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Kingsteignton Town Council would like to add the information included in this 
document to the following areas of the Teignbridge Local Plan examination: 

Section 1  Infrastructure 

Section 5  Housing 

Section 8  Heart of Teignbridge 

Section 13  Infrastructure monitor summary 

 



 

Section 1 Infrastructure 
 

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

The current vision for Kingsteignton does not reflect its unique position and points of natural beauty or the residents 
need for green space. 

Kingsteignton is often classed as the heart of Teignbridge but in reality, it is the gateway to the coast. The first 
image that anyone who wishes to visit any of the seaside resorts in Teignbridge or Torbay sees is the welcoming 
green and undulating landscape that is Kingsteignton. 

If this changes, visitors will see housing estates that bear no welcome or imagery of a place of tranquillity or place 
to aspire to live. Effectively the removal of the mount as a green area is anti-tourism which will have a detrimental 
effect on local and regional businesses in Teignbridge and Torbay. 

In broad terms, will the LP provide an appropriate balance between the housing and employment needs of the 
District, while safeguarding its environmental assets? 

The plan offers no real employment prospects in the area despite the proposed park and ride and dispatch point 
for larger companies. This proposes thousands of jobs but will result in a handful of positions, if it is ever realised. 
Effectively Kingsteignton will be a dying town for employment as there are no areas that can be built on to create 
jobs.  

The plan fails to have an appropriate balance as the fixation is on housing and not the community. Kingsteignton 
is a growing town with pupil places already oversubscribed in the primary schools, making the need for a new 
school imminent. The plans for this are vague and discussions have included taking children as young as 4 years 
old from Kingsteignton to another town. The plan also ignores the need for children to have social areas that will 
help with personal, physical and emotional wellbeing. 

There is one area of green land that is currently classed as part of Penns Mount which is not connected to or 
linked in any way. This is the decommissioned resource centre. The reclassification of this land from housing to 
community use would potentially allow the creation of a working hub for new businesses, a social gathering place 
for residents, a respite care unit for the elderly, allotments for residents, a play and sports area for young people 
and educational and social space. This is fed by local residents, Kingsteignton’s Local Plan and the Localism Act 
which emphasises the benefits of social space for mental, physical and personal development. 



 

Does the LP meet sub-regional needs and address cross boundary issues effectively? Has the duty to cooperate been 
fulfilled? 

The Local plan does not allow for the differentiation of the boundaries due to the bordering of Kingsteignton’s 
land to Bishopsteignton or Newton Abbot. The towns' needs are as diverse as it is possible to get, Newton Abbot 
is a market town with a thriving large town centre whilst Teignmouth is a seaside town with the specific tourist 
facilities to meet the needs of its summer visitors. Kingsteignton is uniquely placed between the two and offers a 
natural boundary and gateway.  

Currently the development of Penns Mount will start the decline of the boundary into Bishopsteignton and result 
in the undefinable and immeasurable erosion of the boundaries. This will also have a negative effect on the 
wildlife in the estuary that will lose their habitat and feeding grounds. 

The Local Plan has not been consulted upon for the four areas in the previous submissions. 

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

The plan has not undergone feasibility  testing for the road systems that will have to take the extra cars per day. 
This town can reach gridlock at least twice a day on normal school days and even worse on event days. 

The road systems lack of development may well result in possible deaths due to the time it takes for the 
emergency services to reach areas of the town. The doubling of the amount of cars on main roads at differing 
times of the day will result in greater accidents and injuries. Kingsteignton is also the main diversion route for 
vehicles wishing to reach Newton Abbot when the main A380 is blocked with accidents or experiencing traffic 
difficulties with tourists. 

Does the LP address issues of climate change satisfactorily? Will increased employment lead to more commuting by 
car? 

Dust pollution in Kingsteignton is reputed to be the worst in Devon. The culmination of clay dust, Viridor furnaces 
and exhaust emissions in  addition to vehicles, both commercial and private, can only add to this, resulting in 
worse pollution problems for years to come. 

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

Kingsteignton Town Council feels that the infrastructure does not take into account the already over burdened 
roads and traffic problems that can only be exasperated by the additional vehicles. The plan also fails to give 
residents the allotments and social spaces expected to live a healthy life. 

