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Matter 9: Bovey Tracey 
 
Question 56 
 
Site BT2: Should the site be re-instated in preference to BT2A? What is the best 
strategy for housing provision in Bovey Tracey? Are there any better alternative sites? 
Should BT2A be extended? 
 
I wish to object to the very late inclusion of land at Indio House, Newton Road in 
Bovey Tracey (Allocation BT2A) and to outline the unsound decisions and 
procedures involved.  My statement is therefore focused in answer to Question 56. 
 
A) Unsound Procedures 
 
The site called Development Area 3 incorporating what is now known as BT2A plus 
adjoining land to the north towards the river was originally included in the ‘Bovey 
Tracey Community Masterplan’ which was published for consultation on 10th 
September 2011. Within this Masterplan both BT2 and BT2A (Development Area 3) 
were allocated. The commentary for BT2 stated ‘this site could provide new market 
and affordable homes and some new local employment opportunities as well as 
paying to improve local facilities’. The commentary for Development Area 3 stated 
‘we need to build new homes to improve affordability and to help young people to 
live locally. This site could provide 150 new market and affordable homes as well as 
paying to improve local facilities’. 
 
As a result of these consultations, Development Area 3 (including the land at Indio 
House) was rejected and deleted from the Plan. The draft plan was redrawn with the 
land at Indio House excluded, and re-submitted for consultation within the Core 
Strategy Preferred Options in January 2012. Allocation BT2, which was called Bradley 
Bends, was kept and the site extended to 10 hectares, including 1.5 hectares of 
employment land and at least 150 homes. The other two allocations that included 
housing were BT1 (Dean Park) for at least 150 homes over 5 hectares and BT3 
(Challabrook) for at least 300 homes and 2 hectares of employment land over 16 
hectares. 
 
There was a meeting of the Executive Committee of Teignbridge District Council on 
13 September 2012. During this meeting it was discussed that:  ‘The Overview and 
Scrutiny Committee had proposed an amendment to remove the Bradley Bends site 
(BT2), with the housing allocation being replaced by additional sites at Newton Road 
(Indio House, BT2A) and Jeffrey’s Yard (located to the east of Monks Way and close 
to Mill Marsh Park), and by additional dwellings and employment within the 
Challabrook site (BT3). The reason for removing the allocation at Bradley Bends was 
that it was in an Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV) and prone to flooding.’ 
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However, ‘the Executive sought clarification from the Service Manager who advised 
that the area (Bradley Bends, BT2) was not in an AGLV or prone to flooding which 
would prevent development’.  Within the Inspectors Report for the Appeal at 
Bradley Bends (Ref. APP/P1133/A/13/2191841), the Inspector confirms that ‘the site 
lies outside this area (AGLV) and adjoins it at its most northerly most point’ (para 23). 
It carries on to state in paragraph 28 that ‘all proposed dwellings would be located 
in Flood Risk Zone 1, which is defined as ‘low risk’ with open space retained at the 
southern tip of the site’. 
 
Despite this clarification, the Executive continued with their decision to delete 
Bradley Bends (BT2) and instate Indio House (BT2A), without any sound planning 
reasons or further public consultation on these modifications prior to the submission 
draft.   
 

 
Figure 1: Extract from the Proposed Submission Teignbridge Local Plan Proposals Map showing Site BT2A 
 
A note from the Overview and Scrutiny Committee to the Executive on 13 
September 2012 proposed recommendations on the Local Plan. It mentions that ‘an 
alternative site was promoted during the recent consultation period, at Indio House 
for 8.8 hectares’. This makes it appear that it had been consulted on, which was not 
the case. Also, the vote taken at this late stage in the process was only for the land 
as shown in Figure 1 above. There was then an Extraordinary Meeting at the Full 
Teignbridge District Council on 21 September 2012 which convened specifically to 
vote on the Final Plan to go forward to the Planning Inspector. The dates for 
consultation had already closed, and this land at Indio House was voted through 
without public consultation, discussion or debate. 
 
I was told there was going to be a six week consultation on this Plan, but it then 
became apparent that the public could only comment on the Soundness of the 
Plan in general. There was no meaningful consultation allowed to take place on 



Mr & Mrs Day – Consultee ID 439 

actual areas of development. Therefore, we feel the land at Indio (BT2A) has been 
included without the statutory consultation which we believe makes the Plan 
unsound, and I have previously mentioned this to the Council. 
 
It should also be mentioned that upon enquiry, both Natural England and 
Teignbridge District Council’s Biodiversity Officer both said they were not asked, or 
had enough time to comment, something they would normally want to do. I have 
also mentioned this to the Council. This is further evidence of an unsound planning 
process. 
 
The Overview and Scrutiny Committee note to the Executive (13 September 2012) 
gives the impression that the whole site has been consulted on. This is not true as only 
the two fields to the north were originally included and consulted upon.  
 
B) Should BT2 be re-instated in preference to BT2A? 
 
The answer to this part of the question is very clearly ‘Yes’ for the reasons set out 
below. 
 
In the first instance, site BT2, which was replaced by site BT2A in the submission draft 
Local Plan without proper consultation at the last minute, now has planning 
permission for 185 dwellings as a result of an appeal against refusal being recently 
upheld (please see attached Inspectors Decision Letter ref APP/P1133/A/13/219184). 
The requirement for dwellings at Bovey Tracey which proposed (and extended) 
allocation at BT2A has therefore now been met by BT2 and allocation BT2A is now 
unnecessary and should be deleted. 
 
