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Statement of Common Ground  
  
This Statement of Common Ground is made between Historic England and Teignbridge District Council.  
  
This Statement of Common Ground confirms that, at Regulation 19 stage of the Teignbridge Local Plan to 2040, Historic England is satisfied that all issues raised in response to the Regulation 18 Local Plan (which was published in 3 
parts), with exception of the 14 outstanding issues raised below, have been taken into account by Teignbridge District Council when preparing the Regulation 19 (Proposed Submission) Local Plan to 2040, as is set out in the tables 
below.  
 
Rohan Torkildsen MRTPI PgUD (Team Leader and Regional Planning Adviser)  on behalf of the Historic England confirms the above (10 January 2022).  
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Outstanding Issues  
 

Pursuant to this Statement of Common Ground, this section sets out the outstanding issues remaining between Historic England and the Council. 

The Council created a table of all comments submitted by Historic England during the consultation on the Regulation 18 draft Local Plans (Parts 1, 2 & 3) and how these comments have been taken into account in the preparation of 

the Regulation 19 Proposed Submission Local Plan (Appendix 1).  

Historic England was given further opportunity to comment on how the Council had taken its comments into account and responded in January 2023. Whilst the majority of previous issues raised were acknowledged and no further 

action was suggested, there are 14 outstanding issues remaining.  These relate to both development management policies and specific site allocations. These 14 outstanding issues are set out in the table below. 

Policy Historic England Representation on Reg 18 Council response to Reg 18 comment Further Historic England Comment (Jan 23) 

Policy SC5: 
Infrastructure 

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. 

Noted, although the point being made was that 
if you are to include certain criteria then is there 
not a case to also include one relating to 
heritage, mindful of the ‘great weight’ that 
needs to be applied to designated heritage 
assets and their setting.  

Policy CC3: 
Electric Vehicle 
Infrastructure 

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. 
 

Noted although it is the role of policy to be clear 
of the key considerations to have regard to, the 
historic environment being one of them.  
The inclusion of certain criteria implies these are 
the vital considerations. Not including a heritage 
criterion suggests it isn’t. 
 

Policy CC4: 
Sustainable 
Transport 

 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 

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. 

Noted although it is the role of policy to be clear 
of the key considerations to have regard to; the 
historic environment being one of them.  
The inclusion of certain criteria implies these are 
the vital considerations. Not including a heritage 
criterion suggests it isn’t. 
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Policy Historic England Representation on Reg 18 Council response to Reg 18 comment Further Historic England Comment (Jan 23) 

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 EC8: High 
speed digital 
networks 

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. 

Noted although it is the role of policy to be clear 
of the key considerations to have regard to; the 
historic environment being one of them.  
The inclusion of certain criteria implies these are 
the vital considerations. Not including a heritage 
criterion suggests it isn’t. 

Policy EC9: 
Development in 
and around 
Town Centres 

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. In particular, 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 
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 environments 
in support of criterion d) of Policy EC9.  
 

Policy EC9: Development in Town Centres remains to support the 
vitality, viability, accessibility and distinctive characteristics of town 
centres by investing the built and historic environment. 
 
 
The matter of preparing a Conservation Area Management Plan for 
Newton Abbot is not one that needs to be set out in the Local Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neighbourhood Plans for part of the statutory Development Plan 
and their requirements do not need repeating within the Local 
Plan. 
 
 

Noted although we do feel it would could be 
appropriate for the local plan to provide a 
commitment to preparing a Conservation Area 
Management Plan mindful of the Conservation 
Area requirements under the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, 
section 71 [1 and 2], indicating that local 
planning authorities formulate and publish 
proposals for the preservation and 
enhancement of conservation areas. 
 

Policy H6: Rural 
Exception Sites 

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 

Noted although we would emphasise the need 
for wording to be consistent with national 
policy. 
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Policy Historic England Representation on Reg 18 Council response to Reg 18 comment Further Historic England Comment (Jan 23) 

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.  

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. 
 

Cattlemarket Given the proximity of several listed buildings to the site, Historic England considers that 
a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of 
the proposed allocation on their significance and settings.  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed as 
appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken 
as part of the HIA with an indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform 
the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to inform 
development proposals.  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve 
and enhance the significance and settings of nearby listed buildings and any 
requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation, for townscape, local 
character and distinctiveness, as well as for any design or other mitigation measures as 
may be identified in the HIA.  

Policy GC6: Cattlemarket of the Proposed Submission Local Plan 
includes a smaller area of land than was included in the site 
published in the draft Local Plan. It responds to the comments 
made by Historic England and requires the following: 
 
New buildings are designed to conserve or enhance the 
significance of heritage assets and their settings on Market Street, 
as informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment; and 
Layout is informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated development sites.  
 
Comments on potential impacts on archaeological heritage assets 
were provided by Devon County Council Historic Environment 
Team at HELAA stage and when the draft sites were published. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken for this site and notes that the 
development of the Cattlemarket site has potential to mend the 
currently broken townscape and provide an improved setting for 
the rear of the Listed Buildings onto Market Street that currently 
have their rear elevation open to the market. 
 
The policy’s supporting text has been amended to include the 
following: 
“There is potential to improve the uncharacteristic open nature of 
the town centre site, and to improve the setting of listed buildings 
on Market Street, through reintegration with the historic street 
patterns and creating a sense of enclosure. Consideration should be 
given to the retention of the Cattlemarket building/office and 
gates/piers as a reference to the historic use.” 
 

Thank you for sharing a Heritage Impact 
Assessment (HIA) for the site (received 12 
December 2022).  
 
The Plan can, and should, ensure proposed 
change positively responds to the Borough’s 
heritage. The Cattlemarket had a significant and 
long-standing presence in the town and should 
inform any future design. 
 
We recommend that the explicit HIA 
recommendations are included in the policy 
itself rather than referred to in the 
accompanying associated text to ensure the 
historic and significant Market Office building, 
gates and piers are retained. At present it 
appears rather optional. 
 
 



       
 

8 
 

Policy Historic England Representation on Reg 18 Council response to Reg 18 comment Further Historic England Comment (Jan 23) 

Newton Abbot: 
Land and 
Buildings at 
Hopkins Lane 

Historic England notes from the HELAA that there are grade II listed buildings to the south 
of the site, that the site has archaeological potential and the recommendation that 
impacts on their significance and settings should be assessed/evaluated to inform design 
and mitigation.   
  
Given this, Historic England considers that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the setting and 
significance of these listed buildings. We also consider that the HIA should include the 
archaeological assessment and evaluation (as necessary) to inform the allocation and its 
policy or indicate if it can be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals (as 
appropriate).  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve and 
enhance the significance and setting of affected listed buildings and any design or other 
mitigation measures as may be identified in the HIA, e.g. retention of existing historic 
buildings/structures/features, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular. They 
should also cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if 
relevant).  