Medical services are already stretched to breaking point with many residents unable to get appointments in a 
reasonable time scale and with additional residents there will be the need for an extension or alternative medical 
practice in other parts of the town. 



 

Section 5 - Housing 
 

Are the proposed housing numbers justified; are they based on an objective assessment of needs, using up to date, 
reliable evidence, including the latest CLG household projections? 

Unknown, but the council feels that there is a greater proportion needed of social and affordable homes. 

As the often eluded to Heart of Teignbridge, Kingsteignton town is seen by some as having to take any housing 
that Teignbridge has not allocated space for. Kingsteignton was named the Heart of Teignbridge by the planners in 
Teignbridge as a way of lumping a number of towns together and so diffusing the arguments about housing etc. 
Kingsteignton is its own town with existing residents that are unable to look at land to build houses as the last 
pieces of land available are earmarked for housing. Residents feel this is unrealistic, unfair and unjustified as the 
infrastructure doesn’t support the numbers of houses that are planned.  

On a map Kingsteignton looks to be an idyllic hamlet of a town surrounded by green areas but in reality it is a 
town with limited access to its border land due to the clay and mineral extraction of Sibelco, the waste collect of 
Viridor and mineral extractions of Imerys, who own the surrounding land. Where access is permitted the land 
belongs to the bordering villages. There is no available land for the residents which causes issues if the Town is to 
meet the legal requirements for open area and allotments. 

What is the justification for lower housing numbers than proposed in the earlier draft Regional Strategy and draft 
Core Strategy, on grounds of housing need? 

If the housing is to remain the same then the council feels that it should include more social and affordable 
housing. 

Will the right numbers and mix of housing be delivered to meet local needs? 'Are the proposed proportions of 
market and affordable homes justified? Are the density assumptions reasonable? Is the broad distribution of housing 
justified? 

Is the housing trajectory realistic; can it be delivered? Will the LP provide a five and ten year housing supply without 
reliance on windfalls? 

The plan is achievable without granting additional planning to new development providing that Rackerhayes and 
New Cross developments are included in the numbers. 

Will the plan provide an adequate number of affordable homes? 

The planning numbers for affordable homes are too low to allow the town to grow with young people. 

Is the proposed percentage requirement for affordable housing realistic ally deliverable, based on sound viability 
evidence? 

 

Is the distribution of housing across the District justified? 

Kingsteignton appears to have taken a greater amount of housing than many other areas when there is an 
abundance of green areas in Teignbridge that would impact negatively on the quality of life for the residents of 
Kingsteignton. 



 

In addition - Summary 
 

1.1 This submission by Kingsteignton Town Council relates to KS 6, an area known as Penns Mount, and the 
associated, but not adjacent, area of the Community Resources Centre.  

 

1.2 Our contention is that the consultation carried out by Teignbridge District Council was not transparent at 
best, and was unethical at worst. As such the proposals to include KS 6, “Penns Mount” are not supported 
by the degree of evidence as should be required. The Statement of Community Involvement adopted by 
Teignbridge District Council on the 21st February 2011 (Appendix A) implies that consultation feeds the 
process. This has not happened in this instance. 

 

1.3 Furthermore, we contend that the extra development of 280 homes in this sub-area is not justified, 
bearing in mind that planning permission already exists within Kingsteignton for a further 1000 homes in 
addition to the existing 4,600 (i) already in occupation. 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

2.1 The raised area known as ‘Penns Mount’ consists of parcels of land in different ownership that surround a 
prominent hilltop residence which gives the area its name. A local businessman built the house in 1925 
and named it Penns Mount (ii). It offers spectacular 360-degree views overlooking the Teign Estuary, the 
sea at Shaldon, Newton Abbot Racecourse, Dartmoor as far as Haytor and Kingsteignton itself. It is now 
run as a residential home. 

 

2.2 The local significance of this piece of land for its beauty and tranquillity at the gateway to Kingsteignton 
cannot be over-emphasised. It serves to mask the significant development that has been imposed on 
Kingsteignton over the years from the Teign Estuary viewpoint. This overdevelopment has had a 
detrimental effect on the spirit of the settlement which has lost its identity as a village to become a 
dormitory town to Newton Abbot, Torbay, Exeter and even Plymouth. 

