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Appendix 1 Schedule 3: Summary of the representations, number made, and changes made between Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 Proposed Submission 

Version 
 

Section 2: General Policies 

Policy SC1: Sustainable Development 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Too many homes being built. More development will not be 
environmentally or economically sustainable – notably in 
regards to congestion, access to services (schools and 
surgeries already oversubscribed), access to jobs and 
environmental impact.   

The amount of housing we need to plan for is determined by the nationally set ‘standard method’ formula. This is a 
formula based on:   
  
• How many new households will be formed in the next 10 years; and  
 • The affordability of homes in the district in relation to local wages.   
  
The bigger the gap between local wages and average house prices, the fewer affordable homes there are, the more 
homes we are required to build. This is to help provide more opportunities for people struggling to access housing, as 
well as attempt to reduce the gap between house prices and local wages by creating a better balance between the 
demand and supply of new homes.   
  
The Local Plan also requires the delivery of community infrastructure and services as part of or in close 
(accessible/walkable) proximity to now development.  
  
The creation of new, and extension of, existing employment land is also a priority of the plan.  This will contribute 
towards the creation of local job opportunities through the delivery of land suitable to accommodate businesses of 
different types and scale.  
 
Clearer reference in the plan to the need for local shops within community infrastructure and neighbourhood centre 
policy requirements. 

DLP1:05;   
DLP1:46; DLP1:53;  
DLP1:97;  
DLP1:116;   
DLP1:131;  
DLP1:235;    

Create employment opportunities prior to Building houses. 
Building more houses near to the centre of Newton Abbot 
will not lead to sustainability.  

Creating additional employment land is a key element of the local plan.  The Council’s Economic Development Team 
work with businesses to deliver business units and opportunities that enable local business to grow and new business to 
relocate to the district.  
  
Paragraph 2.16 states that the Council’s aspiration to deliver new infrastructure as early as possible in the development, 
so that people moving to the development have access to facilities and services as soon as possible.  
  

DLP1:08;   

Important to look at the in combination effects of all 
development in a locality and how it affects the green/blue 
space and corridors. Covid-19 lockdown highlighted the 
desire for all to be able to safely access green space for 
active recreation.  

The impact of the in-combination effects of development is examined in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) / Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA) and the Habitats Regulation Assessment.  
 
Any changes will be informed by the recommendations of the SA/SEA and HRA. 

DLP1:15;   
DLP1:190;   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Carbon Neutral development. Add a criteria – ‘demonstrate 
net zero building design and practice according to most 
recent innovation and technology’  

This is addressed in Chapter 3: Climate Change, and particularly Policy CC2: Carbon Statements.  DLP1:33   
DLP1:323  

Greater reference to the potential for spaces to be 
multifunctional, delivering not only critical development or 
infrastructure, but also delivering actions to mitigate 
biodiversity decline and community well-being.   
Sustainability Objectives need to more proactive than 
mitigating for loss.  Much can be done for biodiversity, 
climate change, water resources and air quality.  
More trees required in new build areas.    

These points are addressed in detailed Policies and supporting text in subsequent theme-specific chapters of the 
document.  
  

DLP1:38; DLP1:53; 
DLP1:120;   

To date, there hasn't been a single large development 
around Teignbridge that has demonstrated commitment to 
sustainability policies - why are the current policies not 
working and what more can be changed in the Local Plan 
Part 1 to ensure that Teignbridge's future truly is a 
sustainable one?  

A number of large developments delivered in recent years were approved prior to the current Local Plan and were 
therefore unfortunately not subject to its requirements.  More recent some developments and those that are currently 
progress through the planning application system, which are subject to the current Local Plan Policies have to delivering 
more sustainable development.  
  
However, the Draft Local Plan 2020-2040 is designed to place greater requirements on developers to deliver more 
sustainable development and places.   

DLP1:38  

Object to policies in chapter.   Noted  
  

DLP1:42  

Define 'Sustainable' in this context  Noted  
A Glossary will be provided. 

 

DLP1:62  

Support requirements relating to accessibility particularly 
provision for safe cycling routes.   
New neighbourhood centres should be included in larger 
developments and essential infrastructure provided early in 
developments.   
Finally new developments should enhance and improve the 
existing street scene and mature over time.  

These points are addressed in detailed Policies and supporting text in subsequent theme-specific chapters of the 
document.  
  

DLP1:73  

Fully support the inclusion of climate change & sustainability 
requirements and the provision of decentralised / low 
carbon energy supply.  

 Noted  DLP1:73; DLP1:160;   
DLP1:307  

There is always a ‘get out' clause. It should be bolder - all 
future developments will be built with sustainable criteria.  

Detailed requirements for the sustainable development points set out in Policy SC1 are addressed in specific thematic 
policies later in the document.   
  

DLP1:75  

n) the impact on mineral extraction, forestry and 
agricultural production.  It is essential that there is a 
sufficient supply of minerals. Local planning authorities 
should not normally permit other development proposals in 
Mineral Safeguarding Areas if it might constrain potential 
future use for mineral working.  

The Council is fully aware of the need to safeguard these areas.  Robust consultation with the Mineral Authority and 
other interested parties will take place on any proposed development site that lies within a designated Minerals 
Safeguarding Area.  

DLP1:81  

Agree / Support policy.  Should be mandatory.   Noted   DLP1:128; DLP1:130;   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

DLP1:200;   
DLP1:259;   
DLP1:263  

More explicit mention of provision for pollinators and 
encouragement of native flora and fauna in the biodiversity 
section.  Nature can thrive when we give it a chance - such 
as not strimming verges.  

See Design and Wellbeing Policies DW9-DW12 and Environment Policies EN10-En15, which provide greater detail.    
  

DLP1:192; DLP1:199;  

Supportive of the understanding of sustainable 
development in its social, economic and environmental 
dimensions as set out in Policy SC1. It encourages the 
Planning Authority to be particularly strong in making 
provision for social sustainability (which is typically less well 
protected in statutory terms) and therefore explicitly 
supports performance criteria e) and f) of the policy.  

Noted   DLP1:225  

Many of us feel that whatever we say, "The Council" / 
Government does what it wants, especially concerning 
housing development.  

As clearly explained in the Local Plan, the Council are required to produce a Local Plan by Government in accordance 
with planning  

DLP1:235; DLP1:301  

Current provision of paths, public transport, safe & dry bus 
shelters etc woefully inadequate. Improvements to 
frequency, comfort, cost & safety of public transport, 
including to Exeter.   

Requirements for provision is detailed in specific Policies on Sustainable Transport (CC4) and various other policies 
throughout the document that promote healthy active neighbourhoods e.g. DW8.  
  
However, the District Council is not responsible for public transport services of infrastructure.    
 
None related to the Local Plan.  Comments to be passed to DCC.  

DLP1:301; DLP1:305  

Policy SC2 sets out a presumption in favour of development 
within the settlement limits defined on the policies map (i.e. 
where the principle of residential development is usually 
acceptable). A settlement limit is defined for Chudleigh 
which mirrors that set out in the adopted Local Plan. We 
note that the Local Plan review (appendix 1) lists policies to 
be saved until superseded by the Greater Exeter Strategic 
Plan or Local Plan (part 2) 2020-2040. This suggests that the 
allocations contained within the settlement boundary at 
Chudleigh will be reviewed in preparing the Local plan Part 
2, a review which will require the allocations being subject 
to a fresh Habitats Regulations Assessment and 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA).   
  
However, Policy SC2 gives a policy presumption in favour of 
development within the settlement boundary shown on the 
review policies map for Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh, in 
advance of a review of allocations within it and without a re-
examination of the evidence to support those allocations. 
This is of particular concern at Chudleigh where the 

Policy SC2 is now Policy GP3: Settlement Limits and the Countryside.  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
  
Saved allocations have been subject to HRA and SA/SEA.  
  
All saved allocations have been reviewed and have been subject to HRA and SA/SEA.  
  
  
  
  

DLP1:E:066 (Nat Eng)    
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

settlement and existing allocations are in close proximity to 
South Hams SAC and within the sustenance zone for greater 
horseshoe bats. We therefore advise that a review of 
settlement boundaries is addressed within Local Plan review 
part 2. If the settlement boundary at Chudleigh is to be 
retained within part 1 we advise that site allocations within 
that settlement boundary are subject to a Habitats 
Regulations Assessment and that the findings are reflected 
in the SA. We would welcome the opportunity to discuss 
this matter with you. You should also note that there is a 
material change because of the publication in 2019 of the 
South Hams bat SAC guidance.  
  
Another issue raised by defining new settlement boundaries 
without re-appraising site allocations within those 
boundaries relates to provision for net gain. The viability of 
existing allocations will need to be reassessed to take into 
account provision of net gain, a cost that is unlikely to have 
been included within the viability assessment in preparing 
the adopted local plan. This could affect the number of units 
likely to be deliverable and the overall design/layout of a 
scheme. As suggested above you may wish to postpone 
review of settlement boundaries to part 2. In considering 
the cost of delivering net gain as part of the Plan viability 
assessment the following document may be of use to you   
We would also strongly encourage a baseline survey to be 
undertaken for site allocations to identify the number of 
existing biodiversity units to be taken into account in 
assessing future net gain provision  
  
We note that the settlement boundaries will include areas 
where planning permission has been granted. Where a 
permission has not been implemented it is possible that 
permission may lapse within the Plan period. If this were to 
happen Plan policy would be supportive of a site which had 
not been assessed as part of the Plan making process. As 
suggested above you may wish to consider a review of 
settlement boundaries within part 2 of the Plan or clarify 
that the settlement boundaries are those saved from the 
existing adopted plan. 

  
  
  
  
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Plan viability work has been done by Three Dragons, taking account of 10% BNG uplift.  
  
It would not be possible to undertake a baseline survey of each site allocation, but Policy EN10: Biodiversity and 
Geodiversity clarifies that:  
Where there is evidence of deliberate neglect or damage to any of the District’s protected habitats and species, their 
deteriorated condition will not be taken into consideration. Instead, the previous condition and/or the ecological 
potential of the site will be used to decide the baseline for biodiversity calculations.  
  
  
The methodology for the Settlement Boundary Review was based on physical changes to settlements that had taken 
place since the previous review, approximately 20 years previous. The criteria for inclusion within the settlement limit 
were based on physical land use, rather than an assessment of potential landscape/biodiversity or other impacts, or as a 
way to identify brownfield sites, which would already benefit from a presumption in favour of development. Whilst 
inclusion within the Settlement Limit offers a principle in favour of development, all changes are minor, involving small 
areas of land, and would be subject to all Plan policies at planning application stage. 

We note that this chapter provides the overarching 
sustainable development policies of the plan, setting out the 
key criteria to be taken into account when assessing 
applications for development.  

The policy is now called GP1: Sustainable Development.  
 
It includes a criteria  to conserve and where appropriate enhance heritage assets and their settings. 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng) 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

 
Historic England welcomes the inclusion of criterion j) in 
Policy SC1. However, it would be appropriate for this 
criterion to use the word ‘conserving’ instead of ‘protecting’ 
and for its wording to also include the terms ‘heritage asset’ 
and ‘significance’. This would ensure that all types of 
heritage asset are covered. It would also ensure that the 
Council’s positive strategy for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment starts from the first 
strategic policy of the Local Plan by recognising that 
sustaining and conserving heritage assets will bring wider 
social economic and environmental benefits to Teignbridge 
and that the historic environment can make positive 
contributions to the local character and distinctiveness of 
places, and hence to sustainable development. This reflects 
the requirements of paragraphs 184 and 185 of the NPPF.  
 
  
We suggest the following re-wording of criterion j) to 
address these comments:  
j) protecting and where possible enhancing the character, 
appearance, historic interest and significance of affected 
landscapes, seascapes, settlements, street scenes, buildings, 
open spaces, trees and other environmental and heritage 
assets; 

 

Policy SC2: Settlement Limits and the Countryside 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support / Agree.  Important to prevent creep.  Noted  DLP1:07;   
DLP1:263  

Policy too vague and the lack of definition between what is 
and isn't allowed. Potential for inconsistent application of 
policy. The town roles section is also inconsistently applying 
different roles to each town that could equally apply to 
others, where the same descriptions are omitted.   
Specify what constitutes limited development relative to 
existing settlement size.  

Policy wording to provide greater clarity will be considered.  
  
‘Development relative to settlement size’ is addressed set out within the Sustainable Village Development Strategy.  
  
Policy wording to provide greater clarity will be considered. 
  
  

DLP1:04; DLP1:160;   
  

Settlement limits are inadequate - the villages close to 
Newton Abbot are being destroyed; buffers need to be much 
wider than is allowed for in the local plan.  

Settlement limits are adjusted according to the built form of the settlement and do not include buffer zones.  Strategic 
Open Breaks are addressed in Policy EN2, which is subject to review.  

DLP01:08; DLP1:301  

https://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/media/9642/sustainable-village-development-distribution-strategy.pdf
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Vital to focus on redevelopment of brownfield sites. Please 
prioritise environmental concerns / avoid building on 
agricultural land.   

The Local Plan Development Strategy prioritises the development of brownfield land.  DLP1:24; DLP1:36;   
DLP1:133;   
DLP1:323  

There is no mention of farm land. Is locally grown food not 
important  

Locally grown food is important, however, the Local Plan focusses on sites for future development and seeks to limit the 
impact on agricultural land wherever possible.  

DLP1:42  

Where a small development for Custom Build or Affordable 
housing, then Settlement Limits should be extended to 
include these smaller developments. In a village like 
Kingskerswell, there is a need for this type of housing and 
there are pockets of land which lend themselves to this type 
of development (eg fields in/ adjacent to KK2).   

Settlement limits have been reviewed and amended as part of plan-making process. Additional development within and 
at the edge of settlements is addressed in specific policies.    
  
Settlement limits will extend around development sites allocated in the Local Plan.    
  

DLP1:50  
DLP1:54  

Should be more than maintaining integrity of existing natural 
environment and networks but enhancing them.  

This is addressed in greater detail in Design and Wellbeing Policies DW9-DW12 and Environment Policies EN10-En15, 
which provide greater detail.    
  

DLP1:53  

Settlement limits should be agreed by local residents.  Settlement limits are based around the built form of the settlement and follow a standardised methodology detailed in 
the Settlement Boundary Review document.  
  

DLP1:97  

When referring to the Ball Clay mineral deposits they should 
be identified as ‘internationally and nationally important 
mineral deposits in the Districts rich reserves of Ball Clay’.  
In assessing development proposals in the countryside, 
particular account will be taken of the: adopt appropriate 
policies so that known locations of specific minerals 
resources of local and national importance are not sterilised 
by non-mineral development;     

Reference to ball clay deposits noted.  
  
When assessing any development proposal, the location of mineral deposits is fully considered and consultation 
undertaken with the Minerals Authority (Devon County Council) and any companies with corresponding minerals 
ownership/extraction rights.  
 
Amend references to ball clay.   

DLP1:81  

There is very little scope for permitted house building for 
landowners with a need to build a home.  If in the 
countryside, yet quite close to other residential properties 
then this shouldn't affect the countryside if in keeping or a 
better design and quality  

Noted.  Policy H8 provides some scope. DLP1:103;  
DLP1:109;  
  

Concerned that it is proposed that the area of Oaklands 
Wood occupied by Orchard Manor School (the review refers 
to the old schools Oaklands and Ratcliffe) should be included 
in the settlement area. There are expansion plans at this 
locality. However the majority of the remaining parts of 
Oaklands Wood are entirely within the existing settlement 
area. Whilst Shillingate Close should be within the 
settlement area, the wood should be outside it.  

The woodland surrounding the school lies on the boundary of the town and is therefore deemed to lie outside the 
settlement limit in accordance with Principle 3(a) of the Settlement Boundary Review Methodology.  The area between 
Shillingate Close and John Nash Drive is not on the boundary and therefore is part of the settlement.  

DLP1:156  

Teignmouth - support new homes - need more affordable/ 
starter homes to buy. Over 80% of houses are non-
affordable.  There should be development in Teignmouth to 
create new homes, jobs and services  

Development in Teignmouth will take place if suitable sites are available.  These will include a proportion of affordable 
and starter homes as set out in Policy H1.  
  

DLP1:167; DLP1:182  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The small villages should continue to be protected from over 
development in order to retain their rural character. The 
settlement limits should remain the same and the protection 
for open countryside should continue.    

Development in villages will be proportionate to the size of the village and the extent/capacity of its existing services 
and facilities,  
  
Settlement limits are only extended to reflect the current built form and any sites allocated for development in the 
Local Plan.  They do not extend into the open countryside.  

DLP1:169;DLP1:183; 
DLP1:207.   

Add timescale for settlement limit review.   The settlement limit review was conducted alongside the Local Plan Part 1 consultation.  However, we have also chosen 
to consider additional comments submitted during subsequent consultation exercises on the Local Plan Parts 2 and 
3.  There will be a final opportunity to comment on the changes during the Submission Stage Consultation period.  
  

DLP1:171  

The revised limits are not clearly recorded in the 
document.  There are no numbers. It should include 
reference to minimising the impact on the carbon footprint.  

The settlement limit refers to the physical edge of the settlement rather than any broader environmental limits.  
  
  

DLP1:190  

Concentrating development within the larger towns and 
villages makes more sense than a random distribution 
throughout smaller communities which lack supporting 
infrastructure such as shop, school, adequate public 
transport  

This is a key element of the proposed distribution strategy.   
  
  

DLP1:200  

Devon's integral character as a coastal and countryside 
region is being severely compromised by the recent 
expansion of housing. Green field countryside is being built 
on, creating the feeling of suburban sprawl.  Devon towns 
have traditionally had rural "gateways"  

The level of development planned for is limited to that which is required meet the targets set by Government.  The 
Local Plan Development Strategy prioritises the development of brownfield land, however an insufficient supply exists 
in Teignbridge to deliver the targets set.  Therefore, the balance of development must take place in other locations 
capable of accommodating growth.  
  

DLP1:235  

Small-scale, carbon-neutral social housing developments 
only.  

The Local Plan is required to deliver at least 10% of new homes on sites of less than 1 hectare.  Due to the housing 
targets set by Government, some larger sites will be required.  Carbon is addressed in Policy CC2.  

DLP1:305  

Object to a proposed contraction of a settlement boundary 
ST02 in Stokeinteignhead.  This parcel of land has been part 
of the local village settlement boundary for a significant 
period of time (at least since 1972) without the requirement 
of a hedge or wall.  This parcel of land has been used as a 
lawned garden by the Property Velroma since 2010.  2 lines 
of flowering trees were planted in 2010 to support the 
environment.  There has never previously been a 
requirement to build a wall or hedge on the North Western 
tip of this parcel of land. This parcel of land is a 
predominantly sloped, with a flat area at the bottom.    

Noted.  
 
Comment reviewed and amendment to be made to revised Stokeinteignhead settlement boundary. 

DLP1:248  

The AGLV in Chudleigh up from Kate Brook to the Gappah 
Ridge (abutting The Ugbrooke Estate) is land that should not, 
and, indeed, cannot be encroached upon. CH2 hosts both 
the Lesser Horseshoe Bat and the Common Pipistrelle bat. 
We have obtained proof that these bats fly here almost daily 
in the season (from March to October every year) and I have 
obtained from Chudleigh Wild, who put boxes on our 
property to monitor the bats.  

Noted.  Land that is classed as being of high biodiversity / Ecological value will be protected accordingly.  DLP1:253  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Historic England notes policy SC2’s assessment criteria for 
development proposals in the countryside and we support 
the inclusion of criteria a) and c), which cover landscape 
character and breaks between adjoining settlements. 
However, we consider that there should be an additional 
assessment criterion relating to the presence of heritage 
assets and especially to heritage assets at risk. Historic 
England maintains a Heritage at Risk Register (updated every 
Autumn) and there are 16 assets currently ‘at risk’ in 
Teignbridge. For ‘at risk’ places and sites located in the 
countryside, greater flexibility in their potential use and 
development may help to find solutions that address their 
condition and safeguard their future. This could be part of 
the Council’s positive strategy for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment as required by 
paragraphs 184 and 185 of the NPPF.  
 
  
 
Historic England notes that Part 2 of the Local Plan review 
will update the spatial strategy for the district and that as 
such Part 1 will continue to be based on the strategy 
outlined in paragraphs 2.4 and adopted Local Plan policies 
S14-S21. We do not wish to comment on this.  
 
We also note at paragraph 2.7 that a review of current 
settlement limits has been carried out and revised 
boundaries shown on Policies Maps. Historic England has 
provided separate comments on this review in relation to 
the historic environment – please see the general comments 
in our letter and detailed comments in Appendix E. In 
summary, we have some concerns about whether the review 
has appropriately taken into account the potential impacts 
(positive and negative) of the proposed changes on the 
historic environment and consider that Heritage Impact 
Assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to inform decision-
making on the proposed settlement limit changes. 

This policy is now GP3: Settlement Limits and the Countryside.  
 
Reference to heritage assets at risk is contained within criteria 5 of Policy EN17: Heritage Assets:  
5.Development should help secure sustainable long-term futures for heritage assets, especially those identified as being 
of highest risk of loss or decay.  
 
The Settlement Boundary Review was undertaken following a methodology to take account of land use to reflect actual 
changes over the past 20 years.  It was based on a set of Principles and clearly stated that land would not be included 
within a Settlement Limit where an extension could lead to development which has a potential to adversely affect the 
character and/or setting of a Conservation Area. 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng) 

 

Policy SC3: Ashburton and Buckfastleigh 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Potential for development should be similar to other 
Teignbridge development areas  

The towns are primarily in the national park.   Only a very small portion lies within Teignbridge Planning Authority 
area.   

DLP1:36  
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It’s very important that these towns have their own 
neighbourhood plan otherwise they will always be restricted 
in future developments as they fall with DNP.  The Park 
policy in general does not encourage development.  

Both towns have begun the Neighbourhood Planning process and are supported by TDC and DNPA as appropriate.  DLP1:103  

Buckfastleigh is in a limbo. People cannot work as there is no 
reliable transport to go to work throughout the week. That 
keeps people dependant on the state or poor. No attempt is 
made to improve it by running smaller buses. Dartmoor 
authority's insistence on maintaining a disneyland image of 
Dartmoor stops any development and provision of housing. 
Buckfastleigh is a ghost town as the current road route to 
town makes excellent effort of keeping people out of the 
town either driving through industrial estate or via not great 
looking houses on other side rather than using fore street. 
Both dartmoor and teignbridge make no effort to attract 
businesses to Buckfastleigh by incentivising them.   

Comments re public transport will be passed to Devon County Council and to Dartmoor NPA re housing.  
  
Comments re. business development will be passed to the TDC Economic Development Team for discussion with 
Dartmoor and to explore opportunities.  

DLP1:110  

Why are there no defined settlement limits?  These settlements predominantly lie in Dartmoor National Park (and Planning Authority) which has its own Local Plan.   DLP1:190  

 

Policy SC4: Neighbourhood Plans 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support; Great weight needs to applied to them in decision 
making. Should not be ignored.   
Support finding out what the community really wants rather 
than dictating what central government wants to build.  

A ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan has the same weight as a Local Plan.   DLP1:04; DLP1:05; 
DLP1:08;    
DLP1:36;  
DLP1:97;  
DLP1:103;  
  

Concerned why some areas some area do not have 
Neighbourhood Plan. Despite several attempts no sign of a 
Dawlish plan. Teignbridge must address this with town 
councils & proactively encourage.   

It is up to Town and Parish Councils to prepare Neighbourhood Plans if they wish to.  Teignbridge will provide support in 
accordance with Neighbourhood Planning Regulations.  

DLP1:07;   
DLP1:307  

Neighbourhood plans are extremely rigid in how they are 
applied to housing needs. Small rural communities don't just 
need affordable housing but also a wide range of properties 
to enable their economies to flourish.  Complicated and 
unrealistic form-filling for a small community with limited 
time and resources is unrealistic.  

Neighbourhood Plan legislation is set by central government.  However, Neighbourhood Plans can allocate and specify 
development in relation to the needs of their locality.  

DLP1:24  

How these can be embedded within planning when so few 
parish and town councils have produced them. Maybe 
support smaller councils to produce them.  

When ‘made’ (adopted), a Neighbourhood Plan has the same ‘weight’ as a Local Plan.  Support is available from the 
District Council and in the form of a Government support grant.  Town and Parish Council can also adjust finances and 
precept (if required) to create addition funds for support.  

DLP1:53  
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Policy SC5: Infrastructure 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

This section alludes to CIL, but should also refer to overall 
Benefit Cost Ratio of investing in infrastructure.  

The cost benefit ratio for infrastructure will vary according to the nature of provision and scale and location of 
development.  Therefore, we have chosen to express the importance and benefits of robust infrastructure delivery 
through the supporting text.  

DLP1:04  

Traffic / road infrastructure concerns.  New developments 
will add to the traffic congestion & pollution. Concern about.  
Wolborough street / Totnes Road area and East Street.   
Newton Abbot to Teignmouth, including Bitton Park Road.   

Noted.  We consult with the Highways Authority throughout the Local Plan development process in order to determine 
the impact of development on traffic congestion.   The impact on AQMAs is determined by our Environmental Health 
team.  This information enables appropriate mitigation measures to be planned.  The provision of sustainable travel, 
and active travel options are also priorities of the Local Plan.  

DLP1:05;   
DLP1:68;  
DLP1:91;  
DLP1:157;  
DLP1:160; DLP1:171;   
DLP1:199;   

Any new development should be sustainable in regard to the 
impact of the local infrastructure.  Local infrastructure is 
already under pressure. Consultation is needed with local 
Drs, Hospital, Dentists, Schools etc, and if they cannot cope 
then this is an important consideration.  Please do not then 
take the view that the Council cannot influence the NHS trust 
or the Department of Education to improve capacity so just 
progress regardless.    

Consultation with all service and infrastructure providers takes place throughout the Local Plan development process to 
determine the improvements required in relation to proposed scale of development. This includes NHS Devon.  
  

DLP1:05; DLP1:08;   
DLP1:46;   
DLP1:97;  
DLP1:103;  
DLP1:206;  
DLP1:207;   
DLP1:213; DLP1:264; 
DLP1:283  

Important to hold developers to providing walking and 
cycling links before any houses are occupied. Require green 
travel plan.  

These requirements are set out in the design and climate change policies.  Movement and travel Plans are required for 
development as set out in Policy DW1.  

DLP1:15; DLP1:201; 
DLP1:286  

New link Road in Dawlish desperately needed as well as a 
Kenton bypass  

Noted.   
Comments will be considered and discussed with the Highways Authority.  

DLP1:18  

CIL is levied at higher levels outside of towns. There is 
consequently zero infrastructure reinvestment in rural areas 
despite any new building works being charged the highest 
amount.  CIL policy is not achieving its purpose. There are no 
improvements to transport, sewage or other infrastructure 
paid for by this charge.  

CIL has raised significant funds which have been invested in strategic infrastructure improvements around the district, 
including new schools, roads and green spaces.   

DLP1:24  

There is no mention of the multifunctional potential of 
infrastructure, particularly green infrastructure, to deliver 
nature recovery networks and climate change mitigation.  

These are addressed specific theme policies later in the document  DLP1:38; DLP1:199;   

The infrastructure should be in place prior to developments.  Investment in infrastructure by developers prior to development is not always possible due to availability of 
finance.  However, the Council will strive to deliver infrastructure as early as possible (as stated in the Local Plan).  
  

DLP1:45  
DLP1:323  

Car parking; All too often the roads in new developments 
become crammed with parked cars because inadequate 
provision has been made for car parking. Creative design is 
also needed to separate cars and roads from dwellings as far 
as possible.  Pedestrians and cyclists should be given priority 
with trees and street furniture used to create softer spaces 
for people.   

Design guidance for car parking, streets and active movement is set out in the Design and Wellbeing chapter of the 
Local Plan.  
  

DLP1:73;  
DLP1:171  
DLP1:219  
DLP1:289  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

No new development should be built without at least one car 
space allowed, and all spaces to have charging points.   

Parking space requirements are set out in Parking Policy DW18, and the requirement for an electric vehicle charging 
point or supply/ducting to be provided on all properties with off-street parking is set out in Policy CC3.    
  

DLP1:75  

Good to see sport, recreational land and buildings included. 
Can be extended to cycle paths too.  Based on a para 96 
assessment of need.  Sport England has guidance on what is 
needed to meet para 96 of the NPPF.  

Noted. Sport, recreation and cycle paths are addressed in the Design and Wellbeing Policies.  DLP1:83  

NHS Devon (as an umbrella term for all Health Service 
Providers within the Teignbridge Council catchment area) 
should be designated as a statutory consultee in order that 
developers are able to be fully supported in understanding 
the Health requirements as a result of the planned 
development.  Under Public services the plan recognises the 
need for Primary Care infrastructure however it makes no 
mention of the impacts that new housing developments will 
have on Community and Acute care provision and these need 
to be included too. In addition there is need to consider how 
health services will be impacted by each development and 
how these impacts will be mitigated.  To properly inform the 
planning process, NHS Secondary Care (acute and 
community) needs are critical for sustainable development 
and healthy communities.  

NHS Devon is an essential consultee at every stage of the planning process that informs the Council of any future 
healthcare requirements associated with proposed new development and population growth, so that this can be 
planned and delivered appropriately alongside or in advance of new development.    
  

DLP1:101  

Concerned about loss of car parking capacity in Newton 
Abbot.  

Car parking capacity in Newton Abbot is the subject of assessment based on current need and projected future growth.  
  

DLP1:137  

Infrastructure should also be wildlife corridors through 
appropriate planting and management.  

Requirements for natural corridors are set out in Policy DW12.  DLP1:192; DLP1:199; 
DLP1:219;   

Building more roads doesn't necessarily relieve traffic 
congestion.  

Agreed, which is why the Local Plan requires the provision of, (or contribution towards) sustainable travel links and 
active travel as part of new development.  
  

DLP1:237  

More frequent public transport including electric buses.   Inclusion of, or access to sustainable travel links for new development is required by the Local Plan for all sites.  
Noted and comments also passed to DCC  

DLP1:307  

It sounds okay, but rarely ever actually happens. Cycle paths 
that actually go up & down steep hills, 'access roads' that 
quickly turn into major by-pass roads, 'community use' 
buildings that never happen due to funding constraints, 
'green spaces' that turn into the local dumping ground 
because there's no funding to look after them  

Noted.  The Local Plan contains policies that require appropriate infrastructure and ongoing management 
arrangements.  
Review relevant policies to ensure robust, defendable wording is in place.  

DLP1:246  

Living in an area without digital TV/DAB or high speed 
broadband I will support any policy to bring low cost, high 
speed digital connectivity to all dwellings in the community.  

Noted  DLP1:263  

Why do communities have to grow? This seems to presume 
growth is desirable, it is not.  

Growth is necessary to meet the needs of our growing population.  Growth is only places where local infrastructure and 
services can accommodate it or expand to meet it.  

DLP1:301  

Improve capacity of grid to accept large solar inputs.  This is work currently being planned for and undertaken by the National Grid.  DLP1:305  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Continue liaising with key providers to deliver Grid capacity increases.  

Historic England notes that the criteria f) and g) of Policy SC5 
are intended to ensure that the provision of new  
 
infrastructure considers adverse effects on European 
Protected wildlife sites and secures appropriate mitigation 
measures.  
 
We are seeking an additional criterion that consider the 
relationship of new infrastructure on the historic 
environment, given that heritage assets are an irreplaceable 
resource (see paragraph 184 of the NPPF). This criterion 
should seek to first avoid and then minimise any harm to the 
significance of the historic environment, and also seek to 
maximise opportunities for its enhancement.  
 
While the provision of new infrastructure can have negative 
impacts on the significance of heritage assets, either directly 
or indirectly through changes in their settings, or to wider 
historic townscapes and landscapes, it can also deliver 
positive impacts. For example, public realm improvements 
often accompany larger infrastructure and transport projects 
(or be undertaken in their own right), and if carefully 
designed can integrate well with and enhance the historic 
environment and local distinctiveness. Relevant guidance can 
be found in Streets for All (2018) and the South West version 
(2018), as well as in The Settings of Heritage Assets (2017). 

The policy is now GP7: Infrastructure and Transport Networks.  
 
 An additional criterion has not been included relating to heritage assets as the requirement for development to avoid 
and minimise harm to heritage assets and their settings is contained within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets. This policy 
would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including infrastructure. The Local Plan is read 
as a whole and should not contain repetition. Therefore, the criteria within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets do not need to 
and should not be repeated. 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng) 

 

Policy SC6:  Viability 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

SC6: viability appears to be a 'get out' clause which would 
enable big developers to not stick with agreed 
proposals.   Developers should be made to demonstrate with 
robust evidence justifying any proposals in variation.  A fee 
should be set for the viability appraisal which would cover 
legal costs for the council if it had to go through judicial 
process.  

Viability checking is undertaken as part of the planning application process to ensure that ensure that any variations can 
be fully evidenced and justified. Recovery of costs associated with the need for independent assessment (if required) is 
included in Policy.  Recovery of any costs associated with a possible judicial process could only be recovered 
retrospectively.  

DLP1:33 

Historic England notes that Policy SC6 sets out three criteria, 
one or more of which have to be satisfied in order for a  
 

This policy is now GP8: Viability.  
 
Criteria relating to enabling development are contained within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets 5 criteria to be 
satisfied as follows:  

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng) 
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development proposal to justify a deviation from policy 
requirements on the grounds of viability. We also note that 
Policy EN16: Heritage Assets includes reference to enabling 
development where there is no viable option available with 
the associated assessment criteria set out in paragraph 7.79. 
The NPPF states that plans should set out a positive strategy 
for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment, which should take into account the desirability 
of putting heritage assets to viable uses consistent to their 
conservation (paragraph 185 a). Paragraph 196 of the NPPF 
explains that in cases where a development proposal will 
lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a 
designated heritage asset, harm should be weighed against 
the public benefits of the proposal, including securing 
optimum viable use (where appropriate). Finally paragraph 
202 of the NPPF advises on how to approach cases of 
enabling development.  
 
Historic England has recently published new advice on 
enabling development that is also accompanied by a useful 
flow chart. Neither Policy SC6 nor its explanatory text below 
include reference to the viability in relation to the use of 
heritage assets or for cases of enabling development. As a 
minimum, therefore, we are seeking an appropriate 
explanation of the relationship between these two policies 
and the insertion of a cross-reference to Policy EN16 in Policy 
SC6. For example, additional text could be added to the end 
of Policy SC6 follows:  
 
The implementation of this policy requirement and the 
associated provision of a viability appraisal does not preclude  
 
applications being made for enabling development under 
Policy EN16, provided that this is the only way to secure the 
future conservation of a heritage asset.  
 
Additional explanatory text could also be added as follows: 
Enabling development is development that would not be in 
compliance with local and/or national planning policies, and 
not normally be given planning permission, except for the 
fact that it would secure the future conservation of a 
heritage asset with a conservation deficit. Whilst only 
applicable in certain circumstances, enabling development 
can be a useful tool. Early discussion with the Council and 
engagement with other consultees such as Historic England is 
recommended to work through the possible options in 

• there is clear evidence of a conservation deficit;   

• there is no viable alternative option available, including sources of funding;  

• the development is the minimum required to achieve the conservation of the heritage asset and is of a type, 
design and in a location to minimise harm to other public interests;  

• the benefits of the scheme outweigh any non-compliance with other planning policies;   

• mechanisms are in place to secure the future conservation of the heritage asset.  
 
The Council understands its statutory duty in relation to the historic environment, but this does not need to be 
repeated in the supporting text of Policy EN17. 
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relation to the asset(s) in question, and to understand 
whether they are acceptable. Further advice on the process 
and information requirements can be found in Historic 
England’s advice on enabling development.  
 
We also note from paragraph 2.21 that viability consultants 
will be conducting a viability assessment of the draft Local 
Plan, which may lead to changes to some policies and a 
review of the CIL charging schedule. This would be a good 
opportunity to explore options for using policies to help 
conserve and enhance heritage assets as part of the positive 
strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment required by paragraph 185 of the NPPF. We 
would also like to point out in relation to paragraph 2.20 that 
the Council has statutory obligations in relation to the 
historic environment and in particular for listed buildings and 
conservation areas under sections 66 and 72 of the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, which 
should also be taken into account. 

 

General 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

In Dawlish a planned early years / community centre, new 
primary healthcare setting within the major DA development 
north east of Dawlish never materialised. TDC must learn 
from this and ensure that promises of sustainable 
developments are delivered.  

Noted.  A more comprehensive and robust Local Plan Policy framework will ensure that this situation is unlikely to 
occur.  

DLP1:07;   

This is a plan to enforce the over-development of 
Teignbridge to provide housing on a scale that is not proven 
to be required.  

The scale of development only meets the targets for the District set by Government based on a standard formula 
applied to all authorities around the country, that we are required to meet.  

DLP1:08;   
DLP1:90; DLP1:91  

So much development in a few short decades and yet there 
is still a lack of affordable housing / infrastructure  

Due to the way that development is delivered in this country, the percentage of affordable housing built by developers 
is limited to set percentage (based on location).  
  
The infrastructure requirements for new development are set out in detail in the Local Plan Policies in greater detail 
than previous plans to ensure adequate and appropriate facilities and services are provided.   
  

DLP1:13;   
DLP1:33;  
DLP1:46  

Need for us to look again at alternative use of empty 
buildings within the centre of Newton Abbot.  

Noted.  This work is ongoing  
  

DLP1:13;  

The consultation process is not working. For example this 
questionnaire is complicated and far from user friendly.  

Noted.  We will take account of the various comments submitted to us and use this information to design future 
questionnaires.   
Take account of the various comments submitted to us and use this information to design future questionnaires.  

DLP1:13;  

Any new development and road improvements should 
ensure pedestrian and cycle space is wide enough and 

Guidance on pedestrian and cycle spaces, street trees and urban greening it detailed in the Design and Wellbeing, and 
the Design Code.  

DLP1:15; DLP1:259;   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

separated from the traffic with green infrastructure to 
absorb noise and pollution. This would also support the 
greening of the built environment. 20 mph speed limits 
would also help  

  

Delay this review in order to assess the impact of Covid-19 on 
offices and working from home.  It is clear that there is an 
opportunity to radically rethink the way people work.   
The council needs to take more time to understand the 
smaller rural communities, Small rural communities need to 
have a vibrant local economy, where residents are 
encouraged to work from home and buy local. A few houses 
in every village where people who work locally are able to 
live would solve a large number of issues.  

The Council will continue to monitor the impacts of COVID.  The plan is proposing to maximise town centre 
development and include 10% of new homes in smaller sites mainly around villages.    
The housing growth is driven by housing requirements determined by central government.   
  
  

DLP1:24; DLP1:201;   

Object to all policies in Chapter  Noted.   
  

DLP1:39  

Pedestrians need to feel they are safe to use pavements and 
have safe crossings on main routes.  

These will be provided as advised by the Devon County Highways Authority.  
  
  

DLP1:42  

Residents are usually more tolerant of houses being built if 
they are not part of a huge development.  Large-scale 
developments obviously have their place but smaller projects 
are not seen as such an overwhelming change for local 
residents.  Custom/self built homes in particular also have 
the advantage of not being seen as a money-making machine 
for a big developer.  Local residents are more likely to engage 
with a small Custom/Self built project, especially since many 
of the people involved will end up being their neighbours.  

Noted. At least 10% of local plan allocations will be small sites.   
  
  

DLP1:50  
DLP1:54  

Object to Wolborough and impact on nearby villages / 
wildlife.   

NA3 is already an adopted Local Plan allocation  DLP1: 51;  
DLP1:116;   

Car parking in Denbury makes the roads more dangerous 
than they need to be. Car parks off-Road might help. No 
houses should be built without off-Road parking.  

Parking standards and requirements for new development are set out in Policy DW18.    
Policy wording to be reviewed to ensure that should on-street parking be provided as part of new development, then it 
should not impede any vehicular movement.  

DLP1:56  

Cockwood; the village settlement boundary should be 
amended to take in the front of the land adjacent to 50 
Cofton Hill, Woodview, and finishing around the property at 
No.52 which would finalise the settlement boundary once 
and for all.    All these properties were involved with the 
Nursery Trade which unfortunately is no longer viable.   

No.52 Cofton Hill is detached from the Cockwood settlement by fields that do not form the curtilage of No.50 or 
No.52.  Therefore, in accordance with Principle 1 of the Settlement Boundary Review methodology, the boundary must 
remain as shown.  

DLP1:65  

Public transport is not connected in key areas with other key 
areas. Haldon Forest Park does not have a bus service to 
encourage people to visit the park sustainably.  They receive 
grants for age concern and yet there is no provision for 
access for elderly apart than a car.     

 This is outside the remit of the Local PLan.  
  

DLP1:103  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

In reality none of us live in a sustainable community. Start 
reopening train branch lines and then we will see a reduction 
in cars on the road.  Make designated safe bike lanes so 
cyclists are not risking their lives just to go to work.  Enable 
children to walk to school.  

Requirements for good design are detailed in the Design and Wellbeing Policies and the Design Code, including 
sustainable links.. 

DLP1:103  

To build quality over quantity that have a more traditional 
cottage like appearance that is far more pleasing.  

New design Policies have been added to the Local Plan in order to improve the design quality and functionality of new 
development/communities.  

DLP1:110  

We have seen developers with 106 orders to provide 
allotment fields with two developments in Newton Abbot fail 
to deliver these fields. It is now seven years since work began 
on the sites and it is obvious to the NADCAA Management 
Committee that not enough thought was put into what was 
required when these 106 orders were issued. It is essential 
that these allotment fields are gold standard, the displaced 
wildlife will have to go.  

Requirements for allotment provision on new developments are set out in Policy DW3.  
  
Existing wildlife and habitats will be protected as far as possible.  If this is not possible, then appropriate mitigation 
measures applied.  
  
The delivery of allotments on the Newton Abbot developments referred to are a matter for the Development 
Management team that dealt with the application and have no direct bearing on the refreshed Local Plan other than to 
highlight the need for robust, dedicated policy, which we have done.  

DLP1:116  

Pavements should not be used as parking spaces.  Agreed, Parking standards for new development are set out in Policy DW3.  DLP1:120  

The Plan should commit to firm numbers on items such as 
carbon reduction levels, an accepted maximum enlargement 
of a settlement outside of existing boundaries against which 
any increase is measured.   

Local Plan carbon reduction targets will accord with Government policy and are set out in detail with corresponding 
policy in the Climate Change chapter.  
  
Growth of settlements responds to housing needs targets set by Government.  Growth is proportionate to the 
settlement in village locations with adequate local facilities and services, while larger strategic development sites are 
located adjacent to larger towns.  Achieving low carbon development on future Local Plan allocations is addressed 
through various Policy requirements throughout the document.  

DLP1:160;   

Protect / do not build on woodland.   Noted.  Protected woodland will not be allocated for development in the Local Plan.  DLP1:172  

Larger gardens and more natural green space for people and 
wildlife in developments.   

The requirement for natural infrastructure is set out in DW3. DLP1:199  

Need national policies to address unsustainable population 
growth.  

Not a Local Plan matter.  DLP1:203  

Concerned about pressure on green space including sports 
facilities and pitches.   

Publicly accessible green space is an integral element of new developments, which is required in detail by Policies DW2 
& 3.    
  
Recreational Land and Buildings are protected under Policy GP6 and National Planning Policy. If development is 
unavoidable, they must be replaced with equivalent of improved provision in a suitable location.  
  

DLP1:207  

Parker Morris Standards for house building – we have the 
smallest living space per person in Europe now.  

Noted  
  

DLP1:219  

You seem to still be allowing planning permissions on flood 
plains.  

The Local Plan will not permit development on the functional flood plan. The Environment Agency are fully consulted 
throughout the Local Plan process and on planning applications and their advice and guidance followed. Flood Risk is 
addressed by Policy EN6.  

DLP1:237  

Protect coastal landscape including of Teign Estuary / 
Shaldon.  

The coastal landscape is protected by various Policies listed in the Environment Chapter.  DLP1:264  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Each area should have a town manager who looks at the 
economic development and cultural development within the 
specified area.  

Noted, but this is not a Local Plan matter.  
 

DLP1:264  

Why is 'high quality natural environment' only assigned as a 
role to Dawlish? This should be a role for all areas.  

This reflects the RAMSAR site and SSSI at Dawlish Warren.  The role does not suggest that this is unimportant in other 
areas, only that it is more notable in the Dawlish locality.  

DLP1:280  

Draft policy DW12 is very important.   Noted. This is relevant to Design and Wellbeing chapter.  DLP1:292   

Support the principle of locally generated energy & would 
like to avoid the use of large solar farms in the district. in 
favour of solar panels on all new buildings. Could planning 
regulations not insist on this?  

At present National Planning Policy does not require the inclusion of renewable technologies on new 
development.  However, the Climate Change chapter in the draft Local Plan, particularly Policy CC2 requires 
development to be carbon neutral through broad compliance with an energy hierarchy.  The  impact on development 
viability is also a consideration.    
Review the requirement for renewable technologies on new development, particularly through Policy CC2.  

DLP1:301  

CO2 causes very mild warming and a large increase in plant 
growth, which benefits the planet. The people who tell you 
CO2 is dangerous should not be listened to.  

The Council has declared a climate emergency.  DLP1:311  

The Local Plan should specifically counter the type of housing 
development that is unsustainable, encouraging commuting, 
and migration away from other areas.  The Local Plan should 
consider that LESS travel is to be encouraged, and where 
travel is necessary, it should preferably be by public 
transport systems.  

Local plans cannot prevent inward migration. However, the policies and allocations will try to provide a basis for 
achieving the goals of less travel and opportunities for non-car travel.  

DLP1:313  

 

Section 3: Climate Change 

Climate Change Introduction (Paras 3.1 – 3.10) 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

The Plan should recognise that the climate emergency is 
closely aligned with a biodiversity emergency   
  
  
  
Tree, hedge and woodland planting are suggested as part of a 
solution in offsetting carbon. While we support this, we 
highlight that other semi-natural habitats are also valuable 
stores of carbon.  
  
  
  

 Accepted. A relevant reference to biodiversity importance can be added to final sentence of opening para 3.1. The 
strong emphasis given to biodiversity context elsewhere in the plan, through policies EN10 and EN11 already covers a 
significant part of the concern.  
  
 
Noted. The point raised about semi-natural habitats is acknowledged, however, it does not require a change to para 
3.9.  
  
  
Para 3.1, final sentence, add ‘biodiversity impact’  

DLP1:E:085  

Para 3.1 Climate change “is” and “will” threaten how we live 
rather than “could”. The effects listed are only the “direct 
effects”, there are many indirect effects and consequences.  

Noted.   
  
  

DLP1:E:093  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

  

Para 3.3 The latest CCC Carbon Budgets and their modelling 
are likely to be updated to bring these in line with the UK's 
legal requirements under the Paris Climate Protocol.   
  
It should be highlighted that the current Carbon Budgets are 
inadequate and likely to be revised significantly downwards, 
so the Local Plan will be updated accordingly.  
  
The government's own figures are for territorial emissions 
only, so do not include net Carbon imports. Net imported 
emissions could account for an additional 30-50%.  
  

Noted.   
  

DLP1:E:093  

Para 3.5 Policies tackling energy and Climate Change have 
wider medium to long-term economic and social benefits, so 
the word “can” should be omitted from the first line of this 
paragraph.  
  

Noted  
  

DLP1:E:093  
  
  
  
  
  

Box 1. Climate Change Targets.      Why not have a table 
related to targets for Teignbridge.  
  

Noted.   
  

DLP1:E:093  

Para 3.8 and others show a confusion in the use of the terms 
“zero” and “low” with reference to “technologies”. It is 
unclear why there is a reference to this here.  
Throughout the plan “technologies” sometimes refer to 
Primary Energy generation and sometimes to Energy 
consumption.  
  

Agree (in part) As suggested terminology needs to be consistent within supporting text across the chapter. In the 
circumstance of para 3.8 the transition period to carbon neutral emissions can be more clearly expressed although the 
existing content is reasonably accurate.  
  

DLP1:E:093  
  
  
  
  

Para 3.9 Current tree area in Teignbridge is 12480ha. A 5% 
increase is 624ha. Assume a sequestration rate of 4.01 
tonnes/ha/year then this sequesters 2.5kt of CO2e.  
In 2017 LULUCF was -41.5kt. Overall, 2017 emissions were 
772.69 kt.   
While 0.3% is a welcome contribution, it will only represent a 
small level of mitigation in Teignbridge’s Carbon Emissions.  
  

Noted  
  

DLP1:E:093  
  
  
  
  

Existing woodland should be retained and protected (TPOs) 
to aid carbon sequestration.  

 Policy EN16: Trees, Hedges and Woodlands protects existing woodland.  DLP1:E:098  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Historic England welcomes and supports intent to transition 
to a carbon neutral future following the declaration of a 
climate emergency by the Government in May 2019.   
We recognise that the historic environment sector must 
contribute to reducing greenhouse gas emissions, so as to 
minimise the most harmful impacts of climate change. Given 
the scale of the challenges, Historic England has committed 
to collaborating to understand and address the impacts of 
climate change on the historic environment as a signatory to 
the Joint Heritage Sector Statement on Climate Change in 
June 2020.  
  
Research by Historic England has found that reusing, 
refurbishing and  
retrofitting existing buildings should be a priority for meeting 
the Government’s net zero carbon target by 2050, taking into 
account their embodied carbon and that we can reduce the 
carbon emissions of historic buildings by over 60% by then if 
we take a whole of life carbon approach.   

Noted. The Climate Change policies, such as CC2: Carbon Statements do relate to historic buildings as well as new build 
developments. Retro fitting of existing properties is supported but cannot be required retrospectively through planning 
policy.  

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
  

 

Policy CC1: Resilience 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  Noted  
  

DLP1:05;  DLP1:24; 
DLP1:73;  DLP1:103;  
DLP1:130;  DLP1:200;  
DLP1:263;  DLP1:301;  
DLP1:307; DLP1:E:22  
DLP1:E:37; DLP1:E:54  
DLP1:E:56; 
DLP1:E:102;  
  
  

Policy item e) is not prescriptive enough and too vague to be 
applied.  

Agree (in part) The mix of uses and activities emphasis is also dependent upon other policies in the plan, including those 
in Design & Wellbeing Chapter. Policy CC1 is strategic in nature, therefore, linking with other relevant policies to be 
fully understood.  
  
Policy CC1, item e) amended to clarify meaning.                   

DLP1:04; DLP1:E:047; 
DLP1:E:110; 
DLP1:E:111;  
  
  

The council must act now to build the communities able to 
face future changes in climate change with associated risks of 
flooding amongst others. Plans need to be resilient  
  

Acknowledge need for swift response to climate challenges which is also addressed by TDC corporate Climate Strategy.  
   

DLP1:07; DLP97;  
DLP1:190; DLP201;   
DLP1:286  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

  
  

The in-combination effects of proposed developments must 
be looked at on all proposals.  
  

Agree. Policy CC1 is inclusive of other policies which may be relevant, including infrastructure.  
  

DLP1:15  
  
  

Climate Change is fact. Where the word ‘should’ is used in 
items b), c), d) and e) change to ‘must’.  
The wording needs to be stronger, e.g. ‘development will not 
be permitted unless ….’  
  

Agree (in part) The phrasing of some of the policy requirements could be strengthened in a way similar to that 
suggested. It is necessary to comply with current planning guidance/case law in this regard.  
  
Policy CC1, items to be amended as follows:  
c) …. including minimising use or contamination of energy, water, soil and materials through the development process;       
d) production of local food, renewable energy and local building materials, provision of green infrastructure, with 
particular emphasis on space for trees, will be maximised; 

DLP1:33; DLP1:38  
  
  

The policy is hypocritical. We cannot build on a mass scale 
and imply that climate change is at the forefront.  
  

Not accept. The policy is about resilience through adaptations and mitigation.   
  

DLP1:39; DLP1:109;  
DLP1:131  
  
  

Contamination of soil must not be allowed to occur on any 
new allotment site.(as per item c))  
  
  

Noted.  
  

DLP1:116  
  
  

There should not be any use of fossil fuel, so replace ‘fossil 
fuel scarcity’ wording in second line of policy.  
  
Fossil fuel scarcity should be replaced with ‘elimination of 
fossil fuel use’ to make policy effective.  
  
Item c) energy contamination is unclear.  

Agree (in part) The sentiment is correct but the term is not particularly out of place in the first sentence of the policy.  
  
  

DLP1:171; DLP1:E:078 
DLP1:093; DLP1:E:105  
DLP1:E:131;  

Encourage renewable energy for all new builds i.e. solar 
panels.  
  

Noted. The concern expressed is more properly covered in Policy CC2: Carbon Statements.  
  
  

DLP1:207  

CC1 should refer to role of natural infrastructure.  
  
  

Agree.   
A relevant reference to natural/green infrastructure should be added to item d) of the policy.  
  

DLP1:E:012  

Welcome the advances in the plan towards climate change, 
but TDC should go further in terms of addressing this major 
issue.  
  

Noted. Emerging national planning guidance for Climate matters at local development plan level will enable policies to 
be further strengthened in the draft plan.  
  
  

DLP1:E:020  

Insufficient detail on the role of food, farming and rural 
landscapes in climate change.  
  

Not accepted. It is unnecessary for the local plan to provide further detail in these topic areas which represent land 
management rather than development related aspects in the main.  
  