An HIA is currently being undertaken for this site.  In advance of the 
outcome of the HIA, the following is the Council’s response: 
 
Policy GC10: Hopkins Lane Opportunity Area of the Proposed 
Submission Local Plan requires the following: 
A design and layout solution which has regard to the urban 
character and neighbouring mix of uses of the area and conserves 
or enhances the significance of nearby heritage assets and their 
settings, as informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment; and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated development sites. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken which outlines the need for further 
assessment to better understand the significance of existing 
buildings on the site, which may constitute non designated heritage 
assets. The policy already requires an HIA to inform design 
solutions and the supporting text has been amended to include the 
following: 
“Further assessment will need to be undertaken to better 
understand the heritage significance of the site, including 
remaining buildings, courtyards, means of enclosure, burgage plots 
and historic connections.  This should be used to inform the layout, 
scale, height and materials used, and should accompany any 
planning application submitted.” 
 

Thank you for sharing a Heritage Impact 
Assessment (HIA) of the site (received 12 
December 2022).  
 
This clearly indicates the historic interest of the 
area and of certain buildings which should be 
retained as part of any future development. 
Such an approach would accord with national 
design policy and guidance ensuring character 
and local distinctiveness is retained and informs 
new repurposing development. 
 
Rather than merely providing an optional 
indication to consider the retention of such 
structures, the Plan can include a specific 
requirement to retain and repurpose those 
structures of merit as informed by further study. 
 
Perhaps there is a case for the local authority to 
consider whether a new Conservation Area 
would be appropriate here, and or assessing 
buildings for the Local List of non-designated 
heritage assets, or indeed as Listed Buildings? 

Edge of Exeter: 
Peamore 

Historic England notes the presence of a Scheduled Monument within the proposed 
allocation site, the archaeological potential of the site and the related comments in the 
HELAA and draft Local Plan. There also appear to be also three grade II listed buildings in 
or immediately adjoining the proposed allocation (No 1-4 inc Peamore House, Peamore 
War Memorial and Peamore Cottage), as well as a Scheduled Monument to the south-
east(Earthwork enclosure south of Blackall's Copse).Given the presence and close 
proximity of these heritage assets to the proposed allocation and the archaeological 
potential, we consider that the suitability and the capacity of this site should be 
informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA). 
 
The HIA should seek to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in 
combination with existing nearby allocations, on the significance and settings of all 
affected heritage assets. The HIA work should include archaeological assessment and 
evaluation as maybe required. It should make recommendations for ways in which 
negative impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
 

Policy EE2: Peamore and West Exe of the Proposed Submission 
Local Plan responds to the comments made by Historic England and 
requires the following: 
 
Design and layout solutions which conserve or enhance the 
significance of onsite and nearby heritage assets and their 
settings, including: Peamore House, Peamore War Memorial, 
Peamore Cottage, Enclosures NE of Peamore Cottage and 
Lawrence Castle (Haldon Belvedere), informed by a Heritage 
Impact Assessment. Development will avoid the surroundings of 
Peamore House and Enclosures NE of Peamore Cottage; and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation, which shall inform the layout of the 
site. 
 
This is in addition to 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 

Thank you for sharing a Heritage Impact 
Assessment (HIA) of the site (received 12 
December 2022). 
 
In order to respond to the significance of the 
affected heritage assets and their settings, the 
Local Plan’s Concept Plan (Appendix 5 – yet to 
be shared) will need to demonstrate a positive 
response to the clear and specific 
recommendations of the Council’s evidence 
base provided by the Heritage Impact 
Assessment, including such as: 
  
Avoiding development within or affecting the 
setting of the former Romano British Settlement 
scheduled monument. 
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Policy Historic England Representation on Reg 18 Council response to Reg 18 comment Further Historic England Comment (Jan 23) 

In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site. Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria 
in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should also include the need to 
conserve and enhance the significance and settings of the Scheduled Monuments, grade 
II listed buildings and any other affected heritage assets, as well as any other design or 
other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. 

would relate to any development affecting a heritage asset or its 
setting, including all allocated development sites.  
 
The site allocation has been subject to HIA to ascertain whether the 
level of development allocated could be delivered whilst conserving 
the heritage significance of assets.  The HIA concludes that: 
 
“The housing allocation for 900 units needs to be carefully 
considered in layout and design and to be restricted in the entirety 
of the swathe of land splaying out east from Peamore House to the 
wooded ridge Little Silver plantation in order to conserve and 
enhance the setting of Peamore House, Peamore Cottage, 
associated farm buildings, Peamore Lodge, War Memorial and 
surrounding parkland. The orientation of Peamore House is east 
looking across and controlling the immediate parkland landscape 
between it and the A379 but beyond over the ancillary Farm and 
Peamore Cottage to the fishpond and boathouse and the backdrop 
of the Little Silver Plantation and ridge.  
 
In addition, any works within or in the setting of the Scheduled 
Monument allocation of the Iron Age /Romano British 
Settlement/Farmhouse to the North would be harmful to this 
designated heritage asset.  
 
The combined heritage value of the setting of Peamore House, 
Peamore Cottage and associated buildings and Scheduled 
Monument needs to be preserved and better revealed where 
possible so that the parkland can form a central green 
infrastructure feature at the centre of the site to preserve the 
current significance of the assets setting.   
 
The employment and mixed-use part of the site to the south of Day 
Pottles Lane would be considered to have low level of harm to the 
assets as part of the wider locality but in context of the heritage 
assets needs to consider landscaping character as a as part of the 
approach to Peamore House setting would assist in bedding the 
development into the landscape.” 
 
Discussions have taken place with the land promoters to make clear 
that the area to the east of Peamore House, or areas immediately 
north or south of it, should remain as undeveloped areas. The 
wording of the policy, as set out above, would secure this.   
 

Avoiding development “in the entirety of the 
swathe of land splaying out east from Peamore 
House to the wooded ridge Little Silver 
plantation in order to conserve and enhance the 
setting of Peamore House, Peamore Cottage, 
associated farm buildings, Peamore Lodge, War 
Memorial and surrounding parkland”. 
 
Critically, the illustration of these strategic 
design parameters in the Concept Plan will 
indicate whether, and how, the proposed 
quantum of development proposed can still be 
accommodated within the site, and better 
reveal the significance of those affected 
heritage assets within their landscape setting. 
 
It is historic England’s strong recommendation 
that to accord with national policy evidence 
needs to be provided at the plan making stage 
(e.g. in the form of a Concept Plan (Appendix 
5)), and before the principle of development is 
established, to demonstrate how the Council’s 
evidence base in the form of its Heritage Impact 
Assessment can be satisfactorily addressed. 
 
It should be noted the HIA was prepared having 
regard to national policy, guidance and advice. 

Hennock: Field 
off Knights 
Mead, 
Chudleigh 
Knighton 

Historic England notes from the HELAA that the grade II listed Teign Lawn is located in 
close proximity to the proposed allocation site with other listed buildings located further 
away.  
  
