measures.   

41.7 Mitigation of landscape impact will be a matter for the design of development in 

due course.  The capacity and extent of the proposed allocations takes account 

of topography and the need to protect the most sensitive landscapes, with policy 

requirements for further consideration of those issues through masterplanning 

and planning applications. 

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

42.1 The benefits of the Local Plan include providing for much needed homes and 

jobs, improved recreational facilities and associated cultural, environmental 

social, transport and educational infrastructure to meet the needs for current and 

future residents.  These benefits significantly outweigh any adverse impacts of 

developing the sites identified in the Local Plan.  The Plan balances the 

environmental, social and economic needs of the district.  The Sustainability 

Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment (CDA5 p5-7) assesses the 

benefits of the Plan against a ‘do nothing’ scenario and, aside from ‘resource 

use’ due to the need to develop greenfield land, the Plan will have significant 

benefits. 

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 One allocation contains a phasing requirement; KS3 Abbrook, relating to the 

completion of approved road schemes before the site can be developed, which is 

justified in the LP paragraph 8.18.  There are no other phasing proposals for 

allocations in the Heart of Teignbridge area within the LP.  The assessment of 

housing availability (Minor Changes CDA2 numbers 8, 9 and 10) provides a 

forecast, based on current knowledge including advice from the SHLAA Panel, of 

when sites are likely to provide homes.  However, this is not a phasing 

requirement.  If sites come forward earlier than anticipated this is not in itself a 

problem, but will require reconsideration and re-prioritisation of infrastructure 

provision which will be undertaken through the regular review of the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  

43.2 The inclusion of information related to the expected delivery of sites within the 

Heart of Teignbridge chapter therefore has the potential to become out of date 

quite quickly and also imply a more rigid approach to delivery than is intended.   

The Local Plan does not seek to restrict or control the delivery of the allocated 
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sites, but to provide a framework to ensure delivery comes forward and that 

essential infrastructure is provided at the appropriate time. 

43.3 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan includes assumptions about the timing of 

infrastructure delivery, based on the expected development timing.  However, 

again, this is not a phasing policy and will need to be kept under review during 

the implementation of the LP. 

43.4 In relation to the delivery of the strategic sites, there will clearly be a need to 

consider the phasing of development within each of the sites against the site-

specific infrastructure in more detail, to ensure a coordinated delivery of each 

site.  This is appropriately dealt with through the masterplanning work and then 

through the planning application process.  

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

mitigation; sterilisation of minerals; inclusion of gypsy/traveller provision 

44.1 The Preferred Options Core Strategy (CDD12, paragraph 6.14) set out a larger 

area of development for NA1, which extended further west and north, and did not 

include the significant green infrastructure/landscape corridor east to west within 

the site.  A masterplanning workshop was held to further consider the details of 

the site (CDD57 and CDD58) before the publication of the Local Plan.  The size 

of the allocated site reduced between Preferred Options and Submission taking 

account of the overall need for housing development, availability of land, 

potential impact on the integrity of South Hams Special Area of Conservation for 

greater horseshoe bats and the impact on the Seale Hayne campus and farm. 

There are Omission Sites (TDC2 pp9-12) relating to this allocation.  

44.2 The employment land at Forches Cross was removed between Preferred 

Options and Proposed Submission stages of the Plan due to the site not being 

available for development.  There are no suitable areas available within NA1 to 

replace the employment land within the allocation.  However, there are 

considered to be sufficient sites allocated across the Heart of Teignbridge to 

deliver the Council’s economic strategy without requiring the site to be replaced. 

44.3 Mitigation of impacts on cirl buntings will be part of the detailed work for 

applications following full assessment of whether there are cirl buntings on site.  

It is likely some of the impacts can be mitigated partially through management 

within the strategic green infrastructure corridors. Devon County Council, RSPB 

and partners including TDC are currently updating guidance on 

mitigation/compensation for development effects on cirl buntings. 

