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Spatial Strategy 

 

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

The Local Plan fails to recognise the variety, diversity and importance of 
safeguarding its wealth of natural assets. While the Council’s evidence base 
provides a good foundation for sound proposals, insufficient reference and weight is 
placed in the Local Plan on safeguarding the quality and diversity of natural assets.  

 

Qu. 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? 

All previous published Plans relevant to the area - regional, strategic and local - have 
recognised the value of the area’s much-cherished environmental assets and placed 
considerable weight on safeguarding such assets from harmful development. These 
assets are worthy of protection not just for their own sake but as critical economic 
resources underpinning the local tourism, agricultural and business economy. They 
also act to help improve quality of life for the area’s inhabitants.  

The emerging Local Plan’s ‘Preferred Options’ document significantly undervalued 
the area’s natural assets. Following a consultation exercise, the Council redrafted 
the document and produced a Submission Plan, labelled by some as a ‘greener 
plan’. The proposed Submission version, undoubtedly, is much-improved in 
environmental policy terms and provides better balance between social, economic 
and environmental objectives. It also now better aligns with the commitments in 
‘Local Identity’ section of the District’s own ‘Council Plan’ 2011-2015 (CDC23). The 
Council has taken further corrective action to achieve a better environmental balance 
by a series of ‘late changes’ to the Submitted Plan the majority of which relate to 
environmental matters. These late changes, however, reinforce the view that the 
Plan was weak on environmental matters at the earlier stages of plan-making.  

Regrettably, however, the legacy of the early draft Plan remains in certain elements 
of the current Plan. The application of the re-weighting of social, economic and 
environmental objectives appears primarily limited to policy and not to the original 
site-based proposals. As a consequence, there is a residue of site-based proposals, 
such as KS2 (Ware Barton) and KS7 (Passage House), that based on the 



application of the Council’s own environmental evidence, clearly, ought not to be 
allocated for development.         

 

Qu.3 Does the LP meet sub-regional needs and address cross boundary 
issues effectively? Has the duty to co-operate been fulfilled? 

It has long been recognised that the Exeter and Torbay Sub-Regions have many and 
complex inter-relationships. There has been significant focus at past Structure Plan 
Inquiries and at the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) Panel Hearings on the 
relationship between the Newton Abbot sub-area and the wider sub-region. The role 
and function of Newton Abbot (Kingsteignton and Kingskerswell) has been central to 
past debates. In all instances, Examining or Panel Inspectors have determined that 
Newton Abbot should play a ‘secondary/subsidiary’ functional and development role 
to nearby larger settlements of Exeter and Torbay. In part, it appears that past 
Inspector’s have recognised the environmental and natural resource limits on growth 
that exist in the Newton Abbot area, as well as infrastructure constraints. One 
suspects the Inspectors also questioned whether major growth at Newton Abbot 
would conflict with Torbay’s regeneration aspirations and the role of Exeter as a 
regional growth hub. While the SoS choose not to accept her RSS Panel’s 
recommendations on the role of Newton Abbot in the published and subsequently 
abandoned RSS, her Sustainability Appraisal consultants questioned whether 
Newton Abbot should be classified as a major centre for growth.   

It is understood that to inform various Structure Plans and the RSS, joint working 
was common place between the County and Torbay, Exeter, Mid Devon, 
Teignbridge, South Hams and East Devon Authorities to assess how the sub-
region’s growth needs could be best and most sustainably accommodated. For the 
RSS this work culminated in a series of public hearings at which all authorities 
participated. The outcomes of the hearings informed the RSS plan-making process.   

The RSS Panel recommended that joint working (be continued) and work to inform 
the next review of the RSS (with specific reference to how job growth at Exeter can 
be resolved in a sustainable manner) be undertaken (CDC16). While the Council has 
produced evidence to demonstrate effective cross-boundary working on need to 
2031, there is little evidence to suggest similar effort has been made to determine 
the best and most sustainable locations to deliver sub-regional growth to 2031. 
Instead, there appears to be a yet-to-be-agreed ‘commitment’ to a joint working 
protocol (CDA9). 

