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Statement in opposition to the Teignbridge District Local Plan  
with reference to Bradley Barton, Newton Abbot 

 
We would refer to the representations made to the Council on the 15th December 2012 and continue to 
maintain the same.  In addition we submit that the Plan is unsound as in certain instances it is not justified.  We 
would wish the following representations to be added with specific references to the proposed development at 
NA 6 Bradley Barton (p. 87) of the Plan.  We would refer specifically to: 
 

1. Section 2.1  b) (p13.) 
“Subject to other Development Plan policies which may determine the suitability of the location for 
the proposed development and provide more specific or overriding requirements in a particular case, 
proposals will be required to perform well against the following criteria, taking account of the social, 
economic and environmental benefits of the proposal, its scale and magnitude of impact and any 
associated mitigation:  
…b) road safety and congestion; “ 
 
It is submitted that insufficient consideration has been given to the impact that the proposed 
development will have upon the increased traffic congestion that would result if the development were 
permitted at this site.  There is already severe congestion during school terms associated with Bradley 
Barton Primary School, particularly at the beginning and end of the school day resulting in complaints 
being made to the local authority.  If access were permitted to the proposed development site from 
Ogwell Mill Road, not only would this be dangerous but impact adversely upon the school which is 
currently investing heavily in new construction on its site.  No research appears to have been done to 
consider this, or if it has it is not evident from the Plan. 
 

2. Section 2.1. e) (p.13).   
“…e)  impact on the residential amenity of existing and committed dwellings, particularly privacy, 
security, outlook and natural light; “ 
 
Were the proposed development to proceed, it is submitted that there would be a significant prejudice 
to the existing amenities in particular outlook and light. 

 
3. Section 2.1. j)  (p.13)   

“…j)  the impact on… agricultural production”  
and Section 3.6 (p.39) 
“To promote a vibrant rural economy, the keeping and training of horses in open countryside will be 
acceptable in principle, subject to the following criteria:  
a)  buildings, enclosures, tracks, structures, lighting and other development will be sited and designed 
to minimise harm to landscape character and biodiversity;  
b)  hedges, trees and other environmental assets will be protected, retained and incorporated within 
the site and any new hedges will be planted with native species; and  
c)  the number of horses kept on a site is limited to 2 horses per hectare of pasture “ 
 
If the proposed development were to proceed, there would inevitably result in a loss of prime 
agricultural land and the production that flows from it.  It would also remove from the area a significant 
land that could be used for equine activity which activity is to be encouraged in the Plan. 

 



4. Section 2.4 k) provides for the Plan to   “…respect the distinctive character of the local landscape, 
protecting and incorporating key environmental assets of the area, including topography, landmarks, 
views, trees, hedgerows, wildlife habitats, heritage assets and skylines; “ 
 
It is submitted that the proposed development would inevitably have a deleterious effect on the local 
landscape and in particular as it would, would create skyline development contrary to the intended 
purpose of the Plan. 
 

       5. Section 5.1  (p57) provides for “…Development proposals on open breaks will be subject to policy S22 
and in addition will not be permitted if they result in:  
a)  harm to the openness or landscape character of the area, including local views or would otherwise 
result in significant harm to settlements in their wider landscape setting, or  
b)  loss of environmental or historical assets that individually or collectively contribute to local 
identity.”  
 
In our submission the intended development at Bradley Barton would contravene this principle precisely 
since it would plainly harm the openness of the landscape and result in loss of amenities. 

 
 

6. Since it is apparent from the Plan (Section 2.12 p.16) that there has already been a reassessment of the 
number of homes needed in Newton Abbot and this has fallen from 740 homes in 2010 to 640 in 2012, 
and since we understand that currently there is planning permission for some 1,311 dwellings in 
Newton Abbot currently, we question the need for the number of houses identified by the Plan.  No 
identifiable statistics have been put forward by the Council in the Plan for its findings and indeed what 
there have, is stated as being significantly out of date. 
 

7. In summary therefore we submit that the Plan as currently submitted by Teignbridge District Council is 
unsound since the development proposed is not justified since it is not the most appropriate strategy 
for development at Bradley Barton when considered against alternatives.  We therefore invite the 
Inspector to reject the same. 

 
 

Jeremy and Hilary Howell 
13th August 2013 

 
 
 
 

 
 