Given this, Historic England considers that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 

Policy V6: Field off Knights Mead, Chudleigh Knighton of the 
Proposed Submission Local Plan responds to the comments made 
by Historic England and requires the following: 
 
A design and layout solution that conserves or enhances the 
significance of the heritage assets of Teign Lawn, a Grade II Listed 

Thank you for sharing a Heritage Impact 
Assessment (HIA) for the site (received 12 
December 2022). 
 
Teign Lawn (Grade II Listed) is currently 
bordered on 3 sides by more recent 
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Policy Historic England Representation on Reg 18 Council response to Reg 18 comment Further Historic England Comment (Jan 23) 

undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on Teign Lawn’s 
significance and setting.   
  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed as 
appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken 
as part of the HIA with an indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform 
the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to inform 
development proposals.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve 
and enhance the significance and setting of the listed Teign Lawn and any design or 
other mitigation measures as may be identified in the HIA, e.g. retention of existing 
vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular. They should also cover 
any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if relevant).   

Building and their settings, as informed by a Heritage Impact 
Assessment; and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated development sites. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken. It concludes that development would 
be harmful to the outlook and setting of Teign Lawn and suggests 
that any development needs to understand the evolution of the 
Teign Lawn landscape since the 19th century,  be informed by it 
and, to integrate into the proposals evidence of this change to the 
setting of this listed building in order to protect and give space to 
the significance of its setting including the existing landscape 
openness and the specific elements of two field oaks and the 
existing tree screen to the A38 and river to the south east of the 
site which can assist in lessening the harm.   
 
The supporting text accompanying the policy has been expanded to 
include the following: 
“The development will need to provide space around Teign Lawn to 
protect the significance of its setting and include a buffer zone to 
its garden, which should be planted with trees and enhanced native 
hedgerows to minimise impacts on the outlook from, and setting 
of, the building.”   

development which amplifies the importance of 
this remaining open space to the south east of 
the property. 
 
Policy V6 requires development of 15 ‘custom 
built’ homes to provide space around Teign 
Lawn to protect the significance of its setting 
and include a buffer zone to its garden”. 
 
However, it is unclear how this condition, and 
those relating to the Oaks for example, can be 
met whilst still delivering the proposed quantum 
of development.  
 
Historic England therefore suggests that before 
the principle of development can be agreed, and 
included in the Local Plan, evidence needs to be 
provided to show how the proposed key design 
principles/conditions could be met. This needs 
to be provided at this stage to demonstrate that 
great weight has been afforded the 
conservation of the asset and that special regard 
has been had to the desirability of preserving 
the building or its setting In accordance with S66 
of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 
 
An illustrative concept plan – provided at this 
stage - that responds to the Heritage Impact 
Assessment, may demonstrate the suitability of 
the allocation in principle and whether or not 
there is the potential for a design and layout 
solution that conserves or enhances the 
significance of Teign Lawn and its setting. 
 
Without such evidence there is doubt the 
development is deliverable.  
 

Kenn and 
Kennford: 
Lamacraft Farm 

Given the presence of a grade II listed building (Cider-House at Lamacraft Farm) within 
the allocation site and its proximity to other several other grade II listed buildings in the 
village, Historic England considers that a Historic England considers that a heritage 
impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the 
proposed allocation on their significance and settings.  
  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed as 
appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken 
as part of the HIA with an indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform 
the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to inform 
development proposals.  

Policy V16: Lamacroft Farm, Knnnford of the Proposed Submission 
Local Plan responds to the comments made by Historic England and 
requires the following: 
 
Conservation or enhancement of the significance of the Cider 
House, Grade II Lamacroft Farm and other listed buildings along 
the High Street relatively close to the site, and their settings, as 
informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment; and 
 
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation 

Thank you for sharing a Heritage Impact 
Assessment (HIA) for the site (received 12 
December 2022).  
 
The site is characterised by: 
The historic Lamacraft farmstead and Grade II 
Listed Cider House;  
the elevated nature of the site and hedgerow 
running the length of the eastern boundary;  
Grade II Listed buildings and other historic 
property adjacent to the site. 
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Policy Historic England Representation on Reg 18 Council response to Reg 18 comment Further Historic England Comment (Jan 23) 

  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve 
and enhance the significance and settings of the grade II listed Cider-House at Lamacroft 
Farm and other nearby listed buildings. They should also cover any requirements for 
archaeological assessment and evaluation (if relevant), for townscape, local character 
and distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or other mitigation measures as 
maybe identified in the HIA.  

 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated development sites. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken. It concludes that the farmhouse and 
outbuildings form an important group of buildings that need to be 
retained for the setting of the listed Cider House and form a focus 
for the development and will assist the integration of the new 
development to the village.  In addition, as the site rises from the 
village lane which is characterised by the heritage assets along the 
east side it will be important the development respond and reflects 
the local vernacular build forms in scale, massing, architecture and 
use of materials. With the existing development form being modest 
cottage style with a mix of local materials.   
 
In addition, the policy requires suitable vehicle access to be taken 
from the west (lane past Willene). 
 

 
It is essential that the specific recommendations 
of the HIA are included in the Plan to make clear 
the response required of future development to 
ensure the significance of affected heritage 
assets is sustained, and national policy is 
satisfied.  
 
These will include that the farmstead is retained 
(potentially a heritage led repurposing of 
existing buildings); access to the development is 
to be provided from the A38 and not the lane 
(Exeter Road); and that development is to be 
located on the west side of the site to retain the 
setting and outlook of designated and non-
designated heritage assets such as Little 
Woodland and Stuart Lodge listed buildings. 

Ilford Park, 
Drum Bridges 

Given the proximity of the proposed allocation to grade II registered Stover Park and its 
associated listed buildings, Historic England considers that a heritage impact assessment 
(HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on 
their significance and settings.  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed as 
appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken 
as part of the HIA with an indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform 
the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to inform 
development proposals.  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for enhancements maximised. This should also take account of other 
existing and proposed housing and employment site allocations that may affect the 
setting of Stover Park and its associated heritage asset designations.  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for 
the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve 
and enhance the significance and settings of Stover Park and affected listed buildings. 
They should also cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation, 
for townscape, local character and distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or 
other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. We support the proposed site 
requirement for vegetation retention.  

An HIA is currently being undertaken for this site.  In advance of the 
outcome of the HIA, the following is the Council’s response: 
 
Policy GC21: Ilford Park, Drumbridges of the Proposed Submission 
Local Plan responds to the comments made by Historic England and 
requires the following: 
 
Design and layout solutions which conserve and enhance the 
heritage significance of Stover Registered Park and Garden and 
Stover House, as informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment; and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated development sites. 
 
