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Consultee ID  22091 Dr Ewins and Mrs Roscoe 
 

Day number and date: Thursday 12th September, Matter 8, questions 38, 39, 40, 41 and 42 
 
(Please see initial representation (attached) for preliminary details, most of which we have not 
repeated here) 

 
We believe that section NA6 of Plan Teignbridge is unsound for the following reasons: 
 
1. We can find no evidence that research has been planned to investigate local traffic and road 

safety conditions and congestion (Plan p12 S1 Policy on Sustainable Development Criteria). It is 
our perception that this potential development would result in significant congestion, and a 
substantially increased hazard to motorists and pedestrians using the access road. We have many 
concerns about traffic: 

 
a. Bradley Barton Primary School is currently building two new classrooms which will 

provide capacity for still more pupils. We described, in our initial representation, a 
summary of the considerable increase in vehicular use of this lane since the estate was 
built, caused by additional vehicles on the estate and also by more than doubling the 
planned staffing of the school, even without the new classrooms. We find no reference in 
the Plan to studies of parking, including illegal parking, rash and illegal and unsafe 
reversing and turning in the cul de sac, parking of public and private service vehicles, 
buses and school coaches, pedestrian access (including unaccompanied children on foot, 
bicycle and scooter) in a narrow lane with one narrow footpath. We can find no reference 
in the Plan to the hazard caused by the traffic priorities at the end of the lane where the 
school lies. We cannot find details of any planned vehicular access to a new development. 
 

b. Access to the main A383 will undoubtedly be significantly and adversely affected and we 
can find no reference to this in the Plan, although we do of course see plans for a new 
road through Seale Hayne heading north. We can find no assurance in the Plan that the 
Council has considered the impact of traffic heading into Newton Abbot or Torquay) or 
bringing their children to school) from the new developments being built at the following 
sites in addition to this planned development at NA6:  
 

 The Fairway, 
  Lemon Grove 
 Daracombe Gardens, 
 Hele Park and  
 Seale Hayne  

 
Although the Plan includes reference to the building of a new secondary school in 
Newton Abbot, we believe this to be a distant vision. Currently the two existing 
secondary schools, both of which lie on the same road (the A383) as the developments 
listed in this paragraph, are now building new classrooms to accommodate the immediate 
anticipated rise in population.  

 
We would wish to speak about this at the hearing session.  We attach a marked map and will provide 
up to date photographic evidence at the hearing of the problems already very apparent and to which 
we can find no reference in the plan. (We can bring digital maps and photographs if these would 
help.) We have inquired of the local council whether research into the implications for traffic and 
pedestrians had been investigated and have been informed that no such research has been either 



planned or undertaken. We have written to Devon County Council about the current road safety 
problems and attach a copy of our letter.  
 
We believe that the lack of concern about traffic issues is a significant oversight in the Teignbridge; 
that the issues above mean that the proposal will be impossible to deliver We submit that the 
omission in addressing these traffic issues makes the Plan unsound. 
 
2. We explained in our original representation that a development on this site would be a highly 

visible incursion into the countryside, on the brow of a prominent hill, which would cause a 
disproportionate spoiling of the area for the very small number of dwellings which it would 
provide. One of the principles of the Plan is to conserve and enhance the qualities, character and 
distinctiveness of the locality where the tops of hills form a significant feature of the landscape 
(see Plan p58 EN2A). We believe development in this area would be contrary to the policy. We 
cannot see that it is possible for a development to be built on NA6 without spoiling the 
landscape, not only for those who live near to the development but also to the communities who 
live in Highweek and many other more distant parts of Newton Abbot. 

 
 
We believe the above also casts doubt on the soundness of the Plan. 
 
 
 
3. There are several lesser, possibly anecdotal local items we would wish to bring to the notice of 

the inspector, in case he has not been informed of their possibility.  
 

a. We note a brief reference in SHLAA to the need for archaeological consideration; we 
would wish to refer the inspector to the designated area on OS map reference 846711 
where a fort is indicated and to the fact that the field identified for NA6 is higher than that 
of the fort, increasing the necessity for archaeological surveys to search for further 
earthworks 

b. We believe that the previous planned development in the field immediately south of NA6 
was not able to proceed because of the discovery of springs and natural wells 

c. We are not aware of any precautions being taken when building so close to SSSI 
woodlands; nor to the ecological removal of a well established and diverse hedgerow 
which is likely to provide a valuable habitat for many invertebrates and small mammals 

 
 
We hope – and believe - we are not acting solely in self-interest in bringing these matters to the 
attention of the inspector. Although we would be sorry to see these particular fields at NA6 given 
over to development, we understand and support the need for more housing and believe that Newton 
Abbot, a town already beginning to show signs of ‘making it’ through the recession, would benefit, 
with its users, from additional housing.  
 
 
We do, however, believe that the addition of this site (NA6) has come about by happenstance rather 
than by careful planning. We note that it is not listed in earlier SHLAA documents and – with our 
very limited knowledge of planning regulations, we believe it to show it up as an opportunistic bid 
rather than a properly researched scheme, which may be explain why there is weakness, and why it 
may affect the soundness of the Plan 
 
 



We have identified the above deficiencies in the Plan, related to this specific site NA6. We therefore 
believe that the Plan is unsound with reference to the criteria listed in paragraph 2 of the Inspector’s 
Guidelines:  

• it does not meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements 
• it is not properly justified and  
• it is not deliverable 

 
The exclusion of this site and its replacement by an allocation which is justified and deliverable 
would make the Plan more sound 
 
We believe it would be helpful for the inspector to visit the site during school times to see for 
himself the traffic problems. Of course, we would be willing to meet up with him if it would be 
helpful. We look forward to answering further queries at the hearing on September 12th. It would 
help us to know whether we may bring photographs and maps in digital format or where we should 
print out copies 
 
 
 
 
 
Rosemary Roscoe 
David Ewins 
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