  

DLP1:E:025  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Transitioning to carbon neutral future must be a key driver of 
the Local Plan Review. CC1 should contain requirement to 
build to Code 6 standard.  
  

Agree (in part) The policy is about resilience through adaptations and mitigation. The suggested requirement for 
inclusion of Code 6 standard is more relevant to Policy CC2: Carbon Statements. It would require some further changes 
to national planning guidance in order to incorporate as put forward.  
  
  

DLP1:E:032  

CC1 should relate to defined settlements, which should be 
clarified in the policy. Small villages cannot become self-
sufficient.  
  

Not accepted. Policy CC1 states in item e) ‘ … settlements and across Teignbridge will be guided towards a balance 
which improves self-sufficiency.’  
Therefore, the focus on resilience for new development is relevant to small villages albeit through the wider prism of 
Sustainable Communities policies contained in Chapter 2.  
  
  

DLP1:E:040  

CC1's requirement for locally sourced materials is 
unreasonable as materials may not be available or 
appropriate.  
  

Not accepted. The connotation is incorrect. Policy CC1 clearly states ‘…,renewable energy and local building materials 
should be maximised’ in item d) which is a reasonable policy aspiration with some latitude, that is further detailed in 
the Design and Wellbeing Chapter under Policy DW4 and Building Design: Traditional Materials of the District section.  
  
  

DLP1:E:067  
  

There is a need for enabling resilience of the natural 
environment to climate change. This will be best achieved 
through making space for nature, natural processes and 
dynamic habitats. Habitats and species may ‘move’ to higher 
latitudes and altitudes, so this needs to be accounted for in 
long term planning. The Devon Nature Recovery Network 
Map will be a critical tool in this.  
  
  
  

Noted. The importance of resilience of the natural environment to climate change is well made. A policy framework 
which covers these aspects, including nature recovery comes under Policy EN10: Biodiversity in the Environment 
chapter.  
  

DLP1:E:085  

Policy CC1 risks muddling adaptation and mitigation.  The 
policy could be divided into two distinct parts; one 
addressing climate change mitigation and one addressing 
climate change adaptation.  
  
It would be strengthened by setting out specific measures 
and how development can help existing areas adapt to the 
impacts of climate change.  For example, adaptation 
measures might include the implementation of NFM schemes 
up-catchment which will help lock carbon, reduce runoff, 
improve water quality and enhance/create resilient 
habitats.   
   
Part a) of the policy refers to ‘taking account of climate 
change in assessing the flood risk of developments’.  We 
recommend that the policy text here is updated and 
expanded to say ‘taking account of climate change in 

The opening sentence of the policy remains to read:  
 
“The Council will work with communities, developers and infrastructure providers to ensure that the future impact of 
climate change will be minimised through adaptations and mitigation.” It is not considered necessary to create two 
separate parts of policy, as both aspects are required to minimise climate change.  
 
The Local Plan avoids setting out specific measures on how development can help existing areas adapt, as it can only 
require measures required as a result of new development. This may include natural flood management schemes 
where required.  
 
Part a) revision has been made. 
 
Criterion a) of the policy reads:   
 
“a) taking account of climate change in assessing the flood and coastal erosion risks to and from developments;” 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

assessing the flood and coastal erosion risks to and from 
developments’.   

Policy CC1 should allow for sustainable modes of transport, 
not just walking, given the nature of the district.  
  

Agreed (in part) Item e) should include the term ‘sustainable travel choices’ instead of ‘facilities within walkable areas’.  
  

DLP1:E:140  

Historic England would welcome an additional criterion in 
Policy CC1: Resilience (with associated explanatory text) to 
ensure that measures associated with climate change, 
adaptations and mitigation consider the potential impacts on 
the historic environment.  

Policy EN17 of the Local Plan sets out the approach to conserving and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and 
their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, 
including climate change adaptation and mitigation measures. The Local Plan is read as a whole and should not contain 
repetition. Therefore, the criteria within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets do not need to and should not be repeated.  

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

 

Policy CC2: Carbon Statements 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  Noted  
  

DLP1:07; DLP1:53; 
DLP1:73; DLP1:103;  
DLP1:109; DLP1:200;  
DLP1:207; DLP1:248;  
DLP1:263; DLP1:E:37  
DLP1:E:54; DLP1:56;  
DLP1:E:063; DLP1:070  
DLP1:E:123; 
DLP1:E:131;  
  

The policy is not strong enough. Energy saving and 
generation should be standard in all new buildings, unless 
obviously not possible. Must ensure CC policies are not 
negated by cost savings/economics.  
  

 Agree (in part) Policy CC2 is aimed at the construction of all new homes and non-residential floor space. The overall 
strength of the policy will be influenced by the final government stance on Future Homes Standard, as referenced in 
para 3.14 and other national guidance.  
  
  

DLP1:04; DLP1:38  
DLP1:237; DLP1:E:032; 
DLP1:E:047;  
  

The new developments planned will add extra traffic to an 
already congested area. Will not achieve carbon neutral 
policy requirement.  

Noted. Broader point raised about development strategy rather than carbon statements which is focus of CC2.  
  

DLP1:05  
  
  
  
  

There is no more capacity in the Western Power 
infrastructure for more power generation. Until this is solved 
with upgrades there is no chance of producing more 
renewable energy on the required scale.  
  

Agree (in part) Although capacity point correct, it does not undermine the policy approach towards transport, energy 
demand as defined. Plan period is for a long-term period to 2040 and allows for an improved capacity for power to 
emerge in Devon and southwest region.  
  
  

DLP:24  
  
  
  

The policy is hypocritical.  Noted  
  

DLP:39  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Allotments are a main contributor to soaking up carbon, 
there needs to be enough of them to deliver a very important 
job for the environment.  
  

Point is reasonable for other policies, such as CC1-Resilience and DW14-Allotments but outside the main scope of CC2.  
   
   

DLP:116  
  
  

The policy should state that developers must be held 
accountable for non-compliance although they may 
demonstrate how they are contributing to reduce carbon.  
The carbon offsetting fund appears to be a get out clause. 
Ensure strength of policy remains.  
  

Not accepted. Non-compliance with CC2 would be considered a serious matter for future development schemes, as it 
would for other Climate Change policies in the plan.  
Carbon offsetting is an acknowledged means for allowing for when carbon reduction is a requirement; it may though be 
subject to change following updated government guidance in the future.  
  

DLP:171; DLP:190;   
DLP1:E:004;  
DLP1:E:025  

The policy must aim to be genuinely neutral.  
  

Noted. The plan contains a realistic approach towards the carbon neutral requirement and specifies (in definition at 
end of CC2) it means ‘development where emissions from all regulated energy use are eliminated or off-set’ and 
crucially, ‘This definition may be reviewed in the future’ leaving further room to sharpen the aim of Policy CC2. The 
revised version of CC2 is focused on realising net zero carbon emissions from residential development schemes. 
  
  

DLP1:286  
  

Unintended negative impacts need to be avoided, such as 
huge solar farms, fire risk from lithium batteries storing 
energy & then producing toxic fumes  
  
The plan should require solar/pv on new roofs and should 
not allow solar farms that reduce carbon capture and food 
production.  
  

Noted. Potential negative impacts on the environment of solar farms is covered elsewhere in the plan; with Policy CC5: 
Renewable and Low Carbon Energy and individual policies in the Environment Chapter, such as EN4: Landscape 
Protection and Enhancement.  
The potential risks from lithium batteries must be managed and is partially covered by Policy CC6: Storage and para 
3.37; ultimately, the main controls come under other regulations, such as Environmental Health and Health and Safety.  
Revised Policy CC2 does include a need for all large non-residential development with a roof area over 200 sqm to 
include solar pv to minimise the need for energy generation infrastructure on greenfield sites which partially meets the 
concern raised. 
  

DLP1:301; DLP1:E:055  
  

Carbon statements should be thoroughly scrutinised by 
appropriately qualified experts to prevent 'cheating' or 
misrepresentation of data.   
  
  

Noted. As with other technical supporting statements there is often a need to check through by specialists to assist 
Planning Officers. There is also clarification that Building Control will have input to the assessment process in paragraph 
3.17 of the draft plan.  
   
  

DLP1:307  

Net gains in biodiversity in all developments is required.  
  

Not accepted. Outside the ambit of Policy CC2 although importance of securing net gains in biodiversity from new 
development is important.  
  
  

DLP1:323  

CC2 should include requirement for sustainably sourced UK 
timber.  
  

Noted. Such a requirement is beyond the scope of the policy and is covered partially by the provisions of CC1, item d).  
  
  

DLP1:E:012  

New industrial and farm buildings should have solar panels 
on roofs.  
  

Noted. Policy CC2 does allow for solar PV on new industrial and farm buildings. There would be some value to provide 
additional wording in this regard to support the potential for greater coverage.  The revised policy does include a need 
for all large non-residential development with a roof area over 200 sqm to include solar pv. 
 

DLP1:E:028  

 In CC2-greater emphasis on good quality, useable pedestrian 
and cycle provision required.   

Not accepted. These aspects are more properly covered in Policy CC4: Sustainable Transport.  
  

DLP1:E:032  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

  

Concern about the financial implications of CC2 and impacts 
on viability.  
  
The policy sets a higher standard than proposed in FHS and 
significantly earlier on plan adoption.  
TDC must provide evidence that policy is justified and 
effective in accord with para 35 of NPPF.   
Explicit recognition should be included within the policy that 
site and project specific factors may justify a departure from 
the hierarchy without rendering proposals inconsistent with 
the policy.  
  
CC2 should be more flexible.  
District heating solutions should be allocated and delivered 
by energy provider not developer.  
  

Noted. The requirements of Policy CC2 will be included within a viability assessment of the whole plan and may change 
as a result. (As conveyed in a note attached to the policy)  
CC2 is already flexible in terms of connection to a local decentralised energy scheme, in relation to Energy Hierarchy 
component of policy to ‘Maximise the proportion of energy from low carbon or renewable sources.’ Individual 
development site allocations may go further in this regard to clarify any DH requirements.  
  
  

DLP1:E:034; 
DLP1:E:067; 
DLP1:E:092; 
DLP1:E:106; 
DLP1:E:108;  
DLP1:E:118;  
DLP1:E:125;  
DLP1:E:140;  
   

All new homes should be as energy and water self-sufficient 
as possible.  
  

Noted  
  

DLP1:E:043  

Bovey Tracey cannot accept any new development until a 
new school is built.  
CC2 is supported, including carbon offsetting fund, but policy 
considered vague.  
  

Noted. The school point is not relevant to Policy CC2, instead is more aligned with Part 2 of the Draft Plan.  
TDC will publish further guidance on the production of Carbon Statements which will help to clarify the policy, as 
referenced in the supporting text. 
  
  

DLP1:E:052  

CC2 should prevent natural gas being supplied to new 
housing and must require solar/pv on all east/south/west 
roof slopes of residential and non-residential buildings.  
  
Geothermal energy if large scale should be utilised.  
  

Agree (in part) The policy does not promote or support natural gas provision to development sites and offers clear 
emphasis for renewable or low carbon sources within the Energy Hierarchy.  
Roof slopes orientation for solar PV is overly prescriptive for CC2, it would be more usefully covered in further guidance 
on the production of Carbon Statements.  
  
  

DLP1:E:055; DLP1:074  

CC2 should include the phrase "where appropriate" and all 
criteria should not be a requirement of development. The 
Building Regs is the correct tool to achieve this.  
  

Not accepted. Policy CC2 already offers a reasonable level of choice for developers without adding ‘’where 
appropriate’’ as requested. For instance, second para states: ‘Proposals should achieve these carbon reductions broadly 
in compliance with the following Energy Hierarchy ….’ which is retained in part 1 of the revised policy. 
 
And in third para, ‘Where it is not feasible or viable to deliver carbon reduction requirements on-site, methods such as 
off-site provision will be considered.’ (Also retained in 2.d of the revised policy) 
 
On the second point about Building Regs, relevant advice on such requirements is already given in the form of a cross-
reference in para 3.17 for evidence in the Carbon Statement.  The revised policy also contains relevant Building Regs 
references to clarify intent of approach to be followed on new schemes. 
  
  

DLP1:E:067  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The second para of CC2 states that the policy seeks to 
“achieve Carbon reductions”, this may be misleading as it 
does not state the level of reduction expected as shown in 
table 6 on page 37.  
  

Noted. The table on page 37 primarily relates to national rather than local carbon reduction levels. It is not necessary to 
specify in the policy as suggested. The revised CC2 provides a clearer link to carbon targets expressed nationally, in the 
first para which states: ‘The Council will by all possible means work towards meeting national and local carbon budgets 
aligning with the Paris Agreement and minimise our contribution towards further global warming.’      
  

DLP1:E:078  
  
  

The last para defines the meaning of “Carbon Neutral” 
developments that is to eliminate, sequester or offset all 
regulated emissions.   
  
The second para of this policy states that that the policy 
seeks to “achieve Carbon reductions”, this may be misleading 
as it does not state that the level of reduction expected is 
100%. Should also define the term Carbon neutral.   
  
Criterion a) is vague and should state "Reduce as far as 
feasible transport emissions associated with the 
development”   
  
Criterion b) is confusing, better to have a separate point – for 
the avoidance of doubt natural gas is not a low-carbon 
solution.  
  
Criterion c) – c) iii It seems odd to highlight these two in the 
policy statement rather than provide a more comprehensive 
list of possible ‘future proofing’ measures.   
  
Query inclusion of Vehicle to Grid as one of these measures 
since electricity flows in both directions, so if the capacity of 
the import is specified, then that is also the capacity of any 
export which is unlikely to be larger than the import.  
  
Could this be reworded to “Ensuring that the ability to install 
future solar PV and export to the grid is not precluded”? 
Should electricity storage be included in the list of 
technologies that should not be precluded?  
  
How will the carbon offsetting fund reduce GHG emissions 
and by how much? Why would it not be possible to deliver 
carbon reduction requirements on site?  
Off-site measures contributing to an offsetting fund, this 
requires that a fund is set up for this purpose, who is to be 
responsible for this? How will the financial; contribution be 
determined? We would suggest that any offset contribution 

Noted. These comments on the technical specifics of CC2 are helpful in terms of revising the scope of the policy to 
properly reflect more recent supporting evidence from the Low Carbon Study prepared by University of Exeter for TDC 
published in May 2021 after Draft Local Plan Part 1 consultation.  
  
The draft policy will also be influenced by the final government stance on Future Homes Standard, as referenced in para 
3.14 and other emerging national guidance. The revised version of CC2 contains a definition of carbon neutral in the 
first para of supporting text which states: ‘It is expected that major new development will take these regulations as 
their starting point to be carbon neutral where emissions from all regulated energy use are eliminated or off-set.’ 
  
  

DLP1:E:093  
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ID 

is calculated on the basis of implementing an equivalent, 
verifiable, Carbon reduction within Teignbridge.  
  
Para 3.16 Heat Pumps are a consumer of energy rather than 
a renewable energy source. When used in inappropriate 
buildings they can increase Carbon emissions. Similarly, 
District Heating systems in themselves are not inherently a 
source of renewable energy, rather an efficient method of 
delivering a primary source of heat energy, ideally a zero or 
low Carbon source.  
  
Para 3.18 This seems to introduce a different term “Net 
Zero”, is this the same as “Carbon Neutral”?  
Mandating a 3 phase connection could compromise viability.  
  
  

Solar PV panels or tiles must be incorporated in every new 
home or building.  
  

Noted. The urgency is acknowledged but there will be some locations where solar PV or tiles are not particularly 
appropriate and CC2 does allow for other renewable energy options to be taken up.  
  
  

DLP1:E:102  

As the main policy to address the councils Climate Emergency 
declaration it needs sufficient supporting legal powers to 
ensure delivery.  
  

Accepted.   
  

DLP1:E:105  

The HBF support moving towards greater energy efficiency 
via a nationally consistent set of standards and a timetable 
for achieving any enhancements, which is universally 
understood and technically implementable.   
  
It is acknowledged the Government has not enacted its 
proposed amendments to the Planning & Energy Act 2008 to 
prevent the Council from stipulating energy performance 
standards that exceed the Building Regulations but consider 
that the Council should comply with the spirit of the 
Government’s intention of setting standards for energy 
efficiency through the Building Regulations.   
  
The key to success is standardisation.  
   

Noted. Further changes will be made to the draft plan to reflect any BR amendments and Future Homes Standard. The 
importance of full compliance with national building regulations and future changes to national requirements has been 
acknowledged in the revised version of CC2, final para. 
 
 
Noted. Until some form of national standardisation comes in TDC is fully able to present a policy which contains local 
energy efficiency standards for new homes. (Clarified by the government in Jan 2021 in response to FHS consultation)  
In any case a key element of revised CC2 is offering a timescale for increased carbon reduction which links in with 
introduction of the Future Homes Standard in 2025 and exempts extant and small schemes from net zero carbon 
emissions requirement in the early years following plan adoption.  
  
  

DLP1:E:108; 
DLP1:E:110; 
DLP1:E:111;  
DLP1:E:133;  

Concerns about off-site carbon offsetting - unclear how these 
would be calculated and what the money would be used to 
implement.  

Agree (in part) TDC will publish further guidance on the production of Carbon Statements which will help to clarify the 
policy, as identified in para 3.18 and contain additional information on carbon offsetting.  
  

DLP1:E:110; 
DLP1:E:111;  
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CC2 should be supported by robust metrics setting out 
specific requirements.    
For example, in part a) of the policy the commitment to 
‘Reduce as far as feasible…’ is open to interpretation by 
developers.    
Likewise, in part c) of the policy the aim to ‘Maximise the 
proportion of energy from renewable or low carbon sources’ 
is not precise.    
The bold ambitions set out in the Vision and Objectives for 
the plan should be matched by clear and ambitious targets.   
  

 Noted. Policy CC2: Carbon Statements has been amended to more closely reflect national building regulation 
requirements and is aligned to evidence on feasibility and viability measures. The component strategic principles of the 
Energy Hierarchy which are referenced have been re-purposed in the revised policy to reflect importance with more 
precise supporting text for each of principles concerned.   
 
 
 
The revised CC2 provides a clearer link to carbon targets expressed nationally, in the first para which states: ‘The 
Council will by all possible means work towards meeting national and local carbon budgets aligning with the Paris 
Agreement and minimise our contribution towards further global warming.’   

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  
  

All houses should be carbon neutral or passive house 
standard.  

Noted. The desire for carbon neutral is reflected by CC2 however within the present regulatory framework it is not 
possible yet to specify a firm passive house standard requirement.  
  
  

DLP1:E:122;  
  
  

CC2 needs to be properly monitored.  
  

Accepted. Monitoring of CC2 will be a crucial on-going check on how progress is being made on carbon reduction from 
development schemes following adoption of the Local Plan Review. In this regard ‘ensuring in-use performance is as 
close as possible to designed intent’ as part of the defined Energy Hierarchy sets out a clear monitoring framework for 
new development schemes. 
  
  

DLP1:E:131  

Policy CC2: Carbon Statements and the associated 
explanatory text should consider the potential impacts of the 
requirements on the historic environment where new homes 
or non-residential uses are being created in historic buildings. 
For example, we are keen to ensure that a ‘whole building 
approach’ is taken as this strikes the right balance between 
saving energy and reducing carbon emissions, while also 
sustaining heritage significance and maintaining a healthy 
building.   
  
The installation of on-site renewable energy generation, e.g. 
siting of wind farms or photovoltaics, can also have negative 
impacts on the setting and significance of heritage assets, as 
can inappropriate site master planning.  
  
As such, we are seeking the inclusion of additional text within 
Policy CC2 (with additional explanatory text as required) to 
clarify how these requirements are intended to apply to 
heritage assets, given the requirements for conservation and 

Noted. The points raised concerning implications for heritage assets, including requirements for conservation and 
enhancement of the historic environment and setting of heritage assets is more effectively covered in the Environment 
section of the draft plan; under revised Policy EN17: Heritage Assets. Relevant amendments to the policy will 
adequately match the concerns and follow the wider approach of consolidating such conservation orientated aspects in 
one part of the plan for development management purposes.  
 
 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  



       
 

28 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

enhancement of the historic environment, including the 
settings of heritage assets, in chapter 16 of the NPPF.  
  

CC2 - concern about the impact on viability, affordable 
housing, and infrastructure provisions.   
A policy that requires all development to be carbon-neutral 
may hinder and hold up development.   
It is suggested the policy is reworded and that a carbon-
neutral development is considered a benefit in the planning 
balance, rather than a requirement of all development.  
  

Noted. The draft policy will be influenced by the final government stance on Future Homes Standard, as referenced in 
para 3.14 and other emerging national guidance. Such changes may well impact on viability, affordable housing and 
infrastructure provisions before plan adoption. The revised CC2 does provides a more balanced approach towards 
carbon reduction development requirements, offering a timescale for increased carbon reduction which links in with 
introduction of the Future Homes Standard in 2025 and exempts extant and small schemes from net zero carbon 
emissions requirement in the early years following plan adoption. 
  
  

DLP1:E:138  
  
  
  
  
  

 

Policy CC3: Electric Vehicle Infrastructure 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  
  

Noted  
  

DLP1:04; DLP1:05;  
DLP1:18; DLP1:53;  
DLP1:68; DLP1:103;  
DLP1:130; DLP1:167;  
DLP1:248; DLP1:263;  
DLP1:E:08; DLP1:E:37;  
DLP1:E:54; DLP1:E:75;  
DLP1:E:105;  
  

For many poorer family's electric car ownership is a dream 
and petrol cars remain in the short term.  
  

Noted. Difficulties with transition away from oil/fossil fuel for different segments of population acknowledged but does 
not affect content of Policy CC3.  
  

DLP1:07; DLP:190; 
DLP1:E:88;  
  

More focus for hydrogen points should be considered 
because current research and development suggests that 
hydrogen my take over from electric vehicles in the future.    
  
  

Agree (in part) The policy does contain support for additional hydrogen fuelling facilities in item f). If further research 
information is supportive then an appropriate reference to hydrogen points could be introduced to CC3.  
Potential additional wording for hydrogen points.  

DLP1:08; DLP1:24; 
DLP1:E:060  

The policy should contain higher targets.  
  
The 30% market share needs better definition, is it:  
% of new car registrations (from SMMT)  
% of all cars registered in Teignbridge  
% of all cars registered nationally (or Devon / South West)  

Agree. There is a need to raise the threshold target for % of non-residential parking spaces to include EV charging 
points from current 30% to 40% for employment sites. This would better reflect the government policy announcement 
of ending new sales of petrol/diesel motor vehicles from 2030 which came in November 2020, following publication of 
Part 1 of the Draft Local Plan. 
    
Policy CC3, item c) to be changed as follows: ‘Non –residential developments with 10 or more off-highway vehicle 
parking spaces will include at least: 40% for employment sites (Use classes B2, B8, C2, C2(a), E and F1, 30% for retail 
sites, health & leisure (Use classes F2 and E)’ 
 

DLP1:15; DLP1:29;  
DLP1:73; DLP1:E:093;  
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Wireless charging on city streets is the only viable option.  
  

Noted. Item b) of CC3 would allow for such facilities but does also become a Highway Authority/DCC matter given 
location.  
  
  

DLP1:24;  
  

EHV charging points should be installed as a matter of 
practice and with immediate effect.  
  

Agree. The policy will deliver this for new residential development once the plan is adopted. Other government 
regulations may be introduced which brings this timescale forward.  
  
  

DLP1:33; DLP1:172  
DLP1:200; DLP1:283;  
  

 Electric vehicle infrastructure needs to be cost effective.  
  
Concern about the financial implications of CC3 and impacts 
on viability. The policy should be more flexible.  
  
The level of infrastructure provided should be proportionate 
to the proposal and regard to available power capacity.  
  

Agree. It is clarified in a note for Policy CC3 that requirements of the policy will be included within a viability assessment 
of the whole plan and may change as a result in a future version of the plan.  
  
  
  

DLP1:109; DLP1:E:034  
DLP1:E:140;  

 There is a lack of sufficient information with the policy 
points. In item f) how many provisions will be made in a 
development and where will they be sited.  
  
Item f) refers to 2X fast (7 to 22kW) EV charging points. Is this 
2 per application or 2 per site? The difference is that once 2 
chargers are present further applications don’t trigger a new 
charger. Considering the long charging times at petrol station 
with 7kW or 22 kW, is this really the right place for these?  
  

Agree (in part) Additional details and advice about provision of EV infrastructure will be required as indicated but can 
be done more effectively through other guidance documents beyond the Local Plan Review.  
Item f) is covering EV charging points on the major road network not within separate development sites as assumed.  
  
  
  

DLP1:171; DLP1:E:093  

 The policy should include electric scooters and e-bikes.  
  
  

Not accepted. The focus of Policy CC3 is electric vehicles rather than scooters or e-bikes. These modes of transport can 
be adequately covered under Design and Wellbeing section of draft plan and Policy CC4: Sustainable Transport.   
  
  

DLP1:192;  

A need for public charging points to encourage longer 
journeys in electric vehicles.  
Only one electric point in Dawlish.  
  

Agree. In essence the policy does allow for public fast electric vehicle charging points on the major road network 
through item f). Such delivery also combines with any TDC corporate plans/strategies to prioritise public charging 
points in specific locations which falls outside the local plan framework.   
  
  

DLP1:201; DLP:286;  
DLP1:289  

Encourage renewable energy for all new builds.  
  

Noted. The point raised is more applicable to Policy CC2: Carbon Statements.  
  
  

DLP1:207  

In item c) the threshold of at least 30% with electric vehicle 
charging points for non-res developments is not enough.  
Support retrofit to private and community properties 
required as well.  
  

Agree. There is a need to raise the threshold target for % of non-residential parking spaces, as suggested, to include EV 
charging points from current 30% to 40% for employment sites.  
Retrofit to private and community buildings is worthwhile but mostly does not involve development defined in local 
plan or planning regulations.  
  

DLP1:280; DLP:307  
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Maximise local on street charging points such as use of lamp 
posts.  
  

Noted. Item b) of CC3 would allow for such facilities but does also become a Highway Authority/DCC matter given 
location.  
  
  

DLP1:323  

Requirement for EV charging should be more flexible.  
  
CC3 should allow for charging points to be fitted in the 
future.  
  

Not accepted. The policy already includes flexibility in terms of differing approach/requirements for off highway and on 
highway parking locations amongst others.  
  
  

DLP1:E:032; 
DLP1:E:070;  

In Policy CC3 the requirement for three-phase connections 
needs further justification;   
In item g) Should there be a ‘will be’ in this section?  
  
Since 2018 new charging points financed by OLEV (including 
for connection to a single phase supply) must be capable of 
being remotely controlled by the DSO, this is done by 
wireless means (SIM card or Wi-Fi connection).   
3-phase therefore is not necessary to provide flexibility. A 3-
phase supply has significant cost (costs over £4K are not 
uncommon), so to specify a 3-phase supply in the local plan 
could affect viability.   
It is suggested that a 3-phase supply is removed in favour of 
the requirement to deliver electrification of transport and 
where appropriate heat to meet the net-Zero target.  
  

Noted. The reason for specifying three phase connectivity is given in supporting text at 3.25. If there are any further 
new details to be added considering technology changes, these can be shown in the Proposed Submission version of 
the plan.  
There is no merit including the words ‘will be’ in item g) of CC3.  
  
  

DLP1:E:047; 
DLP1:E:093;  

Policy CC3 is supported but charging points should be future 
proofed.  
  

Agree (in part) Ensuring appropriate quality of such infrastructure is important but does also rely on monitoring of new 
schemes in the future and role of manufacturers/suppliers of the electrical infrastructure.  
  
  

DLP1:E:052  

CC3 should be more flexible to react to changing market.  
  
The EV market is rapidly evolving and the use of such specific 
requirements in the policy may limit the evolution of the 
market and may result in infrastructure provision that is 
inadequate or outdated.   
It is recommended that the policy is reworded to be more 
adaptable and to allow for developments in the EV market 
over the plan period.  
  

Noted. The fast-changing nature of the technology for electric vehicles is recognised. It may be necessary to prepare 
supplementary guidance in the future to accompany the plan, rather than have a more flexible/open policy which risks 
weakening the purpose of providing a balanced level of EV charging infrastructure.  
  
  

DLP1:E:056; 
DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

CC3 is not necessary as electric car charging points will soon 
be covered by the Building Regs* which require to comply 

Noted. No compelling reason to withdraw CC3 under current national policy framework and best practice elsewhere 
but will continue to follow any relevant Building Regs additions and adjust accordingly.  
  

DLP1:E:067; 
DLP1:E:090; 
DLP1:E:106;  
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with the Equality Act 2010 and require one per dwelling 
rather than parking space.  
Item a) of CC3 would be made redundant by these changes.  
According to the Home Builders Federation, Government has 
estimated installation of such charging points add on an 
additional cost of approximately £976 per dwelling.  
(*As set out in Charging in Residential and Non-Residential 
Buildings Consultation in June 2019)  
  

The note attached to CC3 confirms that requirements of the policy will be included within a viability assessment of the 
whole plan and may change as a result in a future version of the plan.  
  
  

DLP1:E:108;  
DLP1:E:110; 
DLP1:E:111;  
DLP1:E:118;  
DLP1:E:120;  
DLP1:E:125;  
DLP1:E:133;  
  

The requirement in CC3 should be for a full type 2 charging 
point, not an option for a 13 amp socket.  
Item e) does not clarify applicable number of dwellings in a 
development.  
  
  

Noted  
  

DLP1:E:078  

CC3 - Point b) It is not clear what level of provision of 
charging points for developments with on highway parking is 
required. Is this also one per dwelling?  
  

Noted The level of provision of charging points will depend upon individual site location factors and will be confirmed in 
a parking plan as indicated in supporting text for point b) of the policy. 
  

DLP1:E:093  

CC3 - The Council should fully evidence the need, and design 
expectations, for the delivery of electric vehicle charging 
points and the other elements of this policy, and robustly 
viability test this policy requirement to ensure that it will not 
cumulatively affect the delivery of affordable housing.   
  

Agree (in part) Additional detail about provision of EV infrastructure will be required as indicated but can be done more 
effectively through other guidance documents beyond the Local Plan Review.  
The note attached to CC3 confirms that requirements of the policy will be included within a viability assessment of the 
whole plan and may change as a result in a future version of the plan.  
  
  

DLP1:E:120  
  
  
  
  

Historic England notes that residential and commercial 
development proposals are expected to be EV-ready in 
Policy.  
CC3: Electric Vehicle Infrastructure. With care these can be 
installed without causing harm to the significance of heritage 
assets; therefore we would encourage a change to the 
wording of policy criterion g) as follows: ‘…and associated 
infrastructure should be sited to conserve the significance, 
including the setting, of any heritage asset’.  

Policy EN17 of the Local Plan sets out the approach to conserving and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and 
their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, 
including the installation of electric vehicle infrastructure. The Local Plan is read as a whole and should not contain 
repetition. Therefore, the criteria within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets do not need to and should not be repeated. 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

 

Policy CC4: Sustainable Transport 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  
  

Noted  
  

DLP1:24; DLP1:73;  
DLP1:97; DLP1:103;  
DLP1:109; DLP1:130;  
DLP1:248; DLP1:263;  
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DLP1:286; DLP1:292;  
DLP1:307; DLP1:E:25;  
DLP1:E:37; DLP1:E:54;  
DLP1:E:56;  

Agree with policy subject to community transport solutions 
being evidence based for demand.  
  

 Noted. The policy does specify in supporting text (para 3.29) that evidence will be required to support development 
proposals depending upon scale of scheme. (Such as transport assessment and transport statements) Item ‘g) support 
community-based transport initiatives’ is a wide-ranging point and would be dependent upon previous explanation.  
  
  

DLP1:04  
  

Policy has good statements; however, new developments will 
add traffic to already congested areas.     
  

Noted. The risk of new development leading to more congestion in certain locations is a strong reason for introducing 
Policy CC4: Sustainable Transport, to help mitigate traffic impacts which is described in para 3.28.  
  
  

DLP1:05    

Without improving public transport, especially speed of 
journeys to Exeter commuters will not be incentivised to get 
out of their cars.   
  
All forms of transport, bus, bike, pedestrian must take 
priority over private cars in planning.    
  

Agree. The policy is backing public transport and other non-car modes of transport. Overall improvement of public 
transport in terms of travel to Exeter is part of a broader agenda which takes in the role of other bodies such as DCC as 
transport authority, government and bus companies. It goes beyond purview of CC4.   
  
  

DLP1:07; DLP1:190 ;  
DLP1:206;  

Real life studies of transport of preference should be 
undertaken. It is doubtful that people can really walk, cycle 
or use a bus to shop weekly.  
  

Agree (in part) A broad spectrum of information sources are drawn upon when preparing policies such as CC4 which 
does include behavioural based surveys covering the plan area and wider Greater Exeter area undertaken on behalf of 
DCC and TDC. The policy allows for ‘sustainable travel choices’ rather than definitive modal means to shop as implied.  
  
  

DLP1:08;  

Places of work should be encouraged to provide not only 
cycle storage but shower and changing facilities.  
  

Noted. Although very welcome facilities at workplaces, these are not possible to deliver effectively through Local Plan 
policy alone, more relevant to management plan approach or guide.   
  
  

DLP1:15;  

Focus needs to be on electric infrastructure, wider than new 
developments. Cycle ways often appear focused on leisure/ 
tourism objectives, so need for more to be done for work, 
shopping and education journeys.    
  

 Noted. Improving electric infrastructure is important as put forward but onus of the local plan is on new development. 
The point is partially addressed in item d) of Policy CC3 which sets out support for ensuring appropriate smart energy 
infrastructure being planned alongside larger scale schemes.  
Cycle networks and similar facilities for work, shopping and education is very much covered by the policy and detailed 
in supporting text. 
  
  

DLP1:53;  

There should be bicycle parking at Newton Abbot station.  
  

Noted. Policy CC4 is not a development allocation policy but such a parking facility would comply with the main 
requirements of the policy.  
  
  

DLP1:E:028  

Strong support for mitigation of traffic impacts from new 
development and requirement for Transport Statements, 

Noted  
  
  

DLP1:E:040; 
DLP1:E:060  
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which should include reference to all road users, including 
cyclists, pedestrian and horse riders.  
  
Suggest stronger wording to include cumulative effects - “The 
effect and cumulative effect of new development on travel 
issues will be assessed for all road users, and development 
will be located and designed to:” (in third para of CC4)  
  

  
  
Not accepted. The suggested wording would not improve the meaning of CC4 or specifically needed to fill a gap in the 
requirements.  
  

CC4- segregated cycle and pedestrian paths are required.  
  

Noted  
  

DLP1:E:060  
  

All new development sites should be supported by viable 
transport links for both patients and staff to key NHS and 
Social Care sites.   
Transport links in the context of COVID issues need to be 
considered, particularly given the use of hospital 
appointments for people with long term conditions.  
  

Noted. The main emphasis on health care accessibility is covered elsewhere in the plan and particularly regarding Policy 
SC1: Sustainable Development. The first para of CC4 picks up importance of delivering an integrated approach to 
transport which prioritises healthier communities amongst others.  
  
  

DLP1:101  
  
  
  

Electric vehicles are not economic due to the cost of new 
batteries after 3 years.  
  

Not accepted. Most recent data from car industry and consumer research does not recognise this reflection. For 
instance, one major Japanese manufacturer warrants batteries to last for 8 years or 100k miles.  
  
  

DLP1:131  
  

In para 3.29 Developments 'MUST BE REQUIRED' and not ‘will 
be required’ to demonstrate they have maximised 
opportunities for sustainable travel.   
Developments must be accountable for adequate provision.    
  

Not accepted. The suggested wording does not improve the meaning of CC4 as contended.  
  

DLP1:171;  

Consider subsidising fares to encourage more people to use 
public transport.  
  

Noted. Subsidising fares is a matter for the Transport Authority and individual providers rather than requiring a specific 
reference in the policy.   
  
  

DLP1:172;  

Much of the district area is bereft of dedicated cycle ways or 
pavements wide enough for shared usage. Additionally, there 
is the curse of vehicles parking in part on pavements.   
Separating bikes from motorised traffic should be a priority 
and establishing a cycle way from Teignmouth to 
Kingsteignton should be undertaken as a priority. It would 
reduce carbon emissions of long lines of traffic in low gear 
and provide safety for the cyclists.   
  

 Agree (in part) Vehicles miss parking is a highway management issue rather than particularly relevant to Policy CC4.  
  
The policy seeks to firmly support provision of cycling networks that will often mean dedicated routes away from motor 
vehicles.  
  
The Teign Estuary Trail which takes in the 5km multi-use link between Teignmouth and Passage House Inn was 
approved by DCC DM Committee in December 2021.   
  
  

DLP1:184; DLP1:E:063  

Virtually impossible given rural areas and hilly landscape of 
Teignbridge. Buses will only work if they are very frequent 
and run from early morning to late evening. Otherwise, rural 
communities will have to depend on their car.   

 Noted. The challenge of providing sustainable transport to rural communities as defined by Policy CC4 is 
acknowledged. Supporting text at 3.27 provides a reasonable overview of the position.  

DLP1:200; DLP1:235; 
DLP1:237; DLP1:301; 
DLP1:E:092;  
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New development is not planned with bus access and 
developers have been allowed to omit bus routes.  
  

Item b) of the policy covers the point about bus access by setting out the requirement for new development to be 
located and designed to ‘provide and link to strengthened, improved and extended public transport, cycling and 
walking networks…’  
  
  

It would be beneficial to transfer cycling potential from 
recent increase in leisure journeys during lockdown to 
commuting and other local journeys.  
  

 Agree. The plan will contain new proposals for cycle/walking networks in the Proposed Submission version which will 
have multi-use purpose, rather than leisure only.  
  
  

DLP1:201;  

Development should demonstrate how it will achieve a 
reduction in traffic, enhance air quality and reduce 
emissions.  
  
  

Noted. Policy CC4 is providing a means for securing those objectives in combination with other policies, such as CC2: 
Carbon Statements.  
  

DLP1:E:032  

CC4 lacks quantitative targets.  
  
The policy is too flexible.  
  

Agree (in part) There is a need to monitor progress of plan policies, including CC4 following adoption of the plan. A 
relevant basis will be prepared later in the preparation process and be subject to consultation.  
  
  

DLP1:E:047; 
DLP1:E:078  

CC4 should look to reopen railway lines.  
  

Not accepted. Although there is a strong link with sustainable transport context, reopening railway lines in the plan 
area would be more appropriately covered by a specific proposal type policy if considered viable/or rely on new policy 
for Infrastructure & Transport Networks.  
  
  

DLP1:E:052  

CC4 items a) – f) should be ordered in priority.  
The policy should cover all available options for shared bike 
facilities, as referenced in tem h) ‘bike sharing facilities’ 
should be referred to as either ‘communal bike 
sharing/storage’ or ‘shared mobility choices’.  
  

Agreed (in part)  
The sequence of items for CC4 is reasonable when set against national policy and does not require re-ordering as 
suggested. 
  
Policy CC4, item new g) to read: ‘provide car sharing parking spaces, car clubs and communal bike sharing/storage’  

DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

CC4 supported, may need to separate land used by people 
and wildlife.  
  

Noted. Does not require a change to the policy as wildlife factor is adequately covered by policies DW8: Healthy Active 
Places and DW9: Natural Infrastructure in Design and Wellbeing chapter.  
  
  

DLP1:E:085  

Additional costs for CC4 should be factored into viability 
assessment; must consider circumstances where the need to 
reinforce electrical capacity would be unduly expensive.   
  

Noted.  
  

DLP1:E:092  

CC4, Point h) should include to provide car sharing parking 
spaces, bicycle and other vehicle sharing facilities.  
  

Not accepted. This addition appears unnecessary and possibly widening scope of vehicles too much.  
  

DLP1:E:093  

CC4: Sustainable Transport would be better if it also 
encouraged developers to help make existing (as well as 
new) transport links adaptable/resilient to climate change.  

Policy CC1 already covers the need for climate resilience to be considered as the lead policy of the chapter. There is no 
value in repeating this within Policy CC4, as the Plan is read as a whole and should avoid repetition.   

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  
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CC4 - should be more flexible, allow schemes that deliver 
highway improvements that facilitate better and safer modes 
of travelling.  
  

Not accepted. CC1 seeks to promote safer modes of travelling in items a) and d) particularly.   
  

DLP1:E:138  
  
  
  

Criterion b), c) and d) and other assessment items under 
Policy CC4 may interact with  
the historic environment and result in positive as well as 
negative impacts on heritage assets, their settings, historic 
streetscapes and landscapes.  
For example, natural infrastructure can play a role in the 
conserving and enhancing the historic environment as it can 
be used to improve the settings of heritage assets, improve 
access to heritage assets and create a sense of place and 
tangible links with local history. Public realm improvements 
associated with transport projects (or undertaken in their 
own right) can, if carefully designed, integrate well with and  
enhance the historic environment and local distinctiveness.  
  
As such, we are seeking the inclusion of additional text within 
Policy CC4 (with additional explanatory text as required) that 
requires the impacts of transport-related development on 
heritage assets, as well as historic streetscapes and 
landscapes,  
to be considered, given that heritage assets are an 
irreplaceable resource (see paragraph 184 of the NPPF). This 
should require heritage assets to be conserved in a manner 
appropriate to their significance and first avoid and then 
minimise any harm to the significance of the historic 
environment, while also seeking to maximise opportunities 
for its enhancement.  
  

Policy EN17 of the Local Plan sets out the approach to conserving and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and 
their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, 
including transport related development. The Local Plan is read as a whole and should not contain repetition. 
Therefore, the criteria within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets do not need to and should not be repeated. 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

 

Policy CC5: Renewable and Low Carbon Energy 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  Noted  
  

DLP1:07; DLP1:08;  
DLP1:18; DLP1:73;  
DLP1:103; DLP1:130;  
DLP1:190; DLP1:248;  
DLP1:263; DLP1:286;  
DLP1:E:37; DLP1:E:40;  
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DLP1:E:52; DLP1:E:54;  
DLP1:E:63;  
  
  

Care must be taken within all landscape designations that 
wind turbines are not intrusive.   
  

 Agree. Appropriate landscape consideration will be contained in relevant wind energy allocation policy.  
  
  

DLP1:04  
  

A potential way to support home owners in conservation 
areas or listed buildings to combine and capitalise on best 
solutions to enable reduced energy use within their micro 
community within planning regulations should be 
considered.  
  

 Noted. Policy CC5 is reasonably balanced in this respect, including the need for proposals to ‘minimise and mitigate 
impacts’ on the historic environment.  
  

DLP1:15;  

Lack of grid capacity will need to be addressed to properly 
facilitate the policy.  
  

 Agree. Working with Western Power and other energy infrastructure providers to deliver grid capacity improvements 
during the plan period is fundamental to proper implementation of CC5 and other Climate policies.  
  
  

DLP1:24  

Policy requires stronger wording in view of climate 
emergency declaration. Only clean green energy sources 
should be used for new residential development.  
  
Energy efficient design and targets for local renewable 
energy companies would be welcome.  
  
Gas or oil boilers should be banned, and heat pumps used 
instead along with solar.  
  

 Agree (in part) As suggested with the fast-changing wider policy context, including national level, refinement of the 
policy is justified.  
The green energy sources point is more relevant to Policy CC2: Carbon Statements which covers requirements for 
residential development.  
Energy efficient design forms part of Policy CC2, targets for local renewable energy companies are not required within 
the local plan.  
Gas or oil boilers ban fall outside the ambit of Policy CC5.  
  
  

DLP1:33; DLP1:53;  
DLP1:160; DLP1:171;  
DLP1:172; DLP1:200; 
DLP1:E:078;  

Any dwellings could incorporate this. Needs to be part of any 
plan.  

Noted.   
  

DLP1:65; DLP:97;  
DLP1:131; DLP:283;  

The affordability and accessibility of adequate heating has a 
direct impact on improved health.  

Noted  
  

DLP1:101  

Solar panels should be placed on the top of existing or new 
structures and not on green field sites.  

Noted. Solar PV in relation to residential and commercial development attachment is supported by Policy CC2: Carbon 
Statements.   
CC5 relates to free-standing renewable developments that can be on previously developed or greenfield sites.  
  
  

DLP1:280; DLP1:301;  
DLP1:E:056;  
  
  
  

Include potential for planning for solar array fields to be 
integrated with small-scale farming of vegetables and/or 
poultry.  
  

 Noted. Such a case does not warrant inclusion in CC5, it is unnecessary detail. The point about farming integration 
would be better included with separate allocation policy for solar renewable development.  
  
  

DLP1:305;  
  

Relaxing restrictions on wind turbines also needed especially 
in DNP. Need to work with DNP to review their current 
policies, including installation of solar pv on roofs of listed 

 Noted. There is a need to work closely with DNPA on any potential Wind Energy sites which may be identified in the 
plan close to the border of the park for landscape character and similar issues. Any sites within the national park will be 
assessed with separate policies contained in the Dartmoor Local Plan.  

DLP1:307;  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

buildings and infrastructure in the Teign Valley (Western 
Power line capacity) to enable excess power to be exported.   
  

   
  

CC5 should have stronger protection for natural 
infrastructure, biodiversity and irreplaceable habitats 
(ancient woodland).  
  
CC5 should include protection for SSSIs.  
  

Not accepted. Development schemes for renewable and low carbon energy must be consistent with other policies such 
as EN10 and EN11 which cover biodiversity context and EN15 for ancient woodland. Policy CC5 contains a lead in for 
these in the final para.  
  
  

DLP1:E:012; 
DLP1:E:055  

Ground mounted solar/PV development should be restricted 
to land unsuitable for other purposes.  
  

Not accepted. This suggested requirement is too narrow and would limit potential sites unnecessarily.  
  
  

DLP1:E:032; 
DLP1:E:074;  

CC5, item b) It would be helpful to define “low emissions 
technology”  
  

Noted. Revisions to CC5 make such a definition unnecessary. 
 
  

DLP1:E:047  

CC5 - solar panels/pv must be provided on all new houses 
and non-residential development.  
  

Noted. Solar PV in relation to residential and commercial development attachment is supported by Policy CC2: Carbon 
Statements.  
  
  

DLP1:E:060  

CC5 should consider landscape impact and design.  
  

Not accepted. Development schemes for renewable and low carbon energy must be consistent with other policies such 
as EN4: Landscape Protection and Enhancement and DW21: Services and Utilities. Policy CC5 contains a lead in for 
these in the final para.  
  
  

DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

The caveats in this policy provide almost the same 
rights/preferences for non-renewable energy generating 
technologies. It seems only diesel is explicitly excluded in 
paragraph 3.32, natural gas should also be explicitly 
excluded  
  
As offsetting is a necessary part of the effort to decarbonise, 
at least in the early stages, this policy should be worded 
accordingly. So the only caveat would be for a non-
renewable energy generation technology (and includes low-
carbon) to demonstrate that it can deliver a lower Carbon 
Intensity source than what it is replacing. ACT can provide 
government data for Carbon intensities of all primary energy 
generating technologies, these can then be used as a clear 
indicator of the contribution to Climate Change mitigation.  
  
  
Para 3.29 States onshore wind is constrained. The constraint 
essentially comes down to landscape value. On-shore wind is 

Agree (in part) As put forward CC5 would be improved by amending the policy to be more positive towards 
development of renewable and low carbon energy schemes. It is necessary to explain the position for non-renewable 
forms of energy generation as well, in order to cover comprehensively.  
  
 
 
Noted. A revised version of CC5 can place a strong restriction on non-renewable energy generation for new schemes. 
Offsetting context is not required for incorporation in the policy. Offsetting is covered elsewhere in the section under 
Policy CC2: Carbon Statements. 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

DLP1:E:093  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

more needed as it tends to perform well in Winter. Sites with 
average wind speeds above 6metres/sec are viable for wind 
development – suitable sites in Teignbridge are on higher 
ground, particularly Dartmoor.  
Some visualisation of turbines in the landscape should be 
undertaken, to see if turbines at sites with appropriate wind 
are acceptable.   
  
PV should be accompanied with longer-term storage, such as 
electrolysis to produce hydrogen which is stored in 
compressed form and then fed through a fuel cell to 
generate electricity when required.  
  
  
Para 3.32 Grid Balancing and increased EV charging are 
legitimate demands; however, these cannot be allowed if the 
additional electricity generating technology is not low carbon 
or renewable. EV charging impact is a question of 
convenience, compared to Climate Change which is an 
emergency. EVs in themselves can contribute to a significant 
reduction in overall emissions from transport, but only if we 
maintain or reduce the grid’s Carbon Intensity. This must 
therefore be the key measure for any caveat to new 
electricity generating plant.  
  

Noted. Further survey work from the University of Exeter on the Low Carbon Study has helped to support identification 
of a set of potential onshore wind sites in Part 3 of the Draft Local Plan. Landscape factors is a primary consideration, as 
suggested in moving forward with this part of the renewable policy agenda.   
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
Accepted. Linked longer-term storage for PV is a well-made point which can be addressed in either explanatory text 
accompanying CC5 or further guidance on renewable and low carbon energy to supplement the plan.  
  
  
  
 
Noted.  
  

Policy CC5 should be amended to go further and encourage 
the development of renewable and low carbon energy in the 
district, and in particular those projects which would deliver 
significant quantum of energy on a more strategic scale. As 
below  
  
CC5:   
‘The Council will actively encourage and support the 
development of low carbon and renewable energy schemes, 
and smart energy networks will be supported in principle. All 
such proposals, which maximise the use of the resource, and 
in particular Community owned low/zero carbon energy 
projects, which maximise the use of the resource, will, in 
particular, be considered favourably, and are also 
encouraged to be included in neighbourhood plans.  
Significant weight will be given in favour of proposals that 
demonstrate a significant quantum (greater than 5MW) of 
energy from renewable/low carbon sources.’  
  

Agree (in part) As put forward CC5 would be improved by amending the policy to be more positive towards 
development of renewable and low carbon energy schemes. The suggested wording is a useful starting point but does 
require some further refinement to be fully compliant with national guidance.  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

DLP1:E:094  
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Para 3.29 It is not correct to state that large scale solar PV 
arrays are likely to provide the best value for money. Plans 
should provide a positive strategy for renewable and low 
carbon energy and that plans should consider identifying  
suitable areas for renewable and low carbon energy.  
  
  

  
Noted. A fuller statement can be given in para 3.29 to help clarify although in the Teignbridge context the value for 
money point is correct, as originally indicated and backed up by supporting evidence for the draft plan.  
  

Policy CC5 -While we welcome inclusion of the requirement 
to consider the impacts of proposals on the historic 
environment, it should be reworded to first seek to avoid  
and then to minimise any harm to the significance of the 
historic environment and seek to maximise opportunities 
for its enhancement. This recognises the requirements of 
paragraphs 184, 185, 190, 193 and 200 of the NPPF.  
  
Historic England has published guidance on the installation of 
renewable energy generation for homeowners and for 
larger schemes, including wind and biomass energy, and 
microgeneration, which advise on how this can be 
undertaken while minimising negative impacts on the historic 
environment. These could be referenced in the explanatory 
text below Policy CC5.  

Policy CC5: Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Generation has been amended to include the criterion:  
 
‘the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on landscape character; biodiversity and geodiversity (including priority 
habitats); flood risk and water quality; the significance of heritage assets and their settings; and permanent loss of best 
and most versatile agricultural land.’ 
 
New Policy CC6: Wind Turbine Development also contains a criterion that development should:   
 
‘Avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings, as informed by a 
heritage impact assessment;’  
 
In addition, both policies would be read alongside Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which sets out the approach to 
avoiding harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy 
would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including renewable energy development The 
Local Plan is read as a whole and should not contain repetition. Therefore, the criteria within Policy EN17: Heritage 
Assets do not need to and should not be repeated. 

DLP:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

 

Policy CC6: Energy Storage 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  Noted  
  

DLP1:04; DLP1:24;  
DLP1:73; DLP1:97;  
DLP1:103; DLP1:248;  
DLP1:263; DLP1:286;  
DLP1:307; DLP1:E:37;  
DLP1:E:40; DLP1:E:52;  
DLP1:E:54; DLP1:E:56;  

A higher priority would be re-wilding, increasing biodiversity 
and using land for local production or active recreation.  
  

 Not accepted. The types of use/land management specified are all worthwhile options that other policies in the draft 
plan support. (For instance, CC1: Resilience, containing local food production) Proposing a policy for energy storage 
does not place this development use as a higher priority to those indicated by the respondent.   
  

DLP1:15;  
  

There should be targets for energy storage.   
  

 Agree. Specifying some form of target for delivery of such facilities would help with overall monitoring of the adopted 
local plan. It may be more valuable to set targets jointly with neighbouring LPA’s to make comparison easier and 
progress over the South Devon area.  
Identify some targets for CC6. 

DLP1:53;  



       
 

40 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
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The Wolborough land (NA3) covers a huge area which could 
be used as a solar farm and have sheep grazing.  
  

 Noted. Policy CC6: Energy Storage is a development management rather than site allocation policy. Therefore, no sites 
within the plan area have been identified.  
  

DLP1:116;  

At present energy storage is very expensive but should 
become more possible in the near future.  
  

 Noted  
  

DLP1:130;  

Ensuring accountability is important.  
  

 Agree. The policy contains a range of protective caveats in criteria a) to d) which is explained further in para 3.37, 
including health and safety aspects.  
  

DLP1:190;  

A disused industrial site with 11 kV line overhead could be 
used for a community storage facility for Chudleigh.  
  