Comments on potential impacts on archaeological heritage assets 
were provided by Devon County Council Historic Environment 
Team at HELAA stage and when the draft sites were published. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken which concludes that the site and its 
potential development will have only a marginal impact on the 
Stover Park in change of the currently wooded and heathland 
appearance to employment land and uses. However, the position 
of the site is not a feature in views from the site especially from the 

Mindful of the significant, and extensive, 
remains of historic tin streamworking it will be 
important to engage the DCC Historic 
Environment Team so that the archaeological 
remains are properly assessed and evaluated 
and the results used to inform a masterplan for 
the site that avoids or minimises harm. 
  
It will also be important to consider whether the 
strategic landscaping/tree belt along the A382 
should be supplemented and the height of 
development limited to minimise potential harm 
to Stover Park.  
  
As part of the Local Plan’s positive strategy for 
the historic environment might this 
development contribute to potentially unfunded 
elements of the adjacent Restoring Stover Park 
Project (lead contact R.Wlaton, Country Parks 
Manager, DCC). 
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Policy Historic England Representation on Reg 18 Council response to Reg 18 comment Further Historic England Comment (Jan 23) 

high ground to Stover House where the views are open toward 
Dartmoor across the registered Park and Garden setting.  
The existing tree protection between the south of the site and the 
existing Polish Care Home and former site of WWII related activities 
is considered to protect these sites and activities form the 
development and their setting and understanding is not harmed by 
the development. 
 
Ther supporting text of the policy has been added to as follows: 
The site is relatively self-contained within the wider landscape and 
retention of trees around the periphery will help mitigate negative 
visual impact from development on surroundings, including the 
setting of Dartmoor National Park and Stover Park, House and 
related listed buildings.  
 

Draft 
Renewable 
Wind Energy 
Policy  

We object to this policy (wind and solar) owing to conflicts with national policy for the 
conservation of the historic environment and the adequacy of the historic environment 
evidence base as per paragraphs 31, 35, 189, 190, 199-202 of the NPPF 2021. 
 

Low Carbon Study for Teignbridge (2021) is not considered suitable to be used as 
evidence to support proposed sites. 
 

Consideration of site specific policies. 
 

Impact on heritage assets and conservation areas beyond Teignbridge. 

Both Policy CC5: Renewable and Low Carbon Energy and CC6: Wind 
Turbine Development contain criteria to: 
Avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts on the significance of 
heritage assets and their settings, as informed by a heritage 
impact assessment;  
and to consider: 
cross-boundary impacts beyond the plan area for sensitive 
receptors,  
heritage assets. 
 
The Low Carbon Study identified 27 technically suitable sites for 
large wind turbines which have been subject to consultation and, of 
the sites contained in the draft Teignbridge Local Plan Part 3, only 
10 are included within the Proposed Submission Plan. Sites have 
been discounted due to proximity to Dartmoor National Park, 
potential significant ecology constraints and potential for harm to 
the significance of heritage assets and their settings. 
 
HIA of these sites is currently being undertaken and may result in 
the further deletion of sites or additional criteria to be inserted into 
policy. 
 
As well as being subject to Policy CC5 or CC6, all renewable energy 
development will also be subject to Policy EN17: Heritage Assets. 
 

We note and welcome that a Heritage Impact 
Assessment of 10 potential sites is currently 
being undertaken and may result in the further 
deletion of sites or additional criteria to be 
inserted into policy. 
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SA/SEA Part 2 (Stage A):  
As you will be aware, under the provisions of Article 5(1) of The SEA Directive there is a 
requirement to assess the likely significant effects that the Policies and proposals of a 
Plan might have upon ‘cultural heritage including architectural and archaeological 
heritage’. In terms of the historic environment, whilst we would endorse some aspects 
of the Stage A Scoping Report, there are a number of areas where we have particular 
concerns and where we consider further thought is required, including:  

• Sustainability Objectives in Table 2 - we consider that there should be a separate 
and specific objective for the historic environment (Task A1);  

• Baseline information for landscape, coast, historic environment and town 
centres (Task A2) - we are concerned about the adequacy of the information 
base for the historic environment in respect of its coverage of designated and 
non-designated heritage assets, settings, historic streetscapes, townscapes and 
seascapes, and heritage assets at risk;  

• The lack of sustainability issues related to the historic environment (Task A3); 
and  

• The adequacy of the proposed monitoring indicators, noting that the only one 
proposed for the historic environment is the Number of Listed Buildings at Risk. 

 

Part 2 (Stage B): 
We are concerned with aspects of the SA/SEA methodology for the Historic and Built 
Environment and would welcome clarification as to whether the evaluation has drawn 
upon the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA and hence involved heritage 
specialists. We have observed that there is not always alignment between the heritage 
and archaeology comments in the HELAA and the SA/SEA site option assessments. 
  
We also have several concerns about the scoring assumptions used for the historic and 
built environment sustainability objective as follows:  
• Although these are stated to be based on no development on nationally or 
internationally designated sites, several site options contain scheduled monuments, 
listed buildings and registered parks and gardens. These are nationally designated 
heritage assets.  
• It cannot reasonably be assumed that there will be minor negative effects on grade II 
listed buildings as development could still have significant negative effects on their 
special interest (heritage significance) despite their grade.  
• It is not always appropriate to leave consideration of the impacts on the settings of 
heritage assets to the application stage. The potential degree of harm to the significance 
of heritage assets can vary depending on the contribution of setting to significance and 
the nature of the proposed development (amongst other matters – see GPA 3: Good 
Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017)). As can be seen 
from our detailed comments in Appendix 1, there are some sites where the presence 
and/or proximity of proposed allocations to heritage assets, the scale and nature of 
likely development and the resulting potential of harm to their significance mean that 
we consider a setting assessment is required to inform the decision about their 
suitability and capacity for development. This is sometimes in combination with a 
masterplan. Assuming a site is suitable for allocation, this historic environment evidence 
can also then be used to inform site boundaries and criteria in an associated allocation 
policy.  

These comments were shared with the consultants undertaking the 
SA/SEA of the Proposed Submission Plan. 
 
The Sustainability Objectives and factors used are: 
 
SA-B) LANDSCAPE  
To conserve and enhance the landscapes /seascapes of our natural 
environment  
•Landscapes (including AONBs and National Parks) and landscape 
character 
•Coast and seascape 
 
SA-C) HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT 
To conserve and enhance our historic assets 
•Conservation of the significance of heritage assets and their 
settings, including Listed Buildings, Conservations Areas, 
Archaeological Sites, Scheduled Monuments, historic landscapes, 
streetscapes and townscapes. 
•Addressing Heritage at Risk. 
 
These comments were shared with the consultants undertaking the 
SA/SEA of the Proposed Submission Plan. 
 
 
 
 
The previously used scoring assumptions have not been used within 
the SA of the Proposed Submission Plan. 
These comments were shared with the consultants undertaking the 
SA/SEA of the Proposed Submission Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

It may be helpful for Council, the Inspector and 
Historic England if the consultants who were 
commissioned to undertake the SA on behalf of 
the Council, respond to the specific issues raised 
by Historic England re the need for a specific 
heritage objective; baseline information; 
heritage issues; and appropriate monitoring 
indicators. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It may be helpful for Council, the Inspector and 
Historic England if the consultants who were 
commissioned to undertake the SA on behalf of 
the Council, respond to the specific issues raised 
by Historic England re  
evaluation; scoring; and deferred assessment. 
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• No consideration seems to have been given to the potential for positive effects on the 
historic environment, e.g. an allocation that will help to find a long-term solution for 
heritage at risk.  
 
