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1.1. This representation is made on behalf of Linden Homes Strategic Land 

in respect of land at the Old Cider Works, Abbotskerswell.  Much of 

what is stated applies generally beyond the specific focus on 

Abbotskerswell. 

 

1.2. We append previous representations to the statement relating to 

Matter 1, both from Savills and made on behalf of Linden Homes 

Strategic Land.  These are self-explanatory and relate to Policies S4, S21 

and EN1.  This representation does not repeat this but responds to the 

specific questions set by the Inspector.  The representation then 

concludes with specific reference to tests of soundness and what 

change we wish to see implemented. 

 

1.3. Paragraph 182 of the NPPF sets the relevant tests of soundness, which 

are set out below.  This representation focusses on the following tests. 

 

1.3.1. Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on 

a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed 

development and infrastructure requirements, including 

unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it 

is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving 

sustainable development;  

1.3.2. Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, 

when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based 

on proportionate evidence; 

1.3.3. Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and 

based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic 

priorities; and 

1.3.4. Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the 

delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the 

policies in the Framework. 

 

1.4. We only make comment on the first question set by the Inspector, 

which is as follows; 

 

1.4.1. Is policy EN1 - protection of strategic breaks - justified? If so, 

will it provide for adequate protection of important 



 

 

4 

 

landscape breaks between settlements? Have the breaks 

been identified properly? 

 

1.5. Our response to this question largely follows on from our 

representation in respect of Matter 1 relating to the overall strategy. In 

this, we argue that specific policy text should point towards specifically 

addressing the growth needs of the villages defined in S21.    The 

submitted version of S21 does not positively plan for the needs of 

sustainable villages, which can and should accommodate development 

to meet specific village and district needs.  It should be for the policy 

making process to decide on how best to accommodate growth using 

the most appropriate sites around places like Abbotskerswell.  At 

present the crudely defined Strategic Open Breaks potentially stifles 

the opportunity to undertake this process in a comprehensive and 

systematic manner taking everything into account. 

 

1.6. We note the policy concern expressed in Policy EN1, but consider that 

the policy is unnecessary, particularly in relation to the land shown on 

the attached.  As should be apparent from our statement in relation to 

Matter 1, growth should be apportioned to villages defined under 

Policy S21.  This growth should be accommodated in the most 

appropriate way on the most appropriate sites. 

 

1.7. The defined area covered by the Strategic Open Break includes the site 

shown on the attached plan.  We consider that the site can 

accommodate an appropriate level of growth for the village and that 

the blunt tool of the Strategic Open Break is inappropriate.  The site 

does not perform the function of visually separating Newton Abbot (as 

proposed to be extended) from Abbotskerswell and should not be 

included within the policy designation.  Only land that has been defined 

as performing the function of visually separating the named 

settlements should be included.  This process should be informed by 

robust evidence and we do not consider that this exists in this instance.  

Paragraph 158 of the NPPF requires a proportionate evidence base to 

inform the policy making process. We are aware of the Teignbridge 

District Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study, but do not consider 

that this necessarily forms an evidence base beyond a general 

protection of valued local landscapes.  Policy EN1 should be deleted 
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and it acknowledged that the protection that the LPA requires can be 

achieved through other policies found in the Local Plan, such as EN2A 

for instance. 

 

1.8. A Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA) has been undertaken on the 

site in preparation for a potential planning application.  We attach ‘Plan 

2’ which sets out the verified visual envelope for the site.  One can see 

that it is limited.  The LVA sets out a number of recommendations, 

which, if accorded with in the application, address policy concerns over 

landscape and visual impact in terms of separation and the setting of 

the settlement.  Paragraph 4.17 advises, for example, that “one of the 

visual constraints associated with the site will be to limit development 

on the upper slopes, retaining a visual link to pasture and woodland on 

higher ground”.  Furthermore, the LVA advises that ‘across valley views 

should be conserved, which is possible through avoiding development 

on higher contours and reducing the heights of proposed dwellings on 

the higher parts of the site.  The LVA’s overall conclusion is that, subject 

to sensitive design, development will not have an adverse visual or 

landscape impact.   

 

1.9. In conclusion, the site shown on the attached should be taken out of 

the Strategic Open Break as a minimum.  The main thrust of our 

statement is that the designation of Strategic Open Breaks is 

unnecessary and the policy should be deleted.  The landscape and 

visual impact can be dealt with by reference to emerging policy EN2A 

and EN1 is an unnecessary extra layer of control. 
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