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Qu.38 Is the overall amount of development in the sub-area justified? 

No. Refer to Matters 1, 2 & 3 comments.  

Qu.39 What infrastructure, including highways, social, community and green 
infrastructure is required? Are the proposals for individual sites sustainable, 
deliverable and viable? 

The proposals for KS2 fail tests of sustainability, deliverability and viability. Refer to 
responses to Questions 40, 41, 42 & 51. 

Qu.40 What are the constraints on individual allocations? Are the allocations 
justified? 

Significant landscape constraints apply to the KS2 (Ware Barton) and KS7 
(Passage house) sites – currently designated as an Area of Great Landscape Value 
(AGLV) and Coastal Protection Area (CPA). Devon County Council and the District 
Council adopted these designations following detailed landscape appraisals and 
extensive consultation. Related policy is to safeguard the character and appearance 
of the areas and prevent harm from damaging development consistent with 
Government advice in the NPPF. No evidence has been submitted to explain why 
the Council no longer regards these sites as worthy of these strategic designations 
and the related policy protection. Indeed, to the contrary, the Council’s evidence in 
the form of their Landscape Character Assessment  (CDD103) and the Teignbridge 
Landscape  Sensitivity and Capacity Study (CDD104) demonstrates that it was 
correct for previous Structure and Local Plans to include the sites within AGLV and 
CPA designations. 

The sites also form part of critical biodiversity assets forming part of a strategic 
network of flyways utilised by European protected bat species and the foraging area 
of Grey Long Eared Bats, which have maternity roosts in nearby locations. Recent 
research ‘Conserving Grey Long-Eared Bats in our Landscape’, published by the 
University of Bristol in May 2013, indicates that Grey Long Eared Bats are critically 
endangered in the UK and appear to be of greater conservation concern than 
Greater Horseshoe Bats.  

While seemingly omitted from the Council’s evidence base on Agricultural Land 
Classification (CDD73), the sites contain land of Grade 2 status. See response to 
Question 41 for further comment. 



The KS2 (Ware Barton) development allocation has three component parts; (a) 
employment, (b) mini freight transfer depot and (c) a park and ride and change site.  

The justification for overall District-wide employment provision of the scale 
proposed is discussed in our response to Matter 3 and Question 38. The proposition 
is that it is excessive and there is no need to provide the amount of employment land 
that is proposed in the Plan within the Heart of Teignbridge area. The case, if it were 
to be argued by the Council, to over-ride national and strategic landscape and 
biodiversity assets in order to meet employment need at the KS2 (Ware Barton) 
location is unproven. The likelihood that the site would predominantly be used for 
storage and distribution purposes, traditionally low employment density uses, would 
appear to weaken the Council’s ‘job creation’ justification still further. There would 
also appear to be more sustainable alternative employment sites, better located to 
meet the employment needs of the sub-region’s population, in environmentally less 
damaging locations, both elsewhere in the sub-region and within the Heart of 
Teignbridge area for example, former clay workings. It is noted that West Golds, 
Kingsteignton has been put forward for development purposes (17566/23/0M2/0).      

The need for a mini freight transfer depot appeared questionable at the Proposed 
Submission Plan stage. To accord with Government guidance, Local Plan proposals 
should be evidence-based and well-founded. There appeared to be no justification 
provided at the time of the Submission to support the proposal. Our original 
representation speculated that the proposal was neither realistic nor justified.  

It is noted that the Council have attempted to ‘back-fill’ the evidence void after 
submitting the Plan. It is apparent from the Council-commissioned ‘Freight Impact 
Study’ (ref: CDD130) that their own consultant has not been able to provide 
evidential support for the proposal, concluding the case is ‘unproven’.  The Council’s 
response to their consultant’s findings is to modify the proposal as a ‘late change’ in 
the form of reference to possible alternative sites and a medium/long term need. It is 
apparent that there is no compelling case to justify the provision of this facility in this 
location. Further, it is suggested that there are alternative, less environmentally 
damaging sites elsewhere in Exeter and the Heart of Teignbridge that are better 
suited for provision of this facility.    

The lack of evidence to support the provision of a park and ride/park and change site 
at KS2 was also highlighted in our original representation. The Council again, 
seemingly, have attempted to ‘back-fill’ the evidence void. The ‘Heart of Teignbridge 
Sustainable Transport Report’ (CDD124) by Devon County Council provides no 
evidence to demonstrate that the facility is either required or, would be viable. See 
response to Question 51 for further comment. 

 



QU.41 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? 