In relation to the findings of the SA/SEA, the development distribution scenarios in 
identified minor negative but uncertain effects for all scenarios. The site options range 
from significant negative effect to minor negative, but are often uncertain. This 
reinforces our view that there is the need for further historic environment evidence for 
many of the proposed allocation sites to inform the SA/SEA so that it in turn can help the 
Council make more informed choices between site options in the new Local Plan (as per 
paragraph 32 of the NPPF 2021). This may be intended for the next stages of the SA/SEA 
and we would welcome clarification on this point while noting that it is also not 
appropriate to rely on SA/SEA as the sole historic environment evidence for a local plan. 
 
Part 3: 
1. All wind sites are likely to give rise to significant negative but uncertain effects in 
respect of the Historic and HBE SA Objective.  
2. Solar would have a minor negative but uncertain effect against the HBE SA objective.  
3. G&T and Small Residential site options will result in minor but uncertain effects in 
relation to HBE SA objectives bar one site (significant negative but uncertain).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Proposed Submission Local Plan SA of the Wind Sites identifies 
significant negative effects in relation to both landscape and 
Historic Environment for all sites. 
 
The SA of the Proposed Submission Local Plan identifies neutral or 
minor/significant positive effects from the policies within the 
Climate Change section of the Plan. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted, although TBC response appears 
incomplete. 
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Appendix 1  
 

Comments Received on draft Teignbridge Local Plan Part 1 
 

General Policies 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

Policy SC1: 
Sustainable 
Development 
  

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. 
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;  

The policy is now called GP1: Sustainable Development. 
 
The amended wording has been included within the 
policy: 
“protecting and where possible enhancing the 
character, appearance and historic interest of affected 
landscapes, seascapes, settlements, street scenes, 
buildings, open spaces, trees and other environmental 
assets and conserving and where appropriate 
enhancing heritage assets and their settings.” 
 
 
 

Noted and welcomed. 

Policy SC2: 
Settlement 
Limits and the 
Countryside  

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 

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. 
 
 

Noted 



       
 

16 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

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. 

Policy SC3: 
Ashburton and 
Buckfastleigh 

No comments made   

Policy SC4: 
Neighbourhood 
Plans 

No comments made   

Policy SC5: 
Infrastructure 

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. 

Noted, although the point being made was that if you 
are to include certain criteria then is there not a case to 
also include one relating to heritage, mindful of the 
‘great weight’ that needs to be applied to designated 
heritage assets and their setting.  

Policy SC6:  
Viability  

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

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: 

• 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. 

Noted  
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

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 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. 

 

Climate Change 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England Response 

Climate 
Change 
Introduction 
(Paras 3.1 – 
3.10) 

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 retro fitting 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. 

Noted 

Policy CC1: 
Resilience 

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 
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England Response 

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. 

Policy CC2: 
Carbon 
Statements 

No comments made None  

Policy CC3: 
Electric 
Vehicle 
Infrastructure 

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. 

Noted although it is the role of policy to be clear of the 
key considerations to have regard to, the historic 
environment being one of them.  
The inclusion of certain criteria implies these are the vital 
considerations. Not including a heritage criteria suggests 
it isn’t. 
 

Policy CC4: 
Sustainable 
Transport 

 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. 

Noted although it is the role of policy to be clear of the 
key considerations to have regard to; the historic 
environment being one of them.  
The inclusion of certain criteria implies these are the vital 
considerations. Not including a heritage criterion 
suggests it isn’t. 

Policy CC5: 
Renewable 
and Low 
Carbon Energy 

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 also 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: 
Avoidance of negative 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. 
 
It also ensures consideration is given to: 
cross-boundary impacts beyond the plan area for 
sensitive receptors, including heritage assets;  
 
 

Noted, and welcomed. 
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England Response 

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. 
 

Policy CC6: 
Energy 
Storage 

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;   
 

Noted 
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Design and Wellbeing 

Policy  Summary of 
comment  

Council Response  Historic England Response 

Policy DW1: Quality Development 
Policy DW2: Easy to Navigate Places 
Policy DW3: Street Character and Form 
Policy DW4: Good Building Design 
Policy DW5: Design of Employment, 
Retail and Civic Buildings 
Policy DW6: Shop Fronts and 
Advertisements 
Policy DW7: Creating Neighbourhoods 
Policy DW8: Healthy Active Places 
Policy DW9: Natural Infrastructure 
Policy DW10: Design of Natural 
Infrastructure 
Policy DW11: Natural Green Space 
Policy DW12: Natural Corridors 
Policy DW13: Parks and Recreation 
Policy DW14: Allotments 
Policy DW15: Sustainable Drainage 
Systems 
Policy DW16: Urban Greening 
Policy DW17: Long Term Stewardship 
Policy DW18: Parking 
Policy DW19: Residential Density 
Policy DW20: Waste and Recycling 
Storage Provision 
Policy DW21: Services and Utilities 
Policy DW22: Loss of Local Facilities and 
Services 
Policy DW23: Protection of 
Recreational Land and Buildings 

 See Addendum for 
full comments 

 Historic England provided detailed comments on most of the draft Design 
policies.  However, these policies have been removed from the Local Plan 
following the Government’s introduction of the requirement for Design Codes.  
They will be integrated within the Teignbridge District Wide Design Code, which 
is being finalised. The Design and Wellbeing chapter of the Proposed 
Submission Plan contains 3 policies - DW1: Quality Design, DW2: Development 
Principles, and DW3: Design Standards. These policies do not contain criteria 
related to heritage assets, as these requirements are set out in Policy EN17: 
Heritage Assets. 
 
It should be noted that comments consisted of either support, 
support/comment, or comment. No objections were raised. 
 
  
  

Noted 

 

Economy 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

Policy EC1: 
Business 
Development 

 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.   
  

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. 

Noted 
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

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.  

Policy EC2: Local 
Supporting 
Services for 
Employment Sites 

No comments made None  

Policy EC3: Loss of 
Employment Sites 

No comments made None  

Policy EC4: 
Inclusive 
Employment and 
Skills 

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. 

Noted 

Policy EC5: 
Working from 
Home 

No comments made None  

Policy EC6: New 
Tourist 
Accommodation 
and Attractions 

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. 
 
 
 

Noted and welcomed 
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

Policy EC7: Static 
and Touring 
Caravan Sites 

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 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. 
 
 

Noted 

Policy EC8: High 
speed digital 
networks 

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. 

Noted although it is the role of policy to be clear of the key 
considerations to have regard to; the historic environment 
being one of them.  
The inclusion of certain criteria implies these are the vital 
considerations. Not including a heritage criterion suggests it 
isn’t. 

