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Teignbridge Local Plan (TLP) Examination in Public 
 
September 2013 
 
Matter 1: Spatial Strategy 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 These representations are made by Hives Planning Ltd on behalf of Arnold White 

Estates Ltd (AWE) in respect of land at and adjoining Ilford Park (identified on the map 

attached at Appendix 1), much of which is now shown as a ‘Major Planning Permission’ 

on the revised Key Diagram of the Heart of Teignbridge (Page 20) and the Policies 

Map (Page 22) of the Council’s Recommended Amendments to the Submission Local 

Plan (Examination Document ref CDA2).  Understandably, these submissions focus 

on issues in the Teignbridge Local Plan (TLP) affecting future planning policy for this 

area. 

 

1.2 Specifically, the land at and around Ilford Park comprises: a sub-regional 

shopping and leisure complex at Trago Mills; individual retail outlets; a filling 

station and car sales; a recognised commitment for a livestock market, 

employment development (Use Class B2 - general industrial – 5,000 square 

metres), employment development (Use Class B8 - storage and distribution – 

9,300 square metres and ancillary offices - 1,100 square metres), religious meeting 

hall, restaurant/public house and residential development of up to 35 homes; a 

Polish Home; land with planning permission for an extensive (300 units) caravan 

park; and other previously developed land (former wartime camp) – all of which 

may be classified as ‘urban uses.’  These uses are set adjoining the major 

recreational resource at Stover Country Park (specifically referred to in proposed 

Policy HT3 - Heart of Teignbridge – Green Infrastructure) and Newton Abbot Golf 

Course, at the junction of the A38 and A382.  The land lies within the Parish of 

Newton Abbot.  

 

1.3 These representations support the Recommended Amendments which relate to Ilford 

Park1, they also address issues which remain unresolved and which require additional 

changes to the Local Plan to make it sound.  Despite the Recommended Amendments, 

it seems that Ilford Park and its immediate surroundings (including the adjoining sub-

regional shopping and leisure complex at Trago Mills) as described above, have simply 

                                                            
1 New Table after para 2.13a of TLP and Amendment No 170 to the Proposals Map  
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been excluded from, or ignored in, the Plan – the area which includes a large 

brownfield element, has significant potential to contribute to the positive growth 

required in the Plan and the economic, social and environmental objectives of 

sustainable development and should be recognised in the Plan. 

 

2.0 Question 1 

 Does the LP present a clear spatial vision for the District, recognising its distinct 

qualities and specific communities? 

 

2.1 At the centre of the Local Plan is an area identified as the ‘Heart of Teignbridge’ (HOT) 

which is stated to cover ‘the settlements of Kingskerswell, Kingsteignton and Newton 

Abbot’2; and ‘Newton Abbot, Kingsteignton and Kingskerswell and the adjoining urban 

areas’3 - further, there is reference to ‘the wider Heart of Teignbridge area’4.  The extent 

of this area (which is to be the focus for the majority of housing, employment and other 

development) is therefore not clear – the preceding paragraph and policy HT1 would 

indicate that the ‘wider Heart of Teignbridge area’ includes, for example, the area to 

Drumbridges roundabout.   

 

2.2 Further, there is a HOT Proposals map (in six sections in the TLP), extending from 

north of the A38 in the northwest to the south of Kingskerswell in the southeast of the 

Proposal Maps – it is this Proposals Map on which the Ilford Park amendment referred 

to above is identified.  It is not possible to identify with any certainty, the area to which 

this HOT designation applies – this is an important omission, as the definition sets the 

basis for higher housing and employment requirements. 

 

2.3 It is understood that TDC consider that the HOT is a ‘spatial concept.5’  However, para 

157 of the NPPF stresses the importance of certainty in Local Plan preparation6.  As 

the HOT will be used to identify whether development will be acceptable (in 

accordance with e.g. Policy S3 - location of business development - 60% of 

employment is to be located there and 50% of housing according to Policy S4) and, 

conversely, where development will be inappropriate, the extent of the ‘wider Heart of 

Teignbridge’ area should be capable of ready identification. 

 

                                                            
2 TLP Paras 1.17 and 2.9  
3 Para 6.1 ibid 
4 Para 6.4 ibid 
5 Tel con with TDC  
6 Bullet points 5,6 and 7 in particular 
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2.4 Whilst all areas are unique, it is acknowledged that TDC has several smaller 

communities and detached developments which individually lack the services and 

facilities to be self-contained and balanced. This set of circumstances is acknowledged 

in the NPPF, para 55 of which states ‘…where there are groups of smaller settlements, 

development in one village may support services in a village nearby’.  This approach 

could be applied to the settlements/areas of Heathfield, Coldeast, Ilford Park, 

Drumbridges and Trago (see Appendix 1); the TLP is proposing and recognising 

further development in these areas.7  In respect of Heathfield, para 13.24 draws 

attention to the desire to seek a balance and refers to local residents’ desire for greater 

connectivity and accessibility – the Local Plan should allow for further developments 

in these locations – within the HOT - and recognise the benefits that may flow from a 

wider view, for example, potential to deliver proposals in policy HT1 Heart of 

Teignbridge – Movement (which is supported).   The recognition of the role which may 

be played by a more inclusive approach to these separate areas need not be 

incompatible with the wider HOT objectives. 