Adverse Effects of KS2 (Ware Barton) and KS7 (Passage House)  

The Council through their ‘Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study’ published in 
June 2013 (CDD104), again, have attempted to ‘back-fill’ their evidence base. It is 
apparent that the evidence produced provides damaging findings to their proposals 
in that the Study identifies the KS2 and KS7 sites as being located in a ‘High’ 
Visibility Zone, ‘High’ Sensitivity Zone and ‘Low’ Capacity Zone. The Council, 
correctly, appears to accept the sites are both ‘highly visible’. It should be noted that 
the Council’s evidence for KS2 presented in their Sustainability Appraisal (CDA 5) 
omits to mention that the site is located within the Coastal Preservation Area which 
may part explain the reason that the proposal was included in the Local Plan.  

There would appear to be agreement between parties that the site is prominent to 
views from public vantage points around the estuary and that development will cause 
serious harm to the character and appearance of the area. There would also appear 
agreement that the sites form an integral part of the setting of the Teign Estuary, 
being located in broader ‘estuary basin’ landscape character zones. The much 
locally cherished high scenic value and beauty of the Teign Estuary which is of 
strategic value and importance is also, seemingly, not in dispute. Indeed, such is the 
quality of the wider area, it is understood that Natural England have written to the 
District Council regarding an AONB bid for the locality, the area having been 
included on a list for consideration for such designation.      

It has been mentioned in the original representation that the KS2 and KS7 sites form 
the key gateway to the Teign Estuary and the District’s premier coastal resorts. The 
impact of development, consequently, would significantly impact on visitor perception 
of the resort area.  

It was also mentioned in the original representation that the Estuary is at a critical 
‘tipping point’ in terms of landscape character by virtue of the impact of recent 
developments (Morrison’s Supermarket/Michaels Playing Field, Bishopsteignton). 
This situation has been exacerbated by the granting of permissions for large-scale 
and prominent developments at NA5 ‘Buckland Barton’ and KS6 ‘Penns Mount’. 
Individually, and collectively, these developments will erode the attractive rural 
character and natural beauty of the area. Additionally, continued piecemeal 
development in the form of dwelling enlargements/replacements, horsiculture and 
new agricultural buildings in the green spaces between large settlements are 
contributing to the general degradation of the quality and character of the estuary 
scene.  Further erosion of the character of the area, by virtue of large-scale and 
prominent development at KS2 and KS7 will have a catastrophic impact on the 



estuary basin irreversibly changing its current rural character to one, essentially, of a 
sprawling urban form.     

As mentioned in the original representation, extending the urban development 
boundary in the manner proposed would result in a damaging development incursion 
into open countryside and will create ‘urban creep’ further squeezing the already 
fragile and vulnerable open gap between the settlements of Kingsteignton and 
Bishopsteignton. 

Mitigation 

The Council’s proposal to mitigate the significant and highly damaging impact of 
development on the KS2 ‘Ware Barton’ site is to secure ‘strategic landscape 
measures to ensure that development respects the existing landscape setting’ 
(KS2(e)). The description refers (para 8.12) that ‘development should be designed to 
take account of the setting and views, with appropriate landscaping to frame, not 
hide, the structures’. It appears from these statements that the Council concede that 
any new development will (detrimentally) impact on landscape character and quality 
and be exposed to views from surrounding areas. 

No matter of what design, the presence of likely metal sheds, external storage, 
extensive lorry and car parking areas, external lighting in this location will form highly 
visually damaging, incongruous features from short, medium and long distant 
viewpoints. The noise and activity associated with the proposed developments will 
further cause harm to the character of the area. 

Traditionally, tree planting has been a major component of strategic landscaping 
schemes. Tree planting, however, should never be used to justify the siting of 
development of the wrong type, in the wrong place. Many species of tree are 
vulnerable, particularly in the south west, to a range of pests and diseases. Most 
native species - oak, ash, alder, elm, larch – are at risk from new and devastating 
diseases. It should also be noted that, particularly in coastal locations, trees are 
vulnerable to windthrow in storms, which are increasing in intensity and frequency.  
Recent evidence of major damage to woodlands at Centrax (opposite side of the 
Estuary) and Haldon Forest demonstrates the effect storms can have on established 
tree planting. Clearly, many trees forming part of a landscaping scheme will be 
deciduous. It is apparent from observing the loss of leaves on the Alders on the 
southern and western site boundaries of KS2 how exposed areas behind trees 
become after leaf-fall. It is, therefore, inappropriate to rely on tree planting to ‘soften’ 
the wider visual impact of a poorly located development.  

The proposal to incorporate ‘strategic landscaping’ will not mitigate impact of the 
proposed development in closing the open gap between settlements. Even if a 
‘landscape barrier’ were to be located on the eastern side of the development to 
define a new ‘urban edge’ that would be unlikely to deter the Council from granting 
permission for future extensions to the urban development boundary in an easterly 



direction. The Council has already demonstrated, by granting planning permission at 
Buckland Barton (NA5) that it does not respect existing established strategic 
landscape buffers on the edge of urban areas or critical ridgelines (see original NA5 
representation). 

