
Mrs Dawson’s comment’s on Savilles’ representation, so far as they impact on the 

2013/4 decisions on CR2 of the Local Plan for Chudleigh and thereafter: 

 

1) The following points represent the concern I have about the ultimate aim in the future of 

Saville’s clients to intend to obtain permission for the extra 50 homes, as originally pro-

posed by them. This would not be a “relatively modest” increase - it would represent one 

third of the total, again. That, by any mathematics could never be described  as “relative-

ly modest”.  

 

If permission is granted for the 150 homes and an access road, the plan of which might (or 

will?) encompass land that is shaded green or even, with regard to an as-yet unspecified 

access road or roads that would (or will?) be outwith what has been passed now, then this 

could open the floodgates to gradual encroachment of construction and development up 

Tower Hill to obliterate the only real remaining countryside area of Chudleigh. and to fly in 

the face of existing/historical Teignmouth Council policy on this particular Conservation 

Area.  

 

It is clear from the tone and content of Saville’s submission, especially in the Orwellian-like 

use of the word “masterplanning”, that the proposal for 200 homes has the potential to 

continue to be pursued during or after the construction of the 150 existing buildings, espe-

cially as Savilles will be able to arm themselves with the concession that has been made 

thus far of the extra 5.5 hectares. In other words, if they think they can squeeze more 

houses into the plot (and obtain a bigger profit?), then they will. 

 

Whilst I admire the Council for having adhered, thus far, to the 150 houses decision, I think 

it is only a matter of time before pressure will once again commence for the Council to re-

visit its 2013 and 2014 decisions on this. 

 

The following are extracts from Saville’s submission that demonstrate my point (my em-

phasis within the parentheses by way of bold, italics, underlining and colour):- 

 

i) “we consider it to be both prudent and consistent with the NPPF to include an increase of 

10% to the number of units allocated. This would have the effect of increasing the land 

allocations and Chudleigh by 44 dwellings…….” 

 



ii) “The increase proposed could be accommodated through an increase in the scale proposed 

in draft allocation CH2, and would avoid the need to allocate additional locations over and 

above land already identified for development………..” 

 

iii) “In relation to criterion (b) there is potential for a relatively modest increase in the overall 

scale of development specified within Policy CH2. Despite previous representations emphasis-

ing that the site is capable of accommodating approximately 180 - 200 residential dwellings, 

the Council has retained reference to 150 dwellings within the Policy. Furthermore, whereas in 

the previous draft of the document the Policy stated “about 150 dwellings”, the Proposed 

Submission document includes the wording “up to 150 homes”……………. “  

 

iv) “This in our view unnecessarily removes flexibility should the masterplanning 

process reveal a larger number of dwellings could be delivered on the site…..” 

 

v) “It would also preclude an increase in the scale of development should other allocated sites in 

the Local Plan not come forward……” 

 

vi) ”Placing such a restriction within Policy CH2, particularly where current condi-

tions dictate at a later stage that a higher level of development can be delivered, 

along with increased benefits……..clearly indicates that the Policy wording should be ad-

dressed. “ 

 

vii) ”We therefore consider that Policy CH2 should make specific reference to “about 

150 - 200 dwellings” as being the appropriate scale of development……” 

viii)  

ix) “Incorporating additional land, shown on the attached plan, would ensure that a 

small increase in the scale of development could be sufficiently accommodated 

whilst still allowing for sufficient green infrastructure to be provided in the most appropriate 

manner….” 

 

x) Overall, we consider the site to be extremely well placed to deliver much needed housing and 

recreation facilities………we recommend that the wider site area as shown on the 

appended plan should be allocated for development in the Local Plan with the 

specific level of housing to be changed from a fixed limit of 150 dwellings to a 

range of „150 – 200‟ dwellings. 

 



2) Highways and access 

 

“An assessment has been undertaken of the existing and potential new access arrangements to 

support development of the site. In principle support has been obtained from Devon County 

Council for proposed access arrangements.” 

 

My comment: I would be grateful for full information about the progress and level of such 

“support”, who made it and who were the parties to it, when, and on what legal ba-

sis, as well as why were we not consulted, as we are directly affected by what we now 

know is planned to be an access road cutting a scythe past the land adjacent to the back of our 

property? 

 

Thank you. 

Karen Dawson (Mrs) 

6th February 2014 