 

2.5 It is contended that, by failing to acknowledge the wider implications of, and potential 

for, development at and around Ilford Park, the TLP fails to present a clear spatial 

vision for the District.  

 

 

3.0 Question 2 

 In broad terms, will the LP provide an appropriate balance between the housing 

and employment needs of the District while safeguarding its environmental 

assets? 

 

3.1 The TLP recognises the importance of seeking an appropriate balance between 

housing and employment.  It is contended (see separate submissions on Matter 5) that 

insufficient housing is proposed in the TLP to ‘meet the full objectively assessed needs 

for market and affordable housing’8- it therefore follows that, in seeking a District-wide 

balance, further employment land should be sought as it is recognised that Teignbridge 

has a low ratio of jobs per working population, particularly compared with other areas 

in Devon, with only 68 jobs per 100 working age residents9.  It is calculated that around 

300 jobs per year for more traditional businesses, warehousing and employment land 

                                                            
7 TLP para 2.8, 13.24 and policy BT6 
8 NPPF – Para 47 and elsewhere 
9 Teignbridge Employment Land Review 2010 (ELR) 
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(Use Classes B1, B2 and B8) are required –in land supply terms, the target is 3ha of 

employment land per year (Policy S3).  In order to meet this target and any additional 

employment which may be required to balance additional housing allocations, Policy 

EC1 – Business Development, should be more flexibly worded.  Further, it is important 

to ensure that sites relied upon to deliver employment land are genuinely deliverable. 

 

3.2 It is generally the position that people will move to jobs and it is probably more 

appropriate to seek balance at the local level.  The balance at Ilford 

Park/Drumbridges/Heathfield/Coldeast is not appropriate and will be even less so once 

the additional employment at Ilford Park (equivalent to some 4.5ha of employment 

uses10 plus a suggested further allocation of 2.89ha, see below) is provided generating 

a need for workers’ housing.  There is land – including brownfield land – available 

which could assist in making up the deficit. 

 

3.3 TDC acknowledges at Para.13.24 of the TLP that “In responding to planning 

applications at Heathfield the Council will work to maintain an appropriate balance 

between residential uses and employment land, and improve provision of and access 

to services and facilities.”   It is recommended that this undertaking is widened to 

include Ilford Park/Drumbridges/Heathfield/Coldeast. 

 

4.0 Question 3 – Does the LP meet sub-regional needs and address cross-boundary 

issues effectively?  Has the duty to cooperate been fulfilled? 

 

4.1 This issue of meeting needs is addressed in part in original and further submissions 

on housing and employment.  It is contended that, in failing to make adequate provision 

for housing, the TLP does not meet its part of sub-regional needs.  In short: the 

reduction from 720 to 620 dpa11 is not justified; there is a history of under-provision; 

there is no allowance for lapsed permissions; and housing numbers should be related 

to an improving economy, rather than based on the position in a time of recession. 

  

4.2 Regarding the duty to cooperate, it is noted that Devon County Council has objected 

to proposed Policy SW2 (Employment Land adjoining Peamore) in view of the 

potentially negative impact on the delivery of strategic employment sites in and around 

Exeter.  Ilford Park is on the A38 and thus easily accessible, but sufficiently far from 

                                                            
10 TLP paragraph 2.8 
11 Ibid para 2.12  
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Exeter for development there not to impact upon their proposed sites.  However, the 

SW2 site is intended to make a contribution of some 5ha to TDC’s overall employment 

provision – the objection points out the need for flexibility in the provision of deliverable 

employment sites, which could be in part met at Ilford Park. 

 

 

 

5.0 Question 4 

 Is the Local Plan based on a sound process of sustainability appraisal and 

testing of reasonable alternatives, in a proportionate manner? 

 

5.1 One of the Key Themes in the SA (Appendix 4 – Baseline Data) is Resource Use and 

para 1 of this theme assesses (as required by NPPF12) the amount of residential 

development that has taken place on previously developed land (PDL) – in excess of 

76% of completions.  The reuse of PDL has been a factor in assessing each of the 

sites proposed for development in the TLP. 

