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APPENDIX A 

 

TEIGNBRIDGE LOCAL PLAN 2013 – 2033                                 Ref: DPA/SEA/01 

SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL AND STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL 

ASSESSMENT 

Response: Devon Planning Associates 

Consultee Reference: 25531 

 

The comments below are submitted by Devon Planning Associates on behalf of the 

Coombesend Road Residents Association. Comments relate to changes to the 

SA/SEA document following the Local Plan proposed ‘Main Modifications’ stage. 

 

Chapter Page Paragraph Heading 

 

      5 129 5.6.9 Heart of Teignbridge Development Options 
 

 

Object 

There will be no decrease in overall employment provision in the Heart of 

Teignbridge resultant from the Inspector’s proposed Main Modifications, as is 

suggested by the Council.  

The Ware Barton (KS2) allocation comprised three elements; employment, mini 

freight transfer depot and park and ride/change site. No contrary view was 

expressed by the Council at the Examination that the land take for a modest park 

and ride/change site would be a minimum of 2 hectares. A mini freight transfer depot 

would require a minimum 1 hectares of land, probably, nearer 2 hectares. The 

Council’s own evidence, SHLAA (CCD92 – Site Ref: 010219 ), implies that the land 

take for strategic infrastructure will be in the region of 1.25 hectares in order to 

address the challenging site access issues.  

The Council SEA statement should therefore be modified to ‘there is no reduction 

in employment land provision’. 
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      5 134 5.7.15 - .16 KS2 Ware Barton 
 

 

Object 

The site does not ‘bring forward 12 hectares of employment land’. At best, it brings 

forward 8 hectares of employment land (see comment to para 5.6.9).  

The site does not ‘adjoin’ the settlement. It is divided from Kingsteington by a dual 

carriageway and landscape buffers. The Council’s own SHLAA Panel advised 

(CCD92 – Site Ref: 010219) the site is ‘very remote’ and noted its ‘physical 

separation’ from Kingsteignton. 

The site does not have ‘excellent access’ to the strategic highway network. Provision 

of access to the strategic highway network will be extremely challenging and, 

probably, prohibitively expensive. The Council’s SHLAA Panel (CDD92 –Site Ref: 

010219) advised of ‘high costs for providing infrastructure and access…which will 

make it too expensive to build at present’.  The Panel view was based on a high 

value housing development budget.  The funding derived from the mix of uses 

proposed by the Council would be significantly less than a housing scheme making 

the Ware Barton proposal, in all probability, economically unviable. 

The site is not ‘well screened by topography and visible mainly in close views’ as is 

claimed. It is highly prominent in the landscape from near, medium and distant 

viewpoints. The Council’s own evidence supports the view that the site is prominent 

in the landscape (CCD103 and 104). This opinion is shared by a range of landscape 

experts, no doubt, why the site was included in its entirety as AGLV and CPA in all 

previous local and strategic plans.  

The Council has presented no evidence on which to base the view that ‘the impact 

on the local (bat) population can be mitigated’. Indeed, the Council has no evidence 

– contrary to legal requirements - on the use of the site by some protected bat 

species and likely impact of development on the favourable conservation status of 

the species. The claim that the Council can in some way mitigate for an unknown is 

groundless. It is noted that the Council did not propose mitigation in the Local Plan 

for the damaging impact on legally protected species that were surveyed, Greater 

Horseshoe Bats, contrary to the SA/SEA advice.    

The statement that the ‘significant economic benefits of this strategic site are 

important and outweigh any residual natural environmental impact’ is without 

foundation and is, dramatically, at odds with the Council’s own evidence base. Even 

if - contrary to all the Council’s evidence - one discounts the environmental value of 

the site to a negligible amount, the equation does not balance in favour of the 

economic case. The Council’s own consultant’s ably demonstrated that the mini 

freight transfer station was not required, the local Chamber of Commerce advised at 
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the Examination there was no need for a park and ride/change facility. There 

appears, therefore, little to no value derived from these two elements of the 

allocation. The remaining 8 hectares of employment land has low economic value 

and is unlikely to be delivered due to high development costs. The economic value of 

the proposal at best is negligible, more likely non-existent. 

The Council’s statement that ‘provision of 8 hectares would go most of the way to 

compensating for the 12 hectares lost here’ reinforces the view there has been an 

alarming miscalculation by the Council on the amount of employment land provided 

at Ware Barton. At best, only 8 hectares of employment land was proposed (see 

comment to para.5.6.9). 

The Council’s SEA KS2 Ware Barton current statements should be deleted and 

replaced by ‘There is no significant impact from this change on the strategy or 

the overall impact of the Local Plan’.  

 

       5 135 5.7.19 KS7 North of Passage House 

 

Support  

The Council’s proposal lacked clarity, evidence of any need and impact. Clearly, the 

deletion of such proposal is of no significance to the Plan.    

    

7 172 Table 14 –
KS2 

Summary of Appraisals  

 

Object 

The current SA/SEA scoring for Ware Barton (KS2) is unsound, based on a 

fundamentally flawed assessment of development value and impact (see comments 

to paras 5.7.15/.16). 

The Council’s Sustainability Objective measures should be reassessed based on the 

Plan’s evidence base. The scores should reflect those below:- 

Sustainability 
Objective/Policy 

A B C D E F G H I 

KS2 -2 -2 -1 -2 0 -1 0 0 -1 

 

 


