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Dear Sir, 
  
I am writing in objection to the Main Modifications to the emerging Local Plan (eLP) in the Dawlish 
Area, as set out under refs MM4 and MM5. 
  
  
My first objection is to the deletion of Policy DA1 South of Shutterton Lane, ref MM4. 
  
  
At Forde House in September 2013, Teignbridge (TDC) proposals for employment land at the 
reduced DA1 site were overtaken by the announcement of the successful planning appeal for housing 
in the midst of the eLP Public Examination (EiP).  
  
This site had previously been allocated for housing in the 2012 „Preferred Options‟ phase of the eLP.  
  
It is regrettable that this allocation was switched by TDC Councillors from DA1 to an enlarged DA2 
site (prior to the „Submission‟ phase of the eLPin September 2012) as it now appears adequate 
safeguards against „doubling-up‟ were not put in place should a successful appeal be mounted by 
Shutterton Park. Indeed many at the EiP had expected this allocation to be „flipped‟ back from DA2 to 
DA1 after the announcement.  
  
Consequently, Dawlish is now having to come to terms with an additional 350 houses that had neither 
been expected - nor indeed preferred, given the responses by most building industry professionals at 
the EiP on the subject of allocations.  
  
I would suggest therefore, that instead of sweeping these additional 350 houses into the eLP „windfall‟ 
contingency allocation, DA1 policy is revised and re-inserted into the eLP, so as to genuinely reflect 
the increased number of houses expected to be built in this area of Dawlish.  
  
This DA1 site, if considered collectively with DA2, would then help provide a more cohesive policy 
under MM4 within which community facilities, services and infrastructure can be better assessed and 
determined over the 20-year course of the new Local Plan. 
  

 My second objection is to the Modification of Policy DA2 North West of Secmaton Lane, 
which also falls under ref MM4. 
  
  
This Modification seeks to increase the size of the site from a stated 35 hectares to a revised 43 
hectares through an 8 hectare extension onto NHS land at Langdon Hospital. 
  
The TDC requirement of the extension to DA2 is to “deliver at least 3 hectares or land for 
employment”. However, while viable new employment is welcome almost anywhere, for many years 
there has been a considerable surfeit of under-used employment land and empty premises in 
Dawlish. 
  
This over-supply includes: 
  

1. The major part of a 1.8 hectare site behind Sainsbury‟s (Appendix 1) which was expected to 
deliver in excess of 28500 sqft of employment space when proposed in 2008. 5 years on, only 
unit „D‟ (the smallest of the 4 business-unit clusters indicated) is under construction, yielding a 
total floor area of just 6000 sqft. 

2. At least 8 unlet business units in the Shutterton Industrial Estate, many empty since 
construction in 2011. 

3. A multi-bay warehouse and distribution centre covering a total site area of 0.6 hectares. 



4. A large mixed site of light industrial units and offices, currently the subject of a planning 
application for Change of Use (COU) from employment to caravan storage and parking 
(Appendix 2). 

  
Having spent some 35 years of my working life in FMCG manufacturing and logistics, it comes as no 
surprise that Dawlish is experiencing a symptomatic outflow of employment. Successful 
manufacturing operations, retail outlets and logistics hubs are consolidating in other areas where 
infrastructure, resource, trade and transport networks can be far more efficiently harnessed. 
  
In example 4 above, the applicant is making a similar case in the design and access statement 
submitted with the application. Previously a manufacturing site, production ceased in 2006 (i.e. before 
the recession) with the units remaining un-let ever since. An application to provide new light industrial 
units and retain the site for employment use was granted in 2009 - but was allowed to lapse as the 
proposal was found economically unviable. Surprisingly, given the timing of this recent application for 
COU, no comment was raised by Dawlish Parish Council (nor thus far by the planning officer) that 
removal of employment land would conflict with proposed eLP policy for additional employment land 
in Dawlish. 
  
But the nature of employment is also changing with many people now working from (or at) home. This 
is supported by the findings of the TDC SHMA Update report of 2012, which shows only 14% of 
households moving to Teignbridge doing so “to take up a new job”.  
  
This TDC report also finds that the largest group of people (19%) move to Teignbridge “to retire 
somewhere”. Coastal locations such as Dawlish are almost certain to attract a higher percentage of 
this demographic than elsewhere in the region, even if „retirement‟ is an increasingly distant prospect 
for many of us.  
  
The report also shows 13.5% of those who move to Teignbridge are “wanting a better quality of life”. 
Again, I would suggest it is coastal areas (also close to stations) that are the most likely destinations 
for those in this group, which – if still employed – would be happy to commute to work elsewhere. 
Thus towns such as Dawlish have become „dormitories‟ for areas with better and more reliable 
employment prospects around Teignbridge such as Newton Abbot and Exeter.  
  
Incontrovertible evidence such as this will have contributed to the weak defence offered by TDC in 
respect of employment in the Shutterton Park Appeal. The appeal report (para 7.47) covering the 
case for the appellant states “on the Council‟s own evidence base, 3ha of employment land is 
significantly in excess of any identified need for employment land.” The Appeal Inspector went on to 
conclude (para 12.52): “There is evidence to suggest that allocation of 3ha of employment land may 
no longer be a necessary component of that [eLP] strategy, but if rigorous testing of all of the 
evidence at the forthcoming EiP established that it was required, then a suitable alternative location 
exists.”  
  