 Noted. Policy CC6: Energy Storage is a development management rather than site allocation policy. Therefore, no sites 
within the plan area have been identified.  
  

DLP1:263;  

Agree with local energy storage subject to safety assured, as 
fire risks with lithium batteries.  
  

 Noted. Health and safety considerations have been identified in the policy and will be dependent upon other 
regulations being met satisfactorily beyond the planning sphere.   
  

DLP1:301;  

Consider grants or loans to homeowners to install storage 
with existing solar systems.  
  

 Not accepted. Policy CC6 relates to non-domestic renewable and low carbon energy storage developments. Policy CC2: 
Carbon Statements covers residential development, but grants/loans are a management rather than land use planning 
matter.  
  

DLP1:305;  

CC6 should have stronger protection for natural 
infrastructure, biodiversity and irreplaceable habitats 
(ancient woodland).  
  
CC6 should include protection for SSSIs.  
  

Not accepted. Development schemes for energy storage must be consistent with other policies such as EN10 and EN11 
which cover biodiversity context and EN15 for ancient woodland. Policy CC6 contains a lead for these in items a) and 
c).  
  

DLP1:E:012; 
DLP1:E:055  

CC6 is vague.  
  

Not accepted. National policy is still evolving about energy storage, subsequent updates will provide a means for 
adjusting CC6 further prior to adoption of the plan.  
  

DLP1:E:032  

In para 3.36, include:  consider the security of energy storage 
by referring to the local police DOCO to ensure measures 
have been considered in line with perceived risk.  
  

Agree (in part). It would improve the safety requirements of CC6 by adding an appropriate reference to security of 
energy storage. Para 3.37 which contains other similar impacts is best placed for such wording. The management point 
is superfluous to the policy.  
Add ‘security of energy storage’ to second sentence of para 3.37.  
 

DLP1:E:046  

CC6 item d is unclear.  
  

Not accepted. Item d) is a standard requirement for countryside locations for development.  
  

DLP1:E:047  

Concern about use of minerals for production of batteries for 
energy storage.  
  

Noted.  
  

DLP1:E:060  

CC6 - Para 3.36 It may be useful to include other emerging 
electricity storage technologies so as not to exclude more 
efficient emerging ones.  

Noted. The supporting text in para 3.36 does allow for other emerging storage technologies, there is no real benefit in 
extending with additional types when these would be recognised under the terms of the policy in any case. 
  

DLP1:E:093  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

For example, only Lithium-ion batteries and hydro-electric 
storage technologies are listed, yet flow batteries and 
Cryogenic storage are probably more cost effective.  

  
  
  
  
  

CC6: Energy Storage - concerns about the requirement in 
part d) for protecting ‘the best and most versatile agricultural 
land from significant, inappropriate and unsustainable 
development’.  An unintended consequence could be to 
direct development towards land of lower agricultural 
quality, land that is often more biodiverse.  Accordingly, it is 
recommended that the note regarding European Protected 
wildlife sites is expanded to cover priority habitats.  

The policy number has been changed to CC7 in the Proposed Submission Local Plan.  
 
Policy wording has also been amended to allow greater flexibility over siting on best and most versatile agricultural 
land, preventing only where significant disturbance that would prejudice their long-term quality would result. This 
should allay concerns about the previous stricter approach that may have directed development to land of lower 
agricultural quality that may have greater biodiversity.  
 
The policy now omits reference specifically to European Sites, but requires development to: avoid, minimise and 
mitigate impacts upon biodiversity and geodiversity, including priority habitats, and maximise opportunities for their 
enhancement.  This policy would be implemented alongside the raft of wildlife/habitats protection policies within the 
Environment chapter of the Plan.  
 
Policy CC7: Energy Storage  
 
Development of non-domestic renewable and low carbon energy storage developments will be supported in principle. 
Proposals will be sited:  
a) at a suitable distance from residential areas buildings to prevent significant adverse impacts on amenity;  
b) to avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts upon biodiversity and geodiversity, including priority habitats, and will 
maximise opportunities for their enhancement;  
c)  to conserve or enhance heritage significance;   
d) where the standard of highways and road safety is appropriate for construction delivery and ongoing maintenance;  
e) where they protect the best and most versatile agricultural land and soils from significant disturbance that would 
prejudice their long-term quality. 
 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

While we welcome inclusion of criterion a), we consider it 
should be reworded to first seek to avoid and then to 
minimise any harm to the significance of the historic 
environment, and also seek to maximise opportunities for its 
enhancement. This recognises the requirements of 
paragraphs 184, 185, 190, 193 and 200 of the NPPF.  
 

This policy is now Policy CC7: Energy Storage. It has been amended to include the suggested wording:  
to firstly avoid and then to minimise and mitigate any harm to the significance of heritage assets and their settings;     
  
  

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

 

General 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for Climate Change chapter.  Noted  
  

DLP1:E:080; 
DLP1:E:109;          
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
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Desire for stronger wording of climate change policies to 
make things mandatory.  
  

Noted. Emerging national planning guidance for Climate matters at local development plan level will enable policies to 
be further strengthened in the draft plan.  
  

DLP1:E:025   

Policies to improve air quality should be put into place now.  
  

Noted. The plan needs to be adopted for the Climate Change policies to be fully implemented. Other environmental 
regulations beyond development plan field may help in this regard. 
   

DLP1:E:040;  

The plan should include proposals for the protection of 
Teignmouth from flooding from the sea and river.  

Noted. The Climate Change chapter comprises of non-site-specific policies. The point is more relevant to Policy EN6: 
Flood Risk and related coastal/flood-based management plans. 
  

DLP1:E:045  

Supportive of development close to Exeter where sustainable 
travel options are best and is close to main employment 
area.  
 

Noted. It is not necessary to specify actual development locations in this chapter of the plan but is considered in Part 2 
of the Draft Local Plan in the Development Strategy.  
  

DLP1:E:055  

Concern that policies were written ahead of the Devon 
Carbon Plan.  

Noted. The importance of the Devon Carbon Plan (DCP) to Climate Change policies is recognised in para 3.10 and does 
allow prospect of adjustment or addition of policies to align properly with the DCP. 
  

DLP1:E:060  

There should be stronger emphasis on climate emergency 
and climate change.  

Acknowledge need for swift response to climate emergency which is also addressed by TDC Ten-year strategy 2020-30, 
Action on Climate programme and Carbon Action Plan.  
 

DLP1:E:062; 
DLP1:E:141;  

Taxis should be electric vehicles, as should buses soon.  Noted  
 

DLP1:E:063  

The Plan should encourage walking and cycling and public 
transport and development in the right place rather than 
requiring electric vehicle charging.  
 

Noted. The draft plan through Policy CC4: Sustainable Transport does promote public transport, cycling and walking as 
well as electric vehicle infrastructure.  
  

DLP1:E:067  

The draft plan should be updated in accordance with the 
Devon Climate Change Strategy.  

Noted  
  

DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  
  

The Plan should recognise that the climate emergency is 
closely aligned with a biodiversity emergency   
  
  
Tree, hedge and woodland planting are suggested as part of a 
solution in offsetting carbon. While we support this, we 
highlight that other semi-natural habitats are also valuable 
stores of carbon.  

Noted. The strong emphasis given to biodiversity context elsewhere in the plan, through policies EN10 and EN11 
already covers a significant part of the concern.  
  
 
Noted. The point raised about semi-natural habitats is acknowledged. Greater explanation can be given in explanatory 
text of the Proposed Submission Local Plan in the introduction to the Climate Change section, concerning support for 
carbon sequestration from retention of trees and woodland which form an important part of semi-natural habitats in 
the plan area. 
 
  

DLP1:E:085   
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Section 4: Design and Wellbeing 

Policy DW1: Quality Development 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Integrating with and, where possible, enhancing the 
character of the adjoining built and natural environment, 
particularly affected heritage assets; - this should say the 
best of local character and environment (this should be 
examples from around Devon and not just the immediate 
vicinity), as if the surrounding area is ugly, developers may 
use that as a benchmark.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 

  

DLP1:04  

Any new development needs to ensure that quality open 
space is accessible to residents.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 
 
 

DLP1:05  

Supportive of the Policy as respondents felt that:  
• Many recent developments have been 
unimaginative, repetitive and unattractive estates.    
• Far too many schemes offer inadequate 
landscaping and lack visual amenity.  

The proposals are sound and must be stuck to and not 
compromised.  

The support for this policy is acknowledged. DLP1:07, DLP1:15, 
DLP1:65, DLP1:73, 
DLP1:97, DLP1:160, 
DLP1:200, DLP1:283,   

Properties need to be designed with larger gardens, both to 
help the environment, allow families to enjoy their own 
outside - as proven vital during the coronavirus lockdown. 
We must not lose sight of this and the answer is simple - 
insist that developers build less properties per hectare.  

While this would be of great benefit, this must be balanced against the potential resulting impacts. Providing larger 
gardens would mean fewer houses built per hectare and less dense development.  This would result in more land being 
required to meet the Government’s housing target for the district.  As the District does not have a great deal of 
brownfield land available, this would mean that more building would have to take place on currently undeveloped 
green spaces.  

DLP1:08  

Any area developing +500 homes will not be a "quality 
development"  

A greater number of homes built in a single site enables comprehensive master planning to be undertaken prior to 
development approval.  This enables areas to be planned and designed effectively, and to provide the infrastructure 
and local services needed.  

DLP1:24  

It is noted that street design should have priority over 
parking. The problem here surely is that parking is now a 
major issue and affects street layout. The problem being a 
lack of parking at new developments.  

Policy DW1 places the needs of pedestrians, cyclists and public transport above those of the motorist by prioritising 
well-integrated building layout and street design.  Policy DW3 is a new Local Plan Policy that sets out parking 
requirements and good practice for all development in detail.  

DLP1:75  

Great to see this influenced by Sport England's Active 
Design.  Good design should allow people to walk and cycle 
from their homes.  And be physically active too.  

The support for this policy is acknowledged. 
 

DLP1:83  

Not needed  Not relevant   DLP1:90  

More traditional looking, strawbale/lime render. Quality over 
modern quantity.  

The choice of materials used is proposed by the builder/developer and may be employed if appropriate to the setting 
and scale of development.  

DLP1:109  

Sentence that starts 'Development should accord' should 
read 'All Development should accord'.  

This has been considered and the policy has been amended to reflect this issue. DLP1:171  

The Policy should also take into account the impact on 
neighbour relations resulting from the close proximity of 
houses and parking issues.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 
 

DLP1:190  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

 

Non space based - include pollinator planting  Natural infrastructure policies and EN10-16 address these aspects of green infrastructure.  DLP1:192  

Where possible brown field sites should be developed before 
Green field sites  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

DLP1:207  

Please look at the Woodlands by Bovis, most customers very 
unhappy, poor levels of customer service. Still waiting for any 
sign of hand over to green belt company to maintain 
communal areas. An absolutely despicable company, more 
needs to be done to hold these builders accountable for the 
poor and shoddy workmanship before they are permitted to 
build. Only use builders with a five star rating?  

The choice of developer is made by the landowner, not the planning authority.   DLP1:289  

What quality?  The draft Local Plan sets out policies and best practice guidance that sets parameters for quality design and 
development, alongside the Teignbridge Design Guide document.  

DLP1:293  

Historic England notes that the Design and Wellbeing Chapter 
is intended to provide a local design guide for Teignbridge, 
supplemented by Appendix 2 Building Design Guidance, and 
takes account of chapter 12 of the NPPF and the National 
Design Guide (2019). Chapters 12 and 16 of the NPPF and the 
National Design Guide both stress the importance of having 
planning policies and using local design guides and codes to 
ensure that new development is sympathetic to local 
character and history, including the surrounding built 
environment and landscape setting (context), and positively 
contributes to local character, distinctiveness and sense of 
place.   
 
Historic England notes that Policy DW1: Quality Development 
proposes a series of requirements (Design Principles, 
Parameter Plans, Place-Based Strategies, Non Place-Based 
Strategies, Design Codes and Parcel Plans) that applicants are 
to follow in preparing development proposals and submitted 
with applications to ensure better design outcomes. Historic 
England is comfortable with this proposed approach with the 
various design requirements intended to be proportionate to 
the scale of development. However, we are keen to ensure 
that development of all scales and types is of high quality, 
understands its context in relation to the historic 
environment and is designed to conserve and enhance the 
significance of heritage assets and their settings, as well as 
wider historic townscapes and landscapes. To this end, we 
have a number of comments.   
 

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng) 
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Firstly, we seek clarification as to whether Policy DW1 is 
intended to apply to all development types or to just 
residential development. Figure 8 in the first part of Policy 
DW1 is currently structured so as to apply to outline and full 
planning applications for housing development only. Given 
the requirements of the NPPF in relation to well-designated 
places and conserving and enhancing the historic 
environment, we consider that the wording of Policy DW1 
should to changed so as to make it clear that it apply to all 
development types.   
 
Secondly, we seek clarification as to whether the design 
requirements in Tables 7 and 8 are intended to cover all 
application types. All of the application design requirements 
in Table 7 are described only in relation to outline 
applications, as are Design Codes and potentially also Parcel 
Plans in Table 8. Again, we are seeking changes to the 
wording Tables 7 and 8 to make it clear which design 
requirements apply to which application types.   
 
Following on from our comments above, we have the 
following comments in relation to Table 7: Application Design 
Requirements:   
 

• Design Principles – the historic environment should 
be added as a theme, given the requirements of 
chapters 12 and 16 of the NPPF and the National 
Design Guide. These may be equally relevant for 
larger-scale development that is a full or hybrid 
application (not just for outline applications) where 
some key details or mitigation measures may have to 
be agreed by section 106 agreement or through the 
use of conditions.   

• Parameter Plans – these should include a prompt to 
include any heritage assets on or near to the 
application site and show any relevant measures 
intended to minimise harm to heritage assets and/or 
to deliver enhancements.   

• Place-Based Strategies – we support the inclusion of 
‘heritage and archaeology’, ‘character’ and 
‘landscape’ as typical Place-Based Strategies. 
However, we suggest that either ‘historic 
environment’ or ‘heritage assets’ is used instead of 
‘heritage and archaeology’ based on the NPPF 
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ID 

terminology. If there is a intended to be a link 
between these strategies and Design & Access 
Statements and/or Heritage Statements, this could be 
usefully indicated in Table 7. We also consider that 
the use of Place-Based Strategies should be opened 
up for use in all types of relevant application instead 
of being linked to parameter plans and hence to 
outline planning applications only in the current 
wording.   

 
Following on from our comments above, we have the 
following comments in relation to Table 8: Design Guidance:   
 

• Non-Place-Based Strategies and Menu of Types – we 
note that there may be links between some Non-
Place-Based Strategies and Place-Based Strategies and 
the Menu of Types when developments are being 
planned to conserve and enhance the historic 
environment and heritage assets, e.g. materials, 
building character, street character and tree planting 
strategies as all of the range of types, especially in 
case of heritage-led development. The explanatory 
text in Table 8 should be amended to explain these 
potential links and how this may relate to the use of 
Design Codes.   

• Design Code Content and Design Codes – we note the 
list of parameters for Design Codes does not include 
any in relation the historic environment and/or 
heritage assets. We consider that this should be 
amended to prompt Design Codes to address the 
conservation and enhancement of heritage assets on 
or near to application site, including any relevant 
measures intended to minimise harm to heritage 
assets and/or to deliver enhancements. There may 
also be an overlap between Design Codes and some 
Heritage Statement content and this should also be 
recognised. Preparers of Design Codes should also be 
prompted to positively respond to local vernacular 
and to reinforce local identity and distinctiveness.   

• Parcel Plans – these should include a prompt to 
include any heritage assets on or near to application 
site and show any relevant measures intended to 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

ensure a positive response, avoiding or minimising 
harm and securing enhancements where appropriate.   

 
Historic England notes that Policy DW1: Design and 
Wellbeing contains a series of overarching principles with 
which development should accord. We strongly support 
many of the principles including a), c), g), j), k) and n).   
 
However, we are seeking some wording changes as follows:   

• Principle a) should include the term ‘conserve’ in 
relation to heritage assets in accordance with the 
section 16 of the NPPF;   

• Principle c) recognise that some places may already 
have a strong, positive sense of place (e.g. heritage 
assets or historic townscape) in which case new 
development should seek to respect and/or enhance 
this;   

• Principle g) should include a cross-reference to 
Appendix 2: Building Design – Traditional Materials of 
the District;   

• Principle j) should include reference to the use of 
interpretation of heritage assets and/or the historic 
environment as this can be incorporated into public 
art and also helps to reinforce local identity and a 
sense of place;   

• Principle k) should include reference to historic 
townscape and streetscape;   

• Principle n) should also reference other adopted 
Supplementary Planning Documents and 
Conservation Area Character Appraisals and 
Management Plans.   

 

 

Policy DW2: Easy to Navigate Places 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Statements of support, noting the following:  
• Important for all, especially for mixed use and 

affordable housing  
• Important for the elderly as well  

The support for this policy is acknowledged. DLP1:05, DLP1:15, 
DLP1:73, DLP1:201, 
DLP1:248, DLP1:283, 
DLP1:286    

New communities will be unlikely to integrate with the 
existing population or landscape.  

Policies and design guidance contained in the Local Plan is designed to integrate new development with existing 
communities as far as practicable.  

DLP1:24  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

Houses would provide less traffic on a busy country lane  Noted.  DLP1:65  

But no interest/character.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:97  

Cost effective public transport for all to discourage the use of 
cars  

Sustainable transport is addressed in Policy CC4.  DLP1:109  

On street parking has become the norm in all new 
developments despite garages and parking slots.  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

DLP1:157  

Good road signage is vital for transport links  The support for this policy is acknowledged. DLP1:172  

This is a must for emergency services.  I work for an 
emergency service where safety issues have occurred due to 
problems locating addresses.  

The support for this policy is acknowledged.  
  

DLP1:190  

Where possible brown field sites should be developed before 
Green field sites  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

DLP1:207  

Roads are frequently poorly managed with road signs, should 
be more presentable and fitting with the neighbourhood, 
some effort made with the overall looks or a standard size 
road sign for all roads.  

Noted.  Comments will be passed to the Highway Authority (Devon County Council)  DLP1:289  

Historic England supports the intent of Policy DW2 and the 
inclusion of various criteria to ensure that new development 
is easy to navigate while respecting local character. However, 
we would welcome a new criterion (with explanatory text as 
necessary) to ensure that the need to conserve and enhance 
the historic environment and their significance of heritage 
assets and their settings in accordance with the NPPF is 
appropriately recognised and provided for when designing 
new development. Relevant guidance can be found in Streets 
for All (2018) and the South West version (2018), as well as in 
The Settings of Heritage Assets (2017) and Building in 
Context.   

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

 

Policy DW3: Street Character and Form 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Most housing developments of less than 15 years old have 
been ruined by on street parking. We need to learn from this 
and allow sufficient off street parking.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 
 

DLP1:08  

Really important that pedestrians, cyclists and those with 
limited mobility are catered for and preferably separated 

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW1, DW2, DW3, 
CC4 and Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4).  
 

DLP1:15  



       
 

49 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

from traffic by green planting and all active transport routes 
are inter connected.  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  
Statements of support, noting the following:  

• concern that central government may override these concerns 
with loosening of planning guidelines.  

• There is evidence that simply being able (and confident) about 
getting up and about for people over 50 can play a significant 
part in their health and so street character, lighting etc has a 
role to play in ill health prevention.  

• Tree lined streets would be ideal in new build areas  

  

The support for this policy allocation is acknowledged. DLP1:53, DLP1:73, 
DLP1:172  

Not all Straight and uniform.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:97  

Clear to see that the cottages and more traditional homes 
are far more pleasing than the bog standard rubbish seen in 
later years. No high rise developments.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 
 

DLP1:109  

The cost of maintenance is an excuse for Local Authorities to 
fail in their responsibility to keep to the original street scene 
concepts.  

The viability of all plan proposals and Policies will be independently tested prior to examination to ensure their 
deliverability.  

DLP1:157  

Consider width of cycle paths.    This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:190  

Covid-19 will leave many empty shops. It is paramount that 
this this can provide a new opportunity to develop our high 
streets in a more sustainable and attractive manner.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policy EC10. 
.  

DLP1:200  

Would be good to avoid unadopted roads.    All sites allocated will incorporate adopted roads.  DLP1:201  

The theory is good. Yet at Hele Park developments it feels 
claustrophobic as there are cars everywhere.  

More defined design requirements and guidance set out in Policies DW1-DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design Code 
(Appendix 4) will place a formal requirement on development to deliver specific standards.  

DLP1:237  

Wide enough and parking areas  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policy DW3 and the 
Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:283  

Historic England supports the intent of Policy DW3 and the 
inclusion of various criteria to ensure that new development 
achieves high quality street character and form, as well as 
building design. However, we query if this policy should be 
confined to ‘major development’ instead of all new 
development as with Policies DW1 and DW2. We also seek a 
new criterion (with explanatory text as necessary) to ensure 
that the need to conserve and enhance the historic 
environment and their significance of heritage assets and 
their settings in accordance with the NPPF is appropriately 
recognised and provided when designing new development. 
For example, building scales, setbacks, widths, materials, 
details as well as the boundary treatments of development 
may need to be informed by historic townscape and specific 

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

heritage assets and their settings. A cross-reference should 
also be included to Appendix 2: Building Design – Traditional 
Materials of the District as well as to any adopted 
Supplementary Planning Documents and Conservation Area 
Character Appraisals and Management Plans, which may 
contain relevant guidance. Relevant advice can also be found 
in Building in Context, Streets for All (2018) and the South 
West version (2018), as well as in The Settings of Heritage 
Assets (2017) and Tall Buildings (2015). 

 

Policy DW4: Good Building Design 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Architectural Quality e) - good but not strong enough. This 
needs to be the best of existing design locally (this should be 
Devon wide examples, rather than just the immediate 
vicinity).  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 
 
 

DLP1:04  

Statements of support, noting the following:  
• Large builders are too easily allowed to import their standard 

estate design into an area that is not in keeping with local 
materials or building design.    

• designed commercial and public buildings should be 
curtailed  

Good to have interesting buildings.  

The support for this policy is acknowledged. DLP1:07, DLP1:15, 
DLP1:65, DLP1:73, 
DLP1:97, DLP1:160, 
DLP1:201, DLP1:248, 
DLP1:283,   

Unlikely given the scales of the developments.  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy DW2 and the Teignbridge Design Code 
(Appendix 4).  

DLP1:24  

Materials:  
• Quality over quantity- use of strawbale/lime render to be very 

sustainable  

Embrace modern materials whilst maintaining character  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policy DW2 and the 
Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 
 

DLP1:109, DLP1:157,    

Traditional styles are more preferable  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4).   

DLP1:172  

Developers and planners should be held account for delivery 
of this.  The new developments in the area all look very 
similar and do not reflect the environment.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 
 

DLP1:190  

Where possible brown field sites should be developed before 
Green field sites  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

DLP1:207  

Given the aging population, a certain number of bungalows 
should be mandatory in every new development.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended as the council cannot prescribe house types through the 
Local Plan.  This would be discussed at pre-application stage. 

DLP1:235  

The houses are of poor quality, crammed in for maximum 
profit  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4).  

DLP1:289, DLP1:293,   

More attention to insulation and heat retention.    This has been considered and the policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policy CC2. DLP1:305  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

 

Historic England supports the intent of Policy DW4 to achieve 
good building design by maintaining and enhancing the 
historic character and appearance of settlements, 
streetscenes, groups and individual buildings, and landscape, 
and the associated criteria related to context and 
architectural quality. However, we would encourage 
additional criteria (with explanatory text as necessary) under 
both context and architectural quality to ensure that the 
need to conserve and enhance the historic environment and 
the significance of heritage assets and their settings is 
recognised in accordance with the NPPF For example, the 
siting, scale, proportions, massing, materials and details of 
development may need to be informed by historic townscape 
or by specific heritage assets and their settings. A cross-
reference should also be included to Appendix 2: Building 
Design – Traditional Materials of the District as well as to any 
adopted Supplementary Planning Documents and 
Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management 
Plans, which may contain relevant guidance. Relevant advice 
can also be found in Building in Context, Making Changes to 
Heritage Assets (2016), The Settings of Heritage Assets (2017) 
and Tall Buildings (2015).   

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

 

Policy DW5: Design of Employment, Retail and Civic Buildings 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Not strong enough in terms of encouraging excellence. If the 
surrounding area is of bad design, this will just encourage 
more bad design.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 
 

DLP1:04  

Statements of support  The support for this policy is acknowledged DLP1:15, DLP1:73, 
DLP1:201,   

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

Need to consider the wellbeing of any nearby residents, not 
just business/commercial interest.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:97  

Comments re. design, noting the following:  
• Newton Abbot is a prime example of this having ugly retail 

buildings and car parks everywhere.  
• No tower blocks, no square glass buildings and make sure they are 

built to last.   

Cheap, shoddily designed commercial and public buildings 
should be curtailed  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policy DW2 and the 
Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4).  
 

DLP1:109, DLP1:157, 
DLP1:160  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Avoid destruction of historical buildings or those with 
character, rather than building new structures which try to 
look like previous ones.  

Heritage assets are protected under Policy EN17.  DLP1:190  

Where possible brown field sites should be developed before 
Green field sites  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

DLP1:207  

Each category should  be identifiable  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because formatting reflects a standard policy format.  DLP1:283  

What employment? Not a single job created yet thousands 
more homes  

The Teignbridge job density (ratio of total jobs to population aged 16-64) has increased from 0.70 to 0.75 over the 
current plan period (2014 to 2020).  This 0.05 increase is greater than that of the South West (0.02) and Great Britain 
(0.03).  Between 2014 and 2020, 6,000 additional jobs were created (Source: Nomis)  

DLP1:293  

Historic England supports the intent of Policy DW5 to design 
major retail, employment and civic buildings so that they 
integrate with and enhance the character of the surrounding 
environment and the associated criteria in relation to 
character, distinctiveness and the historic environment, 
especially criterion c). However, we seek the amendment of 
the wording for to criterion c) so that it includes the words 
‘conserve and enhance’ and ‘heritage assets’ in recognition 
of NPPF requirements. For example, a new civic building may 
involve the adaptive re-use of a heritage asset and or be built 
within the setting of a heritage asset and as such, the 
development should seek to conserve and enhance the 
significance of the asset. A cross-reference should also be 
included to Appendix 2: Building Design – Traditional 
Materials of the District as well as to any adopted 
Supplementary Planning Documents and Conservation Area 
Character Appraisals and Management Plans, which may 
contain relevant guidance. Relevant advice can also be found 
in Building in Context, Making Changes to Heritage Assets 
(2016), The Settings of Heritage Assets (2017) and Tall 
Buildings (2015).   

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

 

Policy DW6: Shop Fronts and Advertisements 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Please can we support local businesses.  Regulations should 
not disadvantage the smaller local trader but allow the larger 
chains to get away with it.  

Policy applies to all business and aims to improve local street scene and shop front to support the vibrancy and vitality 
of town centres and the local economy.  

DLP1:15  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

Shop fronts should reflect local character and signage must 
not be too intrusive  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policy DW2 and the 

Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:73  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Should be regulated for appearance/appropriateness.  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because the appearance agreed at planning application 
stage will be enforced through the planning system.  

DLP1:97  

Traditional, colourful, pretty, hanging baskets. Wow impact 
on how nice a shop can look.  

This issue is not considered relevant in Town and Country Planning, and so is not relevant to the plan. DLP1:109  

Put in place clear guidance and enforce it  The Policy provides guidance, which will be enforced through the planning system.  DLP1:157  

Provide grants to encourage shop owners to update their 
shop fronts to make them more attractive.  

This issue is not considered relevant in Town and Country Planning, and so is not relevant to the plan. DLP1:172  

No comments other than ensuring accountability, particularly 
around access issues.  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because the appearance agreed at planning application 
stage will be enforced through the planning system.  

DLP1:190  

As with DW3 we must not let our high streets become 
boarded up empty shops or a race to the bottom on 
replacement units. If we need fewer shops, cafes etc post 
pandemic then a well thought-out repurposing of buildings 
for cultural or residential use should be considered.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies EC9, EC10, DW2 and 

the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 

 

DLP1:200  

Statements of support  The support for this policy is acknowledged DLP1:201, DLP1:237  

Consider grants to help struggling, small shops upgrade their 
frontages and insist on certain standards generally.  

This issue is not considered relevant in Town and Country Planning, and so is not relevant to the plan. The comment has 
been passed to the Council’s Economic Development Team.  

DLP1:235  

Attractive display window with acceptable advertising  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies EC9, EC10, DW2 and 

the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:283  

Historic England supports the intention of Policy DW6 to 
retain historic shop fronts and in particular, that this is not 
confined to conservation areas. We also support the use of 
criteria to help ensure that alterations to and new shop 
fronts are appropriately designed in relation to the historic 
environment. However, we would encourage the following 
amendments:   
• Part 1 – we consider this could include a criterion that 

encourages improved physical access into historic 
buildings, while also seeking to ensure that traditional 
shop fronts are retained (to build on paragraph 4.29). 
Historic England has guidance on this issue in Easy Access 
to Historic Buildings (2015)   

• Criterion e) – should be broadened to include the need to 
include impacts on the significance of heritage assets   

• Part 3 – we consider that this should be broadened 
beyond conservation areas and the setting of 
conservation areas to include consideration of all types of 
heritage asset and historic streetscapes   

• Part 4 – we seek the broadening of this policy so that it 
encourages residential (and other) use of vacant and 
underused upper floors in historic high streets, while also 
seeking to ensure associated physical changes are 

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  



       
 

54 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

sympathetic to the significance of affected heritage 
assets   

• Part 5 and criterion n) – we consider that this should be 
broadened beyond conservation areas to include the 
conservation and enhancement of heritage assets and 
the historic environment.   

 

Policy DW7: Creating Neighbourhoods 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 
Statements of support, noting the following:  

• Define timely manner for neighbourhood 
centres.  The recent new developments haven’t had 
these implemented yet.  
• Definitely good to have facilities within easy reach 
of new residential developments  

  

The support for this policy allocation is acknowledged 
 
  

DLP1:15, DLP1:73, 
DLP1:130, DLP1:160, 
DLP1:190, DLP1:201, 
DLP1:248,      

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

Provide a proper settlement boundary to this part of the 
village.  

The boundary of each defined settlement in the district has subject to review according the agreed methodology, and 
changes consulted on within Part 1 of the Local Plan.  The Settlement Boundary Review is included as one of a suite of 
supporting documents with the Local Plan. 

DLP1:65  

Not ghettos.  This issue is not considered relevant in Town and Country Planning, and so is not relevant to the plan. DLP1:97  

Plenty of open green spaces, no concrete block garages or 
houses like Kingsway in Teignmouth that looks terrible.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW2, DW3 and the 

Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:109  

If this is an aspiration then it must be done from the ground 
up, do not seek to graft on any facilities at a later date, get 
them in from the beginning with plenty of room for 
expansion. If you are building a school make sure it is in the 
middle and is on a site twice the size initially needed.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies GP7, DW2 and the 

Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 

 

DLP1:157  

Limit spread of urban growth by designated green spaces.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies GP6, DW2 and the 

Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:172  

Where possible brown field sites should be developed before 
Green field sites  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of 
the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

  

Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 places a duty on local authorities to exercise their functions with due 
regard to likely effect on crime and disorder, and the need to do "all that the authority reasonably can" to prevent 
crime and disorder. The Police Designing out Crime Officer is consulted on new developments.  

DLP1:207  

The Diocese of Exeter is supportive of Policy DW7, 
particularly the principles of locating facilities within walkable 
distance of the majority of residents and of delivering 
facilities in a timely fashion for the early occupiers of new 

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW1, DW2 and the 

Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 

 

DLP1:225  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

developments. It also supports the inclusion of places of 
worship in paragraph 4.33 and agrees that such facilities 
should be 'distinguishable' and 'well defined'. It encourages 
the Planning Authority to be mindful of, and explicitly to 
address in each case, Paragraph 046 of the NPPG on Plan-
making (www.gov.uk/guidance/plan-making) and therefore 
to 'assess the quality and quantity of, and accessibility to, [...] 
places of worship, including expected future changes.'  

Hele development is houses and houses. Where are the 
community facilities: shops, public halls, pub, place of 
worship, school, dentist, doctor etc?  

This issue is not considered relevant in Town and Country Planning, and so is not relevant to the Local Plan.   DLP1:237  

All groups catered for.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW1, DW2 and the 

Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4).   

DLP1:283  

You are destroying neighbourhoods, not creating.  Sites allocated for development are in the most suitable and sustainable locations.  See the Sustainability Appraisal for 

further information.  Good Design requirements for these sites can be seen in policies DW1, DW2, DW3 and the 

Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 
 

DLP1:293  

Historic England supports the intention of Policy DW7 to 
create neighbourhoods that respect and draw inspiration 
from the local historic environment and its character and 
distinctiveness, in particular criterion d). In some cases, the 
neighbourhood centre will not be a new creation but an 
existing one, perhaps an historic high street that may or may 
not be within a conservation area and contain other heritage 
asset types. This may represent an important opportunity for 
increased footfall and a driver for their conservation and 
enhancement. This is of particular importance given the 
challenges facing historic high streets, which have been 
heightened by COVID-19. As such, we would strongly 
encourage the introduction of a new criterion   
 
We also suggest changes to criterion d) so that it refers to the 
need to conserve and enhance heritage assets and the 
historic environment in accordance with paragraphs 184, 
185,190,193 and 200 of the NPPF.   
 
There should also be some recognition in paragraph 4.34 that 
finding appropriate uses for disused or under used heritage 
assets can be challenging, especially if they are on Historic 
England’s Heritage at Risk Register and/or are isolated 
heritage assets in rural environments. As such, there be 
occasions when it may be appropriate to allow isolated non-
residential uses and facilities so as to conserve and enhance 

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

the significance of specific heritage assets, as part of a 
positive strategy for the conservation, enhancement and 
enjoyment of the historic environment as an irreplaceable 
resource in accordance with paragraphs184 and 185 of the 
NPPF.   

 

Policy DW8: Healthy Active Places 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Whilst healthy active places are essential, they require 
maintenance and the cost of upkeep, based upon existing 
information must be factored into Council budgets that seem 
to be ever under threat.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policy DW3 and the 

Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4).   

 

DLP1:08  

Statements of support, noting the following:  
• Vital for healthy communities  

  

The support for this policy allocation is acknowledged 
 

DLP1:15, DLP1:73, 
DLP1:130, DLP1:160, 
DLP1:248, DLP1:286  

Green infrastructure very important. Biodiversity should not 
only be seen as protecting designated areas and mitigating 
destroyed areas. There should be policy to be proactive in 
provision of high quality natural environment as standard for 
biodiversity, resource management and aesthetic outcomes.  

The protection, development, enhancement and maintenance of green infrastructure is addressed in the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy Policies DW9-DW17 and EN10-EN17.  

DLP1:53  

  

Great to see this influenced by Sport England's Active 
Design.  Good design should allow people to walk and cycle 
from their homes.  And be physically active too.  

The support for this policy is acknowledged 
 

DLP1:83  

Difficult if massive increases in proposed development.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. The principle of healthy active 

places will be applied regardless of the level of growth.  See Policies DW1, DW2, DW3 and the Teignbridge District 

Design Code (Appendix 4).    

DLP1:97  

Where healthcare facilities and requirement issues are 
already identified in the Local Plan to make planned 
developments sustainable then the HIA must include a 
review of that information to ensure the information is still 
current.    

This has been considered and the plan seeks to secure appropriate contributions to infrastructure and services.  See the 
sustainability appraisal and the Health Impact Assessment for further information.  

DLP1:101  

The use of the HUDU checklist is a good indicator that the 
proposed development meets healthy requirements.  Whilst 
the HUDU is a useful checklist it does not factor in the 
physical aspects of access to quality healthcare services and 
these also need to be identified for each proposed 
development.  Places with good local character, good 
lighting, and access to local shops all encourage people to be 
more active and in turn has an effect on ill health prevention. 
This is directly related to 'Healthy Active Places' which 
doesn’t have to mean access to parks, or leisure facilities. 

The Local Plan Policies are designed to create healthy, active communities, which have access to facilities, services and 
sustainable transport locally.    
  
Further review will be carried out of the HIA template content to ensure that it comprehensively aligns with the related 
Local Plan Policies.   

DLP1:101  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Sport England are engaged in projects looking at healthy 
living which deviates from previous policies associated with 
building leisure centres. Having input from Sport England and 
or Public Health England can assist in the development of 
healthy places.  Smaller developments of 499 and less 
dwellings will not be properly assessed for their impact on 
the health and wellbeing of the population, in particular, the 
ability to access healthcare services and this has an overall 
detrimental effect on health and wellbeing of the local 
population. The threshold needs to be negotiated by TDC 
with their NHS partners. A lower threshold than that 
proposed could be useful in securing better health outcomes 
against sustainability objective I (Health).  

Open spaces and attractive parks  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW2, DW3, the 
Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:109  

What is the penalty for not acting on the Rapid HIA?  How 
will this be monitored?  

It is intended that the HIA will form part of the planning application process and HIA recommendations will become the 
conditions that the developer must deliver if permission is granted.   

DLP1:190  

Where possible brown field sites should be developed before 
Greenfield sites  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of 
the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

DLP1:207  

Good outdoor spaces for every age group  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW2, DW3 and the 
Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:283  

Too much pollution and loss of green space  The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of 
the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

DLP1:293  

Historic England supports the intent of Policy DW8 but would 
like to highlight the positive contribution that the historic 
environment can make to physical and mental wellbeing. To 
this end, we would encourage a modification to criterion c) 
to reflect this, noting that streets and junctions can also be 
designed to capitalise on heritage assets, which can define or 
provide character and a sense of place as well as aid 
navigation and way-finding. Interpretation of heritage assets 
and the historic environment and related activities such as 
heritage trails can also be used to encourage people of all 
ages and abilities to make greater use and get more 
enjoyment from the historic environment and again, this 
should be incorporated into relevant criterion/a in Policy 
DW8. This would reflect the requirements of paragraph 185 
of the NPPF, in particular criteria b), c) and d).   

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Policy DW9: Natural Infrastructure 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Whilst natural infrastructure is essential, they require 
maintenance and the cost of upkeep, based upon existing 
information must be factored into Council budgets that seem 
to be ever under threat.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW2, DW3, the 
Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 
 

DLP1:08  

Absolutely so important & don't forget the needs of the 
young adolescents  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW2, DW3 and the 
Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:15  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

This should be high on priorities for biodiversity, natural 
resource management and for people’s wellbeing and health. 
Known that high quality natural environments will reduce 
impact (and cost) on natural resource management e.g. 
water and physical and mental health.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW2, DW3, EN1-
EN16, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 
 

DLP1:53  

Needs closer consideration.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW2, DW3, EN1-16 
and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:97  

straw bale/lime render  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been reflects this in Policies DW1, DW2, DW3 and the Teignbridge 
District Design Code (Appendix 4)   

DLP1:109  

Avoid destruction of natural infrastructure.  This isn’t 
currently happening which results in flooding.  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of 
the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 
 
This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies GP2, DW2, DW3, 
EN1-16 and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:190  

During lock down I have been particularly pleased to have 
many attractive local green spaces to use.  

The support for this policy is acknowledged 
 

DLP1:201  

Where possible brown field sites should be developed before 
Green field sites  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of 
the high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

DLP1:207  

Housing developments should have to include proper green 
areas not just a tiny bit of manicured grass which seems to 
have happened in a number of new developments.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW2, DW3 and the 
Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:218  

Statements of support  The support for this policy is acknowledged DLP1:248, DLP1:263,   

Good access with good landscaping should (not completed)  Statement not completed - disregarded.  DLP1:283  

Loss of nature!  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW2, DW3, EN1-
EN16 and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:293  

Historic England notes that Policy DW9 seeks the provision of 
natural infrastructure in new development that integrates 
the historic features and patterns of the site, its setting and 
access to heritage assets into natural infrastructure planning 
(criterion e). While we support the thrust of this criterion and 
the brief mention of heritage assets in paragraph 4.45, we 
consider that it does not adequately recognise that some 
natural infrastructure may be a heritage asset (e.g. historic 

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

park or garden), some will form the setting of a heritage 
asset (e.g. listed building set within a park and garden) 
and/or some will contain heritage assets (e.g. archaeological 
site) or historic landscape features (e.g. historic hedgerows). 
Impacts on natural infrastructure that are or that contain a 
heritage asset will need to be considered (including increased 
use) and harmful impacts on significance should be avoided 
where possible, and then minimised in order to secure its 
conservation. Natural infrastructure can also make a positive 
contribution to the enhancement of the historic 
environment, e.g. it can be used to improve the settings of 
heritage assets, improve access to heritage assets and create 
a sense of place and tangible links with local history. 

 

Policy DW10: Design of Natural Infrastructure 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Engage local people - yes, 'non-experts' - to assist in the 
design. After all, we are the end-users.  

Where community masterplanning is required for new development, developers will be required to involve and engage 
with the local community at an early stage of the planning process.  See Policies DW2 and the Teignbridge District 
Design Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:08  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

Statements of support  The support for this policy is acknowledged DLP1:65, DLP1:73  

Look at the beautiful countryside around us.  Emulate it not 
destroy it.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies EN1-16, DW2, DW3 
and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:97  

Pleasing to the eye, low key and stands the test of time, 
unlike many developments built in the 1960's/70's.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW2 and the 
Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:109  

Need to avoid impact on natural wildlife  Impact on wildlife is carefully assessed and considered through the careful selection of development sites, protection of 
sensitive areas, and through appropriate mitigation measures if required.  See the Sustainability Appraisal, Policies EN1-
16, DW2, DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:190  

Where possible brown field sites should be developed before 
Green field sites  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

DLP1:207  

Design should complement the local environment.    This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW2 and the 
Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:283  

We note that Policy DW10 provides further criteria related to 
the design of natural infrastructure and this policy also does 
not consider design in relation to the historic environment 
and heritage assets and their settings, although we note that 
paragraph 4.50 mentions ‘landscape character and historic 
interest’, which is welcome. Natural infrastructure can, if 
carefully designed, integrate well with and enhance the 
historic environment and local distinctiveness.   

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

 
As such, we are seeking a change to the wording of criterion 
e) or the introduction of a new criterion in Policy DW9 (with   
 
additional explanatory text as required) and the introduction 
of a new criterion in Policy DW10 (with a change to wording 
to paragraph 4.50) that requires natural infrastructure 
planning and design to conserve and enhance the historic 
environment, historic landscape features, and the 
significance of affected heritage assets and their settings to 
be in accordance with requirements of the NPPF. Relevant 
guidance can be found in Streets for All (2018) and the South 
West version (2018), and The Settings of Heritage Assets 
(2017) and Making Changes to Heritage Assets (2016). 

 

Policy DW11: Natural Green Space 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Over development can threaten this.  The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.   

DLP1:05  

Natural green space is not a 100 metre field gap between 
one development and the next or an existing village.  

Noted.    DLP1:08  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

Should be more than mitigate. Aim for higher level  Avoidance and reduction of any potential impact(s) are explored before mitigation.  See Policies EN1-EN16, HRA and 
sustainability appraisal. 

DLP1:53  

Much of the land is already natural green space and it should 
stay that way  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

DLP1:65  

Statements of support  The support for this policy is acknowledged DLP1:73, DLP1:160, 
DLP1:248, DLP1:263, 
DLP1:292    

Must be a very high priority to retain/enhance.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies EN1-EN16, DW2, 
DW3, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:97  

Access to parks and green space has a positive impact on 
mental as well as physical health  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW2, DW3, the 
Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:101  

Incorporate plenty of natural green space, trees and plants.  This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies EN1-EN16, DW2, 
DW3, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:109  

Keep as it is.  The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.     

DLP1:133  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The policy needs to include who would be responsible and 
accountable for maintaining green spaces provided for.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW2 and the 
Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:171  

Maintain and preserve existing woodland  This has been considered and the policy reflects this. Existing woodland is protected under Policy EN15: Trees, Hedges 
and Woodland.  

DLP1:172  

Accountability for not meeting the requirements should be 
included.  

This issue is not within the scope of a Local Plan. DLP1:190  

Where possible brown field sites should be developed before 
Green field sites  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

DLP1:207  

I and many people I know, feel that Devon's integral 
character as a coastal and countryside region is being 
severely compromised by the recent expansion of housing. 
Acre after acre of green field countryside is being built on, 
creating the feeling of suburban sprawl.  Devon towns have 
traditionally had rural "gateways" with development strictly 
limited to town boundaries. This incessant building is killing 
what makes Devon Devon. Why would visitors want to come 
to somewhere that is just as built up and noisy as home? The 
fact that so many affluent visitors now ignore Devon in 
favour of less developed Cornwall is testimony to this.  

The Local Plan only plans for the level of development that is required to deliver the District’s housing target, which is 
set by Government.  Cornwall has a similar level of required growth.     
  
The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

DLP1:235  

You seem to know the theory yet every green space in 
Kingsteignton has been built on!  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. Public 
green space within settlement limits is not built on unless equivalent or improved provision is provided in the 
immediate locality. See Policy GP2 and GP6. 

DLP1:237  

Maximise to give net gain in biodiversity  Local Plan Policy EN10 requires that all development, excluding any development exempted by the Environment Act, 
will demonstrate a 10% or greater net gain in biodiversity compared with pre-development system.   

DLP1:323  

 

Policy DW12: Natural Corridors 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Natural corridors comprising thin strips of land between 
developments are never 'natural' and always appear man-
made.  

The Local Plan design guidance, combined with the advice of specialists at planning and design stage will create the 
best possible environment and habitats, whilst enabling public access where appropriate.  See Policies EN1-EN16, DW2 
and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 
 

DLP1:08  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

Existing natural landmarks used by fauna for flight paths 
should be retained.  Support plan but could be bolder as still 
works on principle that housing or commercial 
development is separate from natural environment; attempt 
should be made to incorporate natural environment across 
the board    

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies EN1-EN16, DW2, DW3, the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4)  
   

DLP1:53  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Statements of support, noting the following:  
• This is an essential part of ensuring biodiversity 
and species protection  
• Needed for the protection of animals  

Vital for wildlife to thrive particularly as urban sprawl 
continues  

The support for this policy is acknowledged 
 

  

DLP1:73, DLP1:133, 
DLP1:172, DLP1:237, 
DLP1:263,   

Need to be more closely/considered and expanded.  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies EN1-EN16, DW2, DW3, the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:97  

Animals find their way around anything, do not get too hung 
up on what a mouse might like otherwise the solution will be 
a mouse motorway!  

This has been considered and is reflected in the plan /policy. The council has a legal duty to consider and plan to 
protect certain specified flora and fauna. See Policies EN10-EN16, DW2, DW3, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the 
Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4)  

DLP1:157  

The policy needs to include who would be responsible and 
accountable for maintaining green spaces provided for.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy has been amended to reflect this issue. See Policies DW2 and the 
Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4).  

DLP1:171  

  

How will this be monitored?    This has been considered but is not within the scope of the Local Plan to prescribe at this stage of the planning process. 
Natural infrastructure requirements form part of the planning application process and conditions that the developer 
must deliver if permission is granted.  Policies DW2 and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) set out 
preferred management organisations. 

DLP1:190  

Where possible brown field sites should be developed before 
Greenfield sites  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

DLP1:207  

I and many people I know, feel that Devon's integral character as a 
coastal and countryside region is being severely compromised by 
the recent expansion of housing. Acre after acre of green field 
countryside is being built on, creating the feeling of suburban 
sprawl.  Devon towns have traditionally had rural "gateways" with 
development strictly limited to town boundaries. This incessant 
building is killing what makes Devon Devon. Why would visitors 
want to come to somewhere that is just as built up and noisy as 
home? The fact that so many affluent visitors now ignore Devon in 
favour of less developed Cornwall is testimony to this.  

  

The Local Plan only plans for the level of development that is required to deliver the District’s housing target, which is 
set by Government.  Cornwall has a similar level of required growth.     
  
The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 
 

DLP1:235  

  

BT1 is a natural corridor and cannot be offset as there isn't 
any further area available in this part of town  

This has been considered and the policy has been amended to reflect this issue and proposes to designate the Bonds 
Meadow area of the BT1 allocation as Local Green Space. See Policy GP6.  

DLP1:292  

Maximise  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies EN1-EN16, DW2, DW3, the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4)  

DLP1:323  

 

Policy DW13: Parks and Recreation 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Statements of support  
  

The support for this policy is acknowledged 
 

DLP1:05, DLP1:73, 
DLP1:160, DLP1:248,   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Police numbers are down but drug and anti-social behaviour 
is on the increase and with many more vulnerable children 
and young adults congregating.    
  

More parks indeed but this will stretch our Policing resources 
even further. Provision should be considered to combat this.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design 

Code (Appendix 4) which require that Police Secured by Design principles are considered in the design of Natural 

Infrastructure.   

DLP1:08  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
DLP1:207  
  

  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

Existing areas need to be improved/expanded  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies EN1-EN16, DW2, DW3, the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:97  

There are some poorly designed play parks in the recent 
developments.  Facilities for older children should also be 
developed to reduce the likelihood of adverse behaviour  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies EN1-EN16, DW2, DW3, the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 
 

DLP1:190  

You have allowed plastic football pitches on Decoy.  This issue is not considered relevant in Town and Country Planning, and so is not relevant to the plan. The construction 
of artificial pitches enables a space equivalent to a single pitch, that does not require repair time (as grass pitches do) to 
meet the high local demand for pitch space at all times of the day and into the evenings.  It can also be used in almost 
all weather conditions. See the Teignbridge Playing Pitch Strategy.  

DLP1:293  

New developments must have managed open spaces  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies DW2, the Green Infrastructure Strategy 
and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:323  

Historic England notes the intent of Policy DW13 in relation 
to the design of urban parks and play spaces. However, this 
policy does not recognise that some urban parks will be 
existing ones and that some of these will either be heritage 
assets (e.g. historic park or garden), some will form the 
setting of a heritage asset (e.g. listed building set within a 
park and garden) and/or some will contain heritage assets 
(e.g. archaeological site). Some may also be identified as 
making positive contributions to the special interest of 
conservation areas (e.g. Courtenay Park in Newton Abbot). 
Impacts on heritage assets will need to be considered 
(including increased use and the location of play areas) and 
harmful impacts on significance should be avoided where 
possible and then minimised in order to secure its 
conservation. Urban parks can also make positive 
contributions to the enhancement of the historic 
environment, e.g. it can be used to improve the settings of 
heritage assets, improve access to heritage assets and create 
a sense of place and tangible links with local history.   
 

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

As such, we seek a new criterion in Policy DW13 (with 
additional explanatory text as required) that requires the 
design of urban parks and play areas to consider the 
conserve and enhance the historic environment and the 
significance of affected heritage assets and their settings to 
be in accordance with requirements of the NPPF. Relevant 
guidance can be found in Streets for All (2018) and the South 
West version (2018), The Settings of Heritage Assets (2017) 
and Making Changes to Heritage Assets (2016).   

 

Policy DW14: Allotments 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 
Statements of support noting the following:  

• Allotments encourage residents to increase their 
consumption of fruit and veg; both are determinants of 
improvements in health through better nutrition.  

Good to have allotments near to housing.  

The support for this policy is acknowledged 
 

DLP1:05, DLP1:101, 
DLP1:160, DLP1:201, 
DLP1:248,       

Allotments should make provision for rain water collection, 
storage and distribution  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. Allotment provision should accord with National 
Allotment Society guidance. See Policies DW3, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:33  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

The proposed ratio of one half plot per 25 new dwellings is 
too low. The Newton Abbot allotment association (NADCAA) 
has suggested 1 half plot per 7 new dwellings and I support 
this suggestion. Allotment provision should also not be 
limited to larger developments of over 100 dwellings. All 
developments for new dwellings should contribute to an 
allotment land fund either with land or a financial 
contribution on a basis of 25m2 per dwelling. In addition 
tighter standards are needed for allotment provision than 
those proposed in DW14 and I refer you to the detailed 
submission of NADCAA on DW14  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. Allotment provision requirements have been 
increased. See Policies DW3, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4)  
   

DLP1:73  

Commendable in principal but all too often an eyesore.  The support for this policy is acknowledged DLP1:97  

More allotments  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. Allotment provision requirements have been 
increased. See Policies DW3, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:109  

Allotments bring a number of benefits to both individual 
gardeners and the wider community. Over 70% of the 
population believe that spending time in their gardens is 
important for their quality of life. Yet many people, such as 
flat dwellers, are frequently denied a space to garden and 
grow their own fruit and vegetables. To prevent exclusion 
from the opportunities that those people with gardens enjoy, 

The support for this policy is acknowledged 
 

DLP1:116  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

allotments are a vital resource. Allotments provide users with 
a number of health benefits. By promoting physical exercise 
they can help prevent and tackle problems such as diabetes, 
heart disease and obesity. Research suggests that just 30 
minutes gardening can burn as many calories as aerobic 
exercise. Moreover, allotments promote a more healthy and 
nutritious diet with readily available and easily accessed fresh 
and wholesome food. Evidence shows that those who grow 
their own food are likely to eat more fruit and vegetables. 
There are a wide ranging set of important educative benefits 
of allotments, particularly for schools or children’s groups to 
visit and learn. Educating children of the importance of 
healthy food and environmental sustainability is now 
considered to be an important role of local authorities and 
schools. Eighty per cent of the population are reported to 
believe that children should learn growing and gardening at 
school.    