44.4 The proposed allocation does not sterilise the known ball clay reserve.  The 

responses by Devon County Council (21406) and mineral operators Imerys 

(20237) and Sibelco UK Ltd (17566) confirm that recreational use and the now 

withdrawn employment use shown over the known ball clay reserve would not 
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sterilise the mineral reserves.  NPPF paragraph 143 places a requirement in plan 

making to consider minerals safeguarding, to ensure that ball clay resources are 

not sterilised and residential use, with its multitude of ownerships, does not 

prevent any future exercise of mineral rights.  There is a need to ensure that any 

developments bordering the existing pit at Ringslade Quarry are not ‘sensitive’ 

uses such as schools or housing, unless those uses come forward once mineral 

extraction has finished and/or ceased. 

44.5 The proposed allocation is strategically a good location for Gypsy and Traveller 

provision, located with easy access to the A38 junctions and services such as 

schools, healthcare and shops.  The travelling community supported the 

provision of sites within the urban extensions.  This generally reflects Planning 

Policy for Traveller Sites (CDC12 paragraph 23) relating to location and scale.  

Provision in urban extensions also reflects the requirements of paragraph 11 of 

the same document which sets out 8 criteria that Local Plan policies should 

reflect.  The LP paragraph 7.14 accepts off-site provision, but the preference is 

for the integration of the communities into the sites as part of the new 

neighbourhood. 

45. NA1 & NA2: the deliverability of the proposed Green Infrastructure  

45.1 The green infrastructure (GI) areas as shown on the policies map for NA1 and 

NA2 have been identified for a number of reasons, set out in the Submission 

Local Plan paragraph 7.8.  In summary, the areas are not suitable for 

development due to topography, wildlife and landscape importance.  The 

working clay quarry at Ringslade is also included, as it has potential to play an 

important role in contributing to the wider green infrastructure network (LP 

paragraph 7.12) once quarrying has finished/ceased, which is expected to be 

within the Plan period.  They will also provide a strong local character to the 

urban extension.  Using the following principles, the GI in and around NA1 and 

NA2 will be deliverable. 

45.2 Green spaces within, adjacent or directly related to the development will be 

secured through condition or planning obligations (Section 106 agreements) and 

will be principally developer-led. Their location and design will respond to the 

principles of integration, multi-functionality, well designed and planned as part of 

any development. This will include at least 10 square metres per dwelling of 

children’s and young person’s play space, as per Policy WE11, plus any specific 

requirements set out in site allocation policies. This green space may be 

designed to provide additional functions, such as Sustainable Drainage Systems 

and biodiversity enhancements.  

45.3 Specific multi-functional green space that plays a strategic role in the GI network 

and that cannot be reasonably attributed to an individual development will be 

secured through the Community Infrastructure Levy and other appropriate 
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funding streams. In the Heart of Teignbridge this primarily relates to a connected 

network of cycle and foot paths and public parks and open space, as well as key 

parts of the network of flyways associated with the South Hams SAC. Its location 

and design will also respond to the principles set out in the previous paragraph 

but its delivery will be principally Council-led. This will include the 100 square 

metres per dwelling of strategic infrastructure, including playing pitches and 

country parks, as per Policy WE11. Teignbridge officers will work closely with 

relevant stakeholders to ensure that the green space is delivered.  

46. NA2: inclusion of Berry Knowles and East Golds  

46.1 Berry Knowles is within the Mineral Consultation Area for ball clay.  Part of the 

site is within Flood Zone 3, affecting capacity for development and part also has 

consent for the relocation of Newton Abbot Rugby club. A more detailed 

summary of issues is contained in the Omission Sites List (TDC2 p17).  The site 

is on the opposite side of the A382 to the main residential development area, 

planned for improvements (CDD129) which could affect integration with the NA2 

allocation.  There is the potential that the site is used by greater horseshoe bats 

(CDD22 paragraph 7.0 – 7.5 and CDD24 p29-31) and this again may affect 

capacity. 