Policy EC9: 
Development in 
and around Town 
Centres 

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. In particular, 
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 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 

Policy EC9: Development in Town Centres remains to support 
the vitality, viability, accessibility and distinctive characteristics 
of town centres by investing the built and historic environment. 
 
 
The matter of preparing a Conservation Area Management Plan 
for Newton Abbot is not one that needs to be set out in the 
Local Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Neighbourhood Plans for part of the statutory Development 
Plan and their requirements do not need repeating within the 
Local Plan. 
 
 

Noted although we do feel it would could be appropriate for 
the local plan to provide a commitment to preparing a 
Conservation Area Management Plan mindful of the 
Conservation Area requirements under the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, section 71 [1 and 
2], indicating that local planning authorities formulate and 
publish proposals for the preservation and enhancement of 
conservation areas. 
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

may also help to guide investment in their historic environments 
in support of criterion d) of Policy EC9.  

Policy EC10: Vital 
and Viable Town 
Centres 

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 taken into account.  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 
to: 
“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.” 

Noted and welcomed 

Policy EC11: Large 
Scale Retail 
Development 

As Teignbridge’s town centres contain conservation areas and other types 
of designated and non-designated heritage 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.  
 

EC11 has been amended as per the suggested wording:  
‘d) proposal conserves and enhances the significance of any 
heritage assets, including their settings, as well as historic 
streetscapes and/or townscapes.’  

Noted and welcomed 

Policy EC12: Local 
Shops 

No comments made. None  

 

Homes 
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

Policy H1 
Affordable 
Housing Targets 

 No comments made. None  

Policy H2: 
Affordable 
Housing Controls 

No comments made. None  

Policy H3: 
Inclusive Design & 
Layout 

No comments made. None  

Policy H4: Homes 
Suitable for All 

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.  

Noted 

Policy H5: Custom 
and Self Build 

No comments made. None  

Policy H6: Rural 
Exception Sites 

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.  
 
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 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. 

Noted although we would emphasise the need for wording to be 
consistent with national policy. 

Policy H7: Entry 
Level Exception 
Sites 

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’.  
 
There should be a cross-reference  to any adopted 
Supplementary Planning Documents and  

 This policy has been deleted following a change in National 
Government approach. 
 

Noted 
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Conservation Area Character Appraisals and Management 
Plans, which may contain relevant guidance.  

Policy H8: Local 
Needs Housing in 
Rural Areas 

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. 

Noted 

Policy H9: Homes 
for the Travelling 
Community 

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. 

Noted 

Policy H10:  
Householder 
Development 

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: 

Noted and welcomed 
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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. 
 

Policy H11:  
Residential 
Amenity 

No comments made. None  

Policy H12: 
Replacement 
Dwellings 

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. 

Noted and welcomed 

Policy H13: Reuse 
and Conversion of 
Existing Buildings 
in the Countryside 

Support  
 
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’;  

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. 

Noted and welcomed 
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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.  

Policy H14: 
Subdivision of 
Existing Dwellings 

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.  

Noted and welcomed 

Policy H15: Rural 
Workers 
Dwellings 

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. 

Noted and welcomed 

Policy H16: 
Removal of 
Conditions 
Imposed on Rural 
Workers 
Dwellings 

No comments made None  

 

Environment 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

Policy EN1: 
Strategic Open 
Breaks 

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. 
 

Noted and welcomed 
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Policy EN2: 
Undeveloped 
Coast 

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 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.   

Noted and welcomed 

Policy EN3: 
Coastal Change 
Management 
Areas 

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. 

Noted and welcomed 

Policy EN4: 
Landscape 
Protection and 
Enhancement 

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. 
  
  

Noted and welcomed 

Policy EN5: 
Equine 
Development 

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.  

Noted and welcomed 

Policy EN6: Flood 
Risk 

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 

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.  

Noted 
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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.  

 
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. 

Policy EN7: Air 
Quality 

No comments made. None  

Policy EN8: Light 
Pollution 

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. 

 
 

Noted and welcomed 

Policy EN9: 
Contaminated 
Land and Land 
Instability 

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 
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.  

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. 

Noted and welcomed 

Policy EN10: 
Biodiversity 

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. 

Noted 

Policy EN11: 
Important 
Habitats and 
Features 

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. 

Noted 

Policy EN12: 
Legally Protected 

There should be a new criterion in Policy EN12 (with 
appropriate explanatory text) that requires proposals for 
development, including mitigation and new opportunities for 

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 

Noted 
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and Priority 
Species 

species, to take into account the NPPF requirement to 
conserve and enhance the significance of heritage assets, 
including their settings.  

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. 

Policy EN13: 
European 
Protected Wildlife 
Sites 

No comments made None  

Policy EN14: 
South Hams 
Special Area of 
Conservation 

No comments made None  

Policy EN15: 
Trees, Hedges 
and Woodlands 

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. 

Noted and welcomed 
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Policy EN16: 
Heritage Assets 

 
 
 
 
 
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-
based assessment/field evaluation, etc. This could be a 

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 EN16: 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 

Noted 
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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 

resulting from the development, based on an accurate understanding 
of its significance and setting. 
 
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: 

a. Significance of the asset; 
b. Level of harm; 
c. Public benefit, where development resulting in less than 

substantial harm will need to demonstrate substantial 
public benefit; 

d. 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 
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assets to be lost is to be archived so that it this is publicly 
available. 
 
 
 
 
 
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  

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. 

 
 
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 EN16 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 

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  are addressed as above. Noted 
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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.  



       
 

36 
 

Comments received on draft Teignbridge Local Plan Parts 2 and 3  
 

Urban Renewal Sites 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response   

Brunel Industrial 
Estate 

Given the presence of the grade I listed Forde House within the site 
and other heritage assets located nearby, Historic England considers 
that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to 
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on their 
significance and settings. Nearby heritage assets include grade II listed 
gate piers and gates associated with Forde House and the Newton 
Abbot Forde Park and Courtenay Park and Devon Square Conservation 
Areas.  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has 
been assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the 
HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an 
indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform the 
allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals.  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised.  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of 
a masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development.  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these 
should include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and 
settings of the grade I listed Forde House, other nearby listed 
buildings, and Newton Abbot Forde Park and Courtenay Park & Devon 
Square Conservation Areas. They should also cover any requirements 
for archaeological assessment and evaluation, for townscape, local 
character and distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or other 
mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. Reference to the 
adopted Newton Abbot Town Centre, Courtenay Park and Devon  

Policy GC11: Forde Close Opportunity Area of the Proposed 
Submission Local Plan includes a much smaller area of land 
than was included in the Brunel Road site published in the draft 
Local Plan. It responds to the comments made by Historic 
England and requires: 
 
A design and layout solution which has regard to the amenity 
of the existing residents of Forde Close and conserves or 
enhances the significance of the nearby Grade I Listed Old 
Forde House and its setting, as informed by a Heritage Impact 
Assessment; and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation, which shall inform the layout of 
the site. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated 
development sites.  
 