Within the Proposed Submission Local Plan draft policy BT2 Bradley Bends has been 
deleted. Replacement draft policy BT2A North of Indio House (new policy) states 
 

A site of approximately 1.6 hectares is allocated for residential development at 
Indio House including: 

a) Delivery of at least 45 homes with a target of 30% affordable housing; 
b) Measures to address the site’s sensitive ecological, built environment and 

landscape setting adjoining the Grade II Listed house and driveway, 
Dartmoor National Park and any measures necessary to mitigate impacts 
on greater horseshoe bats; and 

c) A safe pedestrian and cycle access to the town centre. 
 
The subsequent text talks about ‘a number of access options’. I are very concerned 
by this statement. The current access to my cottage is down the main private 
driveway over which we have right of access. The access out onto Newton Road is 
a very dangerous blind bend with poor sight lines.  Use of this access by an 
additional 225 vehicle trips per day (based on an average 5 vehicle trips per day 
per unit average) would be extremely dangerous.  
 
Another option that could come forward is a new road being built through the 
wood right beside our cottage, leading out to another part of Newton Road. Prior to 
Tree Preservation Order’s (TPOs) being put in place in this wood a large area in the 
wood was cleared. Clearly, BT2A cannot be implemented without the felling of a 
substantial number of trees with great harm to the landscape setting. 
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The Bradley Bends site was allocated based on sound evidence as a sustainable 
location for growth of the town and as a logical extension of the settlement (see 
Figure 2 below). It also now has permission. By contrast, the site at Indio House (BT2A) 
forms an abnormal protrusion of the settlement boundary unrelated to the form of 
the existing settlement; it will have a major and adverse impact on the rural and 
countryside setting of listed buildings; it has significant access difficulties; and it will 
require the felling of protected trees subject to Tree Preservation Orders.  For these 
reasons, I believe that BT2 should be reinstated in preference to BT2A. 
 

 
Figure 2: An extract from the Preferred Options January 2012 document showing the BT2 Bradley Bends 

site. It also shows that BT2A site has not been included (circled red) 
 
C) What is the best strategy for housing provision in Bovey Tracey? Are there any 
better alternative sites? 
 
In terms of housing supply, the most recent evidence used for providing housing 
requirement figures within the Secretary of States Proposed Changes to the Regional 
Spatial Strategy published in 2008 and the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
(SHMA) 2012. The figure the Council have adopted is derived from the SHMA and 
incorporated within Policy S4 of the emerging Local Plan defines a need for an 
average of 620 dwellings per year.  
 
The submission draft Local Plan identifies five sites to be allocated for housing within 
Bovey Tracey (BT1 – 120, BT2A – 45, BT2B – 20, BT2D – 15 and BT3 – 270). The total 
number of dwellings allocated is 470. With the recent planning permission allowed 
for 185 dwellings at Bradley Bends, the former BT2 site which is not included within 
these allocations, there will be an over allocation of housing which will not be 
sustainable for Bovey Tracey putting too much pressure on local services. As the 
Indio House site (BT2A) was only proposed in direct substitution for Bradley Bends 
(BT2), and as Bradley Bends has now been granted planning permission, Indio House 
should now be deleted. 
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The means for addressing the deletion of Policy BT2, i.e. increasing numbers at 
Challabrook (BT3) and introducing new allocations (i.e. BT2A) to make up the 
shortfall, is not based on any sound planning justification. Indeed, the committee 
were wrong in their assessment of the merits and constraints or BT2 and ignored the 
advice of their officers. The objective for the local planning authority should be 
delivery of development to meet identified needs in suitably assessed locations in 
consultation with the local community.  It is not about moving numbers around a 
map to suit any other non-planning objectives. 
 
 
C) Should BT2A be extended? 
 
If the Inspector agrees that site BT2A should be deleted in view of its unsuitability, the 
unsound way in which it was included and in view of the decision to allow planning 
permission at ‘substitute’ site BT2, then it follows that it should not be extended.  If the 
Inspector considers that site BT2A should remain then we contend that it should not 
be extended for the following reasons. 
 
Extension of BT2A will have an even greater adverse impact on the rural and 
countryside setting of the listed buildings and, of Bovey Tracey itself; it will lead to an 
even more dangerous access, and it will require the felling of even more protected 
trees subject to Tree Preservation Orders.   
 
In addition, this much larger allocation will have a major adverse impact on an 
existing established tourism business; the adjoining holiday park at Indio Lakes, which 
generates large income within the local economy through visitor spend and job 
creation, but relies upon its quiet and attractive rural location to attract holiday 
customers.  The sense of being in the countryside that Indio Lakes currently provides 
would be lost were it to become surrounded by housing development to the east as 
well as west.  This, in turn, will impact negatively on the local economy with a 
decreased spend in local shops and on local services. 
 
This is further reinforced by paragraph 3.17 of the Local Plan which states ‘the 
tourism economy, while a relatively small direct element of local employment, 
provides additional visitors to local retail and other services and therefore indirectly 
supports a significant amount of local employment’. It therefore follows, that site 
allocation proposals in the Local Plan should support the tourism industry rather than 
include allocations that will have an adversely impact on the industry.  
 
Thank you for allowing me to take part in this process. 
 
 
 
 
J R Day 


