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Dear Sir 

Plan Teignbridge – Modification MM5 

 

I am writing in my capacity as Chairman of the Holcombe Residents Association regarding 

your proposed modification to extend the site at “Little Leigh”, Holcombe, to 1.4 hectares for 

“at least 35 houses” (your reference MM5). We strongly oppose this modification and ask 

that you revisit your preliminary recommendation taking into account the points below. 

 

In order to obtain local residents views on the extension of the Little Leigh development, the 

Association held a Public Meeting on 16
th
 January 2014.  Around 150 people attended this 

meeting with universal agreement that the extended development would be detrimental to the 

village and does not meet the definition of a sustainable development under the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

 

Before summarising the main concerns we have about MM5, I think it is helpful to explain 

some of the history of this site.  

 

Background 

 

The Association has not been against some limited development at Little Leigh.  Indeed in 

2010, outline planning consent was obtained by the landowner for a parcel of land at Little 

Leigh that would have probably accommodated up to four new houses.  This land was 

entirely with the development boundary of the village and we did not object to this 

application. 

 

During the construction of the Dawlish Parish Neighbourhood Plan (DPNP), a Working 

Group concluded that Holcombe should take some more of the new housing that Dawlish, as 

a whole, clearly requires over the next 20 years.  Although the Association was represented 

on the Group, and objected to a proposal to develop around 20 houses on the “brown field” 

element of Little Leigh (i.e. the stables), the site was included in the Plan that went forward 

for examination.  The Association’s main concerns were the inadequate village infrastructure 



and the danger of further development on the “green field” element of the site once the 

principle of the development outside the village boundary had been conceded. 

 

The Examiner of the DPNP confirmed that the Little Leigh site was suitable for some 

development and concluded that 20 houses were sufficient.  During the examination process, 

the landowner did make representations to increase the size of the development but the 

Examiner concluded that there were no reasons to accede to this request and that “the 

allocation should remain as proposed
1
”.  

 

Although the DPNP was found to be unsound by the Examiner due to the difficultly in 

verifying the overall housing numbers and a lack of an audit trail, the specific sites for 

development in this Plan did heavily inform Plan Teignbridge.  As a result, the Little Leigh 

development of 20 houses was included in the draft Plan Teignbridge that was put out for 

public consultation.  Following the consultation, Teignbridge District Council Officers 

proposed that Little Leigh should be treated an exception site, and be excluded from the Plan, 

due to concerns over “traffic and infrastructure in the village which has narrow roads and 

substandard junctions
2
”.  This recommendation was not supported by our Councillors who 

felt that the village could take some limited development and wanted to support the work 

undertaken in the preparation of the DPNP.  And as you are aware, the Little Leigh site did 

subsequently get outline planning permission, for around 20 houses, around the stable block 

area. 

 

It is interesting to note that our Town Council, which has previously supported the 20 house 

development, has now voted to oppose the extension of the site to 35 houses.  In a Council 

meeting in mid January where the proposed modification at MM5 was discussed, they noted 

the Examiner of the DPNP had found no reason to agree to an extended site and passed a 

motion stating that they agreed with this view. 

 

Specific Representations 

 

We have three major areas of concern relating to the proposed modification: 

 

1 Road safety and infrastructure 

 

It is acknowledged by Devon County Council (DCC) Highways that the village has a) 

substandard junctions, b) few pavements, c) two cars can’t pass each other in places and d) 

that visibility splays are poor.  The roads do not meet modern day requirements.  The 

question is whether the incremental use of the roads, and increased pedestrian traffic, arising 

from a further 35 houses will increase safety concerns.   

 

Whilst we accept that outline planning consent for 20 houses has been obtained on this site, 

the Public Meeting was deeply concerned that the road safety issues from 35 houses have not 

been fully considered.  The following points were made: 

 

• There have been a number of reported accidents in and around the village in recent years.  

As recently as June 2013, a pedestrian was hit in Fordens Lane (which has limited 
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pavements) resulting in paramedic and hospital treatment for head wounds.  Police were 

involved. 

• The two ways out of the village to get onto the main road, at Fordens Lane and Hall 

Lane, are known accident black spots.  Around 30 years ago there was a fatality at 

Fordens Lane following which DCC concluded that changes to the junction should be 

made but this never happened.  In 2007 a motorcyclist died on the main road at the same 

junction.  At Hall Lane, the so called “Holcombe dip”, is notorious for collisions and has 

resulted in the positioning of a speed camera and a flashing speed sign.  You should also 

be aware that this junction is well used by pedestrians as it is on the South West Coastal 

Path, and improvements here have been discussed for years but the costs have proved 

prohibitive. 

• There have been many minor accidents which largely go unreported.  For example, 

pedestrians being clipped by wing mirrors and vehicles hitting properties.  The Castle Inn 

has had bollards and its wall hit and a property in Holcombe Road fairly recently had its 

porch removed by a large vehicle requiring building and roofing work.  The main 

problem is that Holcombe Road itself, downwards from Little Leigh, does not have any 

pavements and there are only two small paved sections in Fordens Lane. 

• The incremental traffic from a 35 house development will double the number of cars 

using the Castle Inn junction and probably result in a 40% increase along Fordens Lane.  

In 2004, DCC provided evidence to a Planning Inspector that there would be an 

additional 8 to 11 trips per day from new dwellings in Holcombe.  The Inspector accepted 

these figures as being reliable
3
.  So using these assumptions, there could be up to 385 

additional vehicle movements per day around the village on roads that are regarded as 

being inadequate.  