It appears the Council have unilaterally determined that they will adopt a functional 
and development role which, when previously tested, has been rejected by planning 
inspectors. This has resulted in proposals for development needing to be promoted 
that breach well-established environmental limits and which will cause considerable 
harm to environmental assets of national, strategic and local significance. This is no 



clearer demonstrated than by the development proposals at KS2 (Ware Barton) and 
KS7 (Passage House).  

 

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

Mindful of the presence within the Heart of Teignbridge area of brownfield sites and 
open land with less environmental and natural resource constraints than KS2 and 
KS7 the testing process of reasonable alternatives must be flawed.  

 

Qu.5 Does the LP address climate change satisfactorily? Will increased 
employment lead to more commuting by car? 

It is evident from SWRDA comments to the RSS that high value employment 
opportunities will continue to focus on Exeter and that Newton Abbot will not be able 
to compete with Exeter’s offer. The provision of employment land is likely to attract 
more low/medium value jobs that will increase inward commuting from surrounding 
areas where such jobs are at a premium. The likelihood is that Newton Abbot, due to 
its comparatively better location to national transport networks, will attract 
low/medium value employers away from Torbay (for example, the relocation of 
Combined Linen Services from Torquay to Newton Abbot) thereby increasing 
commuting distances for the local workforce. In the case of new-to-the-area 
employers, the likelihood is that they will choose Newton Abbot in preference to 
Torbay thus providing jobs away from the major labour market in Torbay.   

 

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

The lack of commitment to the Teign Estuary cycleway through identification of a 
safeguarded route on the Proposal Map appears a serious omission. This cycle 
route, which is a key ‘missing’ part of the national network, could deliver significant 
economic and carbon reduction benefits for the local area with potential to 
regenerate the economies of Newton Abbot and Teignmouth. 

 

Concluding Section  

What part is unsound? 

Proposal KS2 (Ware Barton) is unsound. Proposal KS7 (Passage House) appears 
unsound. 



Which Soundness Criterion is Failed? 

Not positively prepared – environmental assets have not been afforded sufficient 
weighting in the strategy, KS2 (Ware Barton) and likely KS7 (Passage House) fails 
tests of sustainable development. 

Justified – the Plan has not been prepared in the context of an agreed 
comprehensive sub -regional strategy to deliver growth to 2031. As a consequence, 
less environmentally damaging site alternatives, better placed to meet employment 
needs, with higher chances of market-led delivery have not been considered in the 
Sub-Region. Less environmentally damaging site alternatives have not been fully 
appraised elsewhere in the Heart of Teignbridge area. All three development 
elements of KS2 lack evidence to justify inclusion in the Plan and, in particular, to 
justify over-riding significant environmental concerns. Indeed, Council evidence 
presented appears to support the deletion of the proposals. KS7 lacks certainty as to 
what is proposed. 

Effective – effective joint working on cross-boundary priorities and how to deliver the 
most sustainable pattern of growth to 2031 as not been demonstrated. 

Consistent with National Policy – the KS2 and KS7 proposals are inconsistent 
with policies in the NPPF which seek to safeguard key natural assets.  

 

How the Local Plan can be made Sound? 

Deletion of proposals KS2 (Ware Barton) and KS7 (Passage House). Reinstatement 
of Coastal Preservation Area and Area of Great Landscape Value designations. 
Removal of KS2 site from within the Urban Development Boundary and relocation of 
boundary to existing position west of the A380. Inclusion of both sites within new 
Open Break between Kingsteigton and Bishopsteignton. 

Rationale for these amendments set out in Devon Planning Associates 
representations to the Submitted Plan S3, S10, S15, S21A, EN1, EN2,EN2A, KS2 
and KS7 plus paragraphs 1.07, 1.14, 1.15, 1.16, 1.17.  

 


