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Q27. Is there sufficient flexibility in the proposals to deal with contingencies? 

(Consultee ID: 17396 only) 

Q27.1 The implementation of and delivery of housing numbers proposed rely 

on the main upon the implementation of large development sites, the 

majority of which will require significant infrastructure investment to 

bring them to fruition. 

Q27.2 The portion of site KK2 promoted by this comprises the area between 

land now approved for development (see Q52 below) and land 

remaining within this allocation . 

Q27.3 Consideration should be given to provision of smaller sites which are 

easier to delivered such as that provided by the enlarged KK2. 

Q27.4 Should the projected housing completions by development of those 

many larger site not materialise it is unclear how the local authority will 

implement policy WE1 and what structures are currently in place to 

achieve this. 

Q27.5 In my view Policy WE1 of the plan is unsound.  

Q27.6 It fails the test of effectiveness. 

Q27.7 The Council do not have in place structures or finances to effectively 

carry out the actions policy WE1 would appear to suggest. 



Q27.8 It could be made sound by recognising the need for supporting many 

smaller development sites immediately available for development both 

within towns and villages  

Q27.9 The reinstatement of the allocation at KK2 its original extent as 

provided for in the Preferred Options document will provide a small site 

capable of early development. 

 

Q39. What infrastructure, including highways, social, community and green 

infrastructure is required? Are the proposals for individual sites sustainable, 

deliverable and viable?  

Q39.1  My clients believe that policy KK4, which expects a range of facilities to 

be provided all of which deliver a public benefit but without any 

associated development to contribute directly to the finances for such 

elements is unsound.  

 

Q40. What are the constraints on individual allocations, eg flood risk? Are the 

allocations justified?  

Q40.1 Some of the land incorporated within KK4 is liable to flood and 

therefore not suitable for residential development. By the same token it 

does not make sense to provide major public recreational facilities on 

such areas. 

Q40.2 A detailed hydrological appraisal is necessary for land lying within KK4. 

My client had hoped to deliver such details on land within their 

ownership but the haste in arranging the examination in public and 

very brief period for preparation of evidence has precluded this taking 

place.  

Q40.3 Nevertheless it is seen to be an integral necessity for the delivery of 

KK4 and as such this requirement as well as other amendments 



suggested in this statement should be incorporated within the policy to 

help make it sound. 

 

Q41. 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?  

Q41.1 In view of the scale of land incorporated within the KK4 allocation it is 

submitted that that it would be possible to provide a limited amount of 

residential development in appropriate locations which would not give 

rise to the environmental effects referred to above. 

 

Q52. KK2: re-instate the site (Consultee ID: 17396 only) 

Q52.1 Within the Preferred Options document policy KK2 embraced land 

between Fluder Hill & Mount Pleasant Road and make provision for at 

least 40 homes. 

Q52.2 Since the preparation and submission of the site and publication of the 

proposed submissions document planning applications for three 

dwellings on the northern end of the KK2 site with access from Fluder 

Hill has been granted on 26th April 2013 (TDC Ref: 13/00386/0UT). A 

copy of the approved site plan is enclosed at Appendix 1. 

Q52.3 Another application is currently under consideration for a further two 

dwellings on this land (TDC Ref:13/01571/OUT). A copy of the 

approved site plan is enclosed at Appendix 2. 

Q52.4 Current indications are that subject to the resolution of a query on 

affordable housing and clarification on ecological issues planning 

permission is likely to be forthcoming for this development as well. 

Q52.5 The existence of these planning permissions leaves a small section of 

land between the proposed allocated part of the KK2 site and the 



approved development as indicated above and land being developed to 

the east of Charles Way. 

Q52.6  It is suggested that the land now without planning permission and 

excluded from the KK2 allocation could provide a further 15 dwellings 

adding usefully to the development needs for both open market and 

affordable housing in Kingskerswell. 

Q52.7 The planning officer’s report in dealing with the approved application 

for 3 dwellings had the following comments to make as the reason for 

giving planning permission: 

“The reasons for the grant of permission are that the Council 

does not have an up to date 5 year housing land supply based 

solely on their adopted Local Plan as required by the NPPF. The 

development will contribute to the housing supply in the District, 

will not have an undue adverse impact on the landscape, is well-

related to the village, will maintain privacy and amenity of 

adjoining occupiers to an acceptable degree and can be 

accommodated without detriment to highway safety or 

biodiversity interests.” 

Q52.8 Within the officer’s conclusion in the delegated report the following 

comment was also set out: 

“It is acknowledged that the land is designated as a strategic 

open break, however, it must be considered that, firstly, 

this is a very small element of the strategic open break 

allocation, and secondly, the site is well related to existing 

development and will not have an adverse impact on the break 

between Kingskerswell and Torbay.” 

Q52.9 These comments are considered valid and a relevant consideration for 

reinstating all the land previously shown within KK2 allocation. 



Q52.10 It should be noted that the Kingskerswell & District Conservation 

Society (Consultation ID: 17983) in their representations have raised 

no objections to the return of allocation KK2 to its original extent 

Q52.10  To do so would provide a small housing allocation easier to 

develop and more likely to be made available at the beginning of the 

plan period. 

Q52.11  Development is already well underway on land to the east of 

Charles Way from where it may be possible to obtain access.  

Q52.12  The site owner has already been in contact with Cavana Homes 

who own the adjacent land. 

Q52.13  In my view Policy KK2 of the plan in its reduced form is 

unsound.  

Q52.14  It fails the test of effectiveness. 

Q52.15 The Council by their actions  have accepted development of part 

of the site and have left another equally developable part of the site 

unallocated. If not allocated this section of land remaining could 

potentially be sterilised from future development  

Q52.16 It could be made sound by returning to the position as set out 

in the Policy KK2 of the Preferred Options document. This will enable 

the possibility of housing to be developed on a smaller site without the 

problems incumbent with larger developments sites. 

 

Q53. KK4: allocate for residential and recreation.  

Q53.1 My clients generally support the principle behind policy KK4 but there is 

no precise details within the plan or the policy that clearly identifying 

the funding mechanism for achieving the development proposed in this 

large area. 

Q53.2 Whilst it is understood from subsequent discussions that the intention 

is that the forthcoming CIL will provide funding with the reduced pool 



of dwellings now in the plan for Kingskerswell the ability to provide 

what is required is questioned. 

Q53.3 My clients maintain that to allow an element of residential development 

on suitable parts of the KK4 site, which are not precluded from 

development by those issues referred to in questions 39, 40 and 41 

above, would provide a development that could pump prime the 

Country Park and Trail. This would enable the phased completions of 

all facilities proposed on the land once the future CIL funds become 

available. 

Q53.4 From past experience it has been seen to be more beneficial to have 

some housing development which can generate funds immediately 

associated with such a scheme to enable it’s delivery rather than rely 

on the slow amalgamation of funds through the CIL process. 

Q53.5  In my view Policy KK4 of the plan as currently drafted is unsound.  

Q53.6 It fails the test of not being positively prepared and of effectiveness. 

Q53.7 It fails these tests by not having been drafted in a manner that enables 

delivery of those elements in the scheme none of which provide any 

commercial return to provide a financial basis for the provision. 

Q53.8  It could be made sound by incorporating the provision of enabling 

residential development within the KK4 allocation to provide a major 

element of pump priming for the public facilities that the policy seek to 

deliver. 
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