 

2.3 There have been at least three applications to develop the area, two of which were rejected on appeal on 
account of loss of landscape and visual intrusion (Appendix C). The third application was rejected and not 
appealed. Against this background, Teignbridge District Council still sees fit to include the area for 
development in the emerging local plan. 

 



 

REPRESENTATION 

 

3.1 Sector KS 6, “Penns Mount”, was promoted for residential development following a public consultation 
workshop held in Kingsteignton on 5th August 2011. Attendees were split between 7 tables and asked to 
map out how Kingsteignton should look in the future. The results can be found at Appendix B and on the 
Teignbridge website:  http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=13702  

 

3.2 Only two of the seven tables, 5 and 6, suggested any housing or development at ‘Penns Mount’. On one of 
those two tables was a senior planning officer from Teignbridge District Council. Indeed, the Strategic Plan 
includes all the proposals made by that table. These results are shown in Appendix B.5. 

 

3.3 The inclusion of Penns Mount for development goes against the wishes of the majority attending the 
consultation and the general feeling within the town. It has remained a prominent, green area despite 
three planning applications over the years. These are detailed in Appendix C.  

 

3.4 At no point whatsoever during the ‘consultation’ was the area of land known as the Community Resources 
Centre mentioned for any development and yet it was included in the draft and final submission. This 
piece of land, which is owned by Devon County Council, is the subject of a Right-To-Buy process by the 
Town Council to retain it for community use. During our consultation with Teignbridge planners regarding 
this process, it was clear that they had no knowledge of the significance of this area, where it was situated 
or how it was accessed.  

 

3.5 The proposals for KS6 exhibit all the hallmarks of a table-top exercise where TDC looked at a map and saw 
green areas on which they thought they could build. This approach takes no account of green space 
requirements of existing residents, oversubscribed health facilities and primary school places. There is also 
major concern regarding poor air quality in certain areas of the town and roads are already congested at 
peak times. 

 

3.5 Penns Mount rates a Sensitivity of “high medium” in the Teignbridge District Landscape Sensitivity and 
Capacity Study of June 2013 – App. B, page 6, zone 27. 

 

 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=13702
http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=37868&p=0
http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=37868&p=0


 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

 

4.1 KS 6 is an important landmark in Teignbridge district. To travellers from further afield travelling South, it is 
the last significant green area before reaching the ribbon development along the A380 towards Torbay. It 
presently marks the entrance to Kingsteignton and serves to hide the large-scale development which has 
occurred in the recent past.  

 

4.2 Development of KS 6 would bring no additional infrastructure to the town, be it highways, social, 
community or green infrastructure.  

 

4.3 Its loss to residential development cannot be offset by the design of that development. There is no 
possibility of an alternative, mitigating area to compensate for the loss of this unique landscape feature. 
There are no benefits in developing this area. 

 

4.4 The lack of knowledge of planning officials concerning the Community Resource Centre is of serious 
concern to the Town Council. To include it in KS 6 demonstrates to us the headlong “dash for grass” 
adopted by Teignbridge District Council officers when trying to meet their targets for housing stock in the 
district. They pay no regard to the consequences for the inhabitants of Kingsteignton, be it regarding 
school places, health provision or infrastructure. This has been going on too long and must stop now, not 
in 25 years time. 

 

4.4 In view of the foregoing, Kingsteignton Town Council considers that this part of the Teignbridge Local Plan 
has not been “positively prepared” nor can it be considered “justified” considering the present saturation 
of residences presently within Kingsteignton, Therefore two of the criteria set for soundness are not met.  

 

4.5 In view of the proximity to the community it serves, KS 6 should be amended to read, “The area known as 
Penns Mount to be designated Local Green Space to protect it from development other than in very 
special circumstances. The area known as the Community Resources Centre to be retained for use by the 
community under a Right-To-Buy arrangement between Devon County Council and Kingsteignton Town 
Council.”  



 

APPENDIX A 

 

The Teignbridge District Council Statement of Community Involvement, adopted March 2011, can be found on-line 
here: http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=28764&p=0  

 

Copy inserted for reference. 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=28764&p=0


 

APPENDIX B  PUBLIC CONSULTATION EXERCISE 

B.1   http:/www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=30707&p=0   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No further development on Penns Mount. 