This last point about an “alternative location” refers to the incremental increases in land selected for 
the combined DA1 and DA2 sites during the various eLP iterations. However, the amount of land 
contained in DA2 prior to extension may be stated incorrectly.  
  
Information obtained from @PlanTeignbridge via „Twitter‟ has revealed that while the latest DA2 area 
size quoted (with extension) is correct at 43.03 hectares, the extension is confirmed at only 5.7 
hectares. This indicates the pre-extended DA2 area was not the 35 hectares quoted in the text of 
MM4, but 37.33 hectares. Thus almost all of the “suitable alternative location” would appear to have 
been „found‟, even before what may be revealed through examination of the incremental increases 
above. 
  
The nature of the proposed extension also raises further questions. While the stated requirement is 
for at least 3 hectares of employment land, the remainder is unspecified. It is widely feared this 
extension would allow more housing.  
  

Given TDC‟s quoted density calculations (of between 20-25 h/ha) up to 67 houses could be 
built on the remaining 2.7 hectares. However, using the information currently quoted in the 



Main Modifications, the numbers look even more alarming. The 5 hectares that may remain 

from an 8 hectare site could yield up to 125 houses, or up to 200 if the whole site is 
ultimately brought forward for housing. 
  
Tellingly, no amount of additional housing on DA2 would conflict with Policy, as the number of units 
specified is “at least 860 homes”.  
  
Such an outcome would cast a new Local Plan in a very poor light. In Dawlish especially, any notion 
of the benefits of „Localism‟ - enthusiastically embraced at the outset through the pilot DPNP - could 
be set back immeasurably. This would be a huge disappointment to the many volunteers who have 
taken part in the expectation of contributing to a lasting legacy for the town, refined through 
community involvement and crafted to complement our primary industry: tourism. Such a legacy could 
also include, at some point in the future, the NHS land at Langdon Hospital for NHS-linked projects 
such as surgeries, hospital beds and elderly care. 
  
My request therefore is, after your very careful deliberation of the overall numbers of new homes 
required - and after the substantial contingency that has been brought about for Teignbridge through 
„windfall‟ in Dawlish – that the final text for MM4 is modified so that the number of homes in DA2 is 
capped at 860. 
My third objection is to the increase in size of the site and to the number of houses proposed at DA5, 
Holcombe, ref MM5. 
  
  
In respect to this site, all of the points made above leading to the request to cap numbers at DA2 
would also be valid in relation to DA5.  
  
With the DA5 site having come forward via the DPNP (and effectively ruled upon by its Examiner) it is 
confusing to try to understand why Holcombe is now facing unwanted further development. An 
estimated 150 people turned out to express opposition to the Main Modifications at the village hall on 
16

th
 January last week. I trust this demonstration alone will carry considerable weight in your final 

judgement.  
  
I would refer you also to the summary and conclusion of the planning officer report prepared for the 
application for “at least 20 homes” at „Little Leigh‟ last year (Appendix 3). As I am sure you will be 
aware, this site was given outline permission for residential use in February 2013, with the final 
number of houses to be determined at the detail planning stage. This site was to the original size 
indicated in Policy DA5 in the „Submission‟ eLP document.  
  
The opening paragraphs of the report (3.33 and 3.34) considered how much weight could be given to 
the eLP. Because of the objections received at that time, only limited weight could be given to the 
(previous) eLP policy on DA5 in deciding that application. Accordingly - and in the light of a shortfall of 
5-year housing supply in Teignbridge – it was concluded that more weight should be given to the 
advice contained within the Nation Planning Policy Framework, thereby over-riding objections to 
current TDC policies on housing in open countryside and AGLVs. 
  
The officer also stated an opinion that the proposal represented sustainable development. There are 
many who will have (and will continue to) refute that comment, given the location, the topography, the 
narrow road network and the lack of nearby facilities. 
  
Since this approval however, the eLP has progressed to a point where far more weight can be given 
regarding any similar application. Thus the policy covering open countryside which resists 
development (even more so if character, appearance and road safety are adversely affected) would 
lead to a refusal which would be unlikely to be overturned at appeal. For residents of Holcombe now 
though, it would heart-breaking to learn that the delicate balance of village life is once more to be 
upset just as the finishing line of a „sound‟ Local Plan comes into sight. 
  
I would therefore ask that not only is MM5 reduced to its original size, but that the policy wording is 
also modified from “at least 20 homes” to “up to 20 homes” in order that a viable scheme with the 
majority backing of Holcombe „village‟ can be allowed to come forward at the earliest opportunity. 
  



Sir, thank you very much for receiving my representations. 
  
  
Gary Taylor 
  
Maidenhead Area Action Plan, consultee and contributor 
Maidenhead and Cox Green Neighbourhood Plan, member (Transport Topic Group)  
SOUL of Dawlish, member 
Kenton Parish Council, Councillor (Village Neighbourhood Plan) 

 