46.2 East Golds is part of the proposed Strategic Open Break between Kingsteignton 

and Newton Abbot (Policy EN1).  The site is part of Sibelco’s mineral working for 

ball clay and Devon County Council has indicated that the site backfilling will not 

be completed until 2031, raising doubt that it is available for development in the 

Plan period.  A more detailed summary of issues is contained in the Omission 

Sites List (TDC2 p19).  It was considered to be ‘non-developable’ by the SHLAA 

Panel (CDD92 – Annex 8 pp43-50 – reference 010227) due to infrastructure 

costs and flood risk from the River Teign that runs to the east of the site.  The 

site is not well related to NA2 or the rest of Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton and 

could not be sensibly integrated into a comprehensive masterplan. 

47. NA3: coalescence of settlements; impact on listed buildings; additional 

land needed 

47.1 The Local Plan proposes Strategic Open Breaks (Policy EN1) to prevent 

coalescence of settlements.  The ridge to the south of NA3, which Priory Road 

and Stoneman’s Lane run along, separates Abbotskerswell and the proposed 

development at NA3.  The area along the ridge is not allocated for development 

and the upper, steeper slopes on the Newton Abbot side are proposed to be 

retained as green infrastructure.  The ridge is a strategic flyway for greater 

horseshoe bats (CDD25 p20).  The settlements of Newton Abbot and 

Abbotskerswell are not viewed in the same context and there is no increased 

inter-visibility as a result of this proposal. 



Teignbridge District Council Local Plan – Examination in Public 

9 

Statement of Teignbridge District Council: Matter 8    August 2013 

47.2 There are two listed buildings in close proximity to the proposed allocation, the 

Grade I listed parish church of St Mary the Virgin, and the Grade II* St 

Augustines Priory, on the south side of The Priory retirement village on Priory 

Road.  The farmland around St Mary’s church is not proposed to be developed, 

with the existing Wolborough Barton farm complex being the nearest area 

proposed for any form of development, which is anticipated to be the conversion 

of the existing traditional farm buildings.  The land to the south of the church is all 

at a lower level, and land to the north remains undeveloped in the proposed 

allocation.  It is considered that the setting of the church will not be affected 

unacceptably.  With regard to The Priory, the complex is located to the south of 

the ridge and the listed building is located to the south of its site with buildings 

between it and the road.  The majority of the complex is not visible from NA3 and 

the impact is considered to be acceptable. 

47.3 Additional land proposed has been summarised in the Omission Sites List (TDC2 

p13) and SHLAA (part of Ford Leat – 010131 CDD92 – Annex 8 pp8-10) and is 

not considered to be suitable for development.  

48. NA3: the potential loss of biodiversity which may arise from the 

confinement of the Site Specific Scientific Interest and County Wildlife Site 

by surrounding urban development  

48.1 The proposed site was amended from the Preferred Options stage to 

Submission to take account of this concern. The policy requires a buffer between 

development and Decoy woods and there is no development proposed to the 

south west of the woods to allow wildlife direct access to the countryside. 

Potential mitigation is set out in LP paragraph 7.31. Natural England supports 

this approach. 

48.2 The policy requires the protection and enhancement of the Wolborough Fen 

SSSI (NA3 (i)) and LP paragraph 7.32 sets out expectations of any proposals.   

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

49.1 Policy NA4 includes the Centrax site and Milber Trading Estate, with a focus on 

employment provision.  The proposals for Centrax are very similar to a scheme 

granted consent by the Council in 2011.  That planning consent requires a 

specific road access arrangement.  However, the highways authority is willing to 

look at alternative access arrangements and there is no specific policy 

requirement for the road, to reflect this flexibility.  This approach gives certainty 

and continued support to the business.  The regeneration of Milber Trading 

Estate is supported by the Economic Development Delivery Plan (CDD64 p23). 