Comments on potential impacts on archaeological heritage 
assets were provided by Devon County Council Historic 
Environment Team at HELAA stage and when the draft sites 
were published.  
 
An HIA has been undertaken for this site. It concludes that the 
site allocation for a residential development has the potential 
to create a more compatible land use to the existing Forde 
House and established residential areas of the Conservation 
Areas, although the benefits of the new use will need to be 
refined through careful planning of the site and consideration 
of the design, layout, scale, heights and materials of the 
proposed developments as not to compete with the prominent 
roofscape of Forde House and to look to retain the status and 
hierarchy of both Forde House and the edge of the 
Conservation Areas.     
 
The policy’s supporting text has been added to as follows: 
 
“It is important that development preserves the significance of 
designated and non designated heritage assets, including the 

Noted 
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response   

boundary limestone wall on Forde Close, and enhances views 
and of the heritage assets around the site where possible. “ 

Cattlemarket Given the proximity of several listed buildings to the site, Historic 
England considers that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on 
their significance and settings.  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has 
been assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the 
HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an 
indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform the 
allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals.  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised.  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of 
a masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development.  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these 
should include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and 
settings of nearby listed buildings and any requirements for 
archaeological assessment and evaluation, for townscape, local 
character and distinctiveness, as well as for any design or other 
mitigation measures as may be identified in the HIA.  

Policy GC6: Cattlemarket of the Proposed Submission Local 
Plan includes a smaller area of land than was included in the 
site published in the draft Local Plan. It responds to the 
comments made by Historic England and requires the 
following: 
 
New buildings are designed to conserve or enhance the 
significance of heritage assets and their settings on Market 
Street, as informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment; and 
Layout is informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated 
development sites.  
 
Comments on potential impacts on archaeological heritage 
assets were provided by Devon County Council Historic 
Environment Team at HELAA stage and when the draft sites 
were published. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken for this site and notes that the 
development of the Cattlemarket site has potential to mend 
the currently broken townscape and provide an improved 
setting for the rear of the Listed Buildings onto Market Street 
that currently have their rear elevation open to the market. 
 
The policy’s supporting text has been amended to include the 
following: 
“There is potential to improve the uncharacteristic open nature 
of the town centre site, and to improve the setting of listed 
buildings on Market Street, through reintegration with the 
historic street patterns and creating a sense of enclosure. 
Consideration should be given to the retention of the 
cattlemarket building/office and gates/piers as a reference to 
the historic use.” 

Thank you for sharing a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) for 
the site (received 12 December 2022).  
 
The Plan can, and should, ensure proposed change positively 
responds to the Borough’s heritage. The Cattlemarket had a 
significant and long-standing presence in the town and should 
inform any future design. 
 
We recommend that the explicit HIA recommendations are 
included in the policy itself rather than referred to in the 
accompanying associated text to ensure the historic and 
significant Market Office building, gates and piers are retained. 
At present it appears rather optional. 
 
 

Cricketfield Area No comments made Cricketfield is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when 
published. 

 

Highweek Way Given that part of the site appears to be located within the Newton 
Abbot Wolborough Street Conservation Area and the site’s proximity 
of several listed buildings, Historic England considers that a heritage 

Policy GC8: Highweek Way of the Proposed Submission Local 
Plan responds to the comments made by Historic England and 
requires the following: 
 

Noted.  
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response   

impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to understand the 
impacts of the proposed allocation on their significance and settings.  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has 
been assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the 
HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an 
indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform the 
allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals.  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised.  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of 
a masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development.  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these 
should include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and 
settings of the Wolborough Street Conservation Area and nearby listed 
buildings. They should also cover any requirements for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation, for townscape, local character and 
distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or other mitigation 
measures as maybe identified in the HIA. Reference to the adopted 
Newton Abbot Town Centre, Courtenay Park and Devon Square 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) may be of assistance 
here.  

High quality new buildings are designed to complement the 
prominent location of the site within the town and which 
conserve or enhance the significance of heritage assets and 
their settings, as informed by a Heritage Impact 
Assessment; and 
Layout is informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated 
development sites.  
 
Comments on potential impacts on archaeological heritage 
assets were provided by Devon County Council Historic 
Environment Team at HELAA stage and when the draft sites 
were published. 
 
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. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken for this site and concludes that 
the site offers significant potential to begin the process of 
revealing and reforming the streetscene through positive 
planning to achieve a building or buildings that provide a key 
landmark and gateway building that enhances this corner 
location on Wolborough Street and Highweek Way.  
 
The policy’s supporting text has been amended to include 
reference to the Conservation Area. 
“It is in a prominent location for visitors coming into Newton 
Abbot and is detracting from the quality of the wider town 
centre but with significant potential to contribute to 
improvements to the street scene and public realm, including 
Wolborough Hill Conservation Area, whilst providing town 
centre accommodation.” 

Jetty Marsh and 
Wharf Road 

Given the presence of a listed building within the site (grade II listed 
Clay Cellar) and another nearby, Historic England considers that a 
heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to understand 

Jetty Marsh and Wharf Road is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 
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the impacts of the proposed allocation on their significance and 
settings.  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has 
been assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the 
HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an 
indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform the 
allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals.  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised.  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of 
a masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development.  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these 
should include the need to conserve and enhance the  significance and 
settings of the listed buildings. They should also cover any 
requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation, for 
townscape, local character and distinctiveness, as well as for any other 
design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA.  

Kingsteignton Retail 
Park 

Given the presence of a grade II listed building (Clay Cellars Studio) 
within the site and the proximity of the Kingsteignton Conservation 
Area to the north with other listed buildings located within it, Historic 
England considers that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on 
their significance and settings.  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has 
been assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the 
HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an 
indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform the 
allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals.  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised.  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of 
a masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development.  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these 
should include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and 
settings of listed buildings and the Kingsteignton Conservation Area. 
They should also cover any requirements for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation, for townscape, local character and 
distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or other mitigation 

Kingsteignton Retail Park is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details when published. 
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measures as maybe identified in the HIA. Reference to the adopted 
Kingsteignton Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) may be of 
assistance here.  

Newton Abbot Leisure 
Centre 

 Given the presence of several listed buildings near to the site, Historic 
England considers that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on 
their significance and settings.  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has 
been assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the 
HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an 
indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform the 
allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals.  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised.  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of 
a masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development.  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these 
should include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and 
settings of the affected listed buildings, any requirements for 
archaeological assessment and evaluation, for townscape, local 
character and distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or other 
mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA.  

 Newton Abbot Leisure Centre is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Newfoundland Way 
Area 

Given the close proximity of several listed buildings to the site and the 
Wolborough Street Conservation Area, Historic England considers that 
a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to 
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on their significance 
and settings.   
  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been 
assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If 
not, this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of 
whether this should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its 
policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to inform development 
proposals.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of 
a masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development.  