NADCAA manage allotment sites in Newton Abbot. The 
section in the plan for allotments is not adequate. There has 
been an enormous increase in enquiries of in 2020 Four half 
plots per hundred houses is just not enough and needs to be 
ten per hundred houses. The detail in the plan needs to be 
more precise for example, security fencing, soil testing for 
contaminants, 24 inches of topsoil minimum, good drainage, 
hawthorn hedging as a secondary border and to promote 
wildlife, a wildlife meadow border around the field, a specific 
number of water troughs per number of plots, a 3 metre 
wide hard track for vehicular access with a turning point and 
a car park, ponds to create habitat for species, trees and 
shrubs around the border to create habitat and a carbon 
sink. 

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. Rather than being overly prescriptive, allotment 
provision is required to accord with National Allotment Society guidance, and the ratio of allotments to homes has 
been doubled allotment provision requirements from 2 plots per 100 homes to 4. See Policies DW2, the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 
 

DLP1:116  

Not on North facing slopes please.  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. Allotment provision is required to accord with 
National Allotment Society guidance. See Policies DW2, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District 
Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:157  

There should be a higher ratio of allotments in (a) to satisfy 
need.  Also, the council should distinguish between statutory 
and non-statutory allotment sites. All sites should be 
statutory and not managed by developers to reduce the risk 
of future change of use of land.  Developers should also 
provide the council areas for allotment development for the 
public.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. The ratio of allotments to homes has been doubled 
from 2 plots per 100 homes to 4 - see Policy DW2, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4).  Management arrangements are set out in Policy DW3.  
 

DLP1:171  

Increase number available to encourage more people to use 
them  

Ratio of allotments to homes to be reviewed.  DLP1:172  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The offer of mulching material would be of significant benefit 
as springs and summers turn dryer.  

This issue is not considered relevant in Town and Country Planning, and so is not relevant to the plan. DLP1:184  

The pandemic has shown how important these are to allow 
people to feed themselves  

The support for this policy is acknowledged 
 

DLP1:200  

Also good to provide housing with decent sized gardens  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended as no national guidance exists, and garden size is 
dependent on topography, so it is difficult to prescribe an enforceable size requirement. 

DLP1:237  

Allotments should be available to all current developments.  This has been considered and the plan can only address allotments associated with new development, which can be 
used by any local resident. See Policies DW2, DW3, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District 
Design Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:280  

Local businesses should have to purchase produce from 
allotments.  

This issue is not considered relevant in Town and Country Planning, and so is not relevant to the plan. 
 

DLP1:289  

Not needed if housing only approved with sensible sized 
gardens  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended as no national guidance exists, and garden size is 
dependent on topography, so it is difficult to prescribe an enforceable size requirement. 

DLP1:323  

 

Policy DW15: Sustainable Drainage Systems 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Homes should be built with inbuilt water storage facilities for 
recycling within the home and reduce pressures on water 
provision and potential flooding.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue.  Policy CC1 – Resilience,  states that the council will 
work with developers and communities to ensure that the future impact of climate change is minimised , in particular 
that buildings, communities and infrastructure should take account of the likely changes in temperature, rainfall and 
wind in their design.    

DLP1:07  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  
Statements of support noting the following:  

• Important to consider this  

Agree and wholly support  

The support for this policy is acknowledged 
 

DLP1:65, DLP1:73, 
DLP1:97, DLP1:201, 
DLP1:263   

Also consider flooding off site which could take place due to 
the work on site.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue.  Comprehensive Flood Risk requirements are set out 
in Policy EN6 and the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment.  This considers the impact of development on neighbouring 
areas, existing drainage provision and downstream effects.  

DLP1:190  

The run off from the hills on either side of the valley is caught 
in the BT1 and BT3 areas. Given the flooding this year, 
further development on these sites would be disastrous  

The comments have been reviewed and considered as part of the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) of sites.  No 
new development is planned in these areas beyond that which is allocated in Local Plan 2013-33. 

DLP1:292  

Historic England welcomes PolicyDW15 and its excellent 
illustrations, which seek to help minimise surface water run-
off and flood risk. The provision of SuDs may, however, have 
unintentional effects on the historic environment. As such, 
we are seeking the introduction of a new criterion into Policy 
DW15 (with additional explanatory text as required) that 
requires the significance of heritage assets, including 
settings, and the historic environment to be conserved and 
enhanced in accordance with paragraphs 184,185,190,193 
and 200 of the NPPF. This will help to reduce the risk of any 
detrimental impacts on the historic environment as a result 

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

of engineering, urban and landscape design responses to 
problems of surface water run-off and flooding, by helping to 
ensure the heritage dimension is included in SuDS decision-
making and design. 

 

Policy DW16: Urban Greening 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 
Statements of support noting the following:  

• Agree - should use native species for biodiversity 
benefits where possible.  
• Good statements  

The support for this policy is acknowledged  
  

  

DLP1:04, DLP1:05, 
DLP1:73, DLP1:97, 
DLP1:160,   

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

Green infrastructure very important. Biodiversity should not 
only be seen as protecting designated areas and mitigating 
destroyed areas. There should be policy to be proactive in 
provision of high-quality natural environment as standard for 
biodiversity, resource management and aesthetic outcomes.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies EN10-EN16, DW2, DW3, the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4)  
 

DLP1:53  

Not sure what is meant by major and minor development.    This has been considered and the plan / policy and has been defined in the Plan Glossary.  Minor development is 
development of 1-9 homes, Major development is 10+ homes.   

DLP1:171  

Very important to preserve green spaces around new 
proposed housing developments surrounding Newton Abbot 
particularly in Kingsteignton  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies EN1-EN16, DW2, DW3, the Green 
Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4) 
 

DLP1:172  

Trees take years to grow.  The impact of planting new trees 
to replace those destroyed as a result of developments will 
not be seen for decades.  Developments should avoid 
destruction of trees over a certain age.  

Mature and important trees are afforded protection under planning law.  DLP1:190  

Max 6  No context, disregarded.  DLP1:323  

Historic England notes the intent of policy DW16 to green the 
urban environment of Teignbridge through tree planting in 
developments and on streets, and other forms of greening. 
Without care, the planting of trees in inappropriate places 
and of inappropriate species and sizes may have a negative 
effect on the significance of heritage assets either directly 
(e.g. damage or destroy buried heritage assets or affect 
foundations of buildings or other structures) or indirectly 
(e.g. affect the setting of historic buildings or other 
structures). The introduction of green roofs, walls and 
balconies may not be appropriate for some heritage assets. 
However, a careful choice of planting may offer opportunities 
to enhance the significance and settings of some heritage 
assets. Relevant guidance can be found in Streets for All 

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

(2018) and the South West version (2018), and The Settings 
of Heritage Assets (2017).   
 
We would welcome the introduction of a new criterion into 
Policy DW16 (with additional explanatory text as required) 
that requires the significance of heritage assets, including 
settings, and the historic environment to be conserved and 
encourages complementary planting that is sympathetic to 
and enhances the historic environment in accordance with 
paragraphs 184, 185, 190, 193 and 200 of the NPPF.   

 

Policy DW17: Long Term Stewardship 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Statements of support  The support for this policy is acknowledged 
 

DLP1:05, DLP1:65, 
DLP1:73, DLP1:97, 
DLP1:263  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

Giving people a stake in green spaces increases ownership 
and understanding of natural environment therefore support 
this.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy regarding management and maintenance arrangement reflects this 
issue. See Policies EN1-EN16, DW2, DW3, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code 
(Appendix 4) 
 

DLP1:53  

Do not look to pass on the responsibility for any area to a 
momentary well-meaning group, they never last beyond the 
initial group.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy regarding management and maintenance arrangement reflects this 
issue. See Policies EN1-EN16, DW2, DW3, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code 
(Appendix 4) 
 

DLP1:157  

Agree that new spaces facilities have to be maintained  This has been considered and the plan / policy regarding management and maintenance arrangement reflects this 
issue. See Policies EN1-EN16, DW2, DW3, the Green Infrastructure Strategy and the Teignbridge District Design Code 
(Appendix 4) 

DLP1:201  

Business developments are engulfing villages and changing 
the character of the rural villages, this should not continue.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy regarding management and maintenance arrangement reflects this 
issue. The Local Plan requires that growth is proportionate to the settlement it relates to, so that local facilities and 
services are supported but not overwhelmed.  See Policy GP2. 

DLP1:207  

The Diocese of Exeter is supportive of the requirement to 
put in place arrangements securing the long-term 
stewardship of the development, including in respect of 
community buildings. It also agrees with the preference 
expressed in Paragraph 4.67 that such stewardship should 
be undertaken by a public body or charitable trust.   

  
It does note from experience, however, that because of the 
lack of statutory standards and legal minima, that community 
buildings are particularly vulnerable to delayed or non-

The support for this policy is acknowledged  
 
The issue regarding community buildings has been considered and the plan / policy wording regarding management 
and maintenance arrangements reflects this issue. See Policies GP6, DW2, DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4)  
 

DLP1:225  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

delivery. The lack of a suitable 'public body or charitable 
trust' should not be a reason for a facility not to be delivered 
for the benefit of the community, especially when that 
community may itself be in the early stages of its formation. 
The primary commitment must be to the timely delivery of 
the facility, not to the means by which it is (initially) owned 
and run.  

Developers to pay into fund to manage  This has been considered and the plan / policy. While the nature of developer contributions towards community 
facilities will vary according to the specific development, management and maintenance arrangement are set out in 
Policies DW2, DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4).   

DLP1:323  

Historic England notes that Policy DW17 seeks to ensure that 
the long-term benefits of natural infrastructure provisions 
continue in perpetuity and contains a list of items within 
developments that require long-term stewardship 
arrangements to be put in place. We note that this list does 
not refer to heritage assets. However, heritage assets may be 
present within public open spaces, play and recreation areas, 
playing fields, natural green spaces, allotments and SuDS, for 
example, some of which may have been purposefully 
designed to conserve and enhance their significance. Some 
infrastructure may a heritage asset, for example community 
buildings, or may form part of a wider historic place, 
townscape or landscape. Public art and street furniture may 
include interpretation of the local historic environment.   
 
Given this, we are seeking the introduction of a new bullet 
point to the list in Policy DW17 (with additional explanatory 
text as required) to ensure that the ownership and 
management of heritage assets and other 
infrastructure/facilities related to the historic environment 
are also considered and appropriate long-term arrangements 
are secured for their conservation. This will help to ensure 
that these assets have a sustainable future, can be enjoyed 
by future generations and prevent them becoming at risk 
from neglect, decay or other threats in accordance with 
paragraphs 184, 185, 190, 192 of the NPPF.   

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

 

Policy DW18: Parking 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Statements of support noting the following:  The support for this policy is acknowledged 
 

DLP1:05, DLP1:53  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Support parking standards policy and inclusion of electric 
vehicle charging points  

Most housing estates are overrun with private cars and 
vans.  The parking spaces are too few or small to 
accommodate the vehicles and they are strewn across 
pavements etc.  However we do not want to promote car 
ownership by providing too much parking.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4) 
 

DLP1:07  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

Off road  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4)  
    

DLP1:65  

Must be closely considered.  Mobility often allows people to 
enjoy natural/green spaces.  All too often inadequate parking 
causes problems that a suitable car park would avoid.  Even 
electric cars have to be parked.   

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies DW3, EN10-EN16 and the Teignbridge 
District Design Code (Appendix 4) 
 

DLP1:97  

Not enough especially if you build hotels on existing car 
parks.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4) 

DLP1:131  

Double what you think is needed then add some more  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4)   

DLP1:157  

Policy needs to include adequate provision of all parking i.e 
charging spaces in light of climate change policies.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies CC3, DW3 and the Teignbridge District 
Design Code (Appendix 4)  

DLP1:171  

Keep parking free in car parks on Sundays  This issue is not considered relevant in Town and Country Planning, and so is not relevant to the plan. DLP1:172  

The number of spaces per house should be 
increased.  Growing families results in an increased number 
of cars per household.  Neighbourhood relationship issues 
take place due to parking.  Also garages should be of a size 
able to hold a large car as they are currently too small 
resulting in them not being utilised for anything other than 
storage.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4) for ratio figures. 
 

DLP1:190  

Roads are much more pleasant if there aren't cars all over 
the place, parking should be provided away from the 
roadside where possible.  If there is only parking for 15% of 
employees in an industrial development then other ways of 
travel have to be facilitated  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. A mix of parking types, which could include off-street, 
will be addressed at the planning application stage. See Policies DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design Code 
(Appendix 4). 
    

DLP1:201  

Why are you allowing new houses with inadequate parking 
spaces? Until and unless you provide fully adequate public 
transport links, homes with several in-work adults will 
require several cars.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4).  New ratios are defined by policy DW3 unless stated otherwise in Neighbourhood Plan Policy.  It is 
hoped that increased focus and improvement/ investment in sustainable transport options set out in Policies CC2-CC4 
will discourage car usage.    

DLP1:235  

Parking in town centres should be free to encourage people 
to go there. It is so much easier to drive to an out of town 
development.  

This issue is not considered relevant in Town and Country Planning, and so is not relevant to the plan. 
 

DLP1:237  

Need to prioritise walking and cycling.  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies CC2-CC4, DW3 and the Teignbridge 
District Design Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:286  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Homes need to be built with adequate parking, and or 
communal car parks for the development.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:289  

Historic England notes that Policy DW18 sets out the 
requirements for parking in terms of amounts and design, 
and seeks to ensure that streetscenes are not dominated by 
parking. However, this Policy should consider the impacts of 
parking on heritage assets and the historic environment as it 
may negatively affect the settings of heritage assets and 
historic streetscapes if it is not carefully sited and well-
designed. Some Conservation Area Character Appraisals, e.g. 
Denbury, may also identify parking as a negative feature. 
Relevant guidance can be found in Streets for All (2018) and 
the South West version (2018), and The Settings of Heritage 
Assets (2017).   
 
As such, we are seeking the introduction of a new criterion in 
Policy DW18 (with additional explanatory text as required) 
that would require parking provision to avoid harm to the 
significance of heritage assets and their settings and 
positively respond to historic character of streetscapes and 
places in its siting, design and materials. This would accord 
with paragraphs 184,185, 190, 192, 193 and 200 of the NPPF.   

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

 

Policy DW19: Residential Density 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Statements of support  The support for this policy is acknowledged 
 

DLP1:05, DLP1:73, 
DLP1:263  

There is a reference re the efficient use of land. It seems to 
me that efficient means to cram as many dwellings as 
possible into a place. The developments in the previous years 
resulted in claustrophobic estates with overlooked gardens. 
The pictures used for illustrations show streets without trees 
or grass, very narrow pavements and houses very close to 
roads without a buffer zone, e.g. grass verge. These are not 
healthy environments neither physically (exhaust fumes) nor 
mentally.  Efficient use of land should mean optimal number 
of dwellings that can be in an area providing a healthy 
environment. A park further away cannot compensate for a 
lack of greenery around a dwelling.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies GP2, DW1-DW3 and the Teignbridge 
District Design Code (Appendix 4). 
 
 

DLP1:25  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  



       
 

72 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Do not try to impose high density in areas that are not used 
to it.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies DW2 and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4).  
 

DLP1:157  
  
  
  
  
DLP1:172   
  
  
  

  

This should be reviewed.  The proposed limits are too high 
for comfortable living.  

DLP1:190  

Where possible brown field sites should be developed before 
Greenfield sites  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

DLP1:207  

Huge developments such as that on the edge of the A380 
near Newton Abbot are totally out of scale in terms of 
Devon's heritage.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy GP2. The Local Plan development strategy 
bases larger development around areas with good road and rail connections and existing local services and 
facilities.  Newton Abbot, as the largest town and has the greatest ability to accommodate growth.  Other towns and 
villages across will accommodate only growth proportionate to its size and range of facilities and services.  

DLP1:235  

Too many residents allocated within Newton Abbot not 
evenly distributed across Teignbridge  

DLP1:293  

Maximise open space. Build truly affordable to local first 
timers  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages.  
 
This has been considered and the plan sets out council’s approach to affordable housing in Policies H2-H5.   

DLP1:323  

However, we are seeking a change to the wording of this part 
of Policy DW19 (with additional explanatory text as required) 
to include specific reference heritage assets, the historic 
environment and historic landscapes as factors for 
consideration in deciding on appropriate densities for new 
development. The NPPF requirement to conserve and 
enhance the significance of heritage assets and the historic 
environment should not be seen as just a constraint to 
development. Indeed research commissioned by Historic 
England has shown that is possible to successfully deliver 
greater residential density in historic environments. Relevant 
advice can also be found in Building in Context and The 
Settings of Heritage Assets (2017). It would also be 
appropriate to cross-reference relevant sources of 
information that could inform decisions about density, which 
may include Neighbourhood Plans, Supplementary Planning 
Documents, and Conservation Area Character Appraisals and 
Management Plans.   

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Policy DW20: Waste and Recycling Storage Provision 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Statements of support  The support for this policy is acknowledged 
 

DLP1:05, DLP1:73, 
DLP1:263,   

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

Is it adequate for existing never mind proposed 
development?  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects provision for new development, not existing. See Policy DW3 
and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4).  

DLP1:97  

Designed more pleasing to the eye, wheelie bins look 
dreadful seen up and down streets. Wood over plastic.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4).  
  

DLP1:109  

Ideas regarding hidden storage are excellent but public 
education will only have limited effect if the areas are not 
policed with appropriate sanctions  

The support for this policy is acknowledged.  The issue of Policing is not considered relevant in Town and Country 
Planning, and so is not relevant to the plan. 
 
 

DLP1:157  

First sentence must include: 'must continue to be achieved'.  This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because the policy has been superseded by the 
Teignbridge Design Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:171  

Maintain current levels and provide additional banks for 
public to take their recycling to.  

The issue of Policing is not considered relevant in Town and Country Planning, and so is not relevant to the plan. 
Comment will be passed to the Council’s recycling team.  

DLP1:172  

All new developments should have a discreet area where 
recycling and waste bins can be stored safely, tidily and 
discretely.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 
 

DLP1:200  

Homes need space for wheelie bins  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). 

DLP1:201  

Provide communal areas rather than storing bins at home. 
Encourages people to go out of their homes and meet others 
in their community.  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy DW3 and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). The type and location of bin storage is determined at planning application stage.  

DLP1:289  

Historic England notes that Policy DW20 concerns waste and 
recycling storage provision and that the introduction to this 
policy appears to contain wording related to Policy DW17. 
That aside, we note the policy’s aim of balancing adequate 
provision with satisfactory access and the impact on the 
surroundings. Bins and waste storage can have negative 
impacts on the settings of heritage assets and on historic 
streetscapes and landscapes. Some Conservation Area 
Character Appraisals, e.g. Newton Abbott Town Centre, may 
also identify plastic bins as negative features of the 
Conservation Area. Relevant advice can also be found in 
Streets for All (2018) and the South West version (2018), and 
The Settings of Heritage Assets (2017)   
 
We would encourage an additional criteria or a minor change 
to the wording of criterion a) as follows:   
 

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

‘waste and recycling storage should be carefully sited and 
designed so that it conserves the significance of heritage 
assets, and their settings as well as the character and 
appearance of historic streetscapes and landscapes.’   

 

Policy DW21: Services and Utilities 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

These will be put under pressure due to planned 
developments  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy GP7 and the Teignbridge District Design 
Code (Appendix 4). Consultation and liaison with utility providers at the Plan-Making and Planning Application stages 
ensure that both parties are aware in advance and can plan for any improvements or new provision.  

DLP1:05  

Appears to be very little joined up thinking of planners and 
utility companies leading to piecemeal and haphazard 
development of supporting utilities, e.g Waste water / 
sewerage services. Keep SWW and others regularly updated 
on development plans  

DLP1:07  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

on site  Comment with no reasoning - disregarded.  DLP1:65  

Agreed.  Although not directly energy related there has been 
no mention of water harvesting for toilets in new 
developments. With increasing numbers of houses having 
multiple toilets a significant proportion of potable water is 
simply flushed down the drain. Water harvesting would save 
the costs of treatment and storage and reduce water bills.    

This has been considered and policy CC5 reflects this issue.  
 

DLP1:73  

Is it adequate for existing never mind proposed 
development?  

This has been considered, however, the plan / policy can only address the impact of new provision, which can resolve 
existing issues. See Policy GP7 and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). Consultation and liaison with 
utility providers at the Plan-Making and Planning Application stages ensure that both parties are aware in advance and 
can plan for any improvements or new provision.  

DLP1:97  

Expect these to need room for expansion, the last 50 years 
has demonstrated that what is good now is not enough for 
tomorrow  

This has been considered, however, the plan / policy can only address the impact of new provision, which can resolve 
existing issues. See Policy GP7 and the Teignbridge District Design Code (Appendix 4). Consultation and liaison with 
utility providers at the Plan-Making and Planning Application stages ensure that both parties are aware in advance and 
can plan for any improvements or new provision.  

DLP1:157  

Include accountability for not following plan  Accountability for non-compliance with planning requirements is addressed through the planning enforcement 
process.  

DLP1:190  

See earlier comments about over-development and lack of 
services. You allow building before insisting that there are 
appropriate additional services (doctors, dentists etc.)  

At both the Local Plan-making stage and planning application stage, the NHS and other service providers are contacted 
to discuss community needs resulting from increased housing.  Their input forms part of the requirements for new 
development e.g. schools, doctors and dentists.  It is not retrospective and is informed by organisations providing the 
services.  The Local Plan allocation Policies will set out service requirements relating to each new area of development.  

DLP1:235  

Statements of support  The support for this policy is acknowledged DLP1:263  

Five to the property should be standard.  Comment does not appear to relate to the Policy - disregarded.  DLP1:289  

Historic England notes that Policy DW21 concerns services 
and utilities and seeks to ensure they are sited, positioned 
and designed in ways that minimise visual impacts on the 

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

character and appearance of buildings, streetscenes and 
landscapes. We support this intent of this Policy as the 
installation of services and utilities can have negative impacts 
on the settings and significance of heritage assets and on 
historic streetscapes and landscapes. Some Conservation 
Area Character Appraisals, e.g. Higher Ashton, may also 
identify overhead cables as negative features of the 
Conservation Area for example. Relevant advice can also be 
found in Streets for All (2018) and the South West version 
(2018), The Settings of Heritage Assets (2017) as well as 
guidance on how to minimise the visual and physical impacts 
of new services.  
 
We would like criterion b) in Policy DW21 to be changed so 
that it requires the physical as well as the visual impacts of 
services, utilities and associated infrastructure on the 
significance and settings of heritage assets to be considered 
in accordance with paragraphs 184, 185, 190, 192-194 of the 
NPPF. For example:   
 
‘b) minimise their physical and/or visual impacts on the 
significance of heritage assets and their settings, buildings, 
streetscene or landscape through careful choices about their 
location, siting, size and design.’   

They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

 

Policy DW22: Loss of Local Facilities and Services 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

These will be put under pressure due to planned 
developments  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy GP6. DLP1:05  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

All too often ignored in the rush to build/develop.  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy GP6.  DLP1:97  

Any loss of healthcare infrastructure must be replaced 
through developer contributions.  Loss of facilities which 
reduces active lifestyles will have a negative impact on health 
and illness prevention  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy GP6.  At both the Local Plan-making stage 
and planning application stage, the NHS and other service providers are contacted to discuss community needs 
resulting from increased housing.  Their input forms part of the requirements for new development e.g. schools, 
doctors and dentists.  It is not retrospective and is informed by organisations providing the services.  The Local Plan 
allocation Policies will set out service requirements relating to each new area of development.  
 
 

DLP1:101  

Try to keep existing shops and other services in rural areas to 
maintain level of services for elderly  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy GP6.   DLP1:172  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

We are supportive of the premise of this policy, although we 
consider it could be strengthened through revision. We 
welcome and support part (d), although the policy as 
currently drafted gives scope for such assessment to be 
evaded if other criteria are addressed.  Most problematic is 
part (a) because there may be two of a similar type of facility 
- such as a pub - but they may serve very different functions 
and thus their respective users wouldn't necessarily be 
transferable. Part (c) could be problematic because 
applicants could argue any alternative use provides a public 
benefit, particularly if the Council is not meeting assessed 
housing needs.  Therefore we would suggest retaining part 
(d) with a caveat which gives scope for loss of a facility 
without evidence where it is being re-provided or enhanced 
and the needs of its users and the community are being 
met.  We would additionally recommend the plan makes 
clear this policy applies to cultural facilities to ensure 
consistency with the NPPF.   

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy GP6.   DLP1:175  

Statement of support  The support for this policy is acknowledged DLP1:263  

Restore funding for drainage maintenance, parks, wildlands.  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policies EN10-EN16 DLP1:305  

Historic England notes that Policy DW22 seeks to maintain a 
range of accessible facilities and services within local areas 
with criteria to assess any proposed loss, change of use 
and/or replacement. We support this general approach, 
noting that retail, leisure, community and other key facilities 
(e.g. public houses) and local green spaces can often be or 
are operating from heritage assets or (designated and non-
designated). They may also be features that have been 
identified in Conservation Area Character Appraisals as 
making positive contributions to the special interest of a 
conservation area, e.g. post office and public houses in 
Ipplepen Conservation Area.   
 
As such, we seek the introduction of a new criterion in Policy 
DW22 that seeks to ensure that any loss or replacement of 
local facilities and services takes into account the impacts on 
the significance of heritage assets and character of historic 
streetscape, townscape or landscape.   

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Policy DW23: Protection of Recreational Land and Buildings 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Agree, although protection is not strong enough - there is no 
definition of what a suitable location is. This could be miles 
away and not accessible by local children whose only means 
of accessing a site is by walking  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy GP6.   
 

DLP1:04  

These will be put under pressure due to planned 
developments  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy GP6.   
 

DLP1:05  

This is vital. Land should be protected for a minimum of 15 
years, not just until the next local plan review when other 
pressures overthrow previous 'promises'  

This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy GP6.   
 

DLP1:08  

Hypocritical, object  Comment with no reasoning (repeated for all design (DW) policies) – disregarded.  DLP1:39  

Wolborough  Comment does not appear to relate to the Policy - disregarded.  DLP1:51  

Statements of support  The support for this policy is acknowledged DLP1:73  

Very similar to para 97 of the NPPF.  Perhaps duplication with 
the NPPF?  

This has been considered and the policy reflects this issue. See Policy GP6.   
  

DLP1:83  

Facilities need enhancing not just protecting.  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy GP6 and the Green Infrastructure Strategy. 
Enhancement of existing facilities is an ongoing area of work for the Parks and Green Spaces Service.  Existing 
recreational facilities and green spaces in the vicinity of new development may also be enhanced to encourage greater 
usage in lieu of, or in addition to the provision of new facilities.  

DLP1:97  

Very important not to destroy the local landscape  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy EN4.   DLP1:109  

Depends if it suits the council and developers.  This issue is not considered relevant in Town and Country Planning, and so is not relevant to the plan. DLP1:131  

Please refer to my earlier comments concerning the 
protection of  Oakland Wood Dawlish  

This has been considered but the plan has not been amended because the comments are a site-specific response not 
directly suggesting Policy amendment  

DLP1:156  

A good plan to some is a blight to others, especially those 
who live in an area already, try to avoid anywhere that is 
currently well used for recreation.  

Comment noted.  DLP1:157  

Statements of support  The support for this policy is acknowledged 
 

DLP1:160, DLP1:263  

Do not allow large urban sprawl  This has been considered and the plan / policy reflects this issue. See Policy GP2.   DLP1:172  

How will this be monitored?  As delivery will form part of the planning requirements for a development, monitoring will take place through the 
planning system.  

DLP1:190  

This council does not support the use of green fields being 
developed as an easy option.  

The Local Plan's strategy for distributing development prioritises town centre brownfield sites. However, because of the 
high Government housing target some housing will have to go on greenfield sites. This is being located close to key 
centres where jobs and services are available, as well as a modest proportion to provide for the rural villages. 

DLP1:207  

Historic England notes that Policy DW23 seeks to prevent the 
loss of public or private open space, sports and recreational 
buildings and land subject to a number of criteria. There may 
be occasions where the loss of open space and sports and 
recreational buildings and land are heritage assets (e.g. 
historic park and garden or may contain heritage assets. 
Some may also that have been identified in Conservation 
Area Character Appraisals as making positive contributions to 

Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design policies.  However, all but 3 of these policies 
have been removed from the Local Plan following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They have been integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code (Appendix 4). Detailed Heritage Asset 
requirements are set out in Policy EN17. 
 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  



       
 

78 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

the special interest of a conservation area, e.g. Dawlish 
Water in the Dawlish Conservation Area.   
 
As such, we seek the introduction of a new criterion in Policy 
DW23 that seeks to ensure that any loss or replacement of 
open space, and sports and recreational buildings and land 
takes into account   

 

Section 5: Economy 

Policy EC1: Business Development 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Only permit where strong evidence of demand. This policy is 
not strong enough and could see development of sites which 
remain empty, allowing further planning applications for 
change of use.   
  

Concern is noted.   
  

DLP1:04;   

I cannot see that there is a credible plan to entice major 
employers into an area that is easily commutable for Newton 
Abbot station.  
  

The policy provides a basis for supporting planning applications for business development in suitable locations.   
  

DLP1:08;   

Support for policy  
  

Noted.   
  

DLP1:91; DLP1:E:080  

Must be close to towns and villages so employees have 
access to local facilities and car travel is reduced. Focus needs 
to be on town centres.  
  

Policy satisfied comments.    
  

DLP1:160; DLP1:171; 
DLP1:201; DLP1:E:078;  
DLP1:E:105;  

Concerned that business developments are engulfing villages 
and changing the character of the rural villages.  

There is little evidence that business development is engulfing villages. In some circumstances there may be changes to 
local character around an employment site.  Draft Policy DW5 deals with design of employment development.   
  

DLP1:207  

Support for more varied indoor market selling local produce 
and goods.  
  

Noted. More relevant to retail-based policies, such as EC9: Development in and around Town Centres.  
  

DLP1:E:028  

EC1 should relate to defined settlements only.  
Suggested wording for item addition:      “iv) where the 
nature of the proposed business development would lead to 
an increase in traffic, or pattern of travel that would be 
unsympathetic with the assessed Landscape Character”  
Consider cumulative impacts on landscape.  
  

Not accepted. Suggestion is too restrictive in terms of potential business site opportunities in the plan area which need 
to offer reasonable sites to those living in countryside areas. (NPPF, para 84 refers)  
Landscape character point is covered by Policy EN4: Landscape Protection and Enhancement.  
  

DLP1:E:040  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Farm diversification should be more strictly controlled.   
Conversion of buildings to employment in the countryside 
should be close to a main road.  
Employment buildings should have solar panels and bird/bat 
boxes.  
  

Not accepted. EC1 should be read in conjunction with SC2: Settlement Limits and the Countryside which provides a 
detailed context for considering such schemes in the countryside with a range of protective conditions.  
Item b) ii of EC1 covers highway connectivity point.  
Policy CC2: Carbon Statements provides policy context for solar PV use and wider carbon reduction methods for 
business development.  
  

DLP1:E:060  

Paragraph 5.1 lays out the overall theme of the chapter, 
stating that Teignbridge needs a strong, sustainable and 
resilient economy. We agree. It is important, however, to 
define the terms sustainable and resilient so that they reflect 
the council’s net zero target.  
This introductory paragraph can then be expanded to include 
the council’s view of what a sustainable and resilient local 
economy can be, drawing on:  
• Its net zero carbon target. This represents the key way in 
which the council can contribute to sustainability and 
resilience, since failure to achieve net zero emissions across 
the planet will have devastating consequences for 
humanity.   
More account needs to be taken of the impacts of covid 19 
on the economy.  
Types of employment development to be supported could 
include:  
• promote a regenerative, circular economy, designed to 
increase wellbeing  
• fall within a green local jobs initiative, such as skills 
development in renewable energy installation and energy 
efficiency  
• Promote biodiversity  
Types of development not supported could include:  
• Those which purport to only deliver economic growth, 
rather than growth in wellbeing. In this context, it should 
state that GDP is not the growth measure it prefers. Instead, 
it could promote either a wellbeing index, or, at the least, a 
truly green growth measure, which focused solely on 
activities which significantly contribute to the net zero goals. 
Those activities should also be shown to be sustainable and 
resilient.  
• Those which increase net carbon emissions.  
EC1 - b) ii. Amend to read  
“The standard of highways and road safety is appropriate, 
including that there is safe cycling and walking access from 
locations where most employees are likely to live”  

Accepted. Introduction to Economy chapter does require further explanation, particularly about defining sustainable 
and resilient economy objectives as suggested.  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Agree (in part) Item b) ii would benefit from further transport wording but the modal points are largely covered in item 
b) i.  
  
 
 

DLP1:E:093  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Add b) iv. sustainability requirements are met;  
Add b) v. there is no negative impact on the environment or 
on local biodiversity.  
Para 5.2 Add at the end “taking into account at all times their 
impact on the environment and local welfare.”  
  
Add new paragraph 5.5 to describe the importance of safe 
cycle and walking access and how developers will be able and 
required to demonstrate it will be put in place. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Not accepted. Already addressed by Policy SC1: Sustainable Development.  
Not accepted. Already addressed by Policy SC1: Sustainable Development in items j) and k) particularly. 
 
Accepted. Additional wording at end of para 5.2 would improve meaning with exception of word ‘local welfare’, instead 
use ‘residential amenity’.  
 
Agree (in part) Allowance for safe cycle and walking access to business development sites is recognised under Policies 
CC4 and SC1 and does not need to be repeated here.  
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
   

EC1 should include A1, A", A3 and A4 uses.  Not accepted. Retail and other A-based uses are addressed by later policies in the chapter, including EC9 and EC10.  
  

DLP1:E:103  

Historic England notes that Policy EC1 seeks to allow business 
development to take place in a variety of forms and various 
sustainable locations across Teignbridge subject to criteria.   
  
Heritage assets may house existing B Use Classes and/or B 
Use Classes may be potential viable uses for redundant or 
underutilised heritage assets, including Heritage at Risk.   
  
Inclusion of an additional criterion in Policy EC1 is sought that 
enables impacts on the significance and settings of heritage 
assets and on historic townscapes and landscapes to be 
taken into account for business development located within 
or on the edge of settlements as well as outside of defined 
settlement limits.  

Impacts on the significance and settings of heritage assets and their settings, and on historic townscapes and 
landscapes would be taken into account for business development located within or on the edge of settlements as well 
as outside of defined settlement limits through the application of Policy EN17: Heritage Assets.  

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Object as prevents development in large areas of the rural 
district, which may include areas where natural resources are 
available, or where access to the primary road network for 
HGV and other goods movement is required.  
  

Not accepted. Policy EC1 clearly sets out context for business development in rural areas beyond settlement limits in 
part b) which is balanced and reflects Policy SC2: Settlement Limits and the Countryside. It therefore does allow for a 
reasonable level of opportunities for such development. 
  

DLP1:E:140  

 

Policy EC2: Local Supporting Services for Employment Sites 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

There is no definition as to what the employment area is.  Policy applies to any employment development of 1 ha or more.   
  

DLP1:04;   

EC2 - Point b) replace “walking distance” with “walking or 
cycling” distance  
Add point f) the development is carbon neutral and has no 
negative impact on the environment or quality of life in the 
locality.  
Para 5.7 Amend first clause to read “Local services include 
cafes, takeaways, cycle hire and repair.  
  

Not accepted. ‘Cycling distance’, if added would extend the catchment area further than is reasonably necessary.  
  
Not accepted. Carbon neutral point is already covered by Policy CC2: Carbon Statements and Policy SC1: Sustainable 
Development.  
  
Not accepted. ‘Cycle hire and repair’ is not required in the context of EC2.  
  

DLP1:093;  

Policy supported  Noted  
  

DLP1: E:140  

 

Policy EC3: Loss of Employment Sites 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support   Noted.   
  

DLP1:04; DLP1:171;  
DLP1:E:075;  

Concern over central government plans for conversion of 
commercial buildings into domestic premises with little 
planning oversight. 
    

Changes to national planning policy is not something the Local Plan can influence.   
  

DLP1:53  

The hospitality sector is seen as being 'inappropriate' for 
business development when they are one of the largest 
employers in the region. 
 

Hospitality is an important element of the local economy, but this policy is aimed at supporting other employment uses 
such as office and industrial.   
  

DLP1:75  

EC3 - Point a) ii) Replace “sustainable location” with “ 
location which enables the business to be more financially 
and environmentally sustainable, including increasing its 
contribution to the Council’s net zero 2025 target”  
  

Not accepted. Suggested wording represents unnecessary detail which is largely covered elsewhere in the draft plan 
under SC1: Sustainable Development and CC2: Carbon Statements.  
  
 
 

DLP1:093  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Point c) Amend to read “the proposed replacement use has 
significant financial sustainability or carbon reduction 
benefits which outweigh the loss of employment”  
  

Agree (in part) The meaning of point c) would be improved by additional wording which links back to the requirements 
of Policy SC1, also covering carbon reduction aspect, as suggested with slight change as follows:  
‘c) the proposed replacement use has significant sustainability benefits which outweigh the loss of employment;’  
  

EC3 - inconsistent with permitted development.  Not accepted. The terms of the policy will not prejudice permitted development as suggested. Recognition is given to 
the 2020 regulations TCP use classes changes in explanatory text with the Proposed Submission version of EC3. 
  

DLP1:E:140  

 

Policy EC4: Inclusive Employment and Skills 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support   Noted.   
  

DLP1:04; DLP1:E:105;  
DLP1:E:108;  

Need to ensure employment skills facilities are in place 
locally and encourage more apprentice training schemes 
   

This policy requires applicants to demonstrate how they will contribute to skills and employment opportunities.   
  

DLP1:171  

EC4 - the Plan should encourage Local Builders.  Noted. Although the focus of EC4 is on larger businesses and major planning applications, the requirement to provide a 
Employment and Skills Plan may well embrace support for local builders who often provide a valuable sub-contracting 
role on major development schemes.   
Other parts of the draft plan such as Policy H5: Custom and Self Build will be supportive of local builders generally.  
  

DLP1:E:055  
DLP1:E:108  

Need to improve local training opportunities.  Accepted. The policy does clearly connect with other local economic and social initiatives which are beyond the main 
land use core of the document.  
  

DLP1:E:063  

EC4 - small and medium scale builders could also take on 
apprentices and coordinate with local skills academies. 
  

Noted.   
  

DLP1:E:074  

EC4 impractical to impose.  
  
  

Agree (in part) Policy EC4 is a supporting type of policy and complementary to other employment and skills-based 
initiatives to be followed at local level.  
  

DLP1:E:078  

EC4 - First line, amend to read “To promote wider access to 
sustainable jobs which contribute to the net zero 2025 target 
and address skills shortages, particularly in energy efficiency, 
low carbon transport, locally produced food (particularly in 
small agricultural businesses) and locally produced products. 
”  
  
Point a) First line delete “should” substitute “must”, third line 
delete “sought” substitute “required”, and add at end 
“focused on sustainable construction which contributes to 
the net zero 2025 target”.  
  

Agree (in part) Reference to ‘sustainable jobs’ is helpful. Much of the suggested wording provides valuable context for 
EC4 and would be more appropriately placed in supporting text at para 5.9.  
Policy EC4 should be amended as follows:  
‘To promote wider access to sustainable jobs and address skills shortages:’  
 
  
 
Agree (in part) Improving the meaning of point a) is necessary but amendments cannot go as far as proposed due to 
outstanding partnership arrangements for pursuing Employment and Skills Plans which already has an agreed set of 
terms. 
 
  

DLP1:E:093  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Point b) Delete “encouraged” substitute “required”.  
  
Para 5.9 last line delete “construction” substitute “low 
carbon construction”.  
  
Para 5.10 Delete “growth” substitute “net zero carbon”  

 
 
Accepted. Para 5.9, second sentence, should be amended as follows:  
‘Our skills shortage (particularly evident in the digital, construction, health and social care, energy efficiency, low 
carbon transport and locally produced food sectors) is one of our key constraints.’ 
Not accepted. This suggested amendment does not fit with purpose of explanation which is to mention economic 
rather than climate context for the policy. 
  

There are skills shortages and gaps within the heritage 
sector, e.g. archaeologists, building conservationists, as well 
as traditional trades and crafts. All are required for 
maintenance works as well as designing and implementing 
development.  
   
We hope that when appropriate developments come 
forward, opportunities to offer training, apprenticeships and 
or work placements related to the historic environment 
under criteria a) and b) in Policy EC4 will be pursued. We 
would welcome this being encouraged in the explanatory 
text for this policy.  
  

It would not be appropriate for the Local Plan to promote certain vocations/professions within the Plan.  DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

EC4 - question whether this is a land use planning policy 
under the terms of the NPPF or is more appropriate as a 
condition on appropriate large-scale consent.  
  

Noted. Policy EC4 is a supporting type of policy and complementary to other employment and skills-based initiatives to 
be followed at local level. It is fully in accord with para 80 of NPPF for building a strong and competitive economy.  
  

DLP1:E:140  

 

Policy EC5: Working from Home 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Need a definition of what amenity means as this is vague.  Noted ‘Amenity’ is a broad concept commonly understood to mean (positive) character or enjoyment.    
  

DLP1:04;  

Support. Homes need better broadband, improved digital 
connections and home office space within houses.  

Noted.   
  

DLP1:04; DLP1:65; 
DLP1:73; DLP1:172; 
DLP1:190; DLP1:292;  
DLP1:E:028;  
DLP1:E:060;  
DLP1:E:063;  
DLP1:E:074;  
DLP1:E:098;  
DLP1:E:103;  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Lesson from coronavirus lockdown is that housing should be 
flexible to allow people to work from home.  
 

Noted. Although the LPA does not determine the internal layout of dwellings.   
  

DLP01:08;   

Support, however, working from home reduces the 
opportunity to cycle or walk to work which can have a 
detrimental effect on the health of the individual. In addition, 
the isolation of working from home may have a negative 
effect on mental health of the population.  
 

Noted. It is unclear if there is evidence supporting the assumption that working from home has a negative impact on 
health. For example, removing commuting time gives people more time to exercise, socialise or spend time with 
family.   
  

DLP1:101  

Policy does not explain support given to work from home.   Not accepted. This is a land use planning document used to determine planning application and does not cover broader 
social programmes.  
  

DLP1:171  

Note that broadband speeds in some areas still unacceptably 
slow and there are many mobile 'not-spots' in the Teign 
Valley. This section should reference the need to push for 
better digital connectivity to enable home working. 
   

Agree. The digital connectivity challenges in parts of Teignbridge, particularly rural areas should be referenced in 
supporting text of the policy as requested.  In addition, policy EC8:  High speed digital networks has 
relevance.                        
  

DLP1:307  

New development must include solar energy production and 
grey water harvesting and communal/flexible office space to 
aid working from home. 
  

Agree (in part) The solar energy and grey water aspects are contained within the Climate Change chapter under CC1 
and CC2. Communal/flexible office space would be more relevant to EC1: Business Development.  
  

DLP1:E:107  

 

Policy EC6: New Tourist Accommodation and Attractions 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Agree on high quality, but a definition is needed on what this 
means  
  

Noted. Further supporting text will help define the types of development which are being encouraged by the policy, in 
terms of fitting with wider environmental objectives and sustainable transport opportunities, although a succinct 
definition of ‘high quality facilities’ is not possible to provide without being too prescriptive for the purpose of the local 
plan. 
  

DLP1:04;  

Dawlish does not need additional tourist accommodation 
capacity.  
  

Noted.  
  

DLP01:07;   

Dawlish needs a major year-round attraction to make it an 
all-year resort.  
  

Noted.   
  

DLP1:18  

Whilst inbound tourism has direct economic benefits to an 
area it also causes a seasonal effect on healthcare demand 
which can lead to service challenges or under-utilised health 
care assets.   
Councils must therefore be proactive in forecasting the level 
of need which healthcare services must prepare for.  

Noted. The district council would be able to discuss this matter with relevant health authorities.   
  

DLP1:101  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

  

Lengthened tourism season would benefit local businesses 
but infrastructure / transport links need to be enhanced to 
improve access.  
  

Noted.   
  

DLP1:171; DLP1:E:078;  

Support for EC6. 
  

Noted.   
  

DLP1:172  

Enough tourism currently, not in favour of growth  
  

Noted  
  

DLP1:301  

Concerned too many properties in villages being holiday lets, 
so that the village doesn't have enough permanent residents 
to maintain facilities and services.  
  

Noted. This trend is outside the control of the planning authority.   
  

DLP1:201  

EC6 should make clear that it relates to defined settlements 
only and at criteria (h) should consider cumulative effects.  
  

Not accepted. Countryside locations can be suitable for tourist-based development and is therefore set out in the final 
part of EC6. Such cumulative effects on a European Protected wildlife site will be considered through the requirements 
contained in Policy EN13: European Protected Wildlife Sites.  
  

DLP1:E:040  

EC6 f) and g) are duplicated.  
Eco solutions as part of tourism development should be given 
weight.  
  

Agree. Delete condition f) of Policy EC6. 
There is no value attached to making a reference to eco solutions in this part of the draft plan.  

DLP1:E:052  

EC6 (i) should include SSSIs.  Not accepted. The SSSI consideration is taken up in Policy EN11: Important Habitats and Features for potential 
development schemes.  
  

DLP1:E:055; 
DLP1:E:108;  

EC6 - This policy may now need revision for the ‘new normal’ 
following the pandemic.  
First line Insert after “sector,” “being one which is compatible 
with and contributes to the net zero 2025 target”.  
2nd paragraph Add at the end “with negligible environmental 
impact”. Also insert provisions reflecting the need to support 
the transformation of the tourism industry to cater primarily 
to visitors arriving by, or travelling in the area using, low 
carbon transport, particularly cycles (including e-bikes), foot 
or electric vehicles. Amend construction requirements to 
require zero carbon construction.  
Point g) delete (duplication)  
Para 5.15 Delete “sustainable expansion rather than inhibit 
its growth unnecessarily” and substitute “expansion which 
contributes to the net zero 2025 target”  
after “accommodation” inset “which contributes to the net 
zero 2025 target”  

Agree (in part) The majority of these points concerning net zero 2025 target context is adequately addressed in CC1: 
Resilience, CC2: Carbon Statements and SC1: Sustainable Development; there is no need to replicate in further 
individual policy areas, such as EC6.  
  
It would be helpful to add text concerning transformation of the tourist industry in transport forms, such as e-bikes to 
para 5.15.   
  
  
  

DLP1:E:093  

Suggest a case-by-case assessment of new tourist 
accommodation and attractions.  

Noted. Such a method will be followed through the development management process when considering individual 
tourist development schemes to be assessed against Policy EC6 and other relevant policies.  

DLP1:E:103  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

  

The significance of heritage assets can be affected (positively 
and negatively) by tourist accommodation and attractions 
and, therefore, need to be considered. Heritage assets are 
often used as tourist accommodation and this use can be a 
potentially viable one for some redundant or underutilised 
heritage assets, including Heritage at Risk.   
  
Support for criteria b) and c) of Policy EC6, which seek to 
allow tourism accommodation or attractions outside  
of defined settlement limits provided this sensitively retains 
the historic interest and character of buildings and/or is part 
of a farm diversification scheme.   
  
The wording of criterion b) should be amended (or a new 
criterion introduced) to refer to heritage assets and include 
the need to consider the impacts (positive and negative) on 
the significance of heritage assets, including their settings, as 
well as on historic townscapes and landscapes to be taken 
into account.  
  
For the same reason, we also seek the introduction of the 
same criterion for tourism accommodation or attractions 
within or adjoining settlement limits.  

Policy EC6 has been changed to include the requirement to conserve or enhance local landscape character and 
significance of heritage assets and their settings. This is in addition to the provisions of Policy EN17.  
  
  

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

General support for Policy EC6, but accommodation (such as 
bed and breakfast and hotels) is not simply a use which 
serves tourists.    
  
It will serve other visitors such as those on business, while 
visitors to locations such as Teignmouth will be a mix of both 
tourists from places further away than travel will allow in a 
day and visitors on day-trips from other places across 
Teignbridge and beyond.   
   
We welcome visitors to the town and recognise their 
important role in the local economy, but to retain this 
position, the infrastructure of the town requires additional 
long-term support.  

Accepted. EC6 does contain a reference to supporting the visitor economy which does incorporate business as well as 
leisure focused visitors. For the sake of consistency it would make sense to amend supporting text in start of para 5.15 
from ‘The tourist economy, ….’ to ‘The visitor economy, ….’  
   

DLP1:E:131  

Some elements of the policy are repetitive and should be 
reworded.  

Accepted. In relation to items f) and g) of EC6.  
  

DLP1:E:140  
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Policy EC7: Static and Touring Caravan Sites 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support encouragement for creation of new mobile home 
communities. These sites should include many of the 
principles outlined in this plan for other developments.  
 

The policy does not seek to encourage new mobile home communities. Rather it enables development subject to 
satisfying specific criteria relating to design, landscape, etc.   
  

DLP1:73; DLP1:201  

Should not be encouraged  Noted.   
  

DLP1:263  

Transit sites needed.   See policy H9   
  

DLP1:207  

Huge issue with people living in them full time and either 
putting their names on their relative's council tax bill to show 
they live somewhere else or using them as a second home. 
Time to hold the caravan sites to account and make these 
liable to council tax if being lived in for more than two 
months. 
  

Noted.   
  

DLP1:289  

Support for Policy EC7.  Noted  
  

DLP1:E:078; 
DLP1:E:105;  

EC7 - Amend to require all proposals to have provision for 
safe walking or cycling access and adequate EV charging 
points. 
  

Noted. Walking and cycling dimension is already identified in item e). EV charging points for commercial development 
such as caravan sites is addressed in CC3: Electric Vehicle Infrastructure, there is no need to repeat for Policy EC7.  
  

DLP1:E:093  

Policy is not in accordance with the NPPF and the criteria 
result in conflicting aims that will effectively stymie future 
development. Criteria introduces an undefined requirement 
to set a very high standard of design of the overall site. This 
may not be appropriate nor necessary for a simple variation 
to an existing site and establishing the difference between a 
high quality standard of design and a very high standard of 
design is likely to result in challenges.  
Moreover, the caravan industry at the parks level is subject 
to the dictates of the market and the manufacturers 
products. Replacing static caravans with timber chalets would 
require a change of use application and the construction of 
buildings in the countryside often contrary to planning 
guidance. However, para 5.20 refers to alternative mobile 
units and you may be referring to 'lodges' which have 
become more common. These are 'caravans' (and not 
chalets) and therefore fall to be considered under the same 
provisions. A mandatory requirement to use lodges would 
also be self-defeating in relation to criteria f. They are at the 
top end of the market range and are not suitable nor 
achievable in all circumstances. By virtue of holiday parks 

Not accepted. The draft policy is reasonable and requires applications for such development to demonstrate how they 
provide economic, environmental and social benefits to the area.   
  

DLP1:236  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

being located principally in the countryside (including coastal 
locations) accessibility of the site by public transport is 
recognised as being more limited in the NPPF. Scale issues 
are better judged against the overall impact on the 
surroundings rather than access to public transport which 
may preclude any and all proposals simply by virtue of there 
being no available services. 
   

EC7 should include support for ancillary development like 
shower blocks. Employment policies must be sufficiently 
detailed as well as flexible to allow businesses to adapt to 
changing economic trends and changes in the demands of 
tourists.  
 

Accepted. The matter of ancillary development can be added to the first sentence of Policy EC7.  
The point about balance between detail and flexibility in framing employment policies is acknowledged.  
  

DLP1:E:019  

EC7 should consider visual impact.  Noted. Item b) identifies landscape character factor.  
  

DLP1:E:103  

Policy EC7: Static and Touring Caravan Sites part c) is 
absolutely clear that these types of development should not 
be permitted within CCMA.  Given this we question why the 
policy does not prohibit new, expanded or intensified sites 
within areas at risk of flooding, especially flood zone 3a (high 
probability) and flood zone 3b (functional floodplain).     
There are existing caravan parks that will not be sustainable 
in the future due to escalating flood risk.  We also 
recommend that supporting text to the policy clarifies 
whether part d) (regarding adequate supporting 
infrastructure) cover foul drainage.  
 

Noted. Reference to CCMAs has been omitted, as development within CCMAs is set out in Policy EN3, which, in line 
with national guidance, permits the temporary siting of caravans for short term let.   
 
Flood risk is specifically covered in Policy EN6, which applies to all development, therefore it is unnecessary to repeat 
details in Policy EC7.  In addition, foul drainage provision is also addressed in Policy EN6, and it is unnecessary to repeat 
the criterion 5 of EN6, as is shown below:  
 
Planning permission will not be granted for any proposal which, because of inadequate provision of water services or 
inadequate or untimely provision of foul water and surface water drainage and disposal, would cause pollution to the 
water environment, including coastal waters, would result in the deterioration of the ecological status of a water body, 
would overload the sewer network, or would result in an increase in flood risk at the site or elsewhere.  

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

Historic England supports criterion b) in Policy EC7, which 
seeks to ensure that the character of the landscape and  
seascape is maintained and enhanced when new static 
caravan sites (including replacement with timber chalets), 
touring  
caravan sites or changes to existing sites are proposed.  
EC7’s criteria do not include reference to the need to 
conserve and enhance the significance of heritage assets, 
which may be affected by such proposals. Inclusion of a new 
criterion is sought that requires proposals to conserve and 
enhance the significance, including the settings, of heritage 
assets.   