49.2 The concern over viability of the Centrax expansion relates to the need to tie the 

approved scheme with a form of development that can generate sufficient capital 

to fund the expansion.  The inclusion of housing and retail has been suggested 
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as a way the Policy can deliver this (Rep 17303 p8 paragraph 3.8 and 3.10 of 

Proposed Submission response).  The housing identified in the Core Strategy 

Preferred Options (CDD12 pp74-79) and Omission sites (TDC2 pp 14-15 

16587/19/OM1/O and 21563/3/OM/O) is not directly linked to employment 

provision or within the same ownership.  There is no guarantee that the inclusion 

of such development in the Policy would facilitate the expansion of Centrax.  

49.3 Further reasons for removing the housing are set out in the Changes Arising to 

the Preferred Options (CDD14 p92) including potential significant impact on the 

Iron Age hill fort at Milber Camp and the impact on deliverability.  

49.4 There is no quantitative or qualitative need for retail development in this out of 

town location and it is unlikely to be a sequentially preferable location for retail 

given the available town centre sites.  There is no justification for the inclusion of 

retail development in this part of Newton Abbot when considered against the 

requirements of the Framework. 

49.5 The Council will continue to work proactively with Centrax to deliver the 

approved employment development.  The introduction of residential and retail 

development into the Policy will not achieve this. 

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

sq m? 

50.1 The scale of town centre retail development (11,000 sq m net across a 4.5ha 

site) proposed in Policy NA9 is considered to be appropriate, based on sound 

evidence of future need and can be accommodated within the area identified on 

the policies map.  It is a sequentially preferable location and follows the guidance 

within the NPPF (paragraph 23) in providing a flexible approach to floorspace. 

The Council is a key landowner for NA9 and will play a critical role in its delivery. 

50.2 The Retail and Leisure Study (CDD106 pp115) sets out the need for additional 

comparison goods retail provision in Newton Abbot until 2021 and onwards.  The 

Plan seeks to deliver the floorspace needed to 2021 rather than the life of the 

Plan given the uncertainty of longer term retail forecasting (CDD106 pp125) and 

the long gestation period for complicated Town Centre development projects.  

The Study shows limited need forecast for the 5 years to 2016 as expenditure 

“catches up” with recent retail developments, with the bulk of the identified need 

emerging in the following years.  

50.3 Newton Abbot Town Centre is performing well with a low vacancy rate.  It is a 

popular and busy centre with active markets and new units opening frequently. 

Recent data collected by the Town Centre Manager suggests a unit vacancy rate 

of less than 5% http://www.newtonabbot-

tc.gov.uk/images/content/tcp%20summer%202013.pdf.  Evidence relating to the 

allocated Town Centre area is in the process of being updated.  Whatever the 

http://www.newtonabbot-tc.gov.uk/images/content/tcp%20summer%202013.pdf
http://www.newtonabbot-tc.gov.uk/images/content/tcp%20summer%202013.pdf
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conclusions of this evidence, the vacancy rate is certainly considerably below the 

national average of 14% (LDC June 2013). 

50.4 The Retail and Leisure Study includes an allowance of 12.5% for Special Forms 

of Trading, largely the internet, from 2016 onwards.  This is not materially 

different from more recent information such as the September 2012 Retail 

Planner Briefing Note 10.1 (Experian) that suggests SFT will increase by 2021 to 

around 15.8%.   The impact of growing internet shopping is not considered to 

materially affect the need for new comparison goods floorspace in the Town 

Centre and therefore the need to plan for such forms of development. 

50.5 The Newton Abbot Town Centre: Site Opportunities Regeneration Study 

(CDD107 pp58-60) sets out the capacity of 7 potential development locations in 

this area of the town centre.  The sites provide opportunities for 12,390sqm 

commercial floorspace and 14,480sqm residential floorspace (suggests 169 

dwellings).  Therefore there is the potential to provide 11,000sqm retail 

floorspace plus leisure/commercial space, as set out in NA9, and more than the 

housing target of 120. 