Seemingly, no mitigation is offered in the KS2 ‘Ware Barton’ proposal in respect of 
bats. The site is located in a strategic flyway for European Protected Greater 
Horseshoe Bats and forms part of a foraging area for Grey Long Eared Bats. Greater 
Horseshoes are particularly sensitive to lighting. No evidence has been presented to 
demonstrate whether individually or, collectively, the impact of Local Plan 
developments on the bats corridors and any necessary ‘flight diversions’ will damage 
the viability of populations. One may conclude, due to the presence of maternity 
roosts near to the site of Grey Long Eared Bats and use of the KS2 site as part of a 
foraging area, that development could be severely prejudicial to this local population 
of this critically endangered species. Unless there is strong evidence to suggest that 
mitigation will prove effective in sustaining populations of these vulnerable ‘at risk’ 
species, the ‘precautionary principle’ should apply and no potentially harmful 
development should be allowed.  

The area’s best and most versatile agricultural land is a precious and irreplaceable 
resource. Clearly, no mitigation can be put in place for the loss of high quality 
agricultural land to development. A strategy that promotes use of high quality 
agricultural land greenfield sites as opposed to brownfield or lower agricultural grade 
land is questionable. 

The effectiveness of the mitigation for KS7 (Passage House) is difficult to assess 
due to uncertainties over the nature of the development that the Council envisages 
at the site.  

Policy Contradictions 

To propose development that damages irreplaceable landscape, biodiversity and 
productive land assets, the harmful impacts of which cannot be, or in some instances 
have not been proven to have been mitigated is contrary to national policy set out in 
the NPPF. 

QU. 42  If so, do the benefits of development outweigh adverse impacts?  

As detailed in the response to Questions 40 & 41 the KS2 (Ware Barton) 
development will result in significant harm to environmental assets. The damage is 
not being mitigated. Indeed, it is not possible for the Council to seek mitigation for 
some damage due to the nature of harm caused.  These environmental assets are of 
European, national, strategic and local significance. 

The benefits of the development would need to be of overwhelming significance to 
justify the environmental harm. The Council’s evidence does not demonstrate such 
an overwhelming case exists. Indeed, the Council’s own consultants, at best, 



question the benefit of a freight transfer depot at the site. Although the County 
Council, as the highways authority, suggest some benefits in their report for the park 
and ride/change there appears some questionable logic. For example, is it a sound 
idea to provide a facility for users of the Newton Abbot – Teignmouth Cycleway at a 
mid-point of the route, some distance from the proposed trail, with a hill and major 
road separating the facility from the trail? There appear far better alternative 
locations for such a facility in Newton Abbot/Kingsteignton at/or in proximity to the 
Racecourse. No case, seemingly, is provided to demonstrate that a parking facility 
would be used by shoppers, workers, visitors or that it would have an impact on 
traffic volumes on highways in the Heart of Teignbridge area.  

The need for the scale of employment land in the District and Heart of Teignbridge 
area is considered in our response to Matter 3. The site, by virtue of its physical 
separation by a dual-carriageway and being surrounded on three sides by open 
countryside, is physically detached and not well-integrated into the fabric of the 
urban area. This does not render it a particularly sustainable location for future 
employment. The likelihood is that as a freight transfer depot, park and ride site and, 
given the nature of the local employment market and concentration of ‘high value’ 
jobs in Exeter, that the site will in reality yield few employment opportunities. Indeed, 
any new employment opportunities need to be weighed against the negative impact 
on the tourist economy and related jobs and to a lesser extent, jobs in local 
agricultural enterprises.   

Mindful of the foregoing, it is clearly evident that the significant environmental costs 
are in no measure countered balance, let alone out-weighed, by any employment, 
forecast carbon reduction or ease-of-congestion benefits. 

  

Qu. 51 KS2 Viability of Park & Ride? 

There appears to be an absence of evidence to suggest likely future use and/or 
operation of any park and ride/change facility in this location. It is therefore difficult to 
comment on whether such a facility would, or would not be viable. Evidence from 
knowledge of facilities elsewhere suggests that the park and ride sites are 
notoriously difficult to establish, even in major urban centres with concentrated retail 
and employment sites and frequent/standing bus services. The likelihood, mindful of 
the size and nature of the Heart of Teignbridge urban form - with a dispersed retail 
and employment offer and with many strategic highway ‘entry points’, is that such a 
facility placed out-of-urban area with associated relatively long travelling 
distance/times from centres would be unviable. There is significant distance between 
the proposed facility and major resorts which, from anecdotal evidence - with the 
exception of a very few peak-season days – appear to have significant unused 
parking capacity available year-round both within and at the edge of the towns. 

 



 

Concluding Section 

What part is unsound? 

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

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) 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. 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 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 has 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 S21A, EN1, EN2,EN2A, 6.01, KS2 and KS7. 

 

 