Policy EC7 has been changed to include the requirement to conserve or enhance local landscape character and 
significance of heritage assets and their settings. This is in addition to the provisions of Policy EN17.  
  
  

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Policy EC8: High speed digital networks 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support digital networks.  Support 5G in town centres. Better 
broadband is needed.  

Noted.  
  

DLP1:18; DLP1:91; 
DLP1:101; DLP1:171; 
DLP1:172; DLP1:190; 
DLP1:201; DLP1:263;  
DLP1:E:075;  

Important objective in rural areas - reduces travel and brings 
in businesses. Important for everyone including school 
children.  
 

Noted.   
  

DLP1:53  

Requirement should apply to existing homes as well as new 
build.  
  

Noted.   
  

DLP1:75  

Needs to be installed prior to residents moving into 
developments 
  

Agree that the infrastructure should be available to allow residents to secure internet services as quickly as possible.  
  

DLP1:190  

No 5G  Noted.   
  

DLP1:301  

The best available broadband speeds should be installed.  Accepted. This purpose is already contained in supporting text at paras 5.21 and 5.22.  
  

DLP1:E:078; 
DLP1:E:105;  

EC8 - The Council should not impose new electronic 
communications requirements beyond the provision of 
infrastructure as set out in statutory Building Regulations.  
   
In the Budget (11th March 2020), the Government confirmed 
future legislation to ensure that new build homes are built 
with gigabit-capable broadband.  
   
The Government will amend Part R “Physical Infrastructure 
for High-Speed Electronic Communications Networks” of the 
Building Regulations 2010 to place obligations on housing 
developers to work with network operators to install gigabit 
broadband, where this can be done within a commercial cost 
cap.  
The delivery of broadband service connections is reliant on a 
third-party contractor over which a developer is unlikely to 
have any control. 
   

Noted. When the new legislation comes through concerning gigabit- capable broadband for new residential 
development, necessary amendments to Policy EC8 can be made.  
 
Schedule 1 to the Building Regulation 2010, is supported by approved documents for physical infrastructure for high-
speed electronic communications networks and takes effect on 26th December 2022. 
 
These documents provide guidance on how developers can comply with the requirements: 
 
-to install gigabit-ready physical infrastructure and a connection to a gigabit-capable public electronic communications 
network when new dwellings or a building containing one or more dwellings are erected. (Document R, Vol 1) 
 
 -for in-building physical infrastructure for high-speed electronic communications networks when new buildings are 
erected or existing buildings are subject to major renovation works. (Document R, Vol 2) 
 
Taken as a whole the provisions of Policy EC8 contain wider considerations than the building regulations and approved 
guidance documents and therefore the policy does not simply duplicate the latter but offers a digest for ensuring 
provision of high-speed digital connectivity in a Teignbridge context. 
 
 
  
  

  

DLP1:E:108; 
DLP1:E:092; 
DLP1:E:133;  
DLP1:E:140;  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Without care, insensitive installation of cabling may cause 
harm to listed buildings or damage archaeological sites, as 
well as historic streetscapes and landscapes.   
  
Introduction of a new criterion into Policy EC8 is sought that 
requires the siting, positioning and design of digital 
infrastructure to consider the impacts on the significance and 
settings of heritage assets as well as historic streetscapes and 
landscapes.  
  
For example: ‘New digital infrastructure should avoid harm to 
the significance of heritage assets, and their settings, and to 
historic streetscapes and landscapes. Where it is 
demonstrated that this is not possible, proposals should seek 
to conserve  
the significance of affected heritage assets and their settings 
through careful choices about the location, size and design of 
new equipment and associated cabling.’  

Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, sets out the approach to avoiding harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets 
and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its 
setting, including digital infrastructure development. The Local Plan is read as a whole and should not contain 
repetition. Therefore, the criteria within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets do not need to and should not be repeated.  

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

 

Policy EC9: Development in and around Town Centres 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Challenge to achieve in Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton due 
to congestion. 
   

Noted.   
  

DLP:05;  

Out of town retail parks have their place, the high street will 
have a niche, the two aren't necessarily mutually exclusive - 
ie the size of Dawlish is increasing and could easily support a 
retail development by Sainsburys  
 

Evidence suggest that out of town non-food retail can be damaging to the vitality and viability of town centres.   
  

DLP1:18;   

Keep appearance of development in keeping with the historic 
nature of the town / Teignmouth  
 

See Design Chapter.   
  

DLP1:167  

Vital to develop Town Centres for economy and well-being of 
the community.  
 

Noted.   
  

DLP1:171  

Should be encouraging in new business and the plan should 
ensure business can survive.  
 

Noted.   
  

DLP1:207  

Precautions should be taken so that our town centres don't 
become clone towns with only chain stores. Local 
independent businesses should not be priced out.  

Whether a store is part of a chain or an independent retailer is not a valid consideration.   
  

DLP1:218  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

 

Review of car parking strategy should not discourage people 
travelling to Newton Abbot town centre by car.  
 

Noted. The strategy will be complementary to Policy EC9.  
  

DLP1:E:049  

EC9 is vague, how will the Plan support and help investment 
in town centres.  

Noted. EC9 should be considered in combination with other policies, such as EC10: Vital and Viable Town Centres and 
community/ multi-agency backed strategies like the Future High Street Fund and Newton Abbot & Kingsteignton 
Garden Community initiative which is covered in a separate sub-section of the Proposed Submission draft plan with 
Garden Community policies, including a Town Centre Regeneration Area policy. 
  

DLP1:E:052  

Support for residential accommodation within town centres 
which will help reduce travel and use of greenfield sites.  
 

Noted. As contained in first part of EC10 and item b).  
  

DLP1:E:063; 
DLP1:E:074;  

Essential to redevelop town centre to include residential and 
entertainment.  
 

Accepted. EC9 would support such uses.  
  

DLP1:E:078  

EC9 commits the Council to invest to enhance environment 
and economic potential and to ‘support proposals which 
address coastal and surface water flooding’.  Whilst we 
support these requirements the present text does not 
include fluvial flooding (especially important given risks in 
Newton Abbot) nor issues relating to coastal 
erosion.  Accordingly, we recommend the text is amended to 
say that the Council will ‘support proposals which address 
flood and coastal erosion risks.‘ 
 

The Local Plan does not set out financial commitments, but expresses support for such schemes, to be taken account of 
in planning decisions.  
 
Accepted. Policy EC9 has been amended. 
‘e) supporting proposals which address flood and coastal erosion risks; and’    

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

Historic England supports Policy EC9’s intent to maintain and 
enhance the vitality, viability, accessibility and distinctive  
characteristics of Newton Abbot, Dawlish, Teignmouth, 
Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh. We support criterion d), which 
commits the Council to investing to enhance their historic 
environments.  
  
To guide the delivery of this investment, we envisage that the 
Council would first seek to understand the opportunities 
there are to use the character of Teignbridge’s historic towns 
as a driver for revitalisation. For example, all of these town 
centres are in conservation areas as well as containing other 
types of designated and non-designated heritage assets. All 
these conservation areas have character appraisals and all 
but Newton Abbot also have conservation area management 
plans. A management plan could also be prepared for 
Newton Abbot and then these documents could be used to 

Noted. Policy EC9: Development in Town Centres provides support for the vitality, viability, accessibility and 
distinctive characteristics of town centres by investing in the built and historic environment.  

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

plan and deliver enhancements to these town’s historic 
environments.   
  
Addressing Heritage at Risk within these town centres, 
especially where this involves bringing redundant buildings 
back into repair and active use, would also offer good 
opportunities for improving the vitality and distinctiveness of 
these town centres. We also note that Chudleigh and Newton 
Abbot have adopted Neighbourhood Plans with relevant 
content may also help to guide investment in their historic 
environment’s in support of criterion d) of Policy EC9. 
  

Welcome positive intent of Policy EC9 to support Teignmouth 
as a coastal destination town, it must be supported by a 
deliverable action plan where capital projects are identified.  

Noted. EC9 provides a lead for future investment to enhance facilities, environment and economic potential, as stated 
and action plan with capital projects would fit this future context.  
  

DLP1:E:131  

 

Policy EC10: Vital and Viable Town Centres 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

The town centre is no longer viable due to the cost of parking 
and the switch to planners allowing out-of-town retail parks.  
 

See policy EC11  
  

DLP01:08;  

Edge of town centre retail can coexist with a vibrant town 
centre.  
 

See policy EC11  
  

DLP1:18;  

Support  Noted.   
  

 DLP1:172  

EC10 is unsound and would urge revision.  The permissive 
approach taken to change of use which includes to 
residential use within town centres but outside of core and 
secondary areas would conflict with the NPPF.  
From the Trust's perspective we would particularly highlight 
two of the district's theatres - Teignmouth Pavilions and the 
Shaftesbury Theatre in Dawlish - both of which fall within 
such locations.   
Paragraph 92 of the NPPF seeks to protect from unnecessary 
loss of such facilities but this is undermined by the policy 
supporting change of use in principle.  We would therefore 
urge review of this policy, perhaps by removing it altogether 
or narrowing the range of uses for which change of use could 
be supported.  
   

Not accepted. The policy enables new buildings or change of use subject to criteria.   
However, the policy or supporting text may consider minor amendments to reflect NPPF para 93 to protect cultural 
facilities.   
  

DLP1:175  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Support for pedestrianisation, alternative uses being allowed 
in town centres and support their vitality as well as prevent 
vacant units.  
Difference between a “Core Activity Area” and a “Town 
Centre” is unclear.  
 

Noted.  Definition of both terms is given in panel under para 5.38.  
The respective areas have been delineated on the Policies Map.  
  

DLP1:E:032; 
DLP1:E:105;  

1.The whole of the Triangles operates as one Activity Centre 
and therefore the west side of the fountain Triangle (Luders 
and ‘Censies’) should be designated as Core Activity Area.  
  
2. Regent Street is an important link from the north side of 
the seafront into the town and there are current proposals to 
designate it as pedestrian only between 10 am and 4pm with 
better links across the Esplanade/Hollands Rd Junction. It 
currently includes shops, pubs, cafes, a butcher, a barber and 
so on and is clearly a town centre activity area. It should 
therefore be designated as part of the Secondary Activity 
Area on the north side as far as French St and for the whole 
of the south side.  
  

Noted. The two suggested changes to representation of Teignmouth town centre designations for Core Activity Area 
and Secondary Activity Area will be considered with other potential settlement-based changes from Part 2 of the Draft 
Local Plan.  
  

DLP1:E:045; 
DLP1:E:131;  
  
  
  
  

EC10 should not allow ground floors in Primary and 
secondary shopping areas to be converted from retail and 
business to residential. 
  

Accepted. The policy provides the suggested restriction for core and secondary activity areas in town centres.  
  

DLP1:E:052  

EC10 - parking should be free, there should be secure cycle 
storage in town centres  

Noted. Free parking goes beyond purview of local plan. Cycle parking/storage in town centres is consistent with the 
policy objectives of SC1: Sustainable Development.  
  

DLP1:E:060  

EC10 as drafted does not take account of the new town 
centre uses proposed as part of existing allocated sites – for 
example NA1 (Houghton Barton). The draft policy should be 
amended to take account of the town centre uses which will 
be delivered in new local/neighbourhood centres.  
 

Not accepted. EC10 is aimed at existing town centres not local/neighbourhood centres. Houghton Barton is covered by 
a specific allocation policy (NA1) in the adopted Teignbridge Local Plan and NA1 Development Framework Plan.   
  
  

DLP1:E:092  

EC10 - Amend to ensure that all development contributes to 
the net zero 2025 target.  

Not accepted. Net zero 2025 target context is adequately addressed in CC1: Resilience and CC2: Carbon Statements, 
there is no need to replicate in further individual policy areas, such as EC10.  
  
  

DLP1:E:093  

EC10 - Point a) should be considered case by case, not 
generally permitted in principle.  

Not accepted. Point a) provides a relevant context to assess proposals against but there is still a fair amount of latitude 
to be had through the policy as a whole.  
  

DLP1:E:103  

E10 - New development in town centres should help to 
improve the sustainability of existing development, in 

Noted.  
Policy EN6: Flood Risk contains criteria 4, which states:  

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

particular helping to deliver flood risk improvements from 
which all will benefit.   
  

‘Where necessary and evidenced, financial contributions will be sought for the maintenance and improvement of 
drainage infrastructure, fluvial and tidal flood defences, and erosion defences.’   

Intent of Policy EC10 to support the future vitality and 
viability of the town centres, is welcome given the challenges 
facing historic high streets, which have been heightened by 
COVID-19.  
  
With care, the physical changes to buildings that often 
accompany changes of use can be designed and 
implemented in ways that conserve and enhance the 
significance of heritage assets and their settings as well as 
historic streetscapes or townscapes. The same is the case for 
new buildings.   
  
A new criterion into Policy EC10 is sought that requires 
impacts on the significance and settings of heritage assets as 
well as the character and appearance of historic streetscapes 
to be considered.  
In the second part of the policy, we note that new buildings 
and changes of use will be permitted in Core and Secondary 
Activity Areas subject to a number of criteria.   
  
We support this general approach and in particular, criteria 
a)-e). The wording of criterion c) should be changed slightly 
to incorporate the NPPF requirement to conserve and 
enhance the significance of heritage assets, including their 
settings, and the character and appearance of historic 
streetscapes.   
For example: ‘c) conserves and enhances the significance of 
heritage assets, including their settings, and the character 
and appearance of historic streetscapes, to support 
regeneration, encourage visitors and improve the 
environment’  
 

Policy EC10: Vital and Viable Town Centres has been amended to include the suggested wording, which requires 
development:  
 
‘conserves or enhances the significance of heritage assets and their settings, and the character and appearance of 
historic streetscapes to support regeneration, encourage visitors and improve the environment;’ 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

Policy EC10 will need to be carefully reviewed in the context 
of the coronavirus impacts and the Government’s plans for 
recovery.  
 

Noted.  
  

DLP1:E:131  
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Policy EC11: Large Scale Retail Development 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

In the present situation I feel that local shops need all the 
support available, not increased competition from new, 
possibly subsidised, rivals. No more at the expense of town 
centres and local shops.  
 

Noted. The policies seek to protect the town centre whilst providing a basis for decision making on retail applications.   
  

DLP1:45 DLP1:97; 
DLP1:160; DLP1:172  

Although large scale retail development is positive there 
must be support to ensure they don't engulf the local area.  
 

Noted.   
  

DLP1:171  

The retail sector is declining and will continue to do so, no 
further large scale retail development should be considered, 
and instead our current oversupply should be worked on and 
improved.  
 

Noted.  
  

DLP1:200  

On brownfield sites  Noted.   
  

DLP1:207  

Concern about EC11's requirement not to increase overall 
travel –   
It is recommended that part (c) of the policy is reviewed to 
ensure it is not obstructive to development but promotes a 
reduction in travel in accordance with other policies in the 
plan.  
 

Accepted. Part (c) would benefit from amendment to clarify overall travel position as follows: ‘c) the proposal will 
promote a reduction in travel in accordance with other plan policies and demonstrate how it can be accessed by 
sustainable and active travel options;’  
  

DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

EC11 - the size of new retail parks should also be limited in 
this way.  

Accepted. The provisions of EC11 are relevant to new retail park development schemes along with SC1: Sustainable 
Development amongst other policies.  
  
  

DLP1:E:078  

EC11 as drafted does not take account of the new town 
centre uses proposed as part of existing allocated sites – for 
example NA1 (Houghton Barton). The draft policy should be 
amended to take account of the town centre uses which will 
be delivered in new local/neighbourhood centres.  
 

Not accepted. EC11 is aimed at large scale retail development. Houghton Barton is covered by a specific allocation 
policy (NA1) in the adopted Teignbridge Local Plan and NA1 Development Framework Plan.   
  
  

DLP1:E:092  

EC11 - Point c) Amend to read “The proposal will reduce 
travel and have facilities for cycle parking (including cargo 
bikes and those with trailers) and provide segregated cycling 
and walking routes from its reasonable catchment area [or 
similar phrase]”  
 

Agree (in part) Point (c) would benefit from amendment to clarify overall travel position as follows: ‘c) the proposal will 
promote a reduction in travel in accordance with other plan policies and demonstrate how it can be accessed by 
sustainable and active travel options;’  
  

DLP:E:093  

Support for the policy.  Noted.  
  

DLP:E:105  

As Teignbridge’s town centres contain conservation areas 
and other types of designated and non-designated heritage 

Accepted. EC11 has been amended as per the suggested wording:   
 

DLP:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

assets, it is likely that cases of large-scale development would 
affect the significance of heritage assets including their 
settings, as well as historic streetscapes and/or townscapes.   
  
Introduction of a new criterion in Policy EC11 is sought that 
requires the proposal to conserve and enhance the 
significance of heritage assets, including their settings, as 
well as historic streetscapes and/or townscapes.  
  

‘d) proposal conserves and enhances the significance of any heritage assets, including their settings, as well as historic 
streetscapes and/or townscapes.’  

Concerned that Policy EC11 at present is negatively drafted 
and would not encourage new retail development that is not 
present currently within the area and cannot be located 
within the centres. The district loses retail spend to adjoining 
areas.  
 

Not accepted. EC11 does allow for larger scale retail development outside town centres, as expressed in items a) – c). 
The tone is purposely restrictive to reflect approach towards sustainable communities identified in chapter 2 and NPPF 
context for ensuring the vitality of town centres. (para 87 refers)   
  

DLP:E:140  

 

Policy EC12: Local Shops 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Local top up shops provide local communities with an 
important retail offering and should be encouraged. Local 
shops have proven themselves vital during the Coronavirus 
lockdown. We need to remember this and support their 
survival e.g. reduced rates on a permanent basis.  
 

Noted.  
  

DLP01:08; DLP1:18; 
DLP01:E:078;  

Newton Abbot has a lower percentage of local shops. There 
are none on the new estates that have been built and no 
suitable premises seem to have been provided. How will this 
change in future developments and be remedied in the 
existing. This could potentially reduce the need for short trips 
by car.  
 

Noted. Strategic allocation policies in the plan should ensure space is provided for local shops.   
  

DLP1:42;   

Support – positive impact on active travel and especially 
when located close to other community facilities.  

Noted.   
  

DLP1:101; DLP1:171; 
DLP1:200; DLP1:201; 
DLP1:207; DLP1:E:040  
DLP1:E:060  

The constant increase in parking fees has been detrimental to 
spontaneous visits to local shops. In Chudleigh, parkers have 
to choose one hour or 3 hours following the removal of the 
2-hour option.  
 

Noted.   
  

DLP1:235  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

We need strong protection of existing local shops, especially 
where they are the last village shop and/or post office, eg by 
preventing change of use so that local communities can use 
existing premises for volunteer-run community shops if a 
commercial owner decides to cease trading.  
 

Noted. This is often outside the control of the planning authority.   
  

DLP1:307  

 

General 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Policies should be reviewed annually considering COVID-19 
economic effects.  
Need to support local businesses to recover from COVID 
impacts. 
  

Noted. Local Plans are reviewed on a 5-year rolling basis.   
 
Business support initiatives are managed through the Economic Development programme by TDC rather than Local 
Plan. 

DLP1:04; DLP1:E:063; 
DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

There is a tendency to precisely define the parameters for 
businesses. It would be better to simplify these definitions so 
that there is less confusion and more economic growth 
potential.  This review needs to consider the recession which 
is widely forecast to take place.  
 

Noted.  
  

DLP1:24;   

Support comments made by ACT as a response to the Local 
Plan Review Consultation.  
 

Noted.   
  

DLP1:28;   

Bovey Tracey Neighbourhood Plan - Should promote wider 
pavements and less traffic in Bovey to make it safer for 
pedestrians especially with social distancing.  
 

Noted.   
  

DLP1:53  

Many people dream of running a business, but the statistics 
show that self-employment in the retail sector is often a 
means of devoting twice as long to earning what the 
minimum wage working for a national chain would have 
provided. Regulation and rental costs mean that many 
dreams soon turn to disillusion or bankruptcy. Offering 
newcomers incentives and coaching could enable them to 
become viable.  
 

Noted. Not relevant to land use planning.  
  

DLP1:184  

No mention of a permanent Traveller Site (aka Haldon Hill) or 
even a transient Traveller Site - surprising as Teignbridge are 
very supportive of the Traveller Community, and it would 
stop Travellers being able to pick random areas that are not 
suitable.  

Noted. The Local Plan Part 3 contains consultation on a traveller site.    
  

DLP1:206  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

 

People need jobs but I do not agree with expanding the local 
economy which in turn leads to more people moving into the 
area, with subsequent undesirable increased congestion & 
loss of countryside & tranquillity.  
 

Noted.  
  

DLP1:301  

A bit light on details about the type of business that would be 
a good match for the services and infrastructure, and 
workforce, that exists around the region. For example, should 
tourism be encouraged, with a corresponding impact on 
house prices (holiday homes), therefore affordability for the 
local workforce, and carbon emissions? Should businesses 
with significant transport needs, or remote workforces, be 
encouraged? What business types best serve the unique 
characters of the region?  
  

Agree (in part) An Economic Development Needs Assessment has been prepared as supporting evidence for the 
Proposed Submission version of the Local Plan which provides information and clarification on some of the matters 
raised.   
  

DLP1:313  

Newton Abbot. Utilise brown field sites but retain cattle 
market  
 

Noted. The Cattle market site is a good opportunity for brownfield development in the town centre.   
  

DLP1:323  

Support for sustainable types of employment industries.  
  

Noted. Also, relevant to TDC Economic Development Plan, Council Strategy 2020-30 and other related initiatives 
beyond local plan.  
  

DLP1:E:024  

Need to emphasise link between sustainable local food 
production - resilient local supply chains - reducing food 
miles and fuel use - sustaining local economy.  
  
Lack of reference to the need to attract and develop 
agricultural/ raw food production and supply skills and job - a 
significant part of ensuring sustainable and resilient 
communities, economies and food supply. Also, ‘smart 
agriculture’ and agritech.  
Agricultural land should be protected to remain available for 
farming.  
 

Agree (in part) Relevant references in explanatory text at para 5.4 would be helpful. Policy CC1: Resilience already 
covers the local food point.  
  

DLP1:E:025; 
DLP1:E:063; 
DLP1:E:103;  

New development must have good connectivity to 
employment and should consider its impact on the tourist 
economy resulting from its visual impact.  
 

Noted. More relevant to chapter 2: Sustainable Communities and Policy SC1: Sustainable Development of draft plan.  
  

DLP1:E:032  

The Plan does not address how the local economy will be 
improved. A lack of inclusion of economic development that 
will be needed alongside new housing.  
  

Noted. Represents a broader matter beyond the local plan such as TDC Economic Plan and new Economic Development 
Needs Assessment for the Teignbridge and adjoining areas.  
  

DLP1:E:049  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Concern that the Plan does not address the low wage 
economy of Teignbridge or key deliverables around skills, 
education, new employment sectors and how we will attract 
new employers. 
  

The Plan should provide Park and Ride facilities to reduce 
traffic impacts from tourism.  
  

Noted. Such transport related infrastructure is considered within Part 2 of the Draft Local Plan which includes 
development site options and by DCC as highway authority in other plans which cover the period to 2040.  
  

DLP1:E:063  

Encourage employment development in Kingsteignton to 
prevent out-commuting.  
  

Noted. More relevant to Part 2 of the Draft Local Plan and update of spatial strategy.  
  

DLP1:E:075  

Employment development should be concentrated at Brunel 
Industrial Estate and at Heathfield which have easy access to 
A380 and A38.  
Changing retail behaviour should be taken as an opportunity 
for innovative development.  
  

Noted. Both employment locations represent strong places for future business development with excellent connectivity 
as indicated. The physical configuration of Teignbridge, close to Exeter southern environs and coastal towns offer 
important additional development opportunities recognised in the spatial strategy contained in Part 2 of the Draft Local 
Plan.  
  

DLP1:E:088  

Concern about lack of reference to the "green economy".  Agree (in part) Partially covered within other parts of the draft plan under Policies SC1: Sustainable Development and 
CC1: Resilience. 
  

DLP1:E:105  

Welcome the role defined for Newton Abbot variously as 
“the business, educational, leisure and retail centre for South 
Devon” and as “the strategic town centre within the district, 
where most of the commercial, social activity and 
development is to be expected” but notes that the housing 
development that is already taking place will fulfil the 
“development” element of this role in relation to housing for 
some time to come.   
What is obviously needed is the development of good 
(especially well-paid) employment opportunities in the 
Newton Abbot area, especially for the aspirations of young 
people, but also to constrain the burgeoning commuting.  
 

Noted. Policies in Economy chapter will play a part in helping to deliver new employment opportunities in Newton 
Abbot area during the plan period, along with closely aligned economic development strategies and individual 
initiatives linked to government funded programmes for regeneration.  
  

DLP1:E:121  

Need to provide employment opportunities for the people 
that will live in the planned new homes.  
 

Noted. Recognised in draft policies and particularly Chapter 2: Sustainable Communities.  
  

DLP1:E:141  
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Section 6: Homes 

Policy H1 Affordable Housing Targets 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support policy.   Support more social housing.  Support more 
rented affordable housing.  
  

Noted. The proportion of rented affordable housing will be determined by national policy and local evidence.  
n/a  

DLP1:53; 
DLP1:75;   
DLP1:80;   
DLP1:201;   
DLP1:206;  
DLP1:263;  
DLP1:292;  
DLP1:E:004;  
DLP1:E:032;  
DLP1:E:056;  
DLP1:E:063;  
DLP1:E:065  
DLP1:E:095  
DLP1:E:109  

No evidence to support proposed policy  The policy will be reviewed in light of emerging evidence being produced.  
Refer to LHNA  

DLP1:04;  
DLP1:E:108  
DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:111  
DLP1:E:129  
DLP1:E:133  
DLP1:E:140  
  

No evidence for such a high requirement for rented, which is 
at odds with the NPPF.  

The policy will be reviewed in light of emerging evidence being produced.  
Refer to LHNA  

DLP1:E:108  
DLP1:E:140  

Developers should be held to affordability targets. 
Developers should not be allowed to pay for off-site 
affordable housing.  
  

The Council complies with national policy and challenges developers by requiring evidence when non policy compliant 
proposals are made.   
Off-site contributions are appropriate in some limited circumstances.   
None  

DLP1:05; 
DLP1:07; 
DLP1:246;  

Support more shared ownership to buy.  Noted. The proportion of shared ownership will be determined by national policy and local evidence.   
Refer to LHNA  

DLP1:73;  
DLP1:167;  

Affordable homes are rarely affordable. Build council 
estates.  

Noted. Affordable Homes are defined by central Government.   
None  

DLP1:116;   
DLP1:133;  

Affordable homes should remain affordable to local people  The Devon Home Choice system for allocating affordable homes prioritises local people.   
None  

DLP1:190;  
DLP1:E:054  
DLP1:E:093  
  

Affordable housing prioritised for local people should be 
applicable across the district, not just rural areas.  

Affordable housing is allocated to local people following a hierarchy of parish, adjoining parish, district, county.  
None  

DLP1:07;  

More affordable housing for single people.  Policy H4 requires development to include a range of housing sizes.  
None  

DLP1:305;  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Define ‘affordable’.  Affordable Homes are defined by central Government as being at least 20% below market values.   
None  

DLP1:323;  
  

Affordable housing delivery by quota on large-scale 
developments is not working, as it requires that development 
provides other housing that doesn't necessarily serve the 
housing needs of the area, it simply finances the affordable 
housing provision. It also leads to low-quality developments, 
and encourages buy-to-let, not home ownership. Forms of 
not-for-profit housing development need to be considered 
instead.  

Because land is controlled by private individuals who are seeking to make a profit, in England it is not currently possible 
to deliver not-for-profit affordable housing on a large scale.   
In addition the Council has a requirement to deliver a minimum annual number of homes.  It is also the case that there 
is a need for some market housing.  Policy H6: Rural Exception Sites, allows for A100% affordable housing where 
market housing would not be permitted.  
None  

DLP1:313;  
  

TDC should build affordable homes  Teignbridge District Council has started to directly delivery affordable homes, through the multi-disciplinary officer 
group, “Teignbridge 100”.  
None  

DLP1:E:017  
DLP1:E:032  
DLP1:E:107  

Levels of affordable housing that are required must be 
achievable  
  

The Plan will be viability tested to ensure that the combination of policy requirements are viable.  
None  

DLP1:E:031  

Level of affordable required must be viability tested along 
with other plan policies.  

The Plan will be viability tested to ensure that the combination of policy requirements are viable.  
None  

DLP1:E:067  
DLP1:E:129  
DLP1:E:133  
DLP1:E:138  

Off-site affordable housing provision should be allowed for 
all sites.  

There is a strong preference for affordable housing to be delivered on market development sites to ensure mixed 
developments that allow for mixed societies. However, policy does allow for off-site contributions when on-site 
provision would be inappropriate or not an efficient use of resources.  
None  

DLP1:E:031  
  

Off-site affordable housing provision should be permitted 
where appropriate.  

There is a strong preference for affordable housing to be delivered on market development sites to ensure mixed 
developments that allow for mixed societies. However, policy does allow for off-site contributions when on-site 
provision would be inappropriate or not an efficient use of resources. This is in line with the NPPF.  
None  

DLP1:E:067  

Supports the inclusion of custom and self build as affordable 
homes.  

Noted  
None  

DLP1:E:031  

New development must meet local demand, particularly for 
truly affordable homes  

The level of affordable housing provision must be viable when provided alongside other Plan requirements.  Therefore, 
only a proportion of new development can be provided as affordable housing.  In order to meet all local demand for 
affordable homes, a much higher level of overall development is likely to be needed.  This is unlikely to be supported.  
None  

DLP1:E:032  

Questions why affordable housing requirement is lower in 
Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton  

Where property values are lower, this reduces the level of profit from a development, making it unviable to achieve 
higher levels of affordable housing that are possible in areas with higher property values.  
None  

DLP1:E:032  

All development should provide at least 50% affordable 
housing  

It would not be viable for new developments to provide such a high level of affordable housing.  A requirement for 50% 
affordable housing would make development unviable and would prejudice the delivery of much needed new homes.  
None  

DLP1:E:122  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Support lower % requirement for affordable homes, but 
concern that the tenure split needs to demonstrate viability 
alongside other requirements of the Plan.  

The Plan will be viability tested to ensure that the combination of policy requirements are viable.  
Await viability testing.  

DLP1:E:033  

Affordable housing definitions must align with the NPPF  The supporting text has been amended to align the definition of affordable homes with the NPPF definition at Annexe 
2.  
The supporting text has been amended to align the definition of affordable homes with the NPPF definition at Annexe 
2.  

DLP1:E:067  
DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:111  
DLP1:E:120   

Need to apply affordable housing targets more strictly at 
planning application stage.  

This is outside the remit of the Local Plan.  
None  

DLP1:E:075  

Affordable homes are not discounted from the need to 
provide education contributions.  

This comment is noted, but this level of detail would be discussed at planning application stage.  There is nothing in the 
policy that obviates the need to provide contributions where required.  
None  

DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

The 17% affordable housing requirement in Newton Abbot 
and Kingsteignton insufficient.  

Noted.  The level of affordable housing will be set at the highest percentage that secures the proposed tenure split and 
is viable. This will be informed by the LHNA and viability assessment of the Plan.  
Await LHNA and viability testing.  

DLP1:E:078  
DLP1:E:105  

Should not set out a tenure split to cover the next 20 years as 
this will not react to changing market requirements over plan 
period.  

This comment is acknowledged.  However, the Local Plan will be further reviewed within 5 years of adoption, as 
required by the NPPF.  This ensures that changing market conditions can be taken account of.  
None  

DLP1:E:092  

The in-house viability report of tenure split should be made 
public  

Further work is being done to acquire evidence through the LHNA and will be included with the Proposed Submission 
Plan.    
Consider the need to publish the in-house viability report of tenure split.  

DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:111  

There is tension between the Council’s aspirations to boost 
home ownership and address affordability through the 
increased supply of affordable housing, while also ensuring 
that the plan is viable and ultimately deliverable.  
#  

Whilst the policies support home ownership, they will also be informed as to the specific local affordable housing needs 
by the LHNA.   
The Local Plan will be tested for viability.  If the requirements of policies, when combined together, are likely to make 
development unviable, the Plan will be changed.  
Await LHNA and viability testing.  

DLP1:E:120  
DLP1:E:129  

Tenure mixes should be flexibly applied, having regard to 
specific location, rather than applied across whole district.  

Policies will be informed by the specific local affordable housing needs by the LHNA.   
Await LHNA  

DLP1:E:120  

Concern about viability given social rent requirement and 
that this will reduce the amount of affordable housing that 
can be secured  

The Local Plan will be tested for viability.  If the requirements of policies, when combined together, are likely to make 
development unviable, the Plan will be changed.  
Await viability testing  

DLP1:E:120  
DLP1:E:129  
DLP1:E:140  

Site threshold of more than 4 is a low bar as management of 
a single or a few dwellings on a site can be an issue for 
housing associations depending on the locality of their stock  

Consider additional flexibility for offsite contributions for small sites where low numbers of affordable housing would 
be provided. Alternatively, consider the tenure of homes – eg social housing may not be feasible.  
Given possible problem of management of 1 or 2 units, should be include flexibility in the policy for offsite 
contributions for small scale development??  

DLP1:E:120  
DLP1:E:140  

National policy refrains from securing all affordable housing 
in perpetuity as it can cause a number of issues for affordable 
housing providers and purchasers when attempting to secure 
mortgages for properties restricted in this manner. The 
Council is more likely to create barriers to affordable home 
ownership and may negatively impact sought after affordable 
housing delivery throughout Teignbridge by implementing 

This policy does not set the controls for affordable housing, which are within Policy H2: Affordable Housing Controls.  
None  

DLP1:E:120  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

such a policy. To ensure that the Local Plan is capable of 
being implemented properly and fairly, all references to 
retaining affordable housing in perpetuity should be removed 
unless explicitly relating to rural exception sites.  

Lack of mention of Rent to Buy – DCT housing need surveys 
found 28% of those identified as being in housing need from 
all surveys conducted since we included that tenure have 
expressed an interest.  

The definition of affordable housing in the supporting text has been amended to reflect Annexe 2 of the NPPF.  
Supporting text amended to define affordable housing as per the NPPF.  

DLP1:E:123  

Lack of mention of Community Led Housing as a way to 
provide affordable housing on RES or elsewhere.  CLH also 
includes co-housing, shared ownership and co-operative 
housing which are becoming more popular.  

The supporting text has been amended to include reference to Community Led Housing and co-housing.  
The supporting text has been amended to include reference to Community Led Housing and co-housing.  
  

DLP1:E:123  

As house price to income ratios are so high in Teignbridge 
80% of open market is still very high for discount market 
homes. Could a similar model be looked at as in South Hams 
/ West Devon where discounts are based on local incomes 
rather than market values? North Devon restrict discounted 
sale to a figure as close to 3 x average household incomes as 
possible. The sale price tends to end up about 50-60%.    

It is acknowledged that a 20% reduction in market value has little effect in an area where homes are over 10 times 
average salaries. Further work will be undertaken, informed by the LHNA, and by viability testing of the Plan.  
  
Consider % discount that we are seeking   

DLP1:E:123  

criteria b should not just stipulate Registered Providers as 
other affordable housing providers exist.  

The policy refers to Registered Providers or other appropriate managing organisation as referred to in Annexe 2 of the 
NPPF.  
None  

DLP1:E:133  

 

Policy H2: Affordable Housing Controls 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

If affordable stock is sold it should be replaced.  Noted. This is rarely in the control of the Council.   
None  

DLP1:201;  

Should apply to all housing.  Affordable housing controls cannot be applied to market housing.   
None  

DLP1:263;  

Concerns about viability of Part b) requirement that rents are 
capped at social rent levels in perpetuity.   
When pursuing a new development, Registered Providers 
often cap affordable rents equal to Local Housing Allowance 
(LHA) on first let, assuming that rents will inflate in line with 
Government policy on rent increases. By capping social rents 
in perpetuity, it prevents Housing Associations from 
increasing their affordable rents in line with Government 
policy. Preventing such inflation may have critical impacts on 
Registered Providers.  

Give further consideration to the impacts of capping rent at social rent levels in perpetuity  
Speak to GD about capping rents.  

DLP1:E:120  

Requirement for rent to be capped at social rent levels in 
perpetuity is not suitable for products such as rent to buy 

Give further consideration to the impacts of capping rent at social rent levels in perpetuity – or re-wording policy for 
include circumstances where this would not be required.  

DLP1:E:129  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

where the expectation is the dwelling will be sold in due 
course, or where an affordable (rather than social) rent is 
applicable.  

Speak to GD about capping rents.  

Criteria  (c) is not consistent with the Framework, which sets 
out different provisions for the recycling of receipts 
depending upon the type of affordable housing.  

The policy will be amended to ensure consistency with the NPPF.  
Amend policy to ensure consistency with NPPF.  

DLP1:E:129  
DLP1:E:140  

Suggest within criterion a) additional wording referring to a 
made Neighbourhood Plan’s lettings / occupancy policy”  

The policy has been amended to include reference to occupancy policies in Neighbourhood Plans.  
The policy has been amended to include reference to occupancy policies in Neighbourhood Plans.  

DLP1:E:131  

 

Policy H3: Inclusive Design & Layout 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support policy  Noted.   
None  

DLP1:248;  
DLP1:E:004  
DLP1:E:140  
  

Support fabric first approach to reduce energy costs.  Noted. This is addressed in the Climate Change section of the Plan.  
None  

DLP1:07;  
DLP1:305;  
  

Support wheelchair accessibility for all new build.  Noted. This is dealt with through the policy “Homes Suitable for All”  
None  

DLP1:07;  
DLP1:53;  

Should require adaptable housing  This is dealt with through the policy “Homes Suitable for All”  
None  

DLP1:E:077  

No justification for housing mix to be reflected across all 
housing – may be difference between affordable housing 
needs and market need. Affordable housing should reflect 
local need.  

The policy requires affordable and market housing to be based on evidenced need as well as ensuring there is not a 
disparity between the market and affordable properties.  
None  

DLP1:E:092  
DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:111  

Clusters of affordable homes should be allowed up to 12 
homes.  

The number of homes allowed in a cluster is not set out in policy as this will vary depending on the overall number of 
houses. It will be a detailed matter addressed at planning application stage, in liaison with Affordable Housing Officers.  
None  

DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:111  

Policy Should refer to an up-to-date SHMA  The policy will be based on an up-to-date LHNA  
None  

DLP1:E:120  

The distribution of affordable housing within housing 
schemes should allow for social integration within the overall 
design but should also consider the practical implications for 
housing associations when it comes to the management of 
their housing stock. Encouraging pepper potting across a 
scheme makes management more difficult as the properties 
are more spread out. We would not encourage affordable 
housing to be grouped together in one area, instead 
recommending that affordable housing is clustered across a 
site, with policy expressing a maximum group size or range; 

The number of homes allowed in a cluster is not set out in policy as this will vary depending on the overall number of 
houses. It will be a detailed matter addressed at planning application stage, in liaison with Affordable Housing Officers.  
None  

DLP1:E:120  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

10 to 15 dwellings forming each cluster on larger sites is 
commonly favoured.  

Should include signposting to made Neighbourhood Plans, 
which may set out local needs in policy.  

Additional text has been inserted into the supporting text to explain that Neighbourhood Plans may be a source of local 
information.  
Additional text has been inserted into the supporting text to explain that Neighbourhood Plans may be a source of local 
information.  

DLP1:E:131  

 

Policy H4: Homes Suitable for All 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support  Noted.   
None  

DLP1:263;  
DLP1:286:  
DLP1:E:032  
  

Support for specific demands such as retirement living, and 
‘tiny’ homes is welcomed.  

Noted.  
None  

DLP1:E:140  

How will policy be applied?  The policy would need to be considered by applicants and implemented by the planning authority when determining 
the application, possibly with the use of planning conditions or obligations if necessary.   
Note: The policy is subject to viability testing.   
None  

DLP01:171;  
DLP1:E:078  

Those in affordable housing often have small children and yet 
the properties being built for them are very likely to front 
busy roads and have tiny gardens.  

Small gardens is a common feature of much new build housing, which is a result of higher density housing to minimise 
land take. Good quality shared green spaces can help mitigate this issue.   
The Council’s policy on affordable housing is for homes to be distributed around the development.   
None  

DLP01:184;  

Smaller affordable homes needed  Noted. The policy seeks a range of sizes of homes to address identified needs and market demand.  
None  

DLP1:207;  

Need for 1 and 2 bedroomed homes  Noted. The policy seeks a range of sizes of homes to address identified needs and market demand.  
None  

DLP1:E:075  

To support more people to work in Healthcare such as Care 
Home Staff, Domiciliary Care workers and Health Care 
Assistants, Torbay and South Devon NHS Foundation Trust 
would like to engage with the TDC as to whether any priority 
or other benefits can be afforded to those that work in these 
sectors.  

The Council is actively engaging with the NHS in preparing the Local Plan, and will set up a meeting to discuss this 
matter.   
Await outcome of discussions  

DLP1:101;  
  

Proportion to meet needs of elderly and disabled.  Part M4 of the building regulations, as set out in the policy, will help to provide for the needs of elderly and disabled 
people.   
None  

DLP1:190;  

High quality retirement accommodation is supported.  Noted  
None  

DLP1:E:063  

Support use of Nationally Described Space Standards.  Noted.   
None  

DLP1:53;  
DLP1:73;   
DLP1:E:032;  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

DLP1:E:105  

M4(2) requirement should apply to 50% of homes  The final level of provision required by the policy will be informed by the LHNA.  
Update in light of LHNA.  

DLP1:E:032  
DLP1:E:105  

Should reference the purpose or objective of accessibility, 
rather than impose direct technical reference to separate 
building control standards  

This is set out in the supporting text of the policy and will be expanded to refer to the up-to-date LHNA.  
Update in light of LHNA.  

DLP1:E:140  

Support for range of dwelling types, including bungalows  Noted  
None  

DLP1:E:032  

Support for sites to encourage SMEs and support for MMC.  Noted  
None  

DLP1:E:050  
DLP1:E:123  

Permanent accommodation should be provided for homeless 
people.  

This is outside the remit of the Local Plan, however, the Housing Service of the Council does proactively seek to find 
solutions for the District’s homeless population.  
None  

DLP1:E:063  

Should require adaptable housing  The policy does seek to secure adaptable and accessible homes.  
None  

DLP1:E:077  

Lack of evidence of need for adherence to NDSS  Further work will be undertaken to demonstrate the need to adhere to NDSS along with viability work.  This will inform 
whether the policy remains, is amended or is deleted.  
Look at evidence  

DLP1:E:092  
DLP1:E:108  
DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:133  

In order to include the requirement to meet the NDSS the 
Council should provide evidence of the need for and viability 
of their use. A transitional period may be required to enable 
developers to factor in the additional cost. The potential 
additional cost of purchasing these properties may adversely 
affect affordable housing delivery.  

Further work will be undertaken to demonstrate the need to adhere to NDSS along with viability work.  This will inform 
whether the policy remains, is amended or is deleted.  
Look at evidence  

DLP1:E:09  
0DLP1:E:108  
DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:133  

Policy should be deleted  Noted.  
Look at evidence  

DLP1:E:090  

Lack of evidence of need for M4(2) and M4(3) requirements.  
Evidence should include detailed information on the 
accessibility and adaptability of the existing housing stock, 
the size, location, type and quality of dwellings needed and 
variations in needs across different housing tenures in 
Teignbridge.  

The LHNA will inform policy requirements  
Await LHNA  

DLP1:E:092  
DLP1:E:108  
DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:133  

Policy needs viability testing – both in terms of accessible 
housing requirements AND NDSS  

The Plan will be viability tested.  
Await viability testing  

DLP1:E:092  
DLP1:E:108  
DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:133  

Needs for % M4(2) and M4(3) does not take account of site 
topography  

Consideration will be given to additional policy text setting out where the standard may not be applied.  
Consider if exemption circumstances apply  

DLP1:E:108  

NDSS across all residential development, including affordable 
tenures, will undermine the viability of many development 
schemes and potentially result in fewer affordable homes 
being delivered as optional technical standards have 

Further work will be undertaken to demonstrate the need to adhere to NDSS along with whether this would be 
desirable for affordable homes.  This will inform whether the policy remains, is amended or is deleted.  
Look at evidence  

DLP1:E:120  
DLP1:E:129  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

implications for build costs and sales values, with 
implications in turn for development viability. In addition, 
many eligible households in Teignbridge may not desire, or 
require housing that meets the NDSS, as it may result in for 
example, higher rental and heating costs. There will be 
occasions where it is neither practical nor necessary to 
achieve the standards.  

New homes are created in existing buildings that are heritage 
assets may not be able to meet all space standards without 
detrimental impacts on significance. As such, we would 
welcome the introduction  
of a new criterion in Policy H4 that would allow some 
flexibility in meeting the required standards for new homes 
created in heritage assets.  

This is now Policy H5: Homes Suitable for All. The policy sets standards for new build residential development and 
would not apply to the residential conversion of a heritage asset.   

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

L:ack of mention of Teignmouth  The table contained within the policy is incorrect and will be amended.  
Amend table in policy as incorrect.  

DLP1:E:131  

 

Policy H5: Custom and Self Build 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support  Noted.   
None  

DLP1:07; DLP1:762;   
DLP1:101;  DLP1:248; 
DLP1:E:050  

Should not be a loophole for development outside 
development boundaries.  

Noted. This comment appears to relate to Policy H8: Local Needs Housing  
None  

DLP1:263  

Provision of plots for self-build should not rely solely on a 
percentage of space allocation from a commercial 
development. Self-build has the potential to unblock home 
ownership for the next generation, and should have greater 
prominence.  

Policies H6 and H8 also support Custom build housing, and Policy H1 sets out that affordable housing can be delivered 
through custom and self build development.  In addition, planning applications for custom build developments can be 
submitted within Settlement Limits where there is a presumption in favour of sustainable  development.  
None  

DLP1:313;  

Is the 5% requirement for CSB achievable?  The 5% custom and self build has been largely successful through the adopted Local Plan. The supporting text to the 
policy contains information about the success of CSB delivery.  
None  

DLP1:E:032  

H5 - concern that CSB plots remain undeveloped when 
market development is complete. CSB should be sold off as a 
single offer which is delivered as a whole.  

Concern is noted.  There is nothing in the policy to prevent all plots being sold as a single offer to a custom builder. 
However, in order to be considered custom build, the initial owner will have primary input into the design and layout of 
the dwelling.  
None  

DLP1:E:034  

36 month marketing period is considered excessive.  The policy has been amended to require a reduced minimum marketing period – of 24 months – but has also been 
amended to require unsold plots to be used as additional public open space.  
The policy has been amended to require a reduced minimum marketing period – of 24 months – but has also been 
amended to require unsold plots to be used as additional public open space.  

DLP1:E:067  
DLP1:E:074  
DLP1:E:092  
DLP1:E:106  
DLP1:E:108  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

DLP1:E:118  
DLP1:E:133  
DLP1:E:140  

Should have cascade to allow developer buy back  There is evidence to demonstrate sufficient demand to require 5% CSN plots and there is no reason to allow for 
developer buy back as a fallback position. The short length of time it has taken for plots that have come to the market 
to be sold helps to demonstrate the demand for such plots.   
None  

DLP1:E:133  

The Council is not considered qualified to determine “a fair 
plot valuation”.  

The Council is qualified to determine a fair plot price.  This would not be determined by planning officers but by a 
qualified member of the Estates Service.  
None  

DLP1:E:108  
  

Questions demand for custom and self build.  The Custom and Self Build Register demonstrates the demand for custom and self build housing.  
None  

DLP1:E:078  
DLP1:E:108  

Volume housebuilders would prefer not to provide CSB plots 
on large sites and these do not appeal to CSB builders.  

Whilst some volume housebuilders may not wish to incorporate CSB into their development, there is NPPF requirement 
to support people wishing to build their own home. The existing policy, which requires 5% CSB on developments of 20 
or more, has been successful and the supporting text explains how most developers have not been resistant to the 
policy. CSB can be provided through other policies of the Plan, providing a range of plots to appeal to those wishing to 
build their own home.  
None  

DLP1:E:080 
DLP1:E:092  
DLP1:E:108  
DLP1:E:133  

Design code requirements are too restrictive for CSB.  The requirement for Design Codes is in line with the NPPF and is set out in the Design and Wellbeing policies of the 
Plan.  
None  

DLP1:E:080  

Lack of evidence to support policy requirement. Evidence 
base supporting this policy should include evidence on the 
existing consents for plots in relation to demand, marketing 
period, sale rates, and plot values alongside confirmation of 
the number of consented plots which do not end up being 
built out as self or custom build due to lack of demand. 
Cannot rely on CSB Register for evidence.  

Additional evidence has been gathered and is contained in the topic paper on Custom Build Housing.  
Additional evidence has been gathered and is contained in the topic paper on Custom Build Housing.  
  

DLP1:E:067  
DLP1:E:074 
DLP1:E:092  
DLP1:E:108  
DLP1:E:133  

The on-plot service requirement set out in the policy does 
not accord with the PPG definition of a serviced plot of land.  

The policy has been amended to require on plot services to be provided prior to marketing unless the local planning 
authority is provided with evidence that they can be provided with access to those things within the duration of a 
development permission granted in relation to that land. This accords with the wording of the PPG.  
  
  
The policy has been amended to require on plot services to be provided prior to marketing unless the local planning 
authority is provided with evidence that they can be provided with access to those things within the duration of a 
development permission granted in relation to that land. This accords with the wording of the PPG.  
  

DLP1:E:092  

The requirement for the services to be delivered prior to any 
marketing is not reflective of the market; where it is standard 
practice for ‘plots’ whether self-build or standard house 
types to be sold ‘off-plan”  

The policy has been amended to require on plot services to be provided prior to marketing unless the local planning 
authority is provided with evidence that they can be provided with access to those things within the duration of a 
development permission granted in relation to that land. This accords with the wording of the PPG.  
  

DLP1:E:092  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

The policy has been amended to require on plot services to be provided prior to marketing unless the local planning 
authority is provided with evidence that they can be provided with access to those things within the duration of a 
development permission granted in relation to that land. This accords with the wording of the PPG.  

Needs to explain what the Party Wall Act is.  A link to guidance on the Party Wall Act is included in the Supporting text.  
A link to guidance on the Party Wall Act is included in the Supporting text.  
m  

DLP1:E:103  

Need to include details of how successful existing Policy WE7 
has been.  

Update CSB delivery info and insert info re demand for compact homes.  
Update CSB delivery info and insert info re demand for compact homes.  

DLP1:E:106  
DLP1:E:118  

Where plots are not sold, it is important that the Council’s 
policy is clear as to when these revert to the original 
developer and that the timescale for reversion should be as 
short as possible from the commencement of development 
as consequential delay in developing those plots presents 
practical difficulties in terms of co-ordinating their 
development with construction activity on the wider site.  

The policy has been amended to require a reduced minimum marketing period – of 24 months – but has also been 
amended to require unsold plots to be used as additional public open space, rather than reverting to market housing. 
There is evidence to demonstrate sufficient demand to require 5% CSN plots and there is no reason to allow for 
developer buy back as a fallback position. The short length of time it has taken for plots that have come to the market 
to be sold helps to demonstrate the demand for such plots.  
  
  
The policy has been amended to require a reduced minimum marketing period – of 24 months – but has also been 
amended to require unsold plots to be used as additional public open space, rather than reverting to market housing. 
There is evidence to demonstrate sufficient demand to require 5% CSN plots and there is no reason to allow for 
developer buy back as a fallback position. The short length of time it has taken for plots that have come to the market 
to be sold helps to demonstrate the demand for such plots.  

DLP1:E:108  

5% self build plots should not be required on housing sites of 
more than 20 dwellings.  

It would not be possible to require 5% CSB on developments of less than 20, as this would result in a requirement for 
less than a single dwelling.  
None  

DLP1:E:108  

Needs to be viability tested, especially as CSB dwellings are 
not liable for CIL  

The policy, along with other policies of the Plan, will be viability tested.  
Await viability testing  

DLP1:E:108  

Requires further guidance on plot sizes  The policy sets out that a range of plot sizes should be provided and the SPD expands that the range of sizes should be 
informed by market research, or other information such as from the Help to Buy Agency, the Community Council of 
Devon rural housing needs assessment, or information from the Council.  
None  

DLP1:E:133  

Delivery prior to 25% occupation of houses may impact 
viability;  

The policy, along with other policies of the Plan, will be viability tested.  
Await viability testing  

DLP1:E:133  

 

Policy H6: Rural Exception Sites 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support.  Noted.  
None  

DLP1:53;  DLP1:201; 
DLP1:248; DLP1:E:109;  
DLP1:E:123  
  

Not on woodland.  Draft policy EN15 seeks to protect Woodland.   
None  

DLP01:172;  

Restricted to locals.  The policy gives priority to those with a local connection.  DLP1:190;  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

None  

Tightly controlled with minimal opportunity for exploitation 
by developers  

Development has to provide a much higher level of affordable housing on rural exceptions sites than on allocated or 
windfall development sites, and development is only permitted where there is an evidenced local need, therefore the 
policy is unlikely to be “exploited” by developers.   
None  

DLP1:263;  

Policy should include protection for the landscape and 
consider cumulative effects from repeated single plots  

Impacts on landscape character are included within the policy.  In addition, the landscape is protected through Policy 
EN4.  
None  

DLP1:E:040  

Concern about new homes on the edges of villages and their 
impact on the landscape  

The landscape is protected through Policy EN4. In addition, policy EN1 protects the setting of defined settlements.  
None  

DLP1:E:044  
DLP1:E:103  

Policy should include protection for SSSIs and other 
designated wildlife sites.  

