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Matter 1: Introduction - General Issues  

Spatial strategy  

 

1. Does the LP present a clear spatial vision for the District, recognising its distinct qualities and 
specific communities?  

1.1 The Plan presents a clear spatial vision for the District, with an emphasis on the Heart of 
Teignbridge, which we support.  In a number of respects however, we consider the vision to be 
based on information that is either unsound or is not adequately justified or on infrastructure 
requirements that are not clearly set out and, hence, there is a risk that the vision presented in 
the Plan will be delayed and will not be effective or deliverable in the manner proposed.   

1.2 Certain key elements of the vision are supported and considered to be sustainable, such as the 
focus of development on the Heart of Teignbridge, around Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton, 
where infrastructure and services can best support a growing population and where most of the 
population of the District reside.   

1.3 In terms of both residential need and retail capacity, however, the Plan assumes a low level of 
provision that we consider does not reflect the likely requirement over the Plan period, for 
reasons set out later in our evidence, and hence this risks undermining the spatial vision by 
failing to meet the full, objectively assessed needs of the community.   

1.4 It is not entirely clear what some of the infrastructure requirements of the Plan’s vision are, 
including some of the key allocations, and whether these requirements have been fully 
explained and justified and, hence, whether these are effective and deliverable. 

 

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?  

1.1 It is important also that the Plan notes that employment and the major part of the economy 
exists outside traditional employment use classes.   

1.2 Sibelco have concerns over the level of provision and the effectiveness of the proposed housing 
distribution. It is considered that the distribution for the Heart of Teignbridge (50%) is 
inadequate.   A higher percentage of land for homes should be concentrated in the Heart of 
Teignbridge as this is where the majority of the population live, with the requisite infrastructure 
to support the population’s needs in the most sustainable manner.  

1.3 This would then help the policy conform to the factors identified in paragraph 2.17 including for 
example, sustainable travel, local employment and proposed new employment areas and public 
transport accessibility. This is the most sustainable approach.   

1.4 All of the available evidence supports the notion that demand and the ability to meet demand 
while providing the requisite infrastructure and investment in essential services and facilities 
may be optimised by a strategic approach to development that supports the primary role of the 
key settlements, specifically Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton.  

1.5 We are also concerned that the reassessment of overall housing requirements is significantly 
lower than that assumed in the RSS and previous TDC studies.  While we understand the 
approach adopted for the reassessment, there is a danger that this reflects exceptional factors 
and will over the period of the Plan, understate overall housing requirements.   
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1.6 This should be reconsidered in the context of the need to ensure flexibility and the ability of the 
plan to respond to changing market circumstances.  

1.7 There does not appear to be any sound reason given as to why the proposals in the Preferred 
Options stage of 50-60% of the then 740 dw/pa have now been reduced to 50% or 620 dw/pa.   

1.8 The nature of the rationale for allocating the major part of growth to the principal towns still 
apply and ever more so in a period of economic uncertainty, for allocations to be made that 
maximise the potential viability and support essential infrastructure investment.  These are 
essential components of a viable, deliverable and realistic plan.     

1.9 We would suggest a review of the flexibility provided by the overall level of provision and also 
strongly suggest that the strategic objective in accordance with sustainable development 
principles should increase the percentage for the Heart of Teignbridge to a minimum 60%.   

1.10 We would also suggest that the Plan does not give sufficient priority to the development of 
previously developed land, such as East Golds.   

 

4. Is the LP based on a sound process of sustainability appraisal and testing of reasonable 
alternatives, in a proportionate manner?  

 

1.1 No, the testing of alternatives is not clear with the considerations relevant to individual sites 
not clearly set out, with sites such as East Golds having been rejected for reasons that are not 
sound or clearly justified.     

 

6. In broad terms, what new infrastructure will be required to deliver the key elements of the plan; 
can the infrastructure be delivered?  

 

1.1 The infrastructure required to deliver the Plan is not clearly defined in within the Plan in some 
respects and hence it is not possible to be entirely certain over certain aspects of delivery.  It is 
not clear in the Plan itself, what infrastructure is essential to delivery and what is simply in the 
‘nice to have’ category. 
    

1.2 There is also a link to the CIL and in this respect it is not clear how the level of charging proposed 
for CIL relates to the projects included in the draft Regulation 123list or to the Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan (IDP).  Some projects (e.g Kingsteignton Primary School, Abbrook) appear in both, 
though CIL is not referenced in the IDP.  While we support the identification of projects in the 
IDP and CIL Regulation 123 list, some clarification is needed.   
 

1.3 There is also some confusion between TDC and DCC over the significance of the Northern Link 
Road and the extent and nature of improvements to the A382 between the town centre and 
Drumbridges.    
 

1.4 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and Schedule 2013 identifies on page 5 the provision of a 
cycle and pedestrian network linking NA1 and NA2 allocations to the town centre via Jetty 
Marsh II and notes this as ‘Critical’ to be delivered via a number of means including developer, 
TDC/DCC and CIL funding.  On page 8 the IDP notes the Jetty Marsh link road as being simply 
‘Desirable’ but to be provided via TDC/DCC and possible grant funding.  The road is shown as a 
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proposal on the Proposals Map and is also part of the required realignment of the A382 
referenced in Policy HT1 (c).  At this stage no formal discussions have been sought by TDC to 
outline when or how Jetty Marsh II is proposed to be delivered.   
 

1.5 This contrasts with the inclusion of the A382 improvements and delivery of Jetty Marsh II within 
the South West Local Transport Board funding program for major projects necessary within the 
next spending period.  The Board was set up to manage funding that is likely to be devolved from 

the Department for Transport for major local transport schemes. This funding will support delivery 
of larger transport schemes (those which cost over £3m) in local authority areas during the next 

Comprehensive Spending Review period from 2015 to 2019.  This deals with major schemes and 
specifically identifies Jetty Marsh II as part of the scheme.  The rationale is that this is necessary 
to deliver the required increase in capacity and connectivity to facilitate growth north west of 
Newton Abbot.   
 

1.6 The scheme proforma published with the LTB proposal (see our Appendix 8) states that “The 
A382 improvements alone would increase capacity and allow more traffic to reach Newton 
Abbot but without Jetty Marsh II this traffic would get stuck at Churchill’s Roundabout” and that 
“‘The Jetty Marsh II link will provide effective relief to the Churchill’s Roundabout by removing 
600 trips in each direction from the roundabout in the AM peak hour.” 
 

1.7 It also advises that the A382 and Jetty Marsh II improvements will ‘Bring forward around 2,500 
new houses and employment land at Houghton Barton, Whitehill and Newton Abbot town 
centre” and concludes that “The scheme is essential in enabling development”.  
 

1.8 As an example as to the significance of the Jetty Marsh improvements to the A382 and route to 
the town centre, the permission at Hele Park (487 market/163 affordable dwellings) included a 
s106 requirement for highway improvements, including contributions to the delivery of the 
A382-A383 link and Jetty Marsh II at a total of £1,400,000 equivalent to £2,153.85 per dwelling.    
 

1.9 This clearly suggests the route has a greater than ‘Desirable’ significance over a wider area 
associated with the growth of Newton Abbot and hence, the significance of the route and its 
relationship particularly with NA1 and NA2 should therefore, be clarified.    

 


