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Matter 2:  Environment 

Question addressed 7. Will the LP be effective in protecting the District’s environmental 

and heritage assets?  

 

9. Will the LP deliver effective mitigation of any adverse effects on 

protected coastland, Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and 

protected species?  

 

 

The RSPB is concerned that the Local Plan will not be effective in protecting the District’s 

environmental assets, in particular the Local Plan risks harming some of the District’s priority 

biodiversity.  Per our Supplementary Statement on Matter 1, we are concerned that the Local Plan will 

not deliver effective mitigation of risks to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (in particular the Exe 

Estuary and Dawlish Warren). 

 

Per our response to Policy EN11 (and other Policies, eg. S17) of the Local Plan, we are concerned that 

various allocations within the Local Plan would cumulatively result in the loss of up to 13 cirl bunting 

breeding territories and habitat loss for a further eight known cirl bunting territories – potentially 

affecting 2% of the national population.  These include allocations supported by Policies DA1, DA2, 

DA4, DA9, KK1, NA1, NA3 and NA5, and we refer you to our comments and recommendations made 

in response to those Local Plan policies.   

 

Whilst the Local Plan acknowledges at least some of these impacts, and identifies that mitigation 

should be provided to offset harm, it gives very limited information on how that mitigation will be 

secured and delivered effectively and in a timely manner.  In particular, it does not provide the policy 

hook to support the identification, delivery and long-term management of one or more strategic cirl 

bunting compensation site.  Such a strategic approach to mitigation would in our view be the most 

appropriate and effective way to compensate for such a high level of cumulative harm to this species, 

and would avoid the ad-hoc provision of piecemeal compensation sites, the effectiveness of which 

would be uncertain and difficult to monitor and enforce.   

 

The removal of the allocations for cirl bunting enhancement areas that were included in the Preferred 

Options draft Local Plan needs in our view to be remedied by the inclusion of suitable Policy wording 

committing to a strategic approach.  As such, we do not believe that in this respect the Local Plan is 

positively prepared or effective.  It also in our view fails the test of consistency with national policy, 

since the NPPF requires: 

 Local authorities to plan positively for the creation, protection, enhancement and management of 

networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure and (paragraph 114);  

 Planning policies should minimise impacts on biodiversity and geodiversity (paragraph 117) 
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 Promote the preservation, restoration and re-creation of priority habitats, ecological networks and 

the protection and recovery of priority species populations (linked to national targets) and identify 

suitable indicators for monitoring biodiversity in the plan (paragraph 117);  

 Local Plans should contain a clear strategy for enhancing the natural environment, and supporting 

Nature Improvement Areas (NIAs) where they have been identified (paragraph 157); 

 

We therefore recommend adding wording along the following lines to EN11: 

‘Teignbridge District Council will continue to require developments that harm cirl bunting territories and 

other priority species and habitats to provide off-site compensation where it is not possible to conserve them in 

situ.  Where the benefits of the development are considered to outweigh the ecological harm, developments will 

be expected to secure at least no net loss of those species and habitats.  Furthermore, TDC will work with 

developers and partners to identify, deliver and manage one or more strategic cirl bunting compensation sites 

towards the north of their range with the objective to secure net enhancement of the species through Local 

Plan implementation.’ 

 

We also recommend the addition of the following objective to Policy S17: 

“(m) secure the creation and long-term management of a strategic site to compensate for cumulative harm to cirl 

buntings resulting from the Local Plan’s development allocations, with the aim of maintaining and increasing the 

cirl bunting’s population and range within the District.” 

 

Per our comments on Policy S2, there is in our view no adequate commitment in the Draft Local Plan to 

provide opportunities for wildlife that can adapt to built development (`urban biodiversity’), eg, 

through the provision of nesting sites for swifts, house sparrows, starlings (all birds of conservation 

concern), and for bats, and for planting and management of landscaped areas to provide food and 

shelter for a variety of wildlife including invertebrates, herptiles, birds and mammals.  The Local 

Plans’s criteria for Quality Development should in our view commit to such enhancements. 

 

The text fails to reflect the NPPF’s clear intent, as evidenced below, that the planning system should not 

just protect the environment, but enhance it:  para 9 moving from a net loss of bio-diversity to achieving net 

gains for nature;  para 17  contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural environment;  para 19  providing 

net gains in biodiversity where possible;  para 114  planning positively for the creation, protection, enhancement 

and management of networks of biodiversity and green infrastructure;  para 117:  promote the preservation, 

restoration and re-creation of priority habitats, ecological networks  and the protection and recovery of priority 

species populations. 

 

We therefore recommend the following to Policy S2: 

 

1. Include an objective in the Policy for new development to be designed to maximise opportunities to 

create features for wildlife, and list in supporting text specific biodiversity measures that 

developments will need to include. 

2. Add “protected and priority species of conservation concern” to the list of environmental assets at k), and 

include a further objective “enhance the value of new developments for biodiversity through appropriate 

landscaping and building design.”  

 

In respect of biodiversity, we refer to our comments on Local Plan Policy EN8  Biodiversity Protection and 

Enhancement and Policy S1  Sustainable Development Criteria and make the following recommendations, 

in order for the Local Plan to conform with the requirements of the NPPF: 
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3. Identify and map ecological networks and the best places to enhance biodiversity as part of 

this Local Plan. 

4. Amend EN8 h) to read “recognise ecosystem services of habitat creation/management and the benefits they 

provide” as this highlights the priority ecosystem services that Teignbridge District can deliver. 

5. Remove seek to  from paragraph 5.25 so that it reads “the Council will secure the long-term ... “ 

6. Add The Council will ensure that at the start of the second sentence of paragraph 5.26, so that 

it reads the Council will ensure that biodiversity offsetting will be delivered...’ 

7. Re-word Policy S1 h) to:  Achieving a net gain in biodiversity and safeguarding geodiversity. 

 