 

B.2     http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=30708&p=0 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No development on Penns Mount. 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=30708&p=0


 

B.3     http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=30709&p=0 

 

 

Public Space on Penns Mount. 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=30709&p=0


 

B.4     http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=30710&p=0 

 

 

 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=30710&p=0


No further development on Penns Mount. 

B.5     http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=30711&p=0 

 

 

New housing on Penns Mount 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=30711&p=0


 

B.6     http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=30712&p=0 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Public space on Penns Mount 

http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=30712&p=0


 

APPENDIX C 

 

Previous Planning Applications for Penns Mount 

 

89/00678/OUT for road infrastructure and Housing LPA Refused 11/9/89 – “Against Local Plan, Prejudicial to 
the visual amenities and appearance of the area in view of the prominence of the site and its important 
contribution to the landscape of Kingsteignton and the Teign Estuary. Development is unwarranted.”  

Appeal no. AP/Z1130/A/90/151686, 21/3/90 

 

 

89/03439/OUT for industrial units and business park LPA Refused 11/6/90 – “Contrary to Local Plan. The LPA 
considers the development would be prejudicial to the visual appearance of the area.”  

Appeal 1273 refused 4/1/91 – “The inspector observed that the site together with the higher slopes of the knoll 
obscure most of the built up area of Kingsteignton. Development would result in a visually damaging and 
disproportionate spread of built up area across a highly significant landscape feature which generally enhances 
the setting of Kingsteignton, particularly in views from the South and East” 

 

 

91/02919/FUL for 15 dwellings   LPA Refused 24/2/92 – “Detrimental to the visual qualities 
and appearance of the area, Development of the site in the manner proposed would constitute an over-intensive 
form of development”   

Appeal 1442 refused 10/7/92 – “The inspector places weight on the particular landscape value of the site. The 
appeal site clearly lies outside the built up limit of Kingsteignton. It would materially harm the present attractive 
open rural character and landscape quality of the surrounding area contrary to both natural planning objectives 
and the aim of local planning policies. ” 



 

Section 8 - Heart of Teignbridge 
 

Is the overall amount of development in the sub-area justified? Is the supporting information in the SHLAA accurate 
and up to date? 

Kingsteignton is currently short of 60 acres of open space and 120 allotments to meet the current legal needs of 
the residents. The area below Penns Mount separated by Greenhill Road and formerly the Community Resource 
Centre land that once held the Resource Centre for Adult Special needs learning, is currently being highlighted for 
housing. The Town Council feel this should be classified as community land as it is the only sizeable area, 2.5 acres, 
of land available for the community to use as community land.  

The Town Council feels that as a small town we are experiencing over population in the form of housing when we 
really need green land and open spaces for our children and families to receive the quality of life they expect. 

The increased housing numbers bring the decline of the medical services, emergency services and educational 
services of the town. This is already being experienced in no small part by current residents, who fear that this will 
result in the services failing completely or being inadequate for their needs.  

The Town Council feels that there are areas within Teignbridge such as Monkerton and New Court near to Exeter 
and the main carriageways to and from Kingsteignton that could handle this comfortably. 

What infrastructure, including highways, social, community and green infrastructure is required? Are the proposals 
for individual sites sustainable, deliver able and viable? 

The service roads from the new housing, at Rackerhayes, New Cross and Penns Mount will come out directly onto 
the main thoroughfare for Kingsteignton, adding additional vehicles to an already overburdened road. This will 
cause traffic congestion and cars stopped outside residents houses for long periods of time. This will then be 
combined with the day parkers that block the adjoining streets and car pool it into Exeter and Newton Abbot 
causing dangerous situations and possible fatalities. 

What are the constraints on individual allocations, e.g. flood risk? Are the allocations justified? 

In Sandygate, New Cross and Rackerhayes there are already issues with flooding, with many residents facing 
another year of flooding and insurers that will not insure them. 

River Close, the closest, construction to Penns Mount has had repeated issues with drainage and sewerage since 
its construction, leaving many households with drains and toilets that often allow effluent back in to the house. 

Prior to construction assurances need to be made that it will not impact on other residences sewerage systems 
and that green areas are protected. 

Are there any adverse environmental effects, including the effects on landscape, agricultural land, biodiversity, that 
cannot be mitigated satisfactorily? Do any such effects prevent development as a matter of policy? 

