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Qu.7 Will the LP be effective in protecting the District’s environment and 
heritage assets? 

Refer to Devon Planning Associates response to Matter 1, Question 1 and 2. The 
Plan is significantly improved as compared to the earlier draft. Issues, however, 
remain concerning the retention of site proposals KS2 (Ware Barton) and KS7 
(Passage House). The impact of development on these sites will cause significant 
harm to the natural beauty of the Teign Estuary. The sites are presently designated 
AGLV and CPA, the proposed developments will degrade flyways and foraging 
areas of critically endangered bats and result in the loss of high grade agricultural 
land. The Plan does not adequately protect these key assets. 

More generally, the use of single rather than overlapping designations, as used in 
previous Structure Plans and Local Plans, unnecessarily increases the vulnerability 
of sites designated for their environmental value to harmful development.   

 

Qu.8 Is Policy EN1 – protection for strategic breaks – justified? If so, will it 
provide for adequate protection of important landscape breaks between 
settlements? Have the breaks been identified properly? 

The threat of settlement coalescence is acute, particularly along the ‘coastal belt’, in 
the District and beyond. Between Brixham in the west to Exmouth in the east there is 
a real and genuine threat of a continuous sprawl of development. Presently, there is 
a near continuum of development between Torquay, Kingskerswell, Newton Abbot 
and Kingsteignton. A narrow gap of countryside with scattered development exists 
between Kingsteignton and Bishopsteignton and on to Teignmouth. The width of 
open breaks between Teignmouth, Dawlish and Dawlish Warren are now at critical 
levels with the settlements at risk of becoming indistinguishable from each other. A 
ribbon of settlements and scattered developments exists around the Exe Estuary 
from Dawlish Warren through Exeter around to Exmouth in the east with the risk of 
built-up areas merging. 

Significant development pressures exist due to high land values in the ‘coastal belt’. 
In order to protect the character of place and identity of communities from the many 
and varied development pressures, it is absolutely vital to safeguard the open areas 
between the afore-mentioned settlements through a restrictive development policy. 
This would accord with the objectives of the NPPF and the Council Plan (CDC23).  



The existing EN1 policy wording could be improved for the benefit of clarity and 
avoidance of repetition. 

Additional ‘open breaks’ should be designated between Kingsteignton and 
Bishopsteignton and between Bishopsteignton and Teignmouth. The designated 
‘open break’ area between Kingsteignton and Bishopsteigton should include the 
proposed development sites KS2 (Ware Barton) and KS7 (Passage House). The 
Settlement boundary to Kingsteigton should remain in its current position to the west 
of the A380.   

 

Qu.9 Will the LP deliver effective mitigation of any adverse effects on 
protected coastland, SSSIs and protected species? 

The Council acknowledge that Proposal KS2 (Ware Barton) will have a damaging 
impact on a site currently protected by CPA. It has not demonstrated that there are 
over-riding reasons to justify the damage to the character and quality of the coastal 
landscape in the area. The mitigation proposed will not be effective as highlighted in 
the Devon Planning Associates response to Matter 8, Question 41. 

Adopting the ‘precautionary principle’, it is suggested further work needs to be 
undertaken to demonstrate that imposed modifications to the bat flyway network by 
development straddling existing routes in several locations does not damage the 
integrity of the network to a degree that populations cannot be sustained. If bat 
energy reserves are at a critical level, it is speculated that the use of extra energy 
required to ‘divert’ around development sites may result in population declines. 

 

Concluding Section 

What part is unsound? 

Proposal KS2 (Ware Barton) is unsound. Proposal KS7 (Passage House) appears 
unsound. EN1 policy wording could be beneficially improved. 

Which Soundness Criterion is Failed and why it fails? 

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

Justified – the most appropriate strategy would incorporate proposals to safeguard 
the character of settlements and identity of communities. Evidence suggests that 
threats of coalescence exist between Kingsteignton and Bishopsteignton and 
Bishopsteigton and Teignmouth. This coalescence issue has not been addressed. 



Indeed, the threat of coalesence has been exacerbated by inclusion of Proposal KS2 
(Ware Barton) and KS7 (Passage House).  

Effective – effective joint working on cross-boundary priorities has not been 
demonstrated as Torbay, Exeter and East Devon should be jointly working to secure 
the preservation of the character of the South Devon coast. 

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

 

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. A new open break 
established between Teignmouth and Bishopsteignton.   

Rationale for these amendments set out in Devon Planning Associates 
representations to the Submitted Plan S21A, EN1, EN2, EN2A, 6.01, KS2 and KS7. 

 

 