 

5.2 However, as far as can be established, the suitability of a significant area of PDL (the 

former WW2 camp at/adjoining Ilford Park) has not been assessed.  Much of this land 

is subject to a planning permission for the stationing of leisure caravans, but is suitable 

for housing development and should be so allocated. The land is within a Minerals 

Consultation Area (MCA) – but the lack of interest in this material has been confirmed 

by the mineral operator13. It seems unlikely that this reserve is economically viable or 

physically able to be extracted given the proximity of the A38 and the other established 

land uses adjoining the site but the site should be allocated for housing development 

and if considered appropriate at the time of the site coming forward then the Minerals 

Planning Authority may seek conditions to restrict occupation to a park home type of 

residential use (a form of affordable housing) which would not in any event conflict with 

the MCA.    

 

5.3 The sustainability of Ilford Park in general for mixed use development was assessed 

by TDC at the time of favourably considering the planning application14 for 

employment, housing and related development at Ilford Park (the Major Planning 

                                                            
12 NPPF para 111 
13 Letter from Sibelco dated 26/06/13 - Appendix 1 to Matter 5 statement. 
14 TDC Ref: 11/02555/MAJ – Cttee report 16-04-12 
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Permission referred to above) and found to rate well against the sustainability criteria 

of the NPPF. 

  

6.0 Question 5 

Does the LP address issues of climate change satisfactorily? Will increased 

employment lead to more commuting by car? 

 

6.1 Increased employment (whether a B Use Class, leisure, retail or other use) need not 

lead to unacceptable commuting by car.  If new employment is redressing an 

imbalance in the housing: jobs ratio and/or related or close to housing or proposed 

housing, out-commuting is reduced.  Locating compatible uses (retail, employment, 

leisure, housing etc.) in close proximity leads to economies of scale and makes public 

transport solutions for linked trips more viable/likely. 

 

6.2 Reference has already been made (Introduction above) to the range of existing and 

proposed uses in and around Ilford Park and nearby settlements and wording or Policy 

has been suggested (below) for the TLP which would seek to achieve a balance at 

Ilford Park and its environs, as at Heathfield (para 2.4 above). 

    

 

7.0 Question 6 

 In broad terms, what new infrastructure will be required to deliver the key 

elements of the plan; can the infrastructure be delivered? 

 

7.1 It is not intended to comment on wider infrastructure delivery matters. 

 

8.0 Conclusion on Matter 1 

 

8.1  What part of the TLP is unsound? 

 Those parts of the TLP which refer to the Heart of Teignbridge are unsound. 

 In not allocating land at and adjoining Ilford Park the TLP (including the Proposals Map) 

is unsound. 

 

8.2 Which soundness criterion does it fail (NPPF) 
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 In failing adequately to identify or define the Heart of Teignbridge or allocate land at/adj 

Ilford Park, the TLP is not positively prepared; justified; or consistent with 

national policy. 

 

8.3  Why it fails 

 The TLP fails primarily because it does not take account of guidance in the NPPF; fails 

to be sufficiently precise; does not make appropriate allocations to ensure delivery of 

sufficient housing and employment land having regard to available sites and 

alternatives. 

 

8.4  How the LP can be made sound 

 The TLP can be made sound by: more clearly defining the Heart of Teignbridge area; 

recognising the role of linked developments/settlements at and around Ilford Park; 

allocating land at/adj Ilford Park to recognise existing commitments and future potential 

for housing and employment. 

 

8.5  The precise change and/or wording that you are seeking 

i) Revise proposed para 1.17 (and other references to definition of the Heart of 
Teignbridge) to read: 

 
‘Focus the majority of housing, employment and other development at the Heart of 
Teignbridge as indicated on plan ** (primarily, the settlements of Kingskerswell, 
Kingsteignton and Newton Abbot but including the settlements/areas of Ilford 
Park/Drumbridges/Heathfield/Coldeast); 
 
ii) Insert new Policy: 
 

 NA** Ilford Park and Adj Land 
 The land at Ilford Park (as shown on the Proposals Map) is allocated for a mixed use 
development comprising: 
a) 4.5ha of employment uses, including: 

 B2, B8 and ancillary B1uses 
 A livestock market 
 A religious meeting hall 
 A restaurant/public house 

b) At least 200 new homes including a target of 20% affordable housing. 
c) 2.89ha of additional employment land 

 
iii) Policy EC1 – insert ‘...and elsewhere where they would contribute to 

sustainability.’ After ‘defined settlement limits’ in Policy EC1. 
 
iv) Change heading ‘Heathfield’ before para 13.24 and references to Heathfield in 

para 13.24 to ‘Ilford Park/Drumbridges/Heathfield/Coldeast’. 
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8.6 Relate directly to the issue to be discussed, show clearly how the LP is unsound 

and spell out the changes necessary to make it sound – e.g. suggested change 

to policy 

 Re Questions 1, 2 and 4 - the TLP is unsound being not positively prepared; 

justified; nor consistent with national policy.  Re Question 3 - the TLP is also 

unsound as it is not effective. 

 

 The changes recommended to make the TLP sound are set out in para 8.5 above. 
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Appendix 1 - Land at and Adjoining Ilford Park  
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