Penns Mount development will overlook an area of natural beauty, the Teign estuary. Construction will damage 
the habitats of many animals, birds and insects, change the patterns of the nocturnal creatures due to light 
pollution and affect the view of visitors into Teignbridge and Torbay. As the poetic gateway to Teignbridge every 
visitor passes through Kingsteignton to visit Newton Abbot, Teignmouth and Torbay. Their view and enjoyment 
will be ruined by the building on the green area.  



 

If so, do the benefits of development outweigh any adverse impacts? 

The adverse impacts are anti-tourism, anti-commercial, anti-wildlife and life changing to everyone that lives in 
Kingsteignton. 

Are the general phasing proposals identified in explanatory text for the major allocations justified? 

Should the plan include more detail about the proposed delivery trajectory in the Heart of Teignbridge? 

Site specific issues 

KS2: viability of park and ride. 

The Park and Ride is unproven and not required. We have new roads under construction to take tourists and 
commercial vehicles from the Penn Inn Roundabout to Torquay. This land is better rezoned to commercial and 
that will allow the creation of employment that might go some way to meet the farcical employment numbers 
quoted in the plan 

KK2: re-instate the site 

KK4: allocate for residential and recreation. 



 

Section 13 – Infrastructure, Monitor, Summary 
 
Has the LP adequately addressed the District's infrastructure needs? Does the IDP include all 
essential elements of infrastructure? 
 
Kingsteignton’s infrastructure has not been  addressed or does not appear to have been, considering the amount 
of traffic that will be entering and exiting Vicarage Road on an hourly, daily and weekly basis. 
 
The residents spoken to feel that the plan is discriminatory when the Penns Mount development is discussed. 
They feel that removing the green space and entrance way to Kingsteignton will reduce the amount of tourists 
that visit the estuary and Hackney Marshes, significant areas of natural beauty, it is, in effect, anti-tourism for 
Kingsteignton. 
 
If Penns Mount is developed to its full extent, including the Eagle One development, The Codex hill top 
development and the Cornerstone Homes social housing  development, then the area of natural beauty that is the 
gateway to Kingsteignton will be destroyed. As a Town Council we support the hill top park as it offers a green 
space for residents and tourists to view the estuary in all its glory. The parcel of land bordered by Vicarage Road 
and Vicarage Way should remain as community land and not built on. It would diminish the residents access to 
open land which improves the social, mental and physical well being of all residents regardless of age. 
 
The Penns Mount development does not provide a site for the proposed primary school detailed in the local plan, 
meaning that local children, as young as four years old will have to travel extensive distances to achieve the 
education they are legally entitled to. This will result in further traffic congestion as parents will have to take their 
children to school by car.   
 
The area below Penns Mount has been included in the development for no apparent reason as it is not joined or 
accessible from the development. It is the last piece of green land available for community use in Kingsteignton, 
yet the planners have included it in the Penns Mount development and listed it for housing. If this land is removed 
from the Penns Mount development as housing, and reclassified as community land then the residents will have 
at least the opportunity to acquire a piece of green land for their social, mental and physical wellbeing. 
 
The Local Plans wish (S15d) is to improve the range and quality of local community and recreation facilities, yet 
nowhere, within the local geographical area, in the proposed development is there space for this to happen. KS6 
in the Local Plan indicates the construction of cycle paths that in line with the Kingsteignton Local Plans aim of 
joining the cycle paths up to create a safe route through the local towns.  
 
The plan highlights the creation of (S3 2.6)19,000 jobs that are needed now, but the plan shows them as available 
over the next 20 years. There is no area of commercial viability that will make an impact on that number in the 
immediate future. Considering that is the number now, how many will be needed in 20 years if Kingsteignton is to 
be a (S15 2.45) self-contained thriving town. The acquisition by Kingsteignton Town Council of the Resource 
Centre Land will result in the building being potentially partially used as a start-up hub for local companies, using 
this land for housing will diminish the opportunities to achieve self-reliance by its residents in a  self-contained 
thriving town. 
 
Kingsteignton Town Council supports the Local Plan but is concerned about the over development of the 
infrastructure of Penns Mount and its impact on tourism, residents well being and the continual gridlock on 
Vicarage Hill. The Town Council feels that the development for housing on the area that was the Resource Centre 
will render the last piece of available green space a housing estate rather than a community asset that can be 
enjoyed by everyone. 
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