51. KS2: viability of park and ride. 

51.1 Policy KS2 refers to a park and ride or park and change, the difference being a 

dedicated bus service for the park and ride, and the use of an existing bus 

service for a park and change.  

51.2 Further work on viability would be required for a park and ride. The Heart of 

Teignbridge Sustainable Transport Report (CDD124 paragraph 4.1.14 p12 and 

paragraph 7.6.1 p19) identifies that the site is well served by an existing high 

frequency bus service that runs every 20 minutes between Exeter and Newton 

Abbot via Teignmouth and Dawlish, which could make ‘park and change’ a 

viable, and therefore more likely, option. 

51.3 The site is very close to the A380, routes into and proposed cycle links across 

the Heart of Teignbridge, as well as to the coastal towns of Teignmouth and 

Dawlish. It will also be part of a large employment area and a frequent bus 

service will be an attractive option for travelling to work. It is a strategically and 

functionally suitable site for such a facility. 

52. KK2: re-instate the site 

52.1 The reasons for reducing the size of the allocation between Preferred Options 

and Submission, relating to topography, are set out in the Summary of Changes 

Arising to Plan Teignbridge (CDD14 pp118-9).  The omitted part of the site has 

been summarised in the Omission Sites List (TDC2 p24).  The 2012 SHLAA 

update (CDD93 p6) reviewed the allocation and the SHLAA Panel expressed 

doubts about capacity and concern over access points to the north and south. 
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53. KK4: allocate for residential and recreation 

53.1 Residential development is not required to bring forward the Aller Valley Country 

Park, which will be funded by Community Infrastructure Levy and is a strategic 

project, not linked to a specific allocation. 

53.2 The omission sites for residential development in relation to KK4 (TDC2 p22, 23 

and 25) are not considered to be suitable for such uses. The key reasons relate 

to the importance of the functional flood plain, the segregation caused by the 

South Devon Link Road and railway line, and the lack of integration with the 

existing village and its services due to limited access points or footpaths. 

53.3 All omission sites that were assessed as part of the SHLAA were considered to 

be ‘not developable’: 

 010306 (CDD92 Annex 8 pp54-56) – South of Aller Bridge discounted due to 

flood risk. 17385/4/OM/O 

 010318 (CDD92 Annex 8 pp69-71) – West of Sewage Works discounted due 

to flood risk. 17396/4/OM/O/123 

 010319 (CDD92 Annex 8 pp72-75) – Aller Cross – site not contiguous with 

settlement boundary. Concerns relating to biodiversity and flood risk, 

separation caused by rail line and distance from services. Part 

25618/4/OM/O 

54. Should any/all of the omission sites be preferred?  

54.1 The omission sites do not perform as well as allocated sites in the Sustainability 

Appraisal (CDA5).  

54.2 Responses to questions 44, 45, 46, 47, 50 and 51 include comments on 

omission sites relevant to those allocations. Set out below are the other 

Omission Sites (TDC2) related to the Heart of Teignbridge (page number in 

brackets): 

 16587/20/OM2/O – Land at Bradley Barton (NA6), Newton Abbot (p16) 

 16885/1/OM1/O and 21321/1/OM/O/12345 – Conitor Copse, Newton Abbot 

(p18) 

 25500/1/KS6/O/1234 – Penns Mount (KS6) Kingsteignton (p20) 

 17566/10/S21A/O – Higher Sandygate, Kingsteignton (p21) 

 18376/4/OM/O – Land at Aller, Kingskerswell (p23) 

 25614/1/OM/O/1234 – Greenhill Road, Kingskerswell (p25) 

 21230/1/OM/O – 6 Newton Road, Kingskerswell (p26) 

54.3 Taking into account the key issues raised the omission sites should not be 

preferred. 