The landscape and ecology are protected through other separate policies in the Environment chapter of the Plan.  
None  

DLP1:E:054  

Questions meaning of "exception parishes".  These are the rural parishes where exception site policy can be applied. This is explained in the Supporting text.  
None  

DLP1:E:056  

Plot value should be set as a percentage of overall cost.  Further consideration will be given to the restriction on plot values.  
Consider plot values evidence or alternative approach  

DLP1:E:078  

Need to define “rural settlement”  The supporting text has been amended to include a list of all rural settlements where the policy applies.  
The supporting text has been amended to include a list of all rural settlements where the policy applies.  

DLP1:E:093  

Scale of up to 20 is too large  I have amended criteria to no more than 5% (as per entry level sites) and not to have disproportionate impact on size  
None  

DLP1:E:093  

Should not be restricted to 20 homes    
None  

DLP1:E:133  

The term “meaningful engagement” is too vague  The term meaningful has been deleted and requirement is for evidence to demonstrate community engagement.     
 

DLP1:E:093  

TDC should be building affordable homes on rural exception 
sites  

Whilst this is outside the remit of the Local Plan the Council takes a proactive approach is assisting rural exception 
development. The “Teignbridge 100”, a multi-disciplinary officer team, aims to have a rolling programme of 100 
affordable homes.  
None  

DLP1:E:105  

Consider additional criteria preventing new homes on sites 
that are at risk of flooding, now or in the future  

Flood risk is specifically covered in Policy EN6, which applies to all development, therefore it is unnecessary to repeat 
details in Policy EC7.  

DLP:E:119(EA)  

support the Council’s decision at paragraph 6.34 to allow 
requests for perpetuity restrictions to be lifted in Designated 
Protected Areas (DPAs)  

Noted.  
None  

DLP1:E:120  
  

Cross subsidy is very important to encourage development 
and to bring forward affordable housing. EDDC have a policy 
whereby landowners can build market homes up to 33% of 
the total development to encourage them to put land 
forward. This has brought forward a number of sites that 
would not have come forward without the financial 
incentive. South Hams and West Devon had a similar scheme 
with their Village Initiative whereby the landowner is gifted 
either a completed dwelling, a plot plus build cost or a 
financial contribution.  

Discuss alternative approaches to rural exception site delivery with Mary/Gwenda/Graham  
Consider alternative approaches  

DLP1:E:123  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

While we support the intent of criterion b) in respect the 
historic environment, the wording should either be amended 
to reflect the terminology and requirements of the NPPF in 
relation to heritage  
assets or a new criterion should be introduced. We suggest 
the following wording to address this matter: ‘the proposals 
conserve and enhance the significance of affected heritage 
assets, including their settings, and the wider historic  
streetscape or landscape’.  
This should also apply to single plot exception sites.  
  

This policy is now Policy H7: Rural Exception Sites.  
 
Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, sets out the approach to avoiding harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets 
and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its 
setting, including rural exception site development. The Local Plan is read as a whole and should not contain repetition. 
Therefore, the criteria within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets do not need to and should not be repeated.  
 
The cross reference to Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management Plans is set out in Policy EN17: 
Heritage Assets which requires development affecting heritage assets and their settings to:  
 
Respect, reflect or respond to existing traditional architectural and historic character, having regard to the Conservation 
Area Character Assessments and Conservation Area Management Plans and Neighbourhood Plans. 

DLP1:E:127(HistEng)  

There should be a cross-reference   
to any adopted Supplementary Planning Documents and  
Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management 
Plans, which may contain relevant guidance.  

The cross reference to Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management Plans will be set out in the separate 
heritage policy/ies.  
None  

DLP1:E:127(HistEng)  

The text in paragraph 6.33 could be clearer on why 
affordable housing cannot be retained in perpetuity and why 
receipts must be recycled.    

The explanation will be expanded on.  
Expand, in supporting text, on explanation as to why affordable housing cannot be retained in perpetuity and why 
receipts must be recycled.    

DLP1:E:131  

Should not include a price limit per plot.  Cost of plot is restricted to aid the delivery of affordable homes.  
Further consideration will be given to the restriction on plot values  
Consider plot values evidence or alternative approach  

DLP1:E:138  
DLP1:E:140  

Should allow greater % of market housing  Discuss alternative approaches to rural exception site delivery with Mary/Gwenda/Graham  
Consider alternative approaches  

DLP1:E:138  

Concern about how need is to be demonstrated.  The use of 
Devon Home Choice list may not identify all in need - 
however a full Housing Needs Survey is costly and only 
identifies a snapshot in time.    

Further consideration will be given to the level of evidence required.  
Consider level of evidence required  

DLP1:E:147 (MR)  

Need to specify how long evidence such as HNSs are 
considered up-to-date.  

Additional text will be inserted into the supporting text to explain how long a HNS would be considered up-to-date.  
Text explain when a HNS is out-of-date  

DLP1:E:147 (MR)  

 

Policy H7: Entry Level Exception Sites 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support.  Noted.   
None  

DLP1:201;  
DLP1:E:140  

H7 should relate to defined settlements only  The policy does only relate to defined settlements.  
None  

DLP1:E:040  

Concern about new homes on the edges of villages and their 
impact on the landscape  

The landscape is protected through Policy EN4 and does not need to be repeated within each individual policy.  
None  

DLP1:E:044  

Policy should include protection for SSSIs and other 
designated wildlife sites.  

Ecology is protected through a raft of separate policies within the Environment chapter of the Plan.  
None  

DLP1:E:054  
DLP1:E:103  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Need to define “rural settlement”  The policy is not restricted to rural settlements but permits entry level exception sites on the edges of all defined 
settlements.  
None  

DLP1:E:093  

Scale of up to 20 is too large  This comment does not refer to this policy, which does not include a size limit of 20.  The policy refers to the NPPF 
limits of one hectare or 5% of the size of the existing settlement.  
None  

DLP1:E:093  

The term “meaningful engagement” is too vague  The term meaningful engagement is used as it allows for a variety of engagement techniques, rather than specifying a 
particular way to engage with the local community in a meaningful – ie more than cursory – way.  
None  

DLP1:E:093  

Consider additional criteria preventing new homes on sites 
that are at risk of flooding, now or in the future  

This policy has been deleted following a change to national government policy. DLP:E:119(EA)  

It is important to note that unlike the policy on rural 
exception sites, the NPPF does not seek to secure affordable 
housing delivered on entry-level exception sites in 
perpetuity. Therefore, we request that part d) of Policy H7 is 
removed as it would be inappropriate to require this in a 
local policy.  

The deviation from the NPPF is acknowledged and the criteria will be amended to ensure compliance with the NPPF.  
Amend criteria d to ensure compliance with the NPPF.  

DLP1:E:120  

Concern about impact of Entry Level Exception sites on 
delivery of rural exception sites.  

Comment is noted, however, the NPPF sets out the provision for Entry Level exception sites and the Local Plan cannot 
prevent them.  
None  

DLP1:E:123  

While we support the intent of criterion b) in respect the 
historic environment, the wording should either be amended 
to reflect the terminology and requirements of the NPPF in 
relation to heritage  
assets or a new criterion should be introduced. We suggest 
the following wording to address this matter: ‘the proposals 
conserve and enhance the significance of affected heritage 
assets, including their settings, and the wider historic  
streetscape or landscape’.  

This policy has been deleted following a change in National Government approach. DLP1:E:127(HistEng)  

There should be a cross-reference   
to any adopted Supplementary Planning Documents and  
Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management 
Plans, which may contain relevant guidance.  

This policy has been deleted following a change in National Government approach. DLP1:E:127(HistEng)  

a proportion of homes should be permitted as market 
housing  

This would be at odds with the NPPF requirement for 100% affordable housing on Entry Level Exception sites.  
None  

DLP1:E:138  

 

Policy H8: Local Needs Housing in Rural Areas 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for H8   Noted.  
None  

DLP1:E:080  
DLP1:E:110  
DLP:E:140  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Support for live/work units  Noted  
None  

DLP1:E:123  
DLP1:E:133  

Should be expanded to include other areas, not just villages.  The policy aims to focus housing around designated settlements.  Rural exception site policy applies elsewhere.   
None  

DLP1:E:080  

Narrower definition of affordable housing to ensure 
affordability.  

The policy does not relate to affordable housing, as per the NPPF definition, but aims to provide housing for local 
people, via a local occupancy condition.  
None  

DLP1:08;  

Smaller developments in rural local communities should be 
prioritised above large scale developments.  

Noted. (National policy requires at least 10% of housing to be allocated on small sites).  
None  

DLP1:42;  

Strict controls on ownership/occupation are required to 
ensure that this does not provide a loophole for 
inappropriate developments or exploitation of loopholes by 
developers.  

Initial occupation is limited to people with a local connection to Teignbridge and can only be provided if the affordable 
housing needs to the parish have been met or will be met through the development.    
None  

DLP1:263;  

H8 is unduly prescriptive and may exclude many small rural 
communities  

The policy only relates to defined settlements where at least a basic level of services and facilities exist.  The Rural 
Exceptions policy applies to undefined rural settlements in order to provide for local affordable housing needs.  
None  

DLP1:E:032 
DLP1:E:056  
DLP1:E:106  

Concern about greenfield development permitted by policy 
H8.  

There is insufficient brownfield land in the district to meet development needs, therefore the development of 
greenfield land will be required, whether this is on the edges of towns or villages.  
None  

DLP1:E:051  

Policy should include protection for SSSIs and other 
designated wildlife sites.  

Ecology is protected through a raft of separate policies within the Environment chapter of the Plan.  
None  

DLP1:E:054  
DLP1:E:103  

H8 is discriminatory against urban communities and should 
include towns.  

The policy excludes the urban areas where significant housing allocations are proposed.    
None  

DLP1:E:054  
DLP1:E:133  

PD rights should be removed from these houses and 
live/work units not divided and sold separately.   

Specific controls such as these would be applied to planning permission, by way of conditions.  
None  

DLP1:E:078  

"Significant" traffic movement should be clarified.  Noted.   
Reference Deleted  

DLP1:E:078  

Scale of up to 10% of number of houses in the settlement is 
too large.  

Noted – Agree in some larger villages 10% could amount to significant growth.   
Amend to 5% with cap of 50 over plan.   

DLP1:E:093  

10% growth should be set as a minimum to aid rural growth  The policy enables growth but is dependent on planning applications.  
None  

DLP1:E:133  

The policy should not include the need to address affordable 
housing needs of the village.  

The criteria is considered necessary in order to ensure that Local Needs Housing does not prejudice the delivery of 
affordable housing to meet an identified local need through Rural Exception development.  
None  

DLP1:E:106  
DLP1:E:118  

Insufficient evidence to demonstrate plot sizes/densities and 
level of open market provision.  

The policy is aimed at helping local people access housing. Plot range minimises risk of enabling rural ‘mansions’ rather 
than normal size and more affordable homes.   
None  

DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:111  

Consider additional criteria preventing new homes on sites 
that are at risk of flooding, now or in the future  

Flood risk is specifically covered in Policy EN6, which applies to all development, therefore it is unnecessary to repeat 
details in Policy EC7.  

DLP:E:119(EA)  

As the policy allows up to 80% of the scheme to be open 
market and the maximum is 9 homes then it would produce 
very few affordable homes  

Development has to meet affordable housing needs if they exist. The policy sits alongside Policies H6 and H7 which 
allow for affordable housing development.  
None  

DLP1:E:123  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Object to policy as it only takes into consideration the level of 
affordable housing need in existence at the time of 
application, without considering future need, compromising 
the future delivery of affordable homes in villages through 
the loss of potential exception sites, undermining the 
Council’s long-term ability to meet its current and future 
affordable housing needs  

The policy clearly prioritises Rural Exceptions sites. The Council is seeking to meet the housing need for local people 
requiring both affordable and lower cost market housing.    
 None.  

DLP1:E:126 (DNP)  

Concern that policy allows for low density development on 
the edges of settlements, blurring the edge of settlements 
with development not reflecting the settlement grain.  

Design policies emphasise compatibility with village vernacular. Edge of settlement densities are typically lower.   
None.   

DLP1:E:126 (DNP)  

As these sites would not be included within a new Settlement 
Limit, this would make exceptions sites harder to fulfil policy 
in the future.  

Consider the long term impact on Rural Exception/Entry Level exception site delivery.  
Text amended.  

DLP1:E:126 (DNP)  

The plan states Local occupancy conditions can suppress the 
market value of properties by around 20-25%. This is not 
consistent with  
DNPA’s experience. DNPA regularly undertake valuations of 
these and our experience is that the local occupancy 
condition depreciates value by 10-15% from market (not 
including any affordable housing discounts). Given local 
eligibility to the National Park is more restrictive because of 
Dartmoor’s population density, this statement does not feel 
accurate and gives the misleading sense that local needs self 
and custom build housing is a form of affordable housing 
(defined by  
government as housing discounted by at least 20%), which it 
is not.  

Reference to value suppression removed.    
Text amended.   

DLP1:E:126 (DNP)  

Suggest the following wording ‘the proposals conserve and 
enhance the significance of affected heritage assets, 
including their settings, and the wider historic streetscape or 
landscape’.  
  
There should be a cross-reference   
to any adopted Supplementary Planning Documents and  
Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management 
Plans, which may contain relevant guidance.  

This policy is now Policy H8: Other Exception Sites.  
 
Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, sets out the approach to avoiding harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets 
and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its 
setting, including other exception site development. The Local Plan is read as a whole and should not contain 
repetition. Therefore, the criteria within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets do not need to and should not be repeated.  
 
The cross reference to Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management Plans is set out in Policy EN17: 
Heritage Assets which requires development affecting heritage assets and their settings to:  
 
Respect, reflect or respond to existing traditional architectural and historic character, having regard to the Conservation 
Area Character Assessments and Conservation Area Management Plans and Neighbourhood Plans. 

DLP1:E:127(HistEng)  
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Policy H9: Homes for the Travelling Community 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support.  More transit sites needed.  Noted.  Evidence on need for transit sites is being produced.   
Await evidence  

DLP1: 101;  DLP1:207; 
DLP1:248:  
DLP1:E:034  

Already adequate supply - existing policy is being exploited  Noted.  Evidence on need for transit sites is being produced.  
Await evidence  

DLP1:160;  

Where will sites be located?  Unknown.  However, 1 site consulted upon in November 2021. Sites will be allocated in the Proposed Submission Plan – 
or delivery secured through other policy mechanisms.   
None  

DLP01: 171;  

Strict enforceable measures to keep the sites in a clean and 
presentable manner.  

Conditions would be attached to planning permissions where necessary. Some sites may be operated by a Company 
and set out and enforce its own management rules.  
None  

DLP1:190; DLP1:289;  

Should have regard to Police Secured by Design principles to 
reduce opportunities for crime and anti-social behaviour.  

The policy has been amended to include:  
Be designed with regard to Police Secured by Design Principles;   

DLP1:E:046  

Should include protection for SSSIs.  Protection for SSSIs is included in a separate policy in the Environment chapter.  
None  

DLP1:E:054  

Objection to pitches being required on larger sites  The delivery of Gypsy and Traveller pitches as part of larger residential and mixed use development sites has proved 
unsuccessful through the existing Local Plan.  However, whilst they have not been delivered physically as part of larger 
development sites, they have been provided, as part of the development “package” in other suitable locations. 
Therefore, delivery of pitches has been successful, with 47 of the 70 pitches required by the existing Local Plan having 
been delivered. The requirement for Gypsy and Traveller pitches to be delivered alongside other development will 
depend on whether sufficient suitable and deliverable sites exist elsewhere and can be allocated for Gypsy and 
Traveller use.  
Will depend on land available for G&T use  

DLP1:E:092  

Pleased to see that policy H9: Homes for the Travelling 
Community includes part a) requiring appropriate drainage 
and sanitation and part c) requiring avoidance of flood risk 
areas.  However, part c) may benefit from some 
clarification.  The NPPF/PPG clearly states that mobile and 
park homes intended for domestic use (rather than holiday 
use) are considered ‘highly vulnerable’ uses and should not 
be permitted in either flood zone 3a or flood zone 3b.  Within 
flood zone 2 such proposals would only be acceptable subject 
to satisfying both the sequential and exception test.  

The policy is now H10.  
 
Criterion c) has been amended to include the suggested wording. 
The policy has been amended to read:  
c) Be located away from areas at high risk of flooding, including functional floodplains, given the particular vulnerability 
of caravans;  

DLP1:E:119(EA)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Suggest the following wording ‘the proposals conserve and 
enhance the significance of affected heritage assets, 
including their settings, and the wider historic streetscape or 
landscape’.  
  
There should be a cross-reference   
to any adopted Supplementary Planning Documents and  
Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management 
Plans, which may contain relevant guidance.  

This policy is now Policy H10: Homes for the Travelling Community  
 
Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, sets out the approach to avoiding harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets 
and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its 
setting, including Gypsy and Traveller pitch development. The Local Plan is read as a whole and should not contain 
repetition. Therefore, the criteria within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets do not need to and should not be repeated.  
 
The cross reference to Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management Plans is set out in Policy EN17: 
Heritage Assets which requires development affecting heritage assets and their settings to:  
 
Respect, reflect or respond to existing traditional architectural and historic character, having regard to the Conservation 
Area Character Assessments and Conservation Area Management Plans and Neighbourhood Plans. 

DLP1:E:127(HistEng)  

 

Policy H10:  Householder Development 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for inclusion of refuse and recycling provision  Noted  
None  

DLP1Ë:077 (DCC)  

Add ‘Scale’ to b).  Limit scale of extensions.  This issue is covered in the supporting text.   
None  

DLP1:04; DLP1:08:  
  

Include reference to landscape character.  This point is covered by policy EN4.  
None  

DLP1:04;  

Add No net loss of trees, garden shrubs and perennial plants - 
which serve as important wildlife corridors possibly with 
existing neighbours - i.e important to retain well stocked 
mature gardens  

Criteria (i) requires there to be no net loss of trees, hedgerows or other key natural features. In addition, Policy EN15: 
Trees, Hedges and Woodlands would protect good quality, healthy trees. It is considered too prescriptive to require 
shrubs and other plants to be retained.  
None  

DLP1:33; DLP1:E:105;   

Support  Noted.   
None  

DLP1: 73;  DLP1:190;  

Recycle / reuse / reconstruct existing buildings  Policy SC1 sets a requirement that construction and demolition materials are re-used on site where possible.  
None  

DLP1:263;  

The protection afforded to residential amenity in H10 should 
apply to other non-residential development  

It is unclear how amenity should be protected for uses such as retail, office, business and other non-residential uses, 
where people do not live.    
None  

DLP1:E:040  

Should have regard to Police Secured by Design principles to 
reduce opportunities for crime and anti-social behaviour.  

Additional criteria added to require development to have regard to Police Secured by Design principles.  
Additional criteria added to require development to have regard to Police Secured by Design principles.  

DLP1:E:046  

Should include protection for SSSIs.  Protection for SSSIs is included in a separate policy in the Environment chapter.  
None  

DLP1:E:054  

H10j - minimise should be replaced with substantially reduce  To “substantially reduce” implies that energy use should be required to be substantially reduced throughout the 
existing home.  This is not considered reasonable and the requirement to minimise energy demand of the new 
development is considered sufficient from householder development, which may not be joined to the dwelling, eg 
means of enclosure, outbuildings.  
None  

DLP1:E:078  
DELP1:E:105  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Carbon emission reduction should be required  The minimisation of energy demand is required, thus helping to reduce carbon emissions.  
None  

DLP12:E:151 
(DevMan)  

Seeking a change to the wording of criterion h) to better 
reflect the terminology and requirements of the NPPF. The 
phrase ‘buildings of historic merit’ should be replaced with 
‘heritage assets’; ’retain’ should  
be replaced with ‘conserve’; and ‘historic and architectural 
merit’ replacement with significance. We also seek reference 
to the settings of heritage assets.  
There should be a cross-reference   
to any adopted Supplementary Planning Documents and  
Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management 
Plans, which may contain relevant guidance.  

This policy is now Policy H11.  
 
The wording of the policy has been amended to reflect the suggested wording:  
 
In the case of heritage assets, development will conserve, or where appropriate, enhance the significance of the 
original building and its setting;  
 
The cross reference to Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management Plans is set out in Policy EN17: 
Heritage Assets which requires development affecting heritage assets and their settings to:  
 
Respect, reflect or respond to existing traditional architectural and historic character, having regard to the Conservation 
Area Character Assessments and Conservation Area Management Plans and Neighbourhood Plans.  

DLP1:E:127 (HistEng)  

 

Policy H11:  Residential Amenity 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support  Noted.  
None  

DLP1:248;   
  

How is this to be measured and monitored?  The policy would need to be considered by applicants, and implemented by the planning authority when determining 
the application, possibly with the use of planning conditions or obligations if necessary.   
None  

DLP1:33; DLP1:190;   
  

H11 should be applied on an individual basis  Each planning application is determined on its own merits.  
None  

DLP1:E:032  

H11 should include protection for residential amenity from 
non-residential uses  

It is unclear how amenity should be protected for uses such as retail, office, business and other non-residential uses 
where people do not live.    
None  

DLP1:E:040  

 

Policy H12: Replacement Dwellings 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Should only be permitted where home is dilapidated.  Noted. Whilst this is likely to be the circumstance in most cases, there may be circumstances where this is not the case, 
but the planning merits still support approval.   
None  

DLP1:08;   

Many old rural dwellings were extremely small and not 
appropriate for modern living. To restrict sizes to the old 
footprint and volume is not always a reasonable solution.  

Noted.  Whilst policy will be applied, which does allow for insignificant enlargement, all development management 
decisions are balanced judgements.  In cases where a particularly small permanent dwelling was to be replaced, and if 
no other harm would arise from a larger dwelling, it could be permitted on balance through a planning application.   
None  

DLP1:24;  

Not where property has historical significance.  Protection is afforded for historic merit within the policy and separate policy within the Environment chapter of the 
Plan.   To prevent subdivision of a historic building may prevent it securing a long term viable use.  

DLP1:190;  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

None  

Within scale of context.  The policy restricts the volume of the replacement dwelling to not be significantly larger thanthe volume of the existing 
dwelling, along with any domestic outbuildings. In addition, the landscape is protected through a separate policy within 
the Environment chapter.  
None  

DLP1:263;    

Questions the need to limit on a 1 for 1 basis the number of 
replacement dwellings in the countryside  

The number of replacement dwellings is restricted to a 1-for-1 basis to prevent isolated and unsustainable new 
residential development in the countryside.  
None  

DLP1:E:032  

Policy should include requirement for reduction in carbon 
emissions unless new build would have to be Net Zero as 
required by other policy/ies.  

The replacement dwelling would be subject to the requirements of new development as set out in the Climate Change 
chapter of the Plan.  
None  

DLP1:E:093  

Unjustified and against case law to not allow replacement of 
a mobile structure with a permanent one  

Caselaw is not 100% clear on this issue.  The policy has been made slightly more flexible, allowing replacement on 
caravans, mobile homes, chalets or other temporary structures with a lawful permanent residential use to be permitted 
where the existing structure causes harm to the character and appearance of the area.  
The policy has been made slightly more flexible, allowing replacement on caravans, mobile homes, chalets or other 
temporary structures with a lawful permanent residential use to be permitted where the existing structure causes harm 
to the character and appearance of the area.  

DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:111  

An exception to part e) ‘development on the same footprint’ 
in areas at risk of flooding should be the application of a 
sequential approach to avoid/reduce flood and coastal 
erosion risk.  After all replacement dwellings present an 
opportunity to improve flood resistance and resilience on 
site.  

This policy is now H13.  
Criterion e) has been amended to include the suggested wording. 
e) The replacement dwelling is positioned on a similar footprint to the existing dwelling, unless on landscape, design, 
highway safety, residential amenity or other environmental grounds, a more appropriate position within the site can be 
agreed.  Where an existing dwelling lies in an area of flood risk and there are areas at lower flood risk within the site, 
the replacement dwelling should be repositioned to an area at lower risk;  

DLP1:E:119(EA)  

support the inclusion of criteria f) and g), which seek to 
ensure that replacement dwellings reinforce local character 
and would not result in the loss of a building of historic or 
architectural merit unless its repair and renovation is not 
feasible. 
  
Suggest wording of criteria g is amended to ‘the proposals 
conserve and enhance the significance of heritage assets, 
including their settings, and the character of wider historic 
streetscape or landscape’.  
 
There should be a cross-reference   
to any adopted Supplementary Planning Documents and  
Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management 
Plans, which may contain relevant guidance.  

 This policy is now Policy H13.  
 
The policy has been amended to reflect the suggested wording:  
 
It will not result in the loss of a building or historic or architectural merit, unless its repair and renovation is not feasible 
and proposals conserve and enhance the significance of heritage assets, including their settings, and the character of 
wider historic streetscape or landscape’.  
 
The cross reference to Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management Plans is set out in Policy EN17: 
Heritage Assets which requires development affecting heritage assets and their settings to:  
 
Respect, reflect or respond to existing traditional architectural and historic character, having regard to the Conservation 
Area Character Assessments and Conservation Area Management Plans and Neighbourhood Plans. 

DLP1:E:127(HistEng)  
 

Questions why policies allows a building to be converted and 
then allowed to be replaced with an energy efficient new 
building - better to allow replacement building initially.  

The policy does not require buildings to first be converted and then replaced.  It allows a replacement building in lieu of 
the conversion of a building, as permitted under Class Q of the “Permitted Development Order”, subject to criteria.  
None  

DLP1:E:059  
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Policy H13: Reuse and Conversion of Existing Buildings in the Countryside 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support  Noted.   
None  

DLP1:08;  
DLP1:E:070  
DLP1:E:127 (HistEng)  
  

Reuse only suitable buildings, not modern barns.  Noted. The policy would not allow for the conversion of a modern agricultural barn or stables.  
None  

DLP1:263;  

For locals to decide.  Decision are made by the Local Planning Authority and representations made by local people are considered.  
None  

DLP1:323;  

H13 - the selling off an existing agricultural building, without 
the associated agricultural land and which allows a new 
owner to apply for Class Q conversion or business use should 
be discouraged  

The Local Plan cannot control land ownership or prevent development that is set out in the Town and Country Planning 
(General Permitted Development) Order to be permitted.  
None  

DLP1:E:040  

Policy should include protection for SSSIs and other 
designated wildlife sites.  

Protection for SSSIs and designated wildlife sites is included in separate policies in the Environment chapter.  
None  

DLP1:E:054  
DLP1:E:103  

Questions why policies allows a building to be converted and 
then allowed to be replaced with an energy efficient new 
building - better to allow replacement building initially.  

The policy’s aim is to set parameters for when buildings in the countryside can be re-used for residential or 
employment purposes. This policy applies to buildings that fall outside Class Q of the Permitted Development Order, 
which permits residential conversion.   
None  

DLP1:E:059  

Stables should not be permitted to be converted into 
dwellings.  

The policy only applies to buildings of historic or architectural merit. It would not apply to a modern stables building.  
None  

DLP1:E:059  

Should include a reference to the need to record change to 
historic buildings in the countryside where loss of or change 
to a heritage asset is concerned.  

The policy prevents conversion causing harm to the original character and appearance of the building; requires 
alterations to retain and incorporate features of historic interest and only allows the removal of unsightly extensions 
where it would enhance the setting of the building. Therefore, the policy does not allow for the removal of historic 
buildings, which would also be protected under a separate policy in the Environment chapter of the Plan.  
None  

DLP1:E:077  

Should state minimum period that building has been in 
existence and has been considered redundant  

Each case would be considered on its merits at planning application stage.    
None  

DLP1:E:078  
DLP1:E:105  
DLP01:171;  

Policy should restrict such conversions to those of historic or 
architectural merit.  

The policy does this through criteria a.  
None  

DLP1:E:140  



       
 

120 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Concerned that Policy H13 is limited to new residential and 
employment uses and strongly encourage you to broaden 
this and to introduce a new criterion in Policy H13 that would 
allow for greater flexibility  
in the types of uses that would be allowed for heritage assets 
at risk in the countryside, if alternative uses would be viable 
and more consistent with their conservation.  
a) – should refer to ‘heritage assets’ instead of ‘historic or 
architectural merit’ and to the conversion securing the 
conservation and enhancement of their significance, 
including their settings;  
b) – should refer to works not harming the ‘significance’ of 
the building as a heritage asset;  
c) – should replace the word ‘maintain’ with ‘conserve’ and 
refer to the need to conserve and enhance the significance of 
heritage assets and their settings, including retaining and 
incorporating any important features within the building and 
its setting. The phrase ’buildings of historic building’ should 
be removed;  
d) – should include reference to the creation of a curtilage 
and the construction of ancillary buildings or  
structures, and parking as well as landscaping and replace the 
word ‘maintained’ with ‘conserved’;  
f) – should also include reference to the introduction of new 
residential or employment uses not prejudicing the active 
use of other redundant or disused buildings either within the 
site or nearby.  

This policy is now Policy H14.  
 
The policy has been amended to allow consideration of a greater range of uses in the cases of buildings on the at-risk 
register, but only where use is consistent with the conservation of the significance of the heritage asset and its setting.   
 
In the case of a heritage asset on the at-risk register, alternative uses to residential or employment will be considered 
where this would secure a viable future for the heritage asset, and where this is consistent with the conservation or 
enhancement of the significance of the building and its setting.  
 
Criteria a), b), and c) have been changed as suggested and changes suggested to criterion d) inserted into criterion c).  
 
Criterion f) refers to viable agricultural operations on a farm or the operation of any other rural businesses in the 
immediate locality.  It cannot protect potential future uses of disused buildings nearby as this is speculative. 

DLP1:E:127(HistEng)  
 

 

Policy H14: Subdivision of Existing Dwellings 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

What about merging two properties?  In most cases the merging of two dwellings to create a single dwelling does not require planning permission.   
None  

DLP1:190;  

Allow subdivision where it meets local need and pays 
infrastructure development levy.  

The policy allows subdivision where criteria are satisfied.  In most cases CIL is not liable on this form of development.   
None  

DLP1:263:     

Should be subject to local approval.  Decision are made by the Local Planning Authority and representations made by local people are considered.  
None  

DLP1:323;    

Either the policy or supporting text should note that sub-
divisions are technically supposed to be subject to the flood 
risk sequential test.  

This policy is now H15.  
 
The supporting text has been amended to include the suggested wording. 
The supporting text has been amended to include the following:   

DLP1:E:119(EA)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Subdivision of dwellings in areas at flood risk (Flood Zones 2 and 3) is also subject to sequential flood risk sequential 
testing, as is set out in Policy EN6: Flood Risk.  

Support the inclusion of criteria c) and e), but suggest criteria 
c is amended to the need to ‘conserve and enhance the 
significance of heritage assets and their settings, including 
retaining and incorporating any important features within 
the building and its setting’.  
  

This policy is now Policy H15.  
 
The policy has been amended to state:   
 
in the case of heritage assets, also conserve and enhance heritage significance, including retaining and incorporating 
any important features within the building and its setting.  

DLP1:E:127(HistEng)  

Need stricter policy to control HMOs and their impacts  The policy sets criteria relating to vehicular access, parking, outdoor space, outdoor/refuse storage, amenity of 
proposed occupiers, amenity of existing residents in surroundings, historic features of the building, character and 
appearance of landscape setting, accessibility via sustainable travel modes and, in the case of proposed HMOs, requires 
development to meet the relevant standards in the most up-to-date Teignbridge District Council Housing Enforcement 
Policy.  It is unclear how it should be stricter.  
None  

DLP1:E:146  

 

Policy H15: Rural Workers Dwellings 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support.  Noted.   
None  

DLP1:323;     
  

Support subject to a temporary planning permission only  The policy permits a temporary dwelling only for the first 3 years.  This permission would be subject to a time limit 
clause.  However, should the longer term need for rural workers’ accommodation be demonstrated over this 3 year 
period, it would not be appropriate for to further restrict planning permission to a temporary dwelling only.   
None  

DLP1:E:093  

The definition of Rural Worker needs to be broadened. Rural 
workers in the modern era now include people who work in 
tourism and accommodation. For example maintenance 
personnel need to live near to properties, cleaners can't 
afford to travel to rural locations to work.  

The policy states that dwellings are for workers of businesses which are required to be in the countryside.  Therefore 
the application of the policy can be relevant to any rural business that satisfy the criteria. However, there is a strong 
difference between the need to reside in the countryside and the desire, for convenience, to be close to one’s place of 
work. The policy does not allow for the latter and is in line with the NPPG on this matter, which restricts such dwellings 
to those required to:  
to ensure the effective operation of an agricultural, forestry or similar land-based rural enterprise  
None  

DLP1:24;  

Affordable homes are a pipe dream to many in this region. 
However if you can afford to purchase farmland it is possible 
to build extremely large stable complexes with little apparent 
regulation.  

New Policy EN5 (Equine Development)  manages the building of stables.  
None  

DLP1:45;  

What does 'other businesses' entail in this policy? Needs 
clarification. Why does someone need to be on-site 
permanently for 'frost damage and failure of automatic 
systems' when this can be dealt with in normal working 
hours?  

The policy is for any business required to be in the countryside. The policy gives examples of agriculture and forestry 
and this accords with the NPPG, which explains that such dwellings should be based on:  
the necessity for a rural worker to live at, or in close proximity to, their place of work to ensure the effective operation 
of an agricultural, forestry or similar land-based rural enterprise (for instance, where farm animals or agricultural 
processes require on-site attention 24-hours a day and where otherwise there would be a risk to human or animal 
health or from crime, or to deal quickly with emergencies that could cause serious loss of crops or products).   
None  

DLP1:108;     
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

How is this monitored?  Enforcement officers investigate complaints or concerns.   
None  

DLP1:190;  

Strictly control  Noted. The policy is strictly controlled through rigorous examination of evidence at planning application stage.  
None  

DLP1:263;  

Should include protection for SSSIs.  Protection for SSSIs is included in a separate policy in the Environment chapter.  
None  

DLP1:E:054  

Should state what distance is "within sight and sound".  Reference to “within sight and sound” has been removed from the policy.   DLP1:E:078  

New dwellings should be restricted by an agricultural tie  New dwellings permitted by this policy will be subject to an agricultural tie, imposed on the planning permission.  
None  

DLP1:E:107  

Consider additional criteria preventing new homes on sites 
that are at risk of flooding, now or in the future  

This policy is now H16.  
Flood risk is specifically covered in Policy EN6, which applies to all development, therefore it is unnecessary to repeat 
details in Policy H15.  

DLP:E:119(EA)  

Criterion f) should be broadened (or a new criterion created) 
to include  
reference to the need for new dwellings to be sited and 
designed so as to conserve and enhance the significance of 
heritage assets, including their settings.  

This policy is now Policy H16.  
 
The policy has been amended to include the requirement:   
 
new permanent or temporary dwellings will be discretely sited and designed to minimise its visual impact on the rural 
landscape and to conserve and enhance the significance of any affected heritage asset and its setting. 

DLP1:E:127(HistEng)  

 

Policy H16: Removal of Conditions Imposed on Rural Workers Dwellings 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Countryside managers need to run diversified rural 
businesses, it is important that they are given flexibility to 
manage their limited housing stock in an appropriate 
manner.  

The policy does not relate to all dwellings on agricultural holdings. This restriction relates to dwellings that have been 
permitted in the countryside, as an exception to the normally restrictive approach to residential development in the 
countryside, because a need for the accommodation has been demonstrated.    
None  

DLP1:24;  

How is this monitored?  Evidence needs to be provided with a planning application.   
None  

DLP1:190:    

Rigorously enforce.  Noted.   
None  

DLP1:263    

 

General 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for Homes Chapter  Noted.  
None  

DLP1:E:037  
DLP1:E:054  

Repurpose redundant town centre buildings as affordable 
housing.   Wherever possible use brown field sites first.  

Noted. Maximising brownfield land is part of the overall distribution strategy.   
None  

DLP1:301;  DLP1:200; 
DLP1:207   
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Villages within Teignbridge vary hugely in size, location, 
sustainability etc and have to be judged individually on their 
suitability for any extra housing of any sort.  Therefore the 
criteria set out in the policies within this chapter cannot be a 
' one size fits all' consideration even when using maximum 
numbers allowed, maximum site sizes allowed and 
percentages of present population.  Other factors such as the 
location, conservation areas, the historical interest and 
specific character of a village needs to be carefully 
considered also.   

Any planning application is decided on its merits with regard to the development plan document, which includes 
national policy, the local plan and the neighbourhood plan. These documents and the range of policies contained in the 
draft Local Plan ensure that all relevant considerations are made at planning application stage.  
None  

DLP1: 108;     
  

Object to all policies in the Housing chapter.  Noted.   
None  

DLP1:39;    

The standard of new houses in Teignbridge is aesthetically 
and architecturally dismal. There are no trees, there are no 
vistas or community areas and these estates of hundreds of 
houses are a plain of unremarkable houses surrounded by 
cars and vans.     

Chapter 4 (Design and Wellbeing) and Chapter 7 (Environment) are seeking to provide the Council with further policies 
to address design and quality issues.   
None  

DLP01:184;  DLP01:200
;     
  

When am I supposed to have time to read any of this?  Why 
are you doing this now? Teignbridge council is a 
disgrace.  Stop building.  You are putting all new builds in 
Newton Abbot  

National Government  advised local planning authorities to continue work on the preparation of Local Plans during the 
initial and subsequent lockdowns.  
New development id required for to meet the District’s Housing and employment needs.  
Newton Abbot is the District’s main town centre and contains a wider range of services, facilities, employment 
opportunities and public transport options than any other town or village within the District.  
None  

DLP1:282;  DLP1:293;  

Would like to see stronger wording of policies e.g. a 
requirement for developers to use recycled materials.  

The requirement for development to use only recycled materials is likely to result in a slowing down of housing delivery 
from a shortage of materials. The Local Plan sets a lower bar and, through current Policy SC1, requires construction and 
demolition materials to be to be re-used on site if possible. In addition, policies cannot be so strongly worded as to 
prevent the delivery of sustainable development.  
None  

DLP1:E:025  

Lack of provision for transit gypsy and traveller sites  Policy H9 sets out support for new homes for the Gypsy and Travelling communities, subject to criteria. Part 3 of the 
draft Plan consulted on a possible Gypsy and Traveller site.  Gypsy and Traveller needs assessment is currently being 
undertaken and will inform the level of provision that the Proposed Submission Plan will need to deliver.  
None  

DLP1:E:028  

Developments should be better monitored during 
construction  

This is a matter for Development Management Condition monitoring and Enforcement.  
None  

DLP1:E:032  

Masterplans should be required for development of 120 
houses or more  

The level of detail required to be submitted alongside planning applications is set out in draft Policy DW1.  This requires 
developments of 120 to submit Design Principles, Parameter Plans and proposed Design Code Content  
None  

DLP1:E:032  

Questions the housing target, which is not considered 
sustainable  

The housing target is set by National Government.  
None  

DLP1:E:044  
DLP1:E:054  

Housing targets in the Plan should not allow 
overdevelopment to meet a target  

The Local Plan will allocate sufficient land to ensure quality development, including good quality natural infrastructure.  
None  

DLP1:E:049  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Support for small site development of less than 200 houses 
rather than to rely on large scale urban extensions, which are 
slow to deliver.  

Small scale development can be less viable and cannot often afford the infrastructure that larger developments are 
able to provide. Small sites may not be able to provide affordable housing and sites of less than 5 houses in rural areas 
do not need to provide any affordable houses.  
However, the NPPF requires at least 10% of housing requirement to be provided on sites of 1 hectare or less.  
  
None  

DLP1:E:050  
DLP1:E:096  

Any new development in the Ogwell parish will adversely 
affect the health, wellbeing and human rights of residents.  

These comments have been made in absence of any information about the sites, which were later consulted on in Parts 
2 and 3 of the draft Local Plan.    
None  

DLP1:E:051  

Bovey Tracey cannot accept any new development until a 
new school is built  

The lack of current school capacity will be taken account of when allocating development sites in the Proposed 
Submission Local Plan.  
None  

DLP1:E:052  

We would expect to see development excluded from 
productive farmland.  

Draft Policy SC1 requires development to consider impacts on agricultural production and additional protection for 
highest quality agricultural land is being considered within the Environment Chapter of the Plan.  
None  

DLP1:E:093  

There doesn’t seem to be any criteria on what land is 
allocated. How will Part 2 of the Local Plan be informed 
without these?  

The HELAA Methodology accompanying the draft Part 2 Plan explains how sites were assessed. The sites contained in 
the Proposed Submission Plan will be informed by the Plan’s draft Development Strategy, comments received, 
Sustainability Appraisal and, Habitats Regulations Assessment.  
None  

DLP1:E:093  

It would be desirable to require developments to provide 
allotments for health, wellbeing and climate change 
benefits.  

The Design and Wellbeing chapter of the Plan sets out requirements for natural infrastructure, including allotment 
provision.  
None  

DLP1:E:098  

Teignbridge’s housing needs have been met  Teignbridge’s housing needs have not been met and housing need is evidenced through the Local Housing Needs 
Assessment.  
None  

DLP1:E:101  

The Plan will need a LHNA - the 2020 GESP LHNA was not 
sufficiently thorough.  

The Proposed Submission Plan is supported by an up-to-date Local Housing Needs Assessment.  
None  

DLP1:E:120  

Development allowed in villages should take account of 
existing village size, sustainability, historic context and 
individual character.  

Development is subject to criteria set out in numerous policies within the Local Plan that have regard to impact on 
landscape, townscape, heritage assets and sustainability.   
None  

DLP1:E:122  

Would like to see financial incentives offered to smaller 
house builders.  

This is outside the remit of the Local Plan, which relates to land use and cannot offer financial incentives.  
None  

DLP1:E:123  

The Plan should contain support for key workers' 
accommodation  

The LHNA concluded that all key workers would be unable to afford market price of homes and any need is contained 
within the assessment of affordable housing need. Policies support the delivery of affordable housing and 
accommodation for key workers does not need to be addressed separately.  
None  

DLP1:E:150  
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Section 7: Environment 

Policy EN1: Strategic Open Breaks 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

General support for Strategic Open Breaks  Noted  
Draft Policy EN1: Setting of Settlements replaces the previous EN1: Strategic Open Breaks.   
The policy has been amended to include specific protection for the setting of Shillingford Abbot – Markham Village – 
Ide. This is as a result of the inclusion of the development site at Markham Village.   
The policy also extends protection from specific areas to include the setting of all settlements. 

DLP1:73  
DLP1:172  
DLP1:190  
DLP1:259  

Open breaks supported between all settlements  The need to protect the identity of individual settlements is acknowledged.   
The policy has been amended to include protection for the landscape setting of all settlements, as well as specific 
areas where development is allocated. Development within the settings of settlements will only be permitted where 
it:  

a) maintains their separate identity and prevents coalescence;  
b) maintains important views, either from publicly accessible viewpoints within the settlement, or of a 

settlement within its landscape setting;  
c) Makes a positive contribution to the setting’s character, distinct identity, and value to people. 
d) avoids distinct hills or ridges which form an undeveloped skyline; and 
e) Does not result in the loss of important natural features and conserves or enhances the significance of 

heritage assets and their settings, including historic landscapes, that individually or collectively contribute to 
local identity. 

DLP1:007  
DLP1:160  

Support for open break between: 
 

Bishopsteignton /Kingsteignton;   
Dawlish and Dawlish Warren/Cockwood;   
Dawlish/Holcombe;  
Teignmouth/Bishopsteignton;   
Teignmouth/Holcombe;   
Newton Abbot/  Abbotskerswell/East Ogwell;    
Exminster/Matford.  

The need to protect the identity of individual settlements is acknowledged.  
The policy has been amended to include protection for the landscape setting of all settlements.  

DLP1:004  
DLP1:033  
DLP1:E:131  
DLP1:171  
DLP1:E:078  
DLP1:E:102  
DLP1:E:104 DLP1:E:109  

Open breaks should include larger areas of land  The setting of settlements is not mapped on the Policies Map as it will vary between different settlements. And may 
or may not include large areas of land.  
 
 

DLP1:008  

EN1 should be strengthened and include protection for 
European Sites and SSSIs.  

 The desire for strengthened wording is acknowledged, however, the Local Plan must enable sustainable development 
and the level of environmental protection afforded is considered reasonable when balanced against social and 
economic needs.   
 
Habitats and wildlife are protected under policies EN10-15 of the Plan and do not need to be repeated within this 
policy, which seeks to protect the setting of settlements. 

DLP1:E:032  
DLP1:E:055  
DLP1:E:056  
DLP1:E:078  
DLP1:E:104  

Should include “or the natural function of the landscape 
including the Nature Recovery Network”.  

The Local Nature Recovery Strategy is protected through other policies of the PlanEN1-: Biodiversity and EN11: 
Important Habitats & Features).  
  

DLP1:E:085 (DWT)  



       
 

126 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Concerned about lack of break between 
Kingskerswell/Torbay and Newton Abbot/ Kingsteignton.  

The policy specifically protects the open breaks between Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton and between Newton 
Abbot, Kingskerswell and Torbay. 

DLP1:E:103  

Lack of evidence to support an additional strategic open 
break between Teignmouth and Bishopsteignton.  

Whilst specific landscape evidence has not been prepared, it is considered important to protect the identity and 
setting of individual settlements, particularly those that lie in close proximity to each other or where development is 
proposed that would result in settlements being closer to each other, which would increase the potential for 
unacceptable coalescence.   

DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:111  

The designation lacks evidence and should be removed from 
the Plan  

Whilst specific landscape evidence has not been prepared, it is considered important to protect the identity and 
setting of individual settlements, and there is public support for maintaining the identity of individual settlements and 
prevention of potential for coalesence.   

DLP1:E:133  

Question whether the strategic open breaks identified are 
appropriate and justified with respect to existing and 
committed development. (eg development at East Golds 
Works should not be prevented)  

The proposed policy would not prevent all development but sets out criteria that development proposed would need 
to meet.  
 

DLP1:E:140  

Consideration should be given to a heritage impact 
assessment to consider this issue of requirements for SOBs, 
and criteria b) should be re-worded to seek to prevent loss or 
harm to the significance of heritage assets (not historical 
assets), including their settings, so that it better reflects the 
terminology and requirements of the NPPF.  

The specific areas included within the policy have been chosen due to their proximity to each other, or future 

proximity through allocated development.   

 

The policy has been amended  to ensure that development: 
Does not result in the loss of important natural features and conserves and enhances the significance of heritage 
assets and their settings, including historic landscapes, that individually or collectively contribute to local identity. 

 

Policy EN17 of the Local Plan sets out the approach to conserving and enhancing the significance of heritage assets 
and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its 
setting, including the installation of electric vehicle infrastructure. The Local Plan is read as a whole and should not 
contain repetition. Therefore, the criteria within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets do not need to and should not be 
repeated. 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

 

Policy EN2: Undeveloped Coast  
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  Noted  
 

DLP1:172  
DLP1:E:131  

Policy should allow for small, low key development  Policy EN2: Undeveloped Coast does allow for certain development requiring a coastal location, subject to its effect 
on the visual and physical character of the undeveloped coast and estuaries.  
 

DLP1:109  

EN2 - Historic landscape and heritage assets, including ones 
of a specifically coastal nature, make a contribution to the 
character of the undeveloped coast. Should contain a 
criterion that requires development proposals to  
conserve and enhance the significance of heritage assets, 
including their settings.  

The policy has been amended to reflect the suggested wording to require development to: 

conserve and enhance the key landscape, seascape and historic character of the undeveloped coast, including the 
significance of heritage assets within their coastal settings; 
 
The supporting text explains that the Undeveloped Coast is based on the extent of maritime and coastal influences, 
particularly its visibility from sea, coastline and estuary.   

DLP1:E:077 (DCC) 
DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

EN2 should be expanded to include area between Dawlish 
Warren and the town.  

The Undeveloped Coast designation is being extended to include land between Dawlish Warren and Dawlish, as 
recommended by the Landscape Character Assessment. 

DLP1:E:097  
DLP1:E:107  

Define what is meant by small scale in criteria c  This would be a judgement at planning application stage.  DLP1:E:131  

The designation lacks evidence and should be removed from 
the Plan  

Whilst not a National designation, the Local Plan has previously included policy protection for areas of the coast and 
estuaries, in order to protect the strong coastal/estuarine character of the landscape within parts of the District.  It is 
a designation that is supported by the NPPF and is supported by other comments received to this policy.  

DLP1:E:133  

EN2 - it is not clear how this policy would apply to the current 
Network Rail proposals between Parson’s Tunnel and 
Teignmouth. Inappropriately implemented, the proposal 
could have the potential to accelerate loss of the beaches 
and a result in a significant increase in the landscape impact 
by engineered infrastructure within this coastal policy unit.  

Comments are acknowledged and wording has been amended as suggested. 
An additional criterion has been added to allow for development that is required for flood alleviation or coastal 
resilience.  

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

The relationship between the undeveloped coast and 
seascape characterisation assessment would  
benefit from being covered in Policy EN2 and the explanatory 
text  

The policy has been amended to reflect the suggested wording to require development to:  
 
conserve and enhance the key landscape, seascape and historic character of the undeveloped coast, including the 
significance of heritage assets within their coastal settings;  
 
  
The supporting text explains that the Undeveloped Coast is based on the extent of maritime and coastal influences, 
particularly its visibility from sea, coastline and estuary.    

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

Support, but Teign Estuary should be specifically  included  The Teign Estuary and land to the north and south are included within the existing designation.  
 

DLP1:E:032  
DLP1:E:078  
DLP1:E:104  

 

Policy EN3: Coastal Change Management Areas 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for the policy  Noted  
 

DLP1:04  
DLP1:171  
DLP1:248  
DLP1:E:104  

Suggested design for sea wall  Not applicable to this policy.  DLP1:091  

CCMAs should be included within the Plan.  Comment is acknowledged and CCMAs have been designated, under Policy EN3, in areas where the Shoreline 
Management Plan does not propose to “Hold the Line”. 
 
Policy EN3: Coastal Change Management Areas designates CCMAs at:  

• Exe Estuary – Turf Lock to Powderham;  

• Dawlish Warren (inner side);  

• Dawlish Warren (all other areas);  

• The Point, Teignmouth;  

• Teign Estuary – Passage House Hotel to Kingsteignton Road Bridge;  

• Teign Estuary (south shore) Newton Abbot – Shaldon; and  

DLP1:E:066 (Nat Eng)  
DLP1:E:119 (EA) 
DLP1:E:131  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

• Shaldon (The Ness) to Maidencombe. 

Coastal Change Management Areas. Para 7.8 states that 
updated Shoreline Management Plans are likely to designate 
a number of Coastal Change Management Areas (CCMAs) 
within the District. We suggest that these are shown within 
Part 2 of the Plan in accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) para 167 which states that Plans 
“should identify as a Coastal Change Management Area any 
area likely to be affected by physical changes to the coast”.  
  
Need to ensure wording of policy both protects and enables 
relocation of development.   

The Updated Shoreline Management Plan is awaited. 
 
CCMAs are designated in the Proposed Submission Local Plan, based on the most up-to-date Shoreline Management 
Plan evidence.  
  
  
  
  
  
Plan Policy EN3: CCMAs sets out restrictions for development within CCMAs and a criteria-based approach for the 
relocation of development within CCMAs. 

DLP1:E:066 (Nat Eng) 

Under essential infrastructure include other possible sources 
of renewable energy, such as wave/tidal power and creation 
of lagoons.  

The definition of essential infrastructure  includes wind turbines, however, no work has been done to investigate the 
potential for wave/tidal power and is not included. 
  

DLP1:E:093  

The definition of Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) should 
highlight that it is more than a risk assessment and that it 
actually sets out policy recommendations (e.g. Hold the Line, 
No Active Intervention, Managed Realignment) for three 
different periods of time over the next century and, that the 
SMP also helps inform the designation of Coastal Change 
Management Areas (CCMAs).  

The supporting text has been amended and expanded to explain the objectives and policy approach contained within 
the SMP.  
 
Supporting text reads as follows:  
Shoreline Management Plans provide a large-scale assessment of risks associated with coastal change and contain 
policies to address these risks and help to inform land use policies, such as those contained in Local Plans. The South 
Devon and Dorset Shoreline Management Plan 2011 contains policies for coastal areas within Teignbridge. 
 
The objectives of the South Devon and Dorset Shoreline Management Plan include the following: 

− to define the risks to people and the developed, historic, and natural environment because of coastal 
evolution and to predict risks over the 100 years; and 

− to identify the preferred policies for managing those risks, together with the reasoning behind the choice of 
those policies and their consequences; and  

− to inform planners, developers, and others of the risks of coastal evolution and of the preferred policies when 
considering future development of the shoreline, land use changes and wider strategic planning. 

 
The policies within the SMP set out the following over three timescales – short (up to 20 years), medium (20-50 years) 
and long term (50-100 years): 

➢ Hold the existing defence line (hold the line) - maintain or change the level of protection provided by defences 
in their present location. 