• The Fordens Lane junction with the A379 is particularly dangerous.  First, there is limited 

visibility turning right out on to the main road and, second, turning into Fordens Lane is 

not always possible because of the width of the road at its entrance i.e. a vehicle is 

coming in the other direction.  This does result in cars breaking suddenly and backing up 

on the main road. 

• Larger vehicles, in particular delivery lorries, are unable to turn right at the Castle Inn 

junctions coming from Fordens Lane, and have to manoeuvre round this bend.  Even if 

larger vehicles were to use Hall Lane / Holcombe Road, the roads are narrow.  A small 

shopper bus will not come into the village because of the road issues.   

• Although you are not required, at this stage, to consider how construction traffic would 

get to the site, there is real concern that there will be damage to property (some cottages 

do not have foundations on Holcombe Road) and major disruption.  It is a further 

indication of how unsuitable the roads are for vehicles of this size and that the problems 

will be exaggerated with a larger number of houses.   

• Holcombe has a high percentage of older people who have no option but to walk though 

the village.  These numbers will be swelled by children from the new development who 

will need to get to the bus stop at the same time as peak traffic movements.  The absence 

of pavements, and the inability to remedy this, is a real safety concern. 

• At the Public Meeting considerable concern was expressed about the impact the 

development will have on the existing drainage and sewage systems.  We do appreciate 

that the developers will have to address this in their detailed submission when obtaining 

full planning consent but it nevertheless an indication of the unsuitability of the village 

infrastructure.  For example, there is a natural spring on this site and at present roads do 
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get flooded in and around the village following heavy rainfall.  The sewage systems have 

also failed to cope with existing flows. 

 

We recognise that many of the above issues are equally relevant to a development of 20 

houses.  But at some stage, a view has to be taken on where to draw the line.  We have deep 

concerns regarding the implications for the planning consent already obtained and feel that 

the additional housing now being proposed will further jeopardise road safety for both 

vehicles and pedestrians.  Under the NPPF (paragraphs 32 to 35) developments are meant to 

be located with sustainable transport; we believe a development of this size in Holcombe 

does not meet the criteria. 

 

We understand that you did visit the village during the Inspection.  We would ask that you 

revisit the village as part of considering these representations to understand fully the specific 

concerns set out above. 

 

2. Density / visibility 

 

We note that you consider the additional housing to be largely “infill” development and that 

as it will be bordered on three sides by existing development then it will have limited visual 

impact.  At the Public Meeting the following comments were made: 

 

• The additional housing will be located on a green field (as opposed to the brown field site 

where development already agreed).  This area was previously classified as Coastal 

Preservation Area and an Area of Great Landscape Value, and was put forward for 

protection under Plan Teignbridge as Undeveloped Coast.  This was done for a reason. 

• One of the unique characteristics of rural villages is that they do not have to be square or 

rectangular.  Whilst on a map this may appear like infill development, we would question 

why there is a need to loose a further green field with its associated wildlife.  This 

additional development will be very visible from the South West Coastal Path looking 

from the south and from hillside surrounding the village.  We do accept that the 

development won’t be seen from the A379 where one of the landowner’s photographs 

was taken. 

• We are particularly concerned about the density proposed.  Most houses in the village are 

detached properties (either bungalows or houses).  This is the nature and character of the 

village which has a designated Conservation Area at its heart.  It is difficult to see how a 

35 house development in 1.4 hectares will be in keeping with the existing housing.  

Taking the most recent areas of development, Sweetbriars Lane and Rosyl Avenue, the 

housing densities here are considerably less than that being proposed. 

 

3.  Rationale 

 

Without seeing your final report, it is difficult to understand why you are minded to increase 

the size of the Little Leigh development other than you have been asked to do so by the 

landowner.  As previously stated, the Examiner of the DPNP saw no reason to accede to the 

same request.  Furthermore, we understand that the additional housing numbers i.e. 15 are 

not required to make Plan Teignbridge “sound” as you have not questioned the overall 

housing numbers.  Indeed following the Secretary of State’s decision on the Shutterton Park 

development, Dawlish now has an additional 350 new homes that were not included in the 

draft Plan submitted. 

 



We also understood that under the first Principle of the NPPF, planning should “be genuinely 

plan-led, empowering local people to shape their surroundings, with succinct local and 

neighbourhood plans setting out a positive vision for the future”.  I’m afraid from our 

perspective this does not appear to be the case if this modification is confirmed.  Indeed, it 

now appears that it is only the landowner that wants a development of this size at Little 

Leigh. 

 

On a more technical issue, we look forward to your final report regarding Holcombe’s status 

as a village.  In our previous submission, we stated that we could not understand why 

Holcombe was not treated as a village (Policy S21) despite meeting the criteria.  Indeed 

having a 20, or even 35, house development is clearly inconsistent with Holcombe’s present 

status as being in “Open Countryside” (Policy S22).  This point is pertinent to the 

modification being proposed as we believe Holcombe should have a development boundary, 

and that it should be drawn at the boundary of where outline planning consent for 20 houses 

has been obtained. 

 

Conclusion 

 

In making our representations, we are not suggesting that the area does not need new housing 

or that Holcombe should not share its burden of development.  What we are saying is that the 

housing number put forward in Plan Teignbridge for Little Leigh i.e. 20, is more than 

sufficient given the nature and character of the village and that the infrastructure can not cope 

with the increased housing numbers being suggested.  We would ask you to drop the 

proposed modification and revert to the numbers put forward in the draft Plan. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

 

Andy Watson 

Chairman 

Holcombe Residents Association 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 