➢ Advance the existing defence line - build new defences on the seaward side of the existing defence line to 
reclaim land.  

➢ Managed realignment - allowing the shoreline position to move backwards (or forwards) with management to 
control or limit movement. 

 

The policy approach in the 2011 SMP for most coastal areas within Teignbridge is to “hold the line” within the short, 
medium and long term.  However, within some areas a “managed realignment” approach is taken, or “no active 
intervention” is proposed, allowing the coast to evolve naturally. These areas include: 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

• Exe Estuary – Turf Lock to Powderham: Managed realignment in medium term – hold the line in short and long 
term 

• Dawlish Warren (inner side): No active intervention in the short term with uncertain thereafter 

• Dawlish Warren (all other areas): to hold the line in the short term and uncertain thereafter 

• The Point, Teignmouth – Managed realignment in the short, medium and long term through natural shoreline 
evolution 

• Teign Estuary – Passage House Hotel to Kingsteignton Road Bridge: Managed realignment in the medium and 
long term 

• Teign Estuary (south shore) Newton Abbot – Shaldon – No active intervention in medium and long term along 
undefended sections of coast 

• Shaldon (The Ness) to Maidencombe – no active intervention in short, medium and long term. 
 

These areas will be considered most vulnerable to coastal change. 
These areas have formed the basis for the designation of the CCMAs in this Local Plan, as shown on the Policies Map. 
The South Devon and Dorset Shoreline Management Plan is currently being refreshed and any additional areas 
identified as places where there would be managed realignment or no active intervention should be treated to the 
same rigorous scrutiny as those set out above. 

Paragraph 7.5 states that reference to the SMP will be made 
when determining applications.  We would recommend that 
decisions are made, not just with reference to but consistent 
with the SMP.  The plan should also be taking into 
consideration the fact that the Dawlish Warren Beach 
Management Scheme is now in a condition which was 
anticipated in the period 2030-2055, which would trigger a 
move to a managed realignment approach.  

Acknowledge comments.  Requirement for development to be consistent with the Shoreline Management plan is 
contained within Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality.  
 
Threats and changes to Dawlish Warren beach are reflected in its designation as a CCMA. 
 
Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality requires development in Flood Zones 2 & 3 or in CDAs to:  
 
Be consistent with the relevant objectives, policies and projects contained in the most up-to-date River Basin 
Management Plan, Shoreline Management Plan, Exe Estuary Management Plan, Water Framework Directive, 
Teignbridge Local Plan Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, South West Water Waste Water Management Plan 
and the Devon Local Flood Risk Management Strategy.  
 
Dawlish Warren has been designated as a CCMA. 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

Concerned by inclusion of holiday caravans and camping 
within part A i. Question how it will be determined that 
proposed activities ‘require a coastal location in part iii’.  

Comments are noted.  However, this allowance for: “temporary siting of development directly linked to the coastal 
strip (such as beach huts, cafes/tea rooms, car parks and sites used for holiday or short-let caravans and camping);” 
reflects the NPPG Flood Risk and Coastal Change.  
 
It would be for an applicant to demonstrate why a particular development required a coastal location.  The allowance 
for uses/development requiring a coastal location is also set out in the NPP.G 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

It is also noted that the policy establishes different time 
horizons for different development types.  It is assumed that 
this is based on the vulnerability classification of different 
uses as for flood risk (Table 2 in the flood risk and coastal 
change section of the PPG) but we recommend that this is 
explained in the supporting text.     

The timescales reflect those set out in the NPPG and the Shoreline Management Plan as short, medium and long 
term.  

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Some of the uses within part B would be considered ‘more 
vulnerable’ development like dwellings.  For example, some 
caravan parks are already at extreme risk and in these cases a 
50 year horizon is likely to be too long.  We would therefore 
recommend differentiating development according to 
vulnerability.    

The concern is acknowledged and Policy EN3 has been expanded to require development to be safe over its planned 
lifetime. 
All development must demonstrate that it will be safe over its planned lifetime and does not have an unacceptable 
impact on coastal change, would not result in an increased risk to life or significant increase in risk to property, and 
must maintain landscape, seascape and townscape character, heritage significance and important coastal habitats, 
particularly where they are at risk from climate change impacts. 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

There is a need to consider the impacts of coastal and 
climate change on habitats, especially where there are 
important protected sites.  There is currently no 
consideration in the policy of the need for roll back of natural 
environments.  As a minimum we recommend that 
paragraph 7.6 (or a separate paragraph) should refer to the 
impacts of coastal squeeze on intertidal habitat and a 
requirement for biodiversity net gain especially in light of the 
impacts of climate change.  

The concern is acknowledged and policy has been amended to include protection for coastal habitats. 
The policy includes a new sentence to require development to maintain important coastal habitats, particularly where 
they are at risk from climate change (see box above).   

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

If CCMAs are designated, land should be allocated for 
replacement development and habitats.  This would help 
provide certainty to home and business owners and protect 
the undeveloped coastal zone and rural areas from scattered 
development.   
There is a need to identify time-limited development along 
with flood and coastal risk management measures.  Porlock 
Weir within Exmoor National Park provides an example of 
how this can be (and has been) done.  

Rather than allocate land for uses within the CCMAs, the policy includes a criteria-based approach to where relocation 
would be looked on favourably.  
 
Policy EN3 allows:  
 
3. Proposals for the relocation and replacement of development and infrastructure away from Coastal Change 
Management Areas will be permitted, provided that:  
a) The existing use/s have been in place prior to the adoption of the Teignbridge Local Plan Part 1 (TLP to 2040);  
b) the development replaces that which is affected (or threatened) by erosion within a timescale that reflects its 
vulnerability to coastal change impacts;  
c) the new development lies beyond the Coastal Change Management Area in a location that is well related to the 
coastal community from which it was displaced and has an acceptable relationship with it in terms of character, 
setting, and local amenity. Relocated dwellings must be situated adjacent or very closely related to a settlement limit;  
d) Where a replacement structure/s is/are proposed, the gross volume of the replacement building/s or structure/s is 
no larger than that/those it replaces; e) The relocated development meets the requirements of Undeveloped Coast 
policy;  
f) the existing site is cleared and restored, made safe, and is managed for the benefit of the local community and/or 
the local environment; and  
g) taken overall (considering both the new development and that which is being replaced) the proposal should not 
have a detrimental impact upon the landscape, townscape, heritage significance or biodiversity of the area, having 
regard to any special designations. 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Heritage assets can be present in CCMAs and can be 
adversely affected by flooding and natural erosion as well as 
by infrastructure and  
management schemes and new development (temporary 
and permanent). Therefore, suggest additional criterion into 
part A of Policy EN3 to require all development Areas to 
consider impacts of the  
significance of heritage assets, including their settings, as 
well as the wider townscape, landscape and seascape.  
  
The wording of  criterion v of b and c    
should be amended to include specific reference the 
conservation and enhancement of the significance of 
heritage assets, including their settings, and also to refer to 
seascape.  

The policy has been amended as suggested to include requirement for development to demonstrate that it 

conserves, or where appropriate enhances landscape, seascape and townscape character, heritage 

significance and important coastal habitats, particularly where they are at risk from climate change impacts. 

 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
  
 

 

Policy EN4: Landscape Protection and Enhancement 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  Noted.  
  

DLP1:004   
DLP1:073  
DLP1:160  
DLP1:171  
DLP1:172  
DLP1:248  
DLP1:263  
DLP1:323  
DLP1:E:092  
DLP1:E:140  

Development should have due regard for landscape 
characteristics.  

The policy requires development to conserve and enhance the District’s landscape, seascape and townscape character 
and scenic quality. 
 

DLP1:E:060  

Trees, hedges and woodlands can be considered historic 
assets and are a significant component of Teignbridge’s 
historic landscape character. Reference should be made to 
the importance of the features in the landscape.  

Whilst trees, hedges and woodlands are protected through a specific policy, their importance within the coastal 
landscape is acknowledged.   
The policy has been amended to include specific reference to trees, hedges and woodlands, requiring development 
to:  
“protect, and where appropriate restore, specific landscape and seascape features, including trees, hedges, and 
woodlands, that reinforce local landscape character or quality and conserve or enhance the significance of designated 
landscapes and historic landscapes that provide the settings for heritage assets.” 

DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

EN4 should ensure it allows effective delivery of the Nature 
Recovery Network which may create new natural elements.  

The policy has been amended to require development to: 
“take opportunities, where appropriate, to help to deliver the Local Nature Recovery Strategy where this is in place 
and prior to its adoption, the most up-to-date Teignbridge Green Infrastructure Strategy, or any replacement. “  

DLP1:E:085 (DWT)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Landscapes need to be managed as a whole  The Local Plan is a land use document. Other organisations work with landowners to promote sustainable 
management.  

DLP1:068  

Support deletion of AGLV designation  Noted  
  

DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

Concern about removal of AGLV designation and reliance on 
LCAs  

Noted.  However, the AGLV designation is based on significantly historic evidence (from the 1950s) and is inconsistent 
with all other Devon authorities, where the designation has been deleted through Local Plan reviews. The use of the 
Teignbridge Landscape Character Assessment provides much more detailed guidance on landscape character and is 
considered a more robust way to protect landscape character.   

DLP1:E:040  
DLP1:E:073  

Include reference to Devon Character Assessment.  
Table 30 should include what special qualities of DNP could 
be impacted by development.  
Table 30 should include identification of Exeter fringe 
landscape - done in liaison with Exeter City and their policy 
LS1.  

 The policy now refers to the most up-to-date Landscape Character Assessments ( in plural to include both Teignbridge 
and Devon LCAs).  
Table 30 has been omitted.   
The policy has been amended to include specific requirements for development that could affect the setting of DNP.  
The Exeter urban fringe landscape is now protected through Policy EN1: Setting of Settlements where supporting text 
clarifies that: The policy includes landscapes that border the developed areas of Exeter City and Torbay and that lie 
close to villages within Dartmoor National Park.  The landscape setting of these settlements outside the plan area will 
also be considered through this policy.   

DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

Suggested wording - “The predominantly undeveloped 
landscape of farmland and forestry that lies to the south and 
west of Exeter, encompassing the Exeter Culm Slopes (LCA 
6.3) and the West Exeter Slopes (LCA 6.4) that roughly extend 
from the 60m contour line beginning at Nadderwater to the 
wooded skyline of the Haldon Ridge. The landscape provides 
a green backdrop to views out from within the city and a 
green setting when perceived from the surroundings when 
approaching the city from the south west.”  

The Exeter urban fringe landscape is now protected through Policy EN1: Setting of Settlements - see above 
 

DLP1:E:040  

Refers to out of date evidence (LCA) which should be 
updated.  

The LCA has been updated and will be published alongside the Proposed Submission Plan.  DLP1:E:067  

We would recommend a similar approach to the Joint Local 
Plan policy DEV25. This adopted policy makes clear the 
weight to be given to landscape and scenic beauty in 
protected landscapes and their settings. Importantly the 
policy establishes that any residual effects of development 
should be avoided, mitigated and as a last resort 
compensated for.   

Comment is acknowledged.  
The policy has been amended to give great weight to the protection of the setting of Dartmoor National Park and to 
include the suggested additional criteria.  

DLP1:E:126 (DNP)  



       
 

133 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Designated landscapes often provide the settings and hence 
contribute to the significance of other heritage assets – 
question why some have been included in policy and not 
others.  
Consider that Policy EN4 and the explanatory text should 
include wording that addresses this matter. For 
example:  …Where historic landscapes are heritage assets 
and/or provide the settings for heritage assets, development 
proposals should conserve and enhance significance.’  
The text in Table 30 should note where these historic 
designed landscapes that are ‘at risk’  
· Criterion b) should be re-worded to refer to the 
conservation and enhancement of heritage assets, including 
their settings. It could also include reference to the 
conservation of heritage assets at risk;  
· Criterion d) could also refer to Conservation Area Character 
Appraisals and Management Plans.  

The policy has been amended as suggested, requiring proposals to: 
“conserve and enhance the significance of designated landscapes and historic landscapes that provide the settings for 
heritage assets.” 

 
Table 30 has been omitted following changes to the policy. 
 
Criterion b) has been amended as above.  
 
The cross reference to Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management Plans is set out in Policy EN17: 
Heritage Assets which requires development affecting heritage assets and their settings to: 
Respect, reflect or respond to existing traditional architectural and historic character, having regard to the 
Conservation Area Character Assessments and Conservation Area Management Plans and Neighbourhood Plans. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
 

DNPA are also concerned that tranquillity is not referred to in 
the Local Plan. Development occurring in the National Park’s 
setting will be expected to conserve and enhance all 
Dartmoor’s special qualities, including tranquillity.  

Policy has been amended to protect the tranquillity of DNP.  DLP1:E:126(DNP)  

 

Policy EN5: Equine Development 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  Noted  
 

DLP1:073  
DLP1:E:085 (DWT)  
DLP1:E:104  

Support, but it should also consider cumulative effects  The consideration of the potential for cumulative harm is contained within Policy EN5: Equine Development: 
“buildings, enclosures, tracks, structures, lighting and other development are sited and designed to conserve, and 
where appropriate, enhance landscape character, biodiversity or the significance of above or below ground heritage 
assets and their settings, including considering cumulative harm.” 

DLP1:E:040  

Engineering works for some elements that could be included 
in equine development could have a substantial impact on 
below-ground archaeological deposits and on the setting of 
heritage assets in the surrounding landscape.   

Policy has been amended to require development to conserve or enhance the significance of above and below ground 
heritage assets including their settings – see above wording.  

DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

EN5 should make reference to highway safety and access 
issues.  

Policy EN5 has been amended to include additional criterion to ensure no severe adverse effects on access or highway 
safety and to ensure adequate off road riding for commercial stables.  

DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

Policy should allow existing equine areas to be further 
developed  

The policy would allow for additional development subject to its detailed criteria.  
 

DLP1:065  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

2 horse per hectare is far too much for most horses.  The BHS 
have given more detailed guidance which has not been 
considered in this document.  

Comments acknowledged and policy wording has been changed.  
Policy requires “adequate” land for number of horses and the supporting text now refers to a minimum of 0.4-0.6ha 
of land per horse, but acknowledges that this depends on other factors.  

DLP1:155  

EN5 could only allow for temporary planning permissions, 
rather than pp including a "sunset clause"  

Whether a temporary planning permission is justified to ascertain the effect of a proposed development, rather than 
to grant a conditional planning permission subject to a condition to remove development once no longer required, 
would be a matter to be determined at planning application stage.   

DLP1:E:032  

Better enforcement is needed  Not a matter for Local Plan policy.  
None  

DLP:263  

Suggested additional criteria  
h) Any new buildings, structures or associated development 
where it can be demonstrated that they will conserve and, 
where appropriate, enhance the significance of heritage 
assets including their settings.  

Although the protection for heritage assets in contained within Policy EN17, the policy has been amended to include 
reference to conserving or where appropriate enhancing the significance of above and below ground heritage assets 
including their settings, including cumulative harm.  

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

 

Policy EN6: Flood Risk 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  Noted.  
 

DLP1:073  
DLP1:160  
DLP1:248  
DLP1:263  
DLP1:E:040  
DLP1:E:093  

Development should not take place on floodplains  Noted and the policy supports this.   DLP1:007   
DLP:E:032  
DLP1:131  
DLP1:171  
DLP1:323  

Prevent potential flooding through management of hard 
surfaces in new development  

Surface water run-off from new development is controlled through the final paragraph of the policy. The design 
requirements for SuDs are set out in Policy DW3 in the Design & Wellbeing chapter of the Plan.    

DLP1:053  
  

Policy should consider impact upon surrounding areas, 
including downstream effects  

The first criteria of the policy ensures effects downstreamn are considered: 
“To manage flood risk, there will be a sequential approach to all new development, guiding it to suitable areas at 
lowest risk from flooding, whilst ensuring that where development is necessary, it is safe and does not increase flood 
risk elsewhere or otherwise pollute the water environment.” 
 

DLP1:004   
DLP1:190  
DLP1:263  
DLP1:E:055  

Consider management of upper reaches of water courses 
using natural environment such as woodland and 
management with beavers.   

This is a land management matter.  
 

DLP1:053  

Reference to flood mapping should be made in the text 
supporting the policy to ensure that it is taken into account in 
decision making on planning applications in areas at risk of 
flooding from surface water.  

The supporting text has been amended to refer to the availability of flood mapping, including   : 
Devon County Council Environment Viewer 

Local Flood Risk Management Strategy 

Environment Agency Flood Risk Maps 

DLP1:E:077 (DCC ) 
DLP1:E:078  
DLP1:E:104  

https://maptest.devon.gov.uk/portaldvl/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=82d17ce243be4ab28091ae1f15970924
https://www.devon.gov.uk/floodriskmanagement/local-flood-risk-management-strategy/
https://www.gov.uk/check-flooding
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Environment Agency Standing Advice 

Bovey Tracey CDA Guidance 

Dawlish Warren CDA guidance 

Holbeam CDA Guidance 

There is reference to the water environment and water 
quality in the Sustainable Drainage (SuDS) and Flood Risk 
policies, and to Water Framework Directive (WFD) objectives 
within the Natural Infrastructure policy.  However, we 
consider that these matters should be addressed more 
robustly by the plan, either by way of an expanded ‘flood 
risk’ policy (e.g. a holistic water environment policy similar to 
Policy DEV35 in the Plymouth and South West Devon Joint 
Local Plan) or a standalone policy regarding protection and 
enhancement of the district’s water environment.  

The policy has been amended and expand to include greater protection for the water environment as well as 
managing flood risk.  
 
Policy EN6: Flood Riak and Water Quality includes additional and expanded criteria relating to water quality as 
follows:  
“Planning permission will not be granted for any proposal which, because of inadequate provision of water services or 
inadequate or untimely provision of foul water and surface water drainage and disposal, would cause pollution to the 
water environment, including coastal waters, would result in the deterioration of the ecological status of a water 
body, would overload the sewer network, or would result in an increase in flood risk at the site or elsewhere.” 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

We seek clarification as to whether impacts (positive as well 
as negative) on the significance of heritage assets, including 
their settings, can be taken into account under this criterion 
in deciding whether to allow development in flood zones 2 
and 3  
ensure that impacts of works required by parts 4 and 5 of  
Policy EN6 can also take into account the requirement to 
conserve and enhance the significance of heritage assets, 
including their settings.  

Whether to allow development with a positive impact on the significance of heritage assets, including their settings, 
would be a balanced judgement made at planning application stage, weighing the enhancement of the historic 
environment against flood risk.   
 
  
Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, sets out the approach to avoiding harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets 
and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its 
setting, including any works required to mitigate flood risk. The Local Plan is read as a whole and should not contain 
repetition. Therefore, the criteria within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets do not need to and should not be repeated. 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

In part 1 and 2 of the policy, with regard to the sequential 
approach/test, the text seeks to guide development ‘to areas 
at lower risk of flooding’.  Consistent with wider sustainable 
development objectives the sequential test should guide 
development to areas of lowest risk.  We therefore 
recommend that ‘lower’ is replaced by ‘lowest’.  
  

Comment acknowledged and the wording of the policy has been amended from “lower” to “lowest”.  
 
I”n order to manage flood risk, there will be a sequential approach to all new development, guiding it to suitable areas 
at lowest risk from flooding, whilst ensuring that where development is necessary, it is safe and does not increase 
flood risk elsewhere or otherwise pollute the water environment.”  

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

Paragraph 164 of the NPPF states that ‘applications for some 
minor development and changes of use should not be subject 
to the sequential or exception tests’.  Footnote 51 in the 
NPPF clarifies what is meant by ‘minor development and 
changes of use’ as follows:  
(51) This includes householder development, small non-
residential extensions (with a footprint of less than 250m2) 
and changes of use; except for changes of use to a caravan, 
camping or chalet site, or to a mobile home or park home 
site, where the sequential and exception tests should be 
applied as appropriate.  
Part 2 of the policy should therefore be amended to address 
this error.  

The policy has been amended to refer to “relevant” development being subject to a sequential test.    
 
The supporting text does not clarify what this may comprise, as this is contained within national guidance and may 
change over time. The policy has been amended to refer to “relevant” development being subject to a sequential 
test.   
 
 
  

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

https://www.gov.uk/search/all?keywords=environment%20agency%20standing%20advice%20flood&order=relevance
https://devoncc.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicDocs/Planning/FloodRisk/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2FPublicDocs%2FPlanning%2FFloodRisk%2FCritical%20Drainage%20Areas%2FBovey%20Tracey%20Critical%20Drainage%20Area%2Epdf&parent=%2Fsites%2FPublicDocs%2FPlanning%2FFloodRisk%2FCritical%20Drainage%20Areas&p=true&ga=1
https://devoncc.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicDocs/Planning/FloodRisk/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2FPublicDocs%2FPlanning%2FFloodRisk%2FCritical%20Drainage%20Areas%2FDawlish%20Warren%20Critical%20Drainage%20Area%2Epdf&parent=%2Fsites%2FPublicDocs%2FPlanning%2FFloodRisk%2FCritical%20Drainage%20Areas&p=true&ga=1
https://devoncc.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicDocs/Planning/FloodRisk/Forms/AllItems.aspx?id=%2Fsites%2FPublicDocs%2FPlanning%2FFloodRisk%2FCritical%20Drainage%20Areas%2FCDA%20%2D%20Holbeam%20July%202019%2Epdf&parent=%2Fsites%2FPublicDocs%2FPlanning%2FFloodRisk%2FCritical%20Drainage%20Areas&p=true&ga=1
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

  

The exception test requires certain types of development to 
wherever possible reduced flood risks overall.  However, this 
requirement is absent from part 3. ii of the policy which 
requires only that that development ‘will not increase flood 
risk elsewhere’.    

The policy has been amended as suggested to include a requirement to reduce flood risk.  
 
The development will be safe for its lifetime, taking account of climate change and the vulnerability of the proposed 
use to flooding, will not increase flood risk elsewhere, as will be demonstrated through a site-specific Flood Risk 
Assessment and, where possible, will reduce flood risk overall. 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

Supporting text should set out criteria for when flood risk 
needs to be reduced overall.  This could be along the lines 
that onsite/offsite flood risk betterment should be achieved 
through Risk Management Authority/community schemes 
contributions and NFM projects,  

The supporting text has expanded on when betterment may be appropriate and links to the objectives of the Local 
Flood Risk Management Strategy.  
 
Supporting text inserted as follows:  
“There may be circumstances where it will be appropriate to provide flood risk betterment, through contributing to 
the objectives set out in the Local Flood Risk Management Strategy in order to make development acceptable in 
Critical Drainage Areas.” 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

The supporting text to the policy should direct applicants to 
the FRA guidance within the NPPF, PPG and elsewhere on the 
GOV.UK site.    

The comment is acknowledged however, additional guidance on all policies contained within the Local Plan can be 
found within the NPPF and PPG.  It would not be appropriate to repeat reference to this in the supporting text of 
every policy.  

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

It should also note that, whilst the sequential test may not be 
applicable, applications for changes of use and minor 
development must still demonstrate, via an FRA appropriate 
to the scale and nature of the proposal, that they are safe 
from flooding for its lifetime and not increase flood risk to 
third parties.    

The policy section relating to all development within flood zones 2 and 3 and within CDAs would address this.  
 
Development proposals lying wholly or partly within Flood Zones 2 and 3 or within a CDA will:  
a) Locate the most vulnerable development in areas of the site at lowest risk, unless there are overriding reasons for a 
different location;  
b) Be designed to be appropriately flood resilient and resistant for the life of the development, taking account of 
climate change, the vulnerability of the proposed use to flooding and level of refurbishment needed to bring the 
development back into use should flooding occur;  
c) Demonstrate the safety of occupants or users of a development in a flooding event, through the submission of a 
“Flood Warning and Evacuation Plan”;  
d) Incorporate sustainable drainage systems, designed in accordance with Policy DW2 and DW3;  
e) Provide adequate water supplies, sewerage and sewage treatment facilities and ensure surface water drainage 
systems are kept separate from all foul drainage systems;  
f) Manage any residual risks;  
g) Be consistent with the relevant objectives, policies and projects contained in the most up-to-date River Basin 
Management Plan, Shoreline Management Plan, Exe Estuary Management Plan, Water Framework Directive, 
Teignbridge Local Plan Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, South West Water Waste Water Management Plan 
and the Devon Local Flood Risk Management Strategy. 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

Part 4 should include a more robust and definitive wording. 
This is particularly important with regard to WFD objectives 
especially the statutory requirement that development and 
activities do not result in the deterioration of the ecological 
status of water-body.  

The prevention of the deterioration of the ecological status of a water body and requirement for development to be 
consistent with the objectives, policies or projects contained in the WFD have been inserted into policy.  See above 
box. 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

Definition of Flood Zone 3b in Table 31 is incorrect. The 
correct definition of functional floodplain should be as 
follows: ‘This zone comprises land where water has to flow or 
be stored in times of flood, but it is not separately 

The definition has been amended as suggested.  DLP1:E:119 (EA)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

distinguished from Zone 3a on the Flood Map. The SFRA may 
have additional mapping showing 3b/3a areas at some 
locations’.  
  

Acknowledgement that single storey ground floor only 
dwellings (where floor levels are not raised above the design 
flood level) and basement dwellings are not acceptable in 
flood risk areas.    

The supporting text has been amended as suggested.  
 
The supporting text has been amended to include the following paragraph:   
“For clarification, single storey ground floor only dwellings (where floor levels are not raised above the design flood 
level) and basement dwellings are highly unlikely to be acceptable in flood risk areas and, new dwellings in areas 
where flood depths are unsafe (i.e. significant/extreme hazard with flood depths of over 0.5m) likely to only be 
permitted if the ground floor comprises under croft parking. “ 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

New dwellings in areas where flood depths are unsafe (i.e. 
significant/Extreme hazard with flood depths of over 0.5m) 
should only be permitted if the ground floor comprises just 
under croft parking and the entrance.  This should also apply 
within defended areas.  

The supporting text has been amended as suggested – see box above. DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

There is also no apparent reference to preventing 
deterioration to a WFD water body or the need, where 
relevant, for WFD Assessments.  We recommend that the 
plan addresses this matter either under policy EN10 or policy 
EN6.  

This has been inserted into criteria 5 of the policy:   
“Planning permission will not be granted for any proposal which, because of inadequate provision of water services or 
inadequate or untimely provision of foul water and surface water drainage and disposal, will pollute the water 
environment, including coastal waters, would result in the deterioration of the ecological status of a water body, 
would overload the sewer network, or would result in an increase in flood risk at the site or elsewhere.” 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

 

Policy EN7: Air Quality 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  Noted  
 

DLP1:073  
DLP1:075  
DLP1:101  
DLP1:259  
DLP1:263  
DLP1:E:040  

Roadsides should be “greened” to improve air quality  The Design and Wellbeing policies of the Local Plan set out requirements for green infrastructure and urban greening. DLP1:018  

The policy should include a requirement for developers to 
contribute to an employment plan to reduce out-commuting 
and should include support for car free development.  

The Local Plan cannot prevent out-commuting by residents.  What it has done is to allocate large residential 
development sites close to employment opportunities, or public transport that gives access to employment 
opportunities and to ensure that a range of employment opportunities are protected and created locally.    

DLP1:E:093  

Policy should be stricter  This insufficiently specific to inform in which way the policy could be stricter.  DLP1:160  
DLP1:E:141  

EN7 should prevent harm to air quality not mitigate it  The policy cannot prevent all deterioration in air quality, as this arises from many factors outside the control of the 
Local Plan.   

DLP1:E:078 DLP1:E:093  

Development should be refused if it has a significant harmful 
impact on air quality  

Policy EN7 includes the paragraph: 
“Planning permission will not be granted for any proposal which, as a consequence of inadequate mitigation, would 
either on its own, or from cumulative impacts in combination with other permitted or allocated development, lead to 

DLP1:170  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

a significant adverse effect on air quality that cannot be mitigated satisfactorily, or would result in the declaration of 
an AQMA. Adverse effects may be on living conditions of nearby residents, human health, the natural environment, 
and biodiversity.” 

Support for allotments  Noted.  The requirement for allotments is contained within Policy DW3: Design Standards. DlLP1:116  

EN7 is too vague and AQMAs should not be subjected to 
additional traffic  

Comment does not specify which part of the policy is considered vague.  
With regard to the comment to prevent further traffic in AQMAs, the local plan can only affect traffic levels from new 
development and the policy sets out that development in AQMAs will need to demonstrate how any harmful impacts 
on air quality will be avoided or mitigated.  This could include, for example, car free development within the AQMA 
within Newton Abbot town centre.  

DLP1:E:032  

Teignbridge should have low emission transport zones  Comment is noted, but whilst this may help to improve air quality, it may also have an adverse effect on the district’s 
town centres. No other comments have suggested this as a reasonable way to tackle air quality issues.   

DLP1:E:032  

The Local Plan should list the projects in the Air Quality 
Action Plan  

The comments are noted. The Council’s Air Quality Action Plan is currently being updated.  It is considered more 
appropriate to refer to the projects contained in the most up-to-date AQAP, rather than to set out projects contained 
in the existing Plan, which will become out-of-date.  

DLP1:E:032  
DLP1:E:056  

Need to improve air quality in Newton Abbot   The Local Plan can only affect air quality through controlling new development.  However, the AQAP includes 
proactive projects to improve air quality, including projects in Newton Abbot.  

DLP1:053  
DLP1:E:101  

Buses and lorries should be required to pass a low emissions 
test  

This is outside the remit of the Local Plan.  
 

DLP:018  

Should seek to control emissions from industrial 
development and should prevent the installation of wood 
burners and open fires.  

The Local Plan is a land use document and cannot control emissions from existing industrial development.  Nor can it 
prevent the installation of wood burners and open fires in existing properties.  However, it can affect how new 
development happens and the policy prevents development that would either on its own, or from cumulative impacts 
in combination with other permitted or allocated development, lead to an adverse effect on air quality that cannot be 
mitigated satisfactorily, or would result in the declaration of an AQMA. The Climate Change Chapter includes policies 
to guide low carbon energy systems.   

DLP1:E:052  

The best way to improve air quality is to site new 
development close to employment to reduce the need to 
commute.  

Agree with comment.   This has influenced the Development Strategy of the Plan. 
 

DLP1:E:055  
DLP1:E:074  

Questions how air quality will be monitored  Air quality is monitored by the Environmental Health section of the Council.  DLP1:190  

Concern that financial contributions may not mitigate local 
deterioration in quality.   

Financial contributions would be used to implement measures identified in the most up-to-date AQAP, which would 
then be monitored to ensure efficacy.  

DLP1:E:056  
DLP1:E:104  

EN7: Air quality. Plan policy and the supporting text should 
address potential impacts on air quality arising from 
ammonia which can be harmful both to the natural 
environment and human health.   
The UK has adopted legally binding international targets to 
reduce emissions of ammonia by 2020 and 2030. The Clean 
Air Strategy was published in 2019 by DEFRA and states that 
a combination of regulations, permitting and support will be 
introduced to reduce emissions from livestock 
accommodation, spreading of manures and application of 
fertilizers.  
  

A new criteria has been inserted into Local Plan Policy EN6: Air Quality to respond to Natural England comments as 
follows:  
Where types of agricultural development are proposed that could have an adverse impact on air quality resulting 
from ammonia emissions, including livestock buildings, slurry pits or tanks, or anaerobic digesters, it will be for the 
applicant to demonstrate how emissions will be minimised through building design, storage design, and manure 
management, including land application of manure, to prevent harmful effects on human health, living conditions, the 
natural environment and biodiversity.  
  
Reference has not been made to SCAIL, although it may be used by applicants to demonstrate emission minimisation. 

DLP1:E:066 (Nat Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Agricultural development which may result in adverse 
impacts on air quality from ammonia include: agricultural 
buildings housing livestock (primarily beef and dairy cattle, 
pigs or poultry); new or expanded pits, tanks or lagoons for 
storing slurry and anaerobic digesters. We also advise that 
reference be made to the SCAIL (Simple Calculation of 
Atmospheric Impact Limits) screening tool in the Local Plan, 
in accompanying planning guidance or in guidance for 
applicants. This is a free tool for assessing impacts from 
agricultural and combustion sources on semi-natural areas 
such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and Habitats 
sites.   

General concern about air quality deterioration from traffic 
from new development  

Noted.  The proposed policy will help to protect air quality.  
 

DLP1:E:088  
DLP1:E:097  

Stop destroying greenfields  Noted.  However, there is insufficient brownfield land that is available and developable. 
 

DLP1:133  

 

Policy EN8: Light Pollution 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  Noted  
  

DLP1:073  
DLP1:263  
DLP1:E:032  
DLP1:E:004  
DLP1:E:040  
DLP1:053  
DLP1:E:055  
DLP1:E:056  
DLP1:E:104  

The policy should be stricter  The comments are acknowledged.    
Policy EN8 of the Proposed Submission Plan  has been re-worded to require external lighting proposals to 
demonstrate that they are necessary for the development or use, thus containing a stricter requirement than in the 
Reg 18 draft Part 1 Plan.  

DLP1:160  
DLP1:E:078  
DLP1:E:085 (DWT)  

EN8 should not deviate from the Environment Act 
requirements.  

The Environment Act does not set out control for external lighting. DLP1:E:108  

Concern about lack of planning control over external lighting, 
where impacts could result on wildlife, especially GHBs.  

The Local Plan cannot prevent lighting that would constitute “permitted development”, which is set out in the Town 
and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Orders.   

DLP1:E:055  

Concern about lightspill from development - both from 
external lighting and from large glazed areas.  

This comment is acknowledged and the policy has been amended to include additional criteria to relate to design that 
incorporates large areas of glazing or reflective materials.  

DLP:E:060  

Must recognise the need for lighting in some circumstances, 
eg along highways as required by the highway authority, and 
provide flexibility.  

Comment is acknowledged  and the policy has been amended to allow for public benefits to be taken account of 
should development fail to conserve or enhance landscape, seascape, townscape, streetscape, heritage significance or 
ecological interests.  

DLP1:E:067  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Should include a statement on lighting on areas around 
Greater Horseshoe bats roosts, linking it to EN14.  

Greater Horseshoe bats are not the only bat species affected by light levels, therefore it is not considered appropriate 
to include a stand-alone statement.  However, protection is provided under Policy EN13: European Wildlife Sites and 
Policy EN15: South Hams SAC. As all the policies of the plan are read as a whol;e, it is not considered necessary to 
cross reference these policies. 

DLP1:E:093  

Street lighting should be turned off overnight  This is outside the remit of the Local Plan. DLP1:004  

Heritage assets, including their settings, can be adversely 
affected by insensitive and excessive lighting, as can historic 
streetscapes, townscapes, landscapes and seascapes. 
Criterion a) should refer to townscape and seascape but 
should be re-worded more positively to also encourage 
lighting schemes that would enhance the character and 
appearance and usability of streetscapes and townscapes. 
We also seek the introduction of a new criterion that seeks to 
encourage lighting schemes that conserve and enhance the 
significance of heritage assets, including their settings, as 
well as appropriate explanatory  
text.  

The policy has been amended to include the suggested wording:  
 
“Proposals for lighting schemes that would improve the safety or visual amenity of areas within the public realm, 
historic townscapes or better reveal the significance of a heritage asset and its setting will be supported subject to 
criteria 1 and 2 above.” 

DLP1:E:127(Hist Eng)  

EN8 - In the setting of the National Park development has the 
potential to impact upon Dartmoor’s dark night skies. Dark 
night skies are one of Dartmoor’s special qualities for which it 
is designated and should be protected through the planning 
system. This policy should set out clearly what it is expected 
from development in the National Park’s setting to ensure 
Dartmoor’s dark night skies are conserved. As a minimum the 
policy should reference the need to minimise the impact of 
light pollution on the  
National Park or intrinsically dark landscapes generally. DNPA 
would recommend using ILM standards to achieve this and 
establish a clear standard for developers to meet. Further 
information on this standard is available in Dartmoor’s 
Natural Environment Topic Paper.   

Comments are acknowledged and additional wording within the policy to protect the setting of DNP in terms of dark 
skies will be considered.  
The policy has been amended to include particular importance to be given to the conservation of Dartmoor’s dark 
skies. The supporting text explains that development should ensure that it conserves Dartmoor’s dark skies, and 
supports the National Park’s Local Plan aims of meeting the Institute of Lighting Professionals (ILP) standards for 
National Parks: Zone E1.   
  

DLP1:E:126 (DNP)  

Development of CH2 must include light reduction measures 
in the interests of wildlife   

This comment relates to an existing Local Plan allocation, which includes criteria to protect biodiversity and 
specifically Greater Horseshoe Bats.  

DLP1:253  

 

Policy EN9: Contaminated Land and Land Instability 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  Noted.  
  

DLP1:073  
DLP1:263  
DLP1:E:032  
DLP1:E:078  
DLP1:E:104  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Support but should include requirement to screen any soils 
imported to prevent spread of plant or animal disease  

Comment is acknowledged.  The potential pollution of soil is considered under Policy GP1: Sustainable development, 
where development considerations include: 
“avoiding, where possible, the best and most versatile agricultural land and minimising the impact of development on 
soils through the use of appropriate construction techniques which would not result in the over-compaction, pollution 
or reduction in the quality of soil and minimising the importation to or exportation of soils from the site.” 

DLP1:E:040  

Trees, shrubs and greenery should be retained in coastal 
areas to protect coastal stability.  

This is a very general comment and whilst it has merit, the Local Plan can only control new development. Policy 
protection for trees, hedges and woodlands is contained within Policy EN16: Trees, Hedges and Woodland.  Policy EN9 
requires development to demonstrate stability of land, which could include retention of vegetation.  

DLP1:E:060  

Consider wording in supportive text - Some industrial 
heritage may have a regional or national significance and, 
whilst public health will always be the priority where 
contaminated land is concerned, there may be opportunities 
to avoid unnecessary damage to heritage through 
appropriate management of ‘historic brownfield’ sites.  

Comment is acknowledged and additional wording has been inserted into the supporting text to encourage 
appropriate management of historic brownfield sites: 
“Some industrial heritage may have a regional or national significance and, whilst public health will always be the 
priority where contaminated land is concerned, there may be opportunities to avoid unnecessary damage to heritage 
significance through appropriate management of ‘historic brownfield’ sites.” 
 

DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

EN9 - clearer if the wording stated that the assessment 
process should identify any risk of impacts and not just 
impacts This is because contamination on a potential 
development site could be present and not currently causing 
pollution but pollution could occur in the future from the site 
without remediation or as a result of the proposed 
development.    
Part iii of the policy refers to the requirement under NPPF 
that:  after remediation, as a minimum, land should not be 
capable of being determined as contaminated land under 
Part IIA of the Environmental Protection Act 1990.   This is 
specific to Contaminated Land because land cannot be 
determined under the act due to stability issues as is stated 
in part iii.  Accordingly we recommend it is amended to 
include stability as a separate point (iv) and remove it from 
part iii.  

The suggested change of policy wording to require the assessment of all risks of impacts is acknowledged and policy 
wording has been changed.     
 
Point iii has been amended to omit reference to land stability, which is now contained in a separate point.  
 
Policy EN9:  
1.All development which is either:  
a) on, or likely to be affected by, known or suspected contaminated land; or  
b) on unstable land or likely to be affected by land instability; or c) development that could result in contamination or 
land instability; or  
d) development which includes a proposed use that is particularly vulnerable to contamination/land instability,  
will require sufficient information to be submitted alongside a planning application to demonstrate that the proposed 
development will not be subject to or cause an adverse impact on property, infrastructure, the natural environmental 
or public health. This assessment should identify risks of impacts as well as actual impacts.  
 
2.Where the assessment identifies an adverse environmental or public health impact, appropriate and sufficient 
remedial measures for the intended use will be required to:  
i) ensure that risks to the future users of the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to 
waterbodies, property and ecological systems; and  
ii) ensure that the development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks to workers, neighbours and other 
receptors; iii) in cases of land contamination, demonstrate that the land would no longer be capable of being 
determined as contaminated once the remediation has taken place; and  
iv) in cases of land instability, demonstrate that the land will be stable following development; and  
v)Show that they have been designed to conserve or enhance landscape, seascape, townscape, heritage significance 
and ecological interests. 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

Historic England seeks the introduction of a new criterion 
under Policy EN9 and associated explanatory text that 
requires the assessment process, remediation and 
development design for contaminated and/or unstable land 

The policy has been amended to include remedial measures to:  
 
“Show that they have been designed to conserve or, where appropriate enhance landscape, seascape and townscape 
character, heritage significance and ecological interests.” 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

to take account of the significance of heritage assets, 
including their settings, and on wider historic landscape, and 
the requirements of the NPPF to conserve and enhance the 
historic environment. The explanatory text in paragraph 4.72  
could also encourage joint site investigations (where 
relevant) and Historic England’s published advice for 
contaminated land.  

 

Policy EN10: Biodiversity 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  Noted  DLP1:004  
DLP1:033  
DLP1:073  
DLP1:160  
DLP1:171  
DLP:248  
DLP1:263  
DLP1:323  
DLP1:E:012  
DLP1:E:040 DLP1:E:103  
DLP1:E:071  

Support but should require 20% uplift.  Whilst this aspiration is commended, there is no evidence to demonstrate why a greater degree of uplift should be 
required than is required under the Environment Act. This additional uplift requirement is not raised by Natural 
England or the Environment Agency.  
 

DLP1:E:035  
DLP1:E:085 (DWT)  

Compensation is a last resort and the NRN should be given 
more than 'consideration' but used as a fundamental design 
approach.   

The policy has been amended to clarify: 
“All development will recognise the benefits that ecosystem services provide and will be located and designed to 
avoid negative impacts on biodiversity. Only when this is not possible will mitigation, and as a last resort 
offsetting/compensation measures, be considered. “  
 
In addition, there is a requirement that: 
“All development will be located and designed to avoid and minimise the loss and fragmentation of habitats, to 
maximise opportunities to provide more, bigger, better, and joined habitats that are resilient to climate change and, 
to help deliver the Local Nature Recovery Strategy, the Teignbridge Tree Strategy, and the most up-to-date 
Teignbridge Green Infrastructure Strategy.” 

DLP1:E:085 (DWT)  

A Plain English version of the BNG calculations should be 
provided.  

It is not for the Local Plan to provide a Plain English version of the most up-to-date BNG calculations, which are 
produced by Natural England. 

DLP1:E:085 (DWT)  

Where uplift is provided off site, it should contribute to 
priorities set out in the LNR plan.  

The policy has been amended to require the design of development and the location, type and from of 
compensation/uplift to help to deliver the LNRS.  
 “Where it is not possible to achieve this level of biodiversity net gain on site, or where on-offsetting/compensation or 
net gain would not generate the most benefits for nature conservation, off-site provision will be considered. The 

DLP1:E:035  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

location, type and form of offsetting/compensation or net gain will reflect any losses and help to deliver the Local 
Nature Recovery Strategy or to conserve and enhance Protected and Priority Species and Habitats.”  

The 10% net gain should be a minimum requirement  The policy does set out that a minimum of 10% uplift is required and that supports development proposals where the 
main objective is to conserve or enhance biodiversity or create greater resilience of it to climate change.   

DLP1:053  
DLP1:E:012  

Concern about off-site net gain provision  The policy allows off-site net gain only where it is not possible to achieve it on site or this would not give the best 
outcome for nature.   

DLP1:033  
DLP1:E:032  
DLP1:E:104  

Development that involves the loss of irreplaceable habitats 
should not be supported except in overriding public interest 
as defined in NPPF  

The policy includes this: 
“Impacts on irreplaceable habitats cannot be offset and must be avoided. Development that involves the loss of 
irreplaceable habitats will not be supported, except in circumstances where overriding public interest is 
demonstrated.” 

DLP1:033  
DLP1:E:032  
DLP1:E:104  

Development should not be allowed in domestic gardens, 
which contribute towards wider biodiversity of an area  

This comment does not specify what types of development should be prevented within domestic garden areas.  Most 
small scale development in domestic gardens benefits from “permitted development” rights.  Larger scale 
development in large residential curtilages would be assessed at planning application stage, based on a combination 
of policies, including the requirement for 10% biodiversity gain.   

DLP1:033  
DLP1:E:078  

Stresses importance of long term maintenance/management  The policy has been amended to include requirement for maintenance and management of compensation and net 
gain 
“Where appropriate, a scheme of monitoring, to ensure mitigation, offsetting/ compensation, and net gain measures 
have been carried out and are effective, including any remedial measures required, will be agreed, and secured prior 
to granting planning permission.”    

DLP1:E:055  
DLP1:E:074 DLP1:E:093  
  

Should set out what development is exempted by the 
Environment Act   

The secondary legislation that will contain guidance on the implementation of the Act and set out “exempt 
development” has not yet been published.  If it is published prior to the Submission Local plan, the policy will be 
amended to ensure it is in accordance with it.  

DLP1:033  

Lack of reference to wood, pasture or scrub habitats, which 
should be protected, created and expanded.  

The policy does not specifically refer to particular habitat types, as those best protected, expanded or created will 
vary from site to site.  In addition, Policy EN11: Important Habitats and Features sets out provisions in respect of 
habitats. 

DLP1:E:025  

Compensation should not apply to European Sites  The provisions for European Wildlife Sites are set out in Policy EN13. DLP1:E:032  

Should require ecologists to be a member of the Chartered 
Institute of Ecology or equivalent   

The supporting text of the policy explains that a “suitably qualified ecologist” will be required to undertake 
biodiveristy calculations.  

DLP1:E:052  

Timing of off site compensation should be stipulated so it is 
done early on to reduce overall biodiversity impacts.  

The policy has been amended to include requirement for compensation ahead of development where this is feasible 
and would secure the nest outcome for nature.  

DLP1:E:052  
DLP1:E:093  

Concern that biodiversity metrics can be manipulated  
  

Whilst this comment may be a legitimate concern, biodiversity metrics submitted with planning applications are 
scrutinised by officers, including Biodiversity Officers, to ensure they are accurate.  

DLP:E:055  

Concern that harm can be permitted in IROPI.  The NPPF sets out where development can be permitted in overriding public interest and the Local Plan must comply 
with the NPPF.  

DLP:E:055  

Should clause 3 of EN10 refer to Teignbridge not National 
Park  
  

The error has been corrected.  
 

DLP1:E:066 (Nat Eng)  
DLP1:E:126 (DNP)  

Allows for off-site compensation but should include off site 
net gain also and set out the approach to this delivery.  

The policy does allow for offsite BNG:  
“Where it is not possible to achieve this level of biodiversity net gain on site, or where on-offsetting/compensation or 
net gain would not generate the most benefits for nature conservation, off-site provision will be considered.” 

DLP1:E:066 (Nat Eng)  

Text is confusing where it makes reference to BNG being 
separate to mitigation and offsetting  

Noted. However, BNG is separate to mitigation/compensation and needs to be provided to at least 10% on top of 
mitigation/compensation. 

DLP1:E:092  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Questions meaning of “compensation”  Noted.  The Local Plan contains a glossary. DLP1:190  

EN10 - TDC should map and publish important wildlife 
corridors/habitat connectivity areas.   

The Local Nature Recovery Network will be produced by Devon Local Nature Partnership.  It is not for the Local Plan to 
identify. However, the Local Plan does refer to the LNRS and helps to deliver it through a number of policies. 

DLP1:E:093  

Net gain must be delivered via conservation bodies, local 
authority ranger services and approved providers.  

The policy has been amended to include: 
“Offsetting/compensation will be maintained and appropriately managed for the duration of impacts and net gain will 
be maintained and appropriately managed for a minimum of 30 years.” 

DLP1:E:093  

Questions how 10% net gain will be achieved during new 
development.  

BNG can be achieved in various ways, either on site or off site, by increasing the diversity of habitats and species 
present. 

DLP1:E:102  
DLP1:E:059  

Requirements need to be viability tested  Comments are acknowledged and the Proposed Submission Plan has been viability tested prior to publication.    DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:111  

Policy EN10 does not appear to include any consideration of 
the need to give the natural environment space to adapt to 
climate change. It is essential that the plan addresses this 
matter either under policy EN10 or policy CC1 on climate 
resilience.  

The matter of increasing resilience of biodiversity to climate change is included within an amended first criteria of 
Policy EN10. 
“The Council will work with statutory and other partners to protect, enhance and restore the biodiversity and 
geodiversity of the District, to increase its resilience to climate change, and to ensure decisions on development 
proposals protect, enhance and, where appropriate, restore the biodiversity and geodiversity of the District.” 

DLP1:E:119(EA)  

Suggested amended text  
7.43 Biodiversity is fundamental to our health, wellbeing, and 
economic prosperity. ‘Biodiversity’ means the wealth and 
diversity of all our wild plants and animals and their habitats. 
It is also used to include our geological and geomorphological 
heritage.  (Then from 7.47) The quality of the natural 
environment and the health and resilience of biodiversity is 
an important asset of the district. It should be protected and 
enhanced and a key consideration in, and driver for, high 
quality design. Maintenance and enhancement of 
biodiversity is a key element of sustainable development and 
has implications on the location, quantity, design and layout 
of development. The policy relates to decisions on 
development as well as investment in habitat creation. The 
use of Community Infrastructure Levy and other sources of 
funds will be co-ordinated to best effect and the Council will 
use appropriate locations to enhance priority sites, habitats, 
and species. The Council has facilitated the acquisition of 
land by wildlife conservation bodies for cirl bunting and 
dormouse habitat creation. The Council will continue to work 
proactively with partners to support specific habitat creation 
and enhancement.  

Supporting text order has been amended as suggested by TDC Biodiversity Officer.  
  

DLP1:E:148  

Then a new 7.44 (the bulk of what was in 7.43)  
Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006 places a duty on all public authorities 
in England and Wales to have regard, in the exercise of their 
functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity. This 
duty ensures that biodiversity is an integral consideration 

Supporting text order has been amended as suggested by TDC Biodiversity Officer.  
  
  

DLP1:E:148  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

within policy and decision making, to contribute to the 
achievement of the commitments made by government in its 
Biodiversity 2020 strategy and more recently in its 25 Year 
Environment Plan. In addition, forthcoming legislation that 
will be contained within the Environment Act will require 
developers to ensure habitats for wildlife are enhanced, with 
a 10% increase in habitat value for wildlife compared with 
the predevelopment baseline. This uplift is in addition to any 
mitigation and offsetting of harm. The policy endorses the 
Environment Act’s proposals for net gain and is in place for 
when it becomes a mandatory requirement through national 
legislation.  

Para 7.48  
Add an extra bullet here (or somewhere) that [avoidance, 
mitigation and wherever possible] compensation/net gain 
will be in place before the destruction, so that [potentially] 
displaced species have somewhere to go.   This might be 
easier to achieve where developers are delivering it that 
where TDC/partners are delivering it  

The policy has been amended to include requirement for compensation/net gain ahead of development where this is 
feasible and would secure the best outcome for nature.  
  

DLP1:E:148  

seek the introduction of a new criterion into Policy EN10 with 
appropriate explanatory text that requires the impacts of 
development proposals to consider the NPPF requirement to 
conserve and enhance the significance of heritage assets, 
including their settings, as well as impacts on wider historic 
landscapes.  

The policy seeks to protect biodiversity, set standards for BNG and to inform the location, type, form, and level of post 
development biodiversity. The only development that it specifically permits is for conserving and enhancing 
biodiversity, which would be subject to the provisions of Policy EN17: Heritage Assets. 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

Clause (2) requires that development first avoids and 
secondly minimises and mitigates negative impacts on 
biodiversity. We suggest that ‘minimise’ be deleted from the 
policy. An impact that is minimised may still be an impact 
that could be considered significant and one which would 
require mitigation. The mitigation hierarchy (avoid, mitigate 
and compensate as a last resort) as set out in NPPF para 175 
does not use the term minimise.   
  
The second sentence in clause (3) refers to the ‘National 
Park’s protected habitats and species’. We assume that this is 
a drafting error and that the sentence should refer to 
habitats and species within Teignbridge.   
  
Para 7.55. We support the development of a Local Nature 
Recovery Strategy. In developing this you may find the 
following publications useful: Nature Networks Evidence 

The criteria within the policy has been re-worded to reflect Natural England’s comments and reads as follows:  
“All development will recognise the benefits that ecosystem services provide and will be located and designed to 
avoid negative impacts on biodiversity. Only when this is not possible will mitigation, and as a last resort 
offsetting/compensation measures, be considered.” 
  
  
 
 
 
The drafting error has been corrected.  
  
  
  
 
The Local Nature Recovery Strategy is being developed by Devon Wildlife Trust and is included in criteria 5 (see 
below).  
  
  

DLP1:E:066 (Nat Eng) 
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Handbook - NERR081 and Nature Networks - a summary for 
practitioners - NERR082.  
  
Policy on net gain should ensure that biodiversity net gain is 
not applied on designated sites or irreplaceable habitats. Any 
impacts on such sites or habitats should be assessed in 
accordance with planning policy and via environmental 
assessments, such as Appropriate Assessment where 
European sites are concerned. Any necessary mitigation 
and/or compensation requirements should be dealt with 
separately from biodiversity net gain provision.  
  
Clause (4) states that compensation for habitat loss may be 
provided off-site (where it can’t be achieved on-site) but as 
worded it is not clear whether this principle also applies to 
net gain. Clarification is sought on whether the policy will 
also enable provision of net gain off-site. Plan policy should 
set out the approach to delivery of on site and off site net 
gain. 

  
 
Noted.  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
The wording of the criteria has been amended to reflect Natural England comments and includes the following:  
“Where it is not possible to achieve this level of biodiversity net gain on site, or where on-offsetting/compensation or 
net gain would not generate the most benefits for nature conservation, off-site provision will be considered. The 
location, type and form of offsetting/compensation or net gain will reflect any losses and help to deliver the Local 
Nature Recovery Strategy or to conserve and enhance Protected and Priority Species and Habitats.” 

 

Policy EN11: Important Habitats and Features 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support  Noted  
 

DLP1:004  
DLP1:109  
DLP1:160  
DLP1:248  
DLP1:263  
DLP1:E:012  
DLP1:E:071  
DLP1:E:074  

Support but wording should be strengthened  The policy sets out a hierarchy of sites with varying levels of protection, consistent with legislation and national 
policy.  
 

DLP1:E:032  
DLP1:E:078  
DLP1:E:104  

Support principle, but accepts that habitats can recover and 
species can be relocated  

Although habitats can recover in the long term, and wildlife can be re-located, the best way to protect them is to 

prevent or minimise damage.  

DLP1:073  

Importance of green corridors should be emphasised  The importance of green corridors is acknowledged under “ the policy: 
“the network of linear, stepping-stone and other linking features important for wildlife movement and climate change 
adaptation, including wider identified priority areas shown in the Local Nature Recovery Strategy where this is in place 
and prior to its adoption, the most up-to-date Teignbridge Green Infrastructure Strategy, or any replacement.” 

DLP1:172  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Should contain a higher bar for lower value ecological 
features by requiring that a test of public benefits needs to 
be undertaken.  

This requirement of overriding public interest relates to European Sites only, as set out in the NPPF.  
 

DLP1:E:092  

Support for EN11 but CWSs should be better defined as they 
are often regionally and nationally important for species and 
have a vital function in ecological networks across the 
landscape.  

The policy has been amended to include: 
“If, following survey work undertaken at planning application stage, a site of local importance is found to contain 
nationally important habitats or features, the appropriate level of protection will be afforded in light of this new 
evidence.” 
 
In addition, the supporting text has been amended to: 
“A wood, field, pond etc. can be made a County Wildlife Site if it has a rich, unspoilt habitat or rare species. They 
provide important ecological networks across the landscape and represent the best wildlife in the county and may 
even be of regional or national importance. There are 168 CWSs covering over 1,500 hectares in Teignbridge.” 

DLP1:E:085  

Important to protect natural features, such as trees and 
hedges, for wildlife habitat  

Agree. This is done through Policy EN16: Hedges and Woodlands and, through this policy. DLP1:053  

Replacement habitat should be in place early on not at the 
end of development.  

The wording of the final paragraph of the policy has been amended to require mitigation and/or compensation to be 
provided ahead of development, where this is feasible and would secure the best outcome for nature.  

DLP1:007  

Benefits of development must significantly outweigh the 
harm.   

The wording of the policy has been amended to reflect the NPPF wording of preventing significant harm, rather than 
harm.   

DLP1:033  

Stresses importance of proper survey work  Noted. No need for additional text.   DLP1:292  

Wish greater protection for CWSs  CWSs are not legally protected, and the Local Plan cannot change this. However, an additional sentence has been 
inserted into policy, stating,  
“If, following survey work undertaken at planning application stage, a site of local importance is found to contain 
nationally important habitats or features, the appropriate level of protection should be afforded in light of this new 
evidence.”   

DLP1:004  

EN11 (g) should be decided by an impartial body.  All decisions are made by the Council, which is an impartial body. DLP1:E:055  

The tests set out in clauses (f) to (j) need revision to reflect 
protection given to Habitats (European) sites. For these sites 
where development is likely to result in a negative 
assessment, the development can only proceed if there are 
no alternative solutions, because the project must be carried 
out for reasons of overriding public interest, and any 
compensatory measures are secured to ensure the 
coherence of the Natura 2000 network is protected.   

The criteria has been amended to reflect Natural England comments and reads as follows:  
“Development which would be likely to directly or indirectly significantly harm such a site or feature will not be 
permitted unless, taking account of the weight to be attached to the site’s protection the proposal satisfies all the 
following:  
f) the benefits cannot be provided through an alternative, less harmful location, design or form of development;   
g) impacts are mitigated where possible;   
h) any unavoidable losses are fully compensated;   
i) the public interest benefits of the development outweigh the harm; and  
j) for statutory designated sites favourable conservation status is maintained.” 

DLP1:E:066 (Nat Eng)  

Add protection for Local Green Spaces  Local Green Spaces are afforded protection through the Neighbourhood Plans within which they are designated, 
which form part of the Development Plan.  They are also afforded protection under Policy GP6: Loss of Local Services 
and Facilities.   

DLP1:E:078  

Disagreement with hierarchy of sites  The hierarchy of sites is based on legal status, rather than officer opinion and cannot be changed through the Local 
Plan. 

DLP1:E:103  

EN11 - recommend that part h) is amended to say ‘impacts 
are adequately mitigated’ since losses should be ‘fully 
compensated’ as stated in part i).  We also recommend that 

The policy wording has been changed to require impacts to be mitigated and losses to be compensated for. Additional 
policy wording has also been included to support in principle development to create greater resilience of habitats and 
features to climate change.  
 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  
DLP1:045  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

includes some provision to support the adaptation of these 
habitats to climate change.  

“Development which would be likely to directly or indirectly significantly harm such a site or feature will not be 
permitted unless, taking account of the weight to be attached to the site’s protection:  
f) the benefits cannot be provided through an alternative, less harmful location, design or  
form of development; and  
g) impacts are mitigated where possible; and  
h) any unavoidable losses are fully compensated; and  
i) the public interest benefits of the development outweigh the harm; and  
j) for statutory designated sites favourable conservation status is maintained. 

Update table at 7.51  The table has been updated.   DLP1:E:148  

There should be a new criterion in Policy EN11 (with 
appropriate explanatory text) that requires  
proposals for the restoration of former areas of biodiversity 
and networks of habitats to take into account the NPPF 
requirement to conserve and enhance the significance of 
heritage assets, including their settings, as well as impacts on 
wider historic landscapes.  

Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, sets out the approach to avoiding harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets 
and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its 
setting, including biodiversity restoration projects. The Local Plan is read as a whole and should not contain repetition. 
Therefore, the criteria within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets do not need to and should not be repeated. 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

 

Policy EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  Noted  DLP1:004  
DLP1:033  
DLP1:109  
DLP1:160  
DLP1:172  
DLP1:248  
DLP1:263  
DLP1:E:032  
DLP1:E:071  
DLP1:E:093  

Support but should be worded more strongly  The policy must enable sustainable development whilst protecting wildlife and protect wildlife proportionate to its 
protection status.  

DLP1:008   
DLP1:033  
DLP1:E:078 DLP1:E:088  
DLP1:E:104  

Support - but should include reference to successful off-site 
provision at Ashill RSPB site.  

Comment is acknowledged. There are disadvantages to raising public awareness of a site intended for wildlife, as it 
may become subject to disturbance from visitors.  Therefore, whilst considered a success, it is decided that the Plan 
will not contain text with specific reference to the Cirl Bunting Reserve at Ashill, in the interests of the protection of 
the birds. 

DLP1:E:035  

In recognition of the UK’s departure from the European 
Union and subsequent (but as yet unclear) change of status 
of these(European) sites, together with the need to account 
for other, particularly nationally designated, wildlife sites, we 

Comment is acknowledged and the requirement for development to be located and designed to reflect the wider 
Local Nature Recovery Network has been inserted into the policy.  
“To protect and expand the number and geographic range of legally protected species, S41 List priority species, and 
Devon Local Priority and Special Species, development will be located and designed to firstly avoid, secondly minimise 

DLP1:E:085 (DWT)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

would welcome the addition of the phrase “and the wider 
Nature Recovery Network”.  

and mitigate and, only as a last resort, to compensate adverse impacts on the species and its habitats.  It will also be 
located and designed to reflect additional species-specific policy guidance and the wider Local Nature Recovery 
Strategy, and the Teignbridge Green Infrastructure Strategy.” 

The use of mitigation through financial contribution is not 
acceptable  

Off site mitigation can be very successful, as has been demonstrated by the Cirl Bunting site at Ashill Farm, 
Bishopsteignton.  It is secured through financial contributions 

DLP1:033  

Environmental considerations should be more important 
than other considerations  

The NPPF sets out that environmental, economic and social considerations should be balanced to achieve sustainable 
development.  

DLP1:053  

Should contain a higher bar for lower value ecological 
features by requiring that a test of public benefits needs to 
be undertaken.  

The policy includes a requirement to demonstrate how public benefits of a development outweigh harm.    
 However, the NPPF sets out that sites of biodiversity value should be protected in a manner commensurate with their 
statutory status, so it would not be appropriate to set the same “bar” to development on sites with different legal 
protection status.  

DLP1:E:092  

How will this be monitored?  The UK’s statutory nature conservation bodies are responsible for assessing the condition of protected habitats and 
species. However, the policy contains a criterion to monitor mitigation: 
“Where appropriate, a scheme of monitoring, to ensure mitigation has been carried out and is effective, including any 
remedial measures required, will be agreed and secured prior to granting planning permission.” 

DLP1:190  

EN12 (2a) is open to abuse.  Comment is noted.  All information submitted with planning applications is scrutinised by officers to ensure 
appropriate surveys have been undertaken by suitable people.   

DLP1:E:055  

EN12 2a - provided by a suitably...not undertaken. 2d - 
Should we also say (for EU legally protected species) that the 
development needs to be ‘necessary for ….over-riding 
reasons’ as this is the first of the Three Tests (and the other 2 
are already in here)? 3 - is "where appropriate" strong 
enough and should set out quantum required/rate delivered 
eg one of each per dwelling  

The policy has been significantly amended in liaison with the council’s Biodiversity Officer, who made these 
comments.  
 

DLP1:E:148  

“b – change order of wording – provided directly before 
funded  

The policy has been significantly amended in liaison with the council’s Biodiversity Officer, who made these 
comments. 

DLP1:E:148  

3 - Is ‘where appropriate’ strong enough to indicate that in 
MOST cases we will expect this? Also, can we say the delivery 
rate we expect, either here or in text (e.g. one of each box 
per new dwelling).  

Comment is acknowledged and the policy has been strengthened and expanded to require:  
 “All development will include opportunities for Protected and Priority Species within the built environment where 
this would benefit nature, for example bird, bat and invertebrate boxes and hedgehog holes. Provision should be 
commensurate with the scale of the development.  As a minimum guide to the rate of provision, one bird box, one bat 
box and one bee brick per dwelling or 100sqm of non-residential floorspace should be provided in suitable 
positions/locations, along with permeable routes for hedgehogs within new means of enclosure.” 

DLP1:E:148  
  

Stresses importance of wildlife features within development, 
such as bird and bat boxes and hedgehog holes.  

Comment is acknowledged. Reference to hedgehog holes is included within policy already. However, this criteria has 
been strengthened and expanded to require all development to include opportunities for protected and priority 
species within the built environment, as is set out in full in the box above.  

DLP1:053  
DLP1:E:095  
DLP1:E:104  

7.54 omit ref to crayfish - not in Teignbridge  Acknowledged and reference to crayfish has been deleted.  DLP1:E:148  

EN12 - under paragraph 7.52 the list of European Protected 
Species in Teignbridge should include Water Vole on account 
of there being an important population near Dawlish.  

Acknowledged and supporting text has been amended to include reference to Water Vole within the list of European 
Protected Species.  

DLP1:E:119(EA)  

There should be a new criterion in Policy EN12 (with 
appropriate explanatory text) that requires  
proposals for development, including mitigation and new 
opportunities for species, to take into account the NPPF 

Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, sets out the approach to avoiding harmful impacts on the significance of heritage assets 
and their settings in line with the NPPF. This policy would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its 
setting, including ecology mitigation. The Local Plan is read as a whole and should not contain repetition. Therefore, 
the criteria within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets do not need to and should not be repeated. 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

requirement to conserve and enhance the significance of 
heritage assets, including their settings.  

Maintain current systems  Unclear meaning  DLP1:305  

Policies should not be based on moving straight to mitigation 
– should follow the mitigation hierarchy of avoid, minimise, 
mitigate. Should be clear that first and preferable option is to 
avoid damage. Only where this cannot be wholly achieved 
should minimising and mitigating the damage be 
considered.   

Noted.  Policy wording has been amended to emphasise this approach.  
Policy wording amended to require development to firstly avoid, secondly minimise and mitigate and only as a last 
resort, to compensate for adverse impacts.  

DLP1:E:085 (DWT)  

 

Policy EN13: European Protected Wildlife Sites 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for policy  Noted  
 

DLP1:004  
DLP1:109  
DLP1:160  
DLP1:263  
DLP1:E:032  

Policy should not refer to “compensation” as Habitat Regs 
require a significant effect to be fully mitigated rather than 
compensated.  

Acknowledge. Reference to compensation has been deleted.  
Reference to compensation has been deleted, except in cases of IROPI, where there is no less harmful solution: 
“Only as a last resort, and in cases where there are no less harmful solutions, and the development is required for 
Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest, will compensation for adverse impacts be permitted.” 

DLP1:E:023  
DLP1:E:104  

Policies should not be based on moving straight to mitigation 
– should follow the mitigation hierarchy of avoid, minimise, 
mitigate. Should be clear that first and preferable option is to 
avoid damage. Only where this cannot be wholly achieved 
should minimising and mitigating the damage be 
considered.   

The wording of the policy has been amended to:  
“Development will be located and designed to firstly avoid and secondly to minimise and mitigate harmful impacts.”  
   

DLP1:E:085 (DWT)  

Support for EN13 - but must ensure pressure from 
development outside the district is accounted for.  

The Joint Mitigation Strategy for the Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren requires any housing or tourist accommodation 
developments within 10km of the Exe Estuary/Dawlish Warren to provide appropriate mitigation. This is currently 
being updated. Development has to consider effects on European Protected Sites both within and outside the district, 
but the Local Plan cannot influence development outside Teignbridge. 

DLP1:E:035  

point 3 should refer to AA not HRA  Wording has been changed to Appropriate Assessment 
“Sufficient and up-to-date survey information, commensurate with the sensitivity of the site and the nature, location, 
and scale of the proposal, will be required to inform planning applications and Appropriate Assessment. The 
information will be gathered and worked up by a suitably qualified or experienced ecologist.” 

DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:111  

No development should be permitted on any land 
functionally-linked to the Exe Estuary SPA or Dawlish 
Warren   

Functionally Linked Land is protected under this policy.  
 

DLP1:E:093  

Should prevent housing/tourist accommodation or tourist 
development within 2km of Exe Estuary and Dawlish 
Warren.   

The Joint Mitigation Strategy for the Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren requires any housing or tourist accommodation 
developments within 10km of the Exe Estuary/Dawlish Warren to provide appropriate mitigation. A blanket 2km 
buffer zone may prevent sustainable development from taking place.    

DLP1:E:093  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Should consider recreational impacts on Dartmoor and South 
Dartmoor Woods SACs.  

There is currently no formal evidence to support the requirement of financial mitigation for increased recreation 
pressure on DNP from development in Teignbridge.    

DLP1:E:093  

Need to protect European Sites under UK legislation  Changes to UK legislation are outside the remit of the Local Plan.  DLP1:053  

Clause (1) states that development likely to have a significant 
effect on the integrity of a European protected wildlife site 
will not be permitted unless adverse effects can be fully 
mitigated and/or compensated. Compensation can only be 
considered as a remedy for harm after it has been 
established that there are no alternative solutions and that 
the project must be carried for reasons of overriding public 
interest. We advise that the policy text is revised to reflect 
this position.   
  
Clause (2) states that “A Habitats Regulations Assessment 
(HRA) will be undertaken on policies within the Local plan to 
ensure there will not be an impact on any such site”. The HRA 
is required to assess/inform plan policy rather than be a 
requirement of it. We advise that this wording is deleted as it 
gives the impression that HRA is a requirement of Plan policy 
rather than a regulatory requirement.   
  
Clause (4) refers to the South East Devon European Sites 
Mitigation strategy. We advise that this will need to be 
reviewed to reflect the level of housing development 
anticipated within the new (review) plan period. The review 
will need to include a review of the existing mitigation 
measures and whether they are adequate to manage 
additional levels of recreational activity. The findings of the 
review will also need to be reflected in the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment undertaken for part 2 of the Plan.  
  
As stated above we note that a Habitats Regulations 
Assessment will be undertaken before the Proposed 
Submission Version of the Plan. As the HRA will assess and 
inform plan policy in both part 1 and part 2 we are not able 
to provide our formal comments on draft 1 (this 
consultation) until completion of that work. We therefore 
look forward to being consulted on the HRA in due course. 

The policy has been amended to reflect Natural England comments and reads as follows: 
 

“Development that is likely to have a significant effect on the integrity of a European wildlife site, whether within or 
outside the protected site, will not be permitted unless an Appropriate Assessment has ascertained that following 
mitigation, there is no significant adverse effect on the integrity of the site, taking a precautionary approach. Only as a 
last resort, and in cases where there are no less harmful solutions, and the development is required for Imperative 
Reasons of Overriding Public Interest, will compensation for adverse impacts be permitted.” 
 
 
 
 
This text has been deleted as it is no longer relevant.  HRA has been undertaken and policies amended in light of its findings. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The South East Devon Mitigation Strategy is currently being updated.  A draft is due in December and the Plan will be updated in 
light of this updated evidence when it is available. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
HRA has been undertaken and policies amended in light of its findings. 
 
Natural England has been involved with the preparation of the HRA.  A draft HRA Scope was shared with Natural England and 
discussed in June 2022.  There has been further liaison between the consultants undertaking the HRA of the Proposed 
Submission Plan and Natural England and comments raised by Natural England have been taken on board in the preparation of 
the HRA. 
 
In addition, policy text in relation to the Exe Estuary SPA/Dawlish Warren SAC and the South Hams SAC, which was previously 
contained within Policy EN13: European Wildlife Sites, has now been inserted into 2 new stand-alone policies: EN14: Exe Estuary 
and Dawlish Warren and Policy EN15: South Hams SAC, and also expanded. 

DLP1:E:066 (Nat Eng)  
  

Questions what overriding public interest is in reference to it 
overriding protection of irreplaceable habitats.  

Overriding public interest would be judged on an individual site basis.  
 

DLP1:E:074  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

How will this be monitored?  The UK’s statutory nature conservation bodies are responsible for assessing the condition of habitats and species 
protected.  In addition, the policy requires the monitoring of mitigation measures: 
“A scheme of monitoring, to ensure mitigation has been carried out and is effective, including any remedial measures 
required, will be agreed and secured prior to granting planning permission.” 
 

DLP1:190  

EN13 - requires financial contributions (etc.) to enable 
management and mitigation measures at the Exe Estuary and 
Dawlish Warren.  We welcome this but note that there is 
nothing additional explanation within the supporting text.    

Comment is acknowledged.  A new standalone policy relating to the Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren has been 
inserted into the Plan. The policy, including financial contributions, is explained in new supporting text. 
 
EN14: Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren  
To mitigate additional recreational and other pressure on the Exe Estuary Special Protection Area and Ramsar site, 
and Dawlish Warren Special Area of Conservation (the ‘protected sites’), the following limitations and requirements 
will apply to development that could impact on them:  
a. Particular attention will be given to effects arising from urbanisation from development within 400m of one or 
more of the protected sites, along with their associated Functionally Linked Land and sites that are identified or 
required as mitigation measures for adverse effects on such sites;  
b. Development of residential or holiday accommodation within 10km of one of more of the protected sites, as shown 
on the Proposals Map, will be required to provide a financial Habitat Mitigation Contribution towards mitigation for 
in-combination, recreation impacts on the protected sites. The Habitat Mitigation Contribution is made towards 
delivery of non-infrastructure mitigation measures;  
c. In addition to the Habitat Mitigation Contribution, development of residential or holiday accommodation within 
10km of one of more of the protected sites, as shown on the Proposals Map, will be required to provide and maintain 
Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) in perpetuity, either:  
i. In accordance with SANG provision as set out in a development plan allocation, at the expense of the development 
and early in the delivery of the site, or  
ii. Where development is without an associated SANG identified in an allocation policy, pay a SANG Mitigation 
Contribution to the Local Planning Authority sufficient to provide and maintain 180 square metres of SANG per 
dwelling or holiday unit in an appropriate strategic location.  
d. Provide and maintain any other specific measures to avoid other or residual impacts identified by Appropriate 
Assessment. 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  

The Plan makes no provision or guidance for the 
management of the spit or the response to the inner estuary 
in the face of the dramatic changes that are ongoing there, 
and the impacts that are unfolding for the SAC, SPA, golf 
course, and infrastructure and communities within the inner 
Exe estuary.  
  
The conditions at Dawlish Warren SAC are in desperate need 
of consideration through the planning system.  It is 
anticipated that in the next year or two the asset within the 
neck of the dune will be compromised and the Golf Course at 
least will be subject to tidal flooding.  The implication of the 

The direct management of Dawlish Warren sand spit is outside the remit of the Local Plan.  The area has been 
designated as a CCMA, which would restrict new development.  The policy also sets out where existing 
uses/development could be relocated to through a criteria-based approach.   
 

DLP1:E:119 (EA)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Exe Estuary Strategy is that at that point the spit is left to 
naturally function and that wave action could increase up the 
estuary.  There is no clarity of the response to this situation, 
and there is no intention for the Exe Estuary Strategy to be 
revised in the near future.  The changes will put pressure on 
the SPA habitats, infrastructure and communities along the 
estuary edge.    

Suggested wording  
7.58 Where development proposals may have an impact on a 
European protected wildlife site, sufficient and up-to-date 
information will need to be provided by a suitably qualified 
ecologist to enable the local planning authority  to assess the 
Likely Significant Effect of the proposal.  Mitigation measures 
are not considered at this stage.   If a Likely Significant Effect 
is identified the Local Planning Authority will then undertake 
an Appropriate Assessment of the proposal.  This will 
consider impacts alone and in combination with other 
current applications, existing permissions and allocated 
development.  It will also consider proposed and possible 
mitigation measures that would be required to demonstrate 
that the development would have no adverse effects on the 
integrity of the European Protected wildlife site.  The 
development will not be permitted if any significant adverse 
effects are identified, except in exceptional circumstances 
where there are Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public 
Interest and after consideration by the Secretary of State  

Supporting text wording has been amended as suggested.  
  

DLP1:E:148  

 

Policy EN14: South Hams Special Area of Conservation  
This is Policy EN15: South Hams SAC in the Proposed Submission Local Plan. 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Support for the policy  The protection afforded to the South Hams SAC is now contained within Policy EN15: South Hams SAC.  
 

DLP1: 004  
DLP1:109  
DLP1:263  
DLP1:E:059  

Support - but should prevent any adverse effect, not just 
significant adverse effect  

The policy has been written to accord with the NPPF, which seeks to prevent significant adverse effects.  
  

DLP1:E:032  

Should refer to all bats  The South Hams SAC is designated because of its rare Greater Horseshoe Bat population.   DLP1:E:059  

EN14 - Clause (a). We suggest that “(resulting from previous 
development)” is inserted after “features in place” to clarify 
that the policy refers to mitigation measures put in place to 
enable previous development.  

The suggested wording has been inserted in criterion 1e of Policy EN15: South Hams SAC: 

“existing mitigation features in place resulting from previous development” 

 

DLP1:E:066 (Nat Eng)  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

There should be an explicit presumption that development 
within the Sustenance Zone and Landscape Connectivity Zone 
will be expected to create habitat that supports GHB - roosts, 
foraging, dark areas, connectivity - according to local need   

Policy EN15: South Hams SAC protects habitat and ensures development is located and designed as out below: 
1. Avoiding the loss, damage, or illumination of, or disturbance to, Greater Horseshoe Bat: 

a. roosts which are known, or are likely, to provide significant functional support to the SAC; 

b. foraging areas within the Sustenance Zones, especially within juvenile foraging areas, 

c. flyways and commuting routes within the Sustenance Zones; 

d. networks of actual or potential commuting routes within the Landscape Connectivity Zone; 

e. existing mitigation features in place resulting from previous development, 

f. known or likely pinch points; 

g. foraging areas within the Landscape Connectivity Zone where they are of particular importance e.g. due to their size 

or proximity to a roost; 

The policy also states: 
“Where required by Appropriate Assessment, providing financial contributions to help create permanent, high quality 
Greater Horseshoe Bat habitat and roosts in locations which will which increase population resilience.” 

DLP1:E:085 (DWT)  

EN14 - should include additional protection from 
development within 1km of a designated roost.  

The Sustenance Zones associated with the South Hams SAC include areas of land based on proximity to roosts, 
affording protection to land within 4km of SAC roosts.   

DLP1:E:093  

No need for policy as requirements are set out in the Habitat 
Regs.  

The Habitat Regulations set out the legal requirement for assessment of development.  The planning policy gives 
additional guidance specifically relating to the South Hams SAC.   

DLP1:E:110  
DLP1:E:111  

EN14f - should be HRAs in plural and refer to AA.   Must refer 
to financial contributions which should not just be set out in 
a box. Sub-final para of policy – Lighting- say about needing a 
lighting assessment/modelling….    Final para of policy - 
should we repeat the term "taking a precautionary 
approach" in other EN policies? (EN13) and mention IROPI.  

Comments are acknowledged and the new stand-alone policy relating to the South Hams SAC has been written in 
liaison with the council's Biodiversity Officer, who made these comments.   

DLP1:E:148 

F – should say following or complying with not according   Comment no longer relevant due to significant re-drafting of the policy.   

Suggested wording  
7.60 The Local Planning Authority, as competent authority, 
must screen incoming development proposals for any Likely 
Significant Effect they may have on the integrity of the South 
Hams SAC’s population of Greater Horseshoe Bats, either 
alone or in combination with other plans or projects, and 
without taking account of avoidance or mitigation measures. 
Where there is a Likely Significant Effect, an Appropriate 
Assessment must be undertaken. An Appropriate Assessment 
considers whether the proposal will affect the integrity of a 
European Protected wildlife site, taking account of avoidance 
and/or mitigation measures. The law requires a 
“precautionary principle” to be applied, which means the 
Local Planning Authority has to be certain that no reasonable 
scientific doubt remains over the absence of an adverse 
effect on the integrity of the European Protected wildlife 
site.   
  

Comments are acknowledged and suggested wording has been incorporated into the supporting text of Policy EN13: 
European Wildlife Sites.  
  
 

DLP1:E:148  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Para 7.62 – expand text – include that particularly stringent 
approach to development when trying to protect areas in 
1km of maternity roosts; we’ll seek opportunities to get 
more, artificial maternity roosts and take opportunities to 
enhance foraging and commuting habitat, especially in 
juvenile foraging zones.  

Comments are acknowledged and the new stand-alone policy relating to the South Hams SAC has been written in 
liaison with the council's Biodiversity Officer, who made these comments. The policy includes provisions for: 
“Creating or enhancing roosts, commuting routes and foraging habitat within the Sustenance Zone or Landscape 
Connectivity Zones, especially in juvenile foraging zones, where required by Appropriate Assessment and/or when 
opportunities arise.” 

DLP1:E:148  

Reference to financial contributions in Box 2 should be within 
policy  

A criterion has been inserted within EN15: South Hams SAC, stating: 
“Where required by Appropriate Assessment, providing financial contributions to help create permanent, high quality 
Greater Horseshoe Bat habitat and roosts in locations which will which increase population resilience.” 

DLP1:E:148  

 

Policy EN15: Trees, Hedges and Woodlands  
This is Policy EN16: Trees, Hedges and Woodlands in the Proposed Submission Local Plan. 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Support for the policy  Noted  
 

DLP1:004  
DLP1:008  
DLP1:065  
DLP1:109  
DLP1:160  
DLP1:172   
DLP1:190  
DLP1:248  
DLP1:263  
DLP1:323  
DLP1:E:012  

Support but consideration should be given to harm to 
hedgerows from traffic associated with development, 
especially from large vehicles  

This level of detailed protection would be secured through planning conditions attached to a planning permission, 
which can require a “swept path analysis” to be done for large vehicles needing to attend a site. This may be done as 
part of a Construction and Environmental Management Plan, which is frequently required of development.    

DLP1:E:040  

Compensatory tree planning must be undertake if trees are 
removed for development  

Comment is acknowledged however, the aim of the policy is to ensure that trees, hedges and woodland are retained, 
rather than removed and new ones planted.  
 
However, Policy DW3: Design Standards requires: 
“Where development results in the loss of a tree/trees of public amenity value, replacement tree planting will be 
undertaken, preferably on site, in accordance with the standards set out in the District Design Code.”  

DLP1:073  

Text at para 7.66 should be included within policy (hedge 
translocation)  

Comment is acknowledged and text has been moved into policy.  
“Temporary netting of hedges prior to, and during construction of, development will not be permitted and where 
hedges cannot be retained, they should be translocated, rather than removed.” 

DLP1:033  
DLP1:E:093  

Should require partially grown plants to reduce time to 
maturity  

The level of maturity of plants is something that would be considered at planning application stage based on 
individual circumstances.  

DLP1:E:032  
DLP1:E:104  

Stresses importance of management  Management is secured through the policy: DLP1:E:059  
DLP1:E:078  
DLP1:E:097  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

“Measures to protect retained trees, hedges and woodland must be in place before, and remain in place during, the 
development process. This must be demonstrated through an agreed Method Statement. Appropriate management 
will be secured thereafter through agreed Landscape Management Plans. 

  

EN15 should better reflect Natural England’s Standing Advice 
which makes clear that “Ancient woodland, ancient trees and 
veteran trees are irreplaceable”.  

This comment is acknowledged however the policy only allows the loss or deterioration of ancient woodland or 
ancient and veteran trees in wholly exceptional circumstances and subject to a compensation strategy, which is 
consistent with para 180 of the NPPF.  

DLP1:E:085 (DWT)  

Should allow some tree loss and give protection 
commensurate with importance.  

The policy allows for the loss of poor quality or unhealthy trees, but seeks to protect good quality and healthy 
trees.  As such, it is considered commensurate with their importance, as good quality, healthy trees are considered an 
important natural asset.   

DLP1:E:092  

EN15 - should aim to increase tree cover by 5%   The policy seeks to support the delivery of the Council’s Tree Strategy.   
In addition, Policy DW3: Design Standards requires: 
“To enhance “greening” of the urban environment, new trees will be planted in accordance with standards set out in 
the District Design Code”. 

DLP1:E:093  

Should also protect Devon banks   The protection for Devon Banks is included within the term hedges, however, this has been clarified in the supporting 
text 

DLP1:E:097  
DLP1:E:107  

EN15 should not allow the removal of any ancient or veteran 
tree.  

This comment is acknowledged however the policy only permits development in wholly exceptional circumstances 
and requires a compensation strategy, which is consistent with para 180 of the NPPF.  

DLP1:E:103  

Trees and hedgerows are also important features of the 
countryside and contribute to historic landscape character, 
as well as to urban environments. The planting of new areas 
of woodland, trees and hedgerow can also adversely affect 
the significance of heritage assets, including their settings. As 
such, both the removal and addition of woodland, trees and 
hedgerows can have positive and negative impacts on the 
historic environment. Should include criteria to take into 
account the NPPF requirement to conserve and enhance the 
significance of heritage assets, including their settings, as 
well as impacts on historic landscape, townscape and 
seascape character.  

This policy is now EN16.  
 
It has been amended to require the retention of trees, hedges and woodlands that positively contribute to the historic 
environment or the significance of a heritage asset and its setting.  
 
The policy has also been amended to ensure that where it supports new areas of woodland, it conserves and where 
appropriate enhances the significance of heritage assets and their settings including historic landscapes. 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  

Request for the requirement of a Plan, that can become an 
Approved Plan showing all trees, woodland and hedges and 
whether they will be retained, created and/or removed to 
avoid situations where the developers remove more trees 
and hedges that have not been identified on Approved 
Plans.  

Noted.  
The supporting text has been amended to require planning applications to include a clear map showing all trees, 
woodland and hedges and whether they will be retained, re-located, removed or created.   

DLP1:E:148  

 

Policy EN16: Heritage Assets 
This is a now new policy, Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, that merges draft policies EN16: Heritage Assets and EN17: Conservation Areas. 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Support for the policy  Noted  
 

DLP1:004  
DLP1:109  



       
 

157 
 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

DLP1:263  

Support, but the extent of change considered acceptable 
should reflect the importance of the heritage asset  

The policy takes this approach.  DLP1:E:070  

The NPPF (187) requires Local Planning Authorities to 
maintain or have access to an Historic Environment Record 
(HER). The plan needs greater clarity in its various references 
(in both Useful Terms and under EN16) to a Register of Local 
Assets or Local Lists and the HER which needs further 
consideration. The Council does have access to an HER via 
DCC but does not have a Local List at present. The production 
of a Local List would not replace the HER but would be a 
subset of heritage assets. It is recommended that the policies 
and supporting text are reviewed in order to ensure 
appropriate references to the HER are included.  

The supporting text has been amended to include reference to the Devon HER and National HER.  DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

Table 33 needs to include heritage   
assets with archaeological interest and undesignated 
heritage assets - Scheduled monuments should include 
archaeological deposits and above and below ground 
remains.  
Reference should be included to intertidal Protected Wrecks 
(Church Rocks) within the authority’s planning remit.  

The table has been deleted, however the supporting text’s description of heritage assets has been amended to 
include reference to Protected Wrecks (Church Rocks), to include reference to archaeological deposits and above and 
below ground remains, and to non-designated assets..  

DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

The wording of policy EN16 does not include sufficient 
reference to consideration of heritage assets with 
archaeological interest.  
Is it not made particularly clear that any harm to Grade 1, 2* 
assets and Scheduled Monuments will be considered 
unacceptable unless there are exceptional circumstances or 
justification. Additional text is required to set out that these 
higher levels of designation will require a specific socio-
economic or heritage justification.  

The policy has been significantly amended and makes specific reference to Scheduled Monuments, to only permit 
substantial harm to Grade II heritage assets in exceptional cases or where there is justification for any harm,  and to 
only permit substantial harm to Grades I, II* Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments or Registered Park and Garden in 
wholly exceptional circumstances.  
 

DLP1:E:077 (DCC)  

Should include greater emphasis on protection of setting of 
LBs   

The wording of the policy refers to “significance of heritage assets and their settings. DLP1:E:032  

Support for energy efficiency in Listed Buildings.  Policy EN17 would not prevent development measures to increase energy efficiency in Listed Buildings, subject to it 
complying with criteria within the policy.  

DLP1:E:025  
DLP1:E:052  
DLKP1:E:078  
DLP1:E:093  

Enquiry about how buildings become locally listed  This is not proposed as part of the Local Plan Review.   DLP1:190  

Clarify what relates to direct impact and what relates to 
indirect/setting impact.   

The supporting text has been amended to include: 
“As such, harm can affect a heritage asset directly, through a physical change, or indirectly, through change to its 
setting, both of which can also happen cumulatively over time.” 

DLP1:E:092  

Character and local distinctiveness are not material to 
heritage impacts  

Noted. The policy wording has been changed and no longer includes the reference to character and local 
distinctiveness.  

DLP1:E:092  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

EN16 should only allow changes of use that provide 
opportunities for access, education and appreciation.  

This approach would be excessively strict and may prevent a viable long term use of a heritage asset.  
 

DLP:E:103  
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First words of first sentence should be reworded to refer to 
‘conserve and enhance the area’s historic environment’ 
instead of ‘protect and enhance the area’s heritage’;  
 
Setting should follow on from significance as the logical word 
order;  
The wording for non-designated heritage assets should be 
rephrased to make clear that non-designated heritage assets 
include assets of archaeological interest as well as other 
types;  
 
 
the identification of non-designated heritage assets should 
not be solely restricted to those that are on the  
emerging Register of Local Assets or identified in 
Neighbourhood Plans. Policy EN16 should also include a 
cross-reference to the selection criteria that are being used 
to identify non-designated heritage assets on the Register of 
Local Assets so that any item that is assessed as meeting 
these criteria is then identified as a non-designated  
heritage asset for the purposes of Policy EN16.  
 
Reference should also be made to historic landscapes, 
townscapes and seascapes as types of larger-scale  
designated and non-designated heritage assets;  
 
The relationship between Policy EN16 and Policy 17: 
Conservation Areas should also be explained as it is the only 
heritage asset type to have a separate policy  
part of Policy EN16 needs substantial reconsideration as it is 
not framed around the NPPF’s staged approach to the 
conservation and enhancement of the significance of 
heritage assets in decision-taking nor does it set out a 
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the 
historic environment as required by paragraph 195 of the 
NPPF. Our comments are provided on this basis instead of 
commenting on the current proposed wording;  
 
We would expect the early part of this policy to require the 
identification and understanding the significance of heritage 
assets, including the contribution of their settings to 
significance, e.g. heritage statement/archaeological desk-

The policy is now Policy EN17: Heritage Assets.  It combines the draft Policies EN16 and EN17, as it was not considered 
necessary, or the right approach, to include a specific policy on Conservation Areas, when other heritage assets did 
not benefit from this.  
 
The first criterion of the policy (1.) retains the objective of protecting but refers to Teignbridge’s historic environment 
as suggested.  
 
 
The policy has been significantly amended and criterion 1. requires development proposals that could affect 
designated and non-designated heritage assets and their settings to be supported by:  
“an assessment of their significance, and a desk based archaeological assessment where appropriate. Assessment 
should be sufficient to understand significance, proportionate to significance and should set out impacts resulting 
from the development, based on an accurate understanding of its significance and setting. “ 
 
 
 
The policy does not include a list of criteria that could be used to identify non-designated heritage assets, but the 
supporting text explains that many non-designated heritage assets are recorded on the Devon Historic Environment 
Record.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Historic landscape protection is included within Policies EN2 and EN4.  
 
 
 
Draft Policy EN17: Conservation Areas is deleted. Protection is afforded under Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, which has 
been amended to take account of Historic England’s comments.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The policy has been amended at criterion 1. with a requirement for assessment of the significance, of heritage assets 
and settings affected and a desk based archaeological assessment where appropriate. It requires assessment to be 
sufficient to understand significance, proportionate to significance and to set out impacts resulting from the 
development, based on an accurate understanding of its significance and setting.  

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)  
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based assessment/field evaluation, etc. This could be a 
separate section applying both to designated and non-
designated heritage assets;  
 
Then we would expect to see wording encouraging proposals 
that will conserve and enhance the significance of designated 
heritage assets, including their settings, making it clear that 
the more important the asset, the greater the  
weight that should be given to its conservation   
 Opportunities to maximise positive impacts should be 
sought, e.g. better reveal or enhance significance  
 
We would expect to see wording to discourage proposals 
that will result in negative impacts and harm – negative 
impacts should be avoided and if that is not possible, then 
minimised . 
 
The final part of the policy should cover cases of loss and 
harm. It should refer to a need for clear and convincing 
justifications for any harm to, or loss of, a designated 
heritage asset. It should then cover how cases of substantial 
and less than substantial harm will be addressed using the 
appropriate tests, including weighing of harm against public  
benefits or alternative tests  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We would also expect to see policy content relating to 
securing sustainable futures for heritage at risk and how 
cases of neglect, decay, damage and other threats are to be 
approached - there are 16 assets currently ‘at risk’ in 
Teignbridge.  
 
 
We would also expect to see policy content on where 
information about the historic environment gathered during 
development and/or where any evidence of recording or 
other advanced understanding or the  
significance of heritage assets to be lost is to be archived so 
that it this is publicly available 

 
 
 
 
Criterion 2. has been amended to require:   
“All development will conserve, or where appropriate enhance or better reveal, the significance of heritage assets and 
their settings, whether designated or non-designated, commensurate with their significance. “ 
 
 
 
 
 
Criterion 2 has also been amended to include:  
“Where development could result in harm to any heritage asset and its setting, this should firstly be avoided and 
secondly, minimised, through siting, scale, design or landscaping.”  
 
 
Criterion 3. has been amended to set out the need for justifications for harm to or loss of a heritage asset (either 
designated or non-designated) taking account of:  
Significance of the asset;  
Level of harm;  
Public benefit, where development resulting in less than substantial harm will need to demonstrate substantial public 
benefit;  
Benefits to the long term viable use of a heritage asset, particularly those identified as being at highest risk, once all 
possible funding sources and other feasible options that would be less harmful have been explored and are agreed by 
the Council to be unviable.  
 
It also states that:  
However, development resulting in substantial harm to, of loss of, a Grade II Listed Building or Grade II Registered 
Park and Garden will only be permitted in exceptional circumstances and development resulting in substantial harm 
to, of loss of, a Grade I or II* Listed Building or Registered Park and Garden, a Scheduled Monument or Protected 
Wreck Site will only be permitted in wholly exceptional circumstances.  
 
The policy has been amended to include Criterion 5.:  
“Development should help secure sustainable long term futures for heritage assets, especially those identified as 
being of highest risk of loss or decay. “ 
 
 
 
 
Criterion 4. has been inserted to address this comment:  
“Where harm to, or loss of, a designated or non-designated heritage asset is considered acceptable, developers 
and/or applicants will record and make publicly available a written record of the heritage asset and impact of 
development on it, proportionate to significance. Any replacement building or structure will be expected to reflect 
and respect the special historic, architectural or landscape interest of the heritage asset lost, allowing for modern 
interpretation. “ 
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Fourth paragraph of Policy EN16 – non-designated heritage 
assets: should follow the same staged approach as for 
designated heritage assets  
 
Planning permission will only be granted for enabling 
development only where there is a heritage asset with a 
conservation deficit; where it is demonstrated that there is 
no viable alternative option available and this option is the 
minimum required to meet the conservation deficit; where 
proposal is contrary to local and/or national planning  
policies; where the benefits of the scheme outweigh the dis-
benefits; and where mechanisms are in place to secure the 
long-term conservation of the heritage asset.  
 
Text in paras 7.69-7.72 should be expanded to include links  
 
Additional explanatory text should also be added on enabling 
development as follows: Enabling development is 
development that would not be in compliance with local 
and/or national planning policies, and not normally be given 
planning permission, except for the fact that it would secure 
the future conservation of a heritage asset with a 
conservation deficit.  Early discussion with the Council and 
engagement with other consultees such as Historic England 
is recommended to work through the possible options in 
relation to the asset(s) in question, and to understand 
whether they are acceptable.    
 
Could helpfully mention the need for other heritage-related 
consents, e.g. Scheduled Monument Consent, and 
consultation requirements with Historic England  

 
The fourth paragraph has been changed and non-designated heritage assets are subject to the same requirements as 
heritage assets, with all requirements and protection being commensurate with the significance of the asset.  
 
 
New criterion 6 of the policy relates to enabling development and reflects the suggested wording:  
“Planning permission will be granted for enabling development only where all the following apply:  
there is clear evidence of a conservation deficit;   
there is no viable alternative option available, including sources of funding;  
the development is the minimum required to achieve the conservation of the heritage asset and is of a type, design 
and in a location to minimise harm to other public interests;  
the benefits of the scheme outweigh any non-compliance with other planning policies;   
mechanisms are in place to secure the future conservation of the heritage asset.  
 
 
Links will be included in the supporting text.  
 
New supporting text has been inserted as suggested:  
“Where “enabling development” is proposed for which planning permission would not normally be granted, except 
for the fact that it would secure the future conservation of a heritage asset with a conservation deficit, early 
discussion with the Council and engagement with other consultees such as Historic England is recommended to work 
through the possible options in relation to the asset(s) in question, and to understand whether they are likely to be 
acceptable. “ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The supporting text of Policy EN1 has been amended to include reference to Listed Building Consent, Scheduled 
Monument Consent and Conservation Areas Consent.  
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Policy EN17: Conservation Areas  
This policy has been deleted in the Proposed Submission Local Plan and provisions relating to development within Conservation Areas is contained within a new policy, Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, that merges 

draft policies EN16 and EN17. 

Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Support for the policy  Noted  
  

DLP1:004  
DLP1:109  
DLP1:263  

Should include greater emphasis on protection of setting of 
CAs  

This policy has been deleted and protection for Conservation Areas is contained within Policy EN17: Heritage Assets, 
which has been amended to take on board comments, including those from Historic England.   
See Policy EN16: Heritage Assets  

DLP1:E:032  
DLP1:E:104  

Disagree with requirement for full planning applications 
only.    

The supporting text no longer contains this requirement.  The requirement for sufficient information proportionate to 
significance is required through policy wording of EN16: Heritage Assets.  
See Policy EN16: Heritage Assets  

DLP1:182  
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The intended relationship between Policy EN16 and EN17 
should be clarified. Are they intended to work together or is 
Policy EN17 intended to be the only historic environment 
policy for development within conservation areas  
We would expect the policy to follow the same structure as 
suggested for policy EN16- to require the identification and 
understanding the significance of affected  
heritage assets, including the contribution of their settings to 
significance. Within conservation areas and their settings, it is 
important to consider the contribution of affected elements,  
as well as settings, to their overall significance -  encouraging 
proposals that will conserve and enhance the significance of 
conservation areas, including their settings, make it clear that 
the more important asset, the greater the weight that  
should be given to its conservation – include opportunities 
for development to maximise positive impacts to the 
significance of conservation areas and their settings  
should be sought and proposals that preserve positive 
elements and/or better reveal or enhance their significance – 
and wording to discourage proposals that will result in 
negative impacts and harm – negative impacts should be 
avoided and if that is not possible, then minimised .  
If specific criteria are to be used to help with this, e.g. 
different development types, then they should be relevant 
for all elements and features of a conservation areas and 
their settings. This should cover buildings and other 
structures, the  
features listed in criterion b) but also archaeological sites, 
open spaces, trees and orchards, important views and vistas, 
as well as features such as settlement form, street patterns 
and uses, for example.  
Final part of the policy should cover cases of loss and harm in 
conservation areas. It should cover the need for clear and 
convincing justifications for any harm to, or loss of, a 
conservation area as a designated heritage asset. It  
should then cover how cases of substantial and less than 
substantial harm will be addressed using the appropriate 
tests, including weighing  of harm against public benefits or 
alternative tests  
We would expect to see policy content relating to securing 
sustainable futures for conservation areas that are heritage 
at risk and how cases of neglect, decay, damage and other 
threats are to be approached within conservation areas and 
their settings  

These comments no longer apply but are addressed as above. 
 

DLP1:E:127 (Hist Eng)   
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Criterion a) – does not make sufficiently clear that these 
should guide all new development and not just in relation to 
character;  

• It is unclear if the second paragraph is intended to be a 

criterion following on from criterion b) owing to the way 

that criterion b) ends. This should be resolved;  

• Criterion c) - could include refer to ‘positive 

contribution’ and the fourth paragraph with criteria c)-f) 

should be broadened to cover all positive elements and 

features of conservation areas and their settings.  
Paragraph 7.80 – should also explain the purpose of 
Conservation Area Management Plans and how 
Neighbourhood Plans may also contain policies and projects 
related to heritage assets/historic environment.  
Paragraphs 7.81 & 7.83 – should be reordered and reworded 
to emphasize that the demolition of buildings or other 
structures or elements that make positive contributions to 
the significance of conservation areas will be discouraged.  
The current wording concerns only the design and timing of 
new and replacement development.  
Paragraph 7.81 – new criteria should be introduced that 
requires development proposals to take account of settings 
of  
conservation areas and the cumulative impacts of 
development proposals both within conservation areas and 
within their settings.  
However consideration should be given as to whether some 
of the explanatory text should be included in Policy EN16 in 
order to have weight in decision-making.  
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General 
Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 

ID 

Support for chapter  Noted  
  

DLP:167  
DLP1:200  
DLP1:201  
DLP1:E:037  
DLP1:E:056  
DLP1:E:070  

Support the protection of the environment and built heritage 
assets  

Noted  
None  

DLP1:E:076  

There should be a policy protecting  high quality agricultural 
land  

Comment is acknowledged.  
Consider protection for high quality agricultural land.  

DLP1:E:093  
DLP1:E:103  

The Council should work with other agencies to prevent 
flooding in Newton Abbot  

The Council is working with other agencies, including the Environment Agency, to reduce flood risk within Newton 
Abbot.  

DLP1:042  

If natural habitats are lost they must be replaced elsewhere  Policy EN10 requires a 10% gain in biodiversity and Policies EN11-16 provide protection for habitats and the species 
they support.   

DLP:073  

Protection afforded by policies cannot be guaranteed  The protection is implemented through decisions made on planning applications.  DLP1:206  

Concern that the environment could be threatened by over 
development and congestion from new developments  

It is not clear how the term “over-development” is being used.  Impacts on local road networks and air quality from 
congestion are considered within other chapters of the Plan.   

DLP1:005  

Concern that insufficient resources are allocated to 
protecting wildlife sites from fly-tipping, arson attacks, 
littering and damage from disposable bbqs and illegal 
vehicles  

Not relevant to the Local Plan.  
 

DLP1:024  

Support for comments made by ACT  Noted   DLP1:028  

New development must maintain and improve the natural 
environment.   

It is intended that the raft of Environment policies will do this. DLP1:E:032  

Public open space should be retained.  Recreational land is protected under Design and Wellbeing Policy and most of the District's  “made” Neighbourhood 
Plans set out Local Green Spaces, which are afforded protection.   

DLP1:E:032  

Planning applications should require Construction and 
Environmental Management Plans.  

Noted – CEMPs are already required through planning conditions attached to planning permissions when needed – 
they do not need to be specifically contained within policy.  
 

DLP1:E:032  
DLP1:E:040  

References to the mitigation of impacts on European Sites 
should be extended to SSSIs.  

Different legislation relates to European sites and this does not include SSSIs.  
None  

DLP1:E:032  

There should be a policy to protect soil quality.  Soil quality is protected under the Sustainable Development policy SC1.  DLP1:E:040  

Stop destroying greenfields  Noted, however there is insufficient brownfield  land within the district to meet development needs. DLP1:133  

The sea must be protected from pollution and consider its 
importance for shellfishing.  

The way the Local Plan does this is by ensuring that foul, and surface water drainage provision is adequate to protect 
the water environment which leads into the sea.  
None  

DLP1:E:063  

Objection to the Local Plan as it will cause an increase in 
traffic and use open countryside  

  The absence of a Local Plan does not prevent development.  Moreover, it results in a general presumption in favour 
of development.  
 

DLP1:E:068  
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Summary of comment  Council Response  Respondents’ unique 
ID 

Green spaces in Kingsteignton should be protected.  Recreational land is protected under a separate policy. Additional protection to green spaces considered locally 
important could be provided through a Neighbourhood Plan designation of Local Green Spaces.  
None  

DLP1:E:075  

Concern about solar farms and wind turbine development in 
terms of impacts on landscape.  

Renewable development is managed through Climate Change Policies.  
None  

DLP1:E:077  

The document makes many references to planting trees, 
which we welcome. However, we would like to see the 
inclusion of creating a wider range of semi-natural habitats 
and features alongside tree planting.  

The creation of habitats will occur as a result of Policy EN10: Biodiversity, which requires a 10% uplift and that the 
location, type and form of net gain will reflect any losses and help to deliver the Local Nature Recovery Strategy or to 
conserve and enhance Protected and Priority Species and habitats.  
 

DLP1:E:085 (DWT)  

The Plan should reflect the Government's 25 yr Environment 
Plan.  

Noted.    
 

DLP1:E:095  

Concern that new development will result in the loss of the 
individual identity of villages  

The individual identity of settlements is proposed to be included within an amended EN1 policy.  
See amended EN1 policy  

DLP1:E:101  

Dawlish Countryside Park should be protected for future use.  Dawlish Countryside Park, which provides SANGS for residential development, is protected as mitigation for a 
European Site.   

DLP1:E:107  

- should we repeat the term "taking a precautionary 
approach" in other EN policies? (EN13) and mention IROPI  

IROPI is mentioned in relation to European Wildlife Sites. DLP1:E:148(MRush)  

Given the majority of the recreational visits to Dartmoor arise 
from development in the adjoining areas, Local Plans should 
deal with this through the provision of green infrastructure, 
open space, sport and recreation facilities in the surrounding 
areas outside DNP.  

Whilst the recreational impacts from development within a buffer of Dartmoor have not been evidenced by the 
National Park Authority, it is accepted that development could increase recreational pressure if insufficient or poor 
quality natural infrastructure was provided.  The Design and Wellbeing policies of the Plan seek ensure adequate and 
good quality natural infrastructure to support development.  
  

DLP1:E:126(DNP)  

DNPA are also concerned that tranquillity is not referred to in 
the Local Plan. Development occurring in the National Park’s 
setting will be expected to conserve and enhance all 
Dartmoor’s special qualities, including tranquillity.  

Policy EN4 has been amended to give greater weight to the protection of Dartmoor’s special qualities, including 
reference within policy to tranquillity.  
  

DLP1:E:126(DNP)  

Would like to see specific policy relating to Exe Estuary and 
Dawlish Warren in same way as South Hams SAC. Such a 
policy could include protection of functionally-linked land; 
SANGS; water quality and light pollution; and that other 
developments may need to pay the contribution (eg 
attractions at the  Warren).  Consider a no development zone next to 

the Exe/Warren for housing, tourist accommodation and tourist 
attractions.    
  

Policy should support opportunities to extend functionally-
linked land, esp in face of sea-level rise.  

Stand alone policies for the Exe Estuary/Dawlish Warren (EN14) and for the South Hams SAC (EN15)  have been 
created.  

DLP1:E:148  
DLP1:E:035  
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