Policy GC12: Newfoundland Way Car Park of the Proposed 
Submission Local Plan responds to the comments made by 
Historic England and requires the following: 
 
A design and layout solution which conserves or enhances the 
significance of nearby heritage assets and their settings, as 
informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment;  and a layout 
informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated 
development sites.  
 
Comments on potential impacts on archaeological heritage 
assets were provided by Devon County Council Historic 
Environment Team at HELAA stage and when the draft sites 
were published. 

Noted 
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Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these 
should include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and 
settings of listed buildings and the Wolborough Street Conservation 
Area. They should also cover any requirements for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation, for townscape, local character and 
distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or other mitigation 
measures as maybe identified in the HIA. Reference to the adopted 
Newton Abbot Town Centre, Courtenay Park and Devon Square 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) may be of assistance 
here.  

 
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. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken for this site that concludes the 
development of the Newfoundland Way car park, like the other 
car parks identified in the allocations, provides a rare 
opportunity to mend the broken character of the local urban 
form and townscape which among other issues is harmful to 
the setting of rear of listed buildings on the south side of  
Wolborough Street backing onto the A381 opposite the site 
and the edge of the  Wolborough Street Conservation Area. 
This opportunity then extends more widely to the 
enhancement of urban form, architectural distinctiveness, and 
spatial arrangements to enhance edge of Conservation Area 
character and appearance and the setting of the listed 
buildings.    
 
The policy’s supporting text has been amended to add 
reference to conservation of heritage significance when setting 
out possibility for up to 4 storey heights:  
“Higher density apartments up to 4 storeys will be encouraged, 
subject to impacts on the significance of heritage assets and 
their settings.” 

Osbourne Street Area Historic England notes the presence of the grade II listed Tuckers 
Maltings within the site, which is proposed to be converted into mixed 
uses, and the associated site requirement for this to be undertaken 
sensitively. However, we consider that the acceptability of the 
principle of this conversion should be informed by a Heritage Impact 
Assessment (HIA)to understand the likely impacts on this listed 
building’s significance and its setting. Depending on the height of any 
proposed new development, we also note the potential for impacts on 
the settings and hence the significance of other listed buildings to the 
south of the site as well as the Courtenay Park and Devon Square 
Conservation Area, which should also be considered in the HIA.  
  
We query if the archaeological potential has been assessed for this 
allocation site as appears to have been done for most sites in the 
HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an 
indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform the 
allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals.  

 Osbourne Street is not being taken forward as a site allocation 
– please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 
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The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of 
a masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development.  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these 
should include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and 
settings of Tuckers Maltings as well as other listed buildings and the 
Courtenay Park and Devon Square Conservation Area. They should 
also cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and 
evaluation, for townscape, local character and distinctiveness, as well 
as for any other design or other mitigation measures as maybe 
identified in the HIA. Reference to the adopted Newton Abbot Town 
Centre, Courtenay Park and Devon Square Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal (2010) may be of assistance here.  

Wolborough Street HE - Given the proximity of several listed buildings near to the site and 
the Wolborough Street Conservation Area, Historic England considers 
that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to 
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on their 
significance and settings.   
  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has 
been assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the 
HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an 
indication of whether this should be carried out now to inform the 
allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals.   
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of 
a masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development.  
 
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these 
should include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and 
settings of affected listed buildings and the Wolborough Street 
Conservation Area. They should also cover any requirements for 
archaeological assessment and evaluation, f or townscape, local 

Policy GC7: Wolborough Street Car Park of the Proposed 
Submission Local Plan responds to the comments made by 
Historic England and requires the following: 
 
New buildings are designed to conserve or enhance the 
significance of heritage assetsand their settings on 
Wolborough Street, as informed by a Heritage Impact 
Assessment; and 
Layout is informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated 
development sites.  
 
Comments on potential impacts on archaeological heritage 
assets were provided by Devon County Council Historic 
Environment Team at HELAA stage and when the draft sites 
were published. 
 
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: 

Noted. 



       
 

43 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response   

character and distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or other 
mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. Reference to the 
adopted Newton Abbot Town Centre, Courtenay Park and Devon 
Square Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) may be of 
assistance here.  

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. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken for this site and concludes that 
the development of the Wolborough Street car park is an 
opportunity to mend the broken character of the local urban 
form and townscape which among other issues is harmful to 
the setting of substantial number of listed buildings on the 
south side of the A381 opposite the site. This group is 
significant for their variety of forms and their contribution to 
understanding the medieval core of Newton Abbot.  
The A381 also form the edge of the Wolborough Street 
Conservation Area. This opportunity then extends more widely 
to the enhancement and better urban form and spatial 
arrangements to enhance Conservation Area character and 
appearance. 
 
The policy’s supporting text has been amended to include 
reference to Wolborough Hill Conservation Area: 
“Wolborough Street car park is less well used than other town 
centre car parks and a redevelopment of the site would create 
a more attractive gateway into the town and improve the 
setting of Wolborough Hill Conservation Area. “ 

 

Heart of Teignbridge (Newton Abbot, Kingsteignton and Kingskerswell Sites) 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England Response 

Newton Abbot: Berry 
Knowles / A382 
Corridor 

Historic England notes from the HELAA that there is the potential for 
heritage assets of archaeological interest to be affected by the proposed 
allocation. Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the 
basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we support the site 
requirement for archaeological investigation to inform mitigation 
measures.  
  
However, we also note the close proximity of the proposed allocation to 
the grade II listed Blatchford Farmhouse, which along with a proposed 
employment site option, is likely to have a significant negative impact on 
its setting and significance. We further note the presence of the grade II 
registered Stover Park and several other listed buildings in the 
surrounding area. Given this, we consider that that a heritage impact 
assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the 
proposed allocation on the settings and significance of affected heritage 
assets.   
  

The site benefits from outline planning permission for 135 
dwellings under reference 16/02693/MAJ, granted on 24 
January 202. This has established that the development of the 
site is acceptable in principle, including on the grounds of 
impacts on heritage significance.   
 
Policy GC17: Berry Knowles, A382 of the Proposed Submission 
Local Plan responds to the comments made by Historic 
England and requires the following: 
 
Design and layout solutions which conserve or enhance the 
significance of the Grade II Listed Blatchford Farm and its 
setting; and  
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation, which shall inform the layout of 
the site. 
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The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised. This should also take account of other existing and proposed 
housing and employment site allocations that may affect the setting of 
Stover Park and its associated heritage asset designations.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development.   

This is in addition to 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 all allocated 
development sites.  
 
 

Newton Abbot: 
Forches Cross 

Given the proximity of the proposed allocation to grade II registered 
Stover Park and its associated listed buildings, Historic England considers 
that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to 
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on their significance 
and settings.   
  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been 
assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If 
not, this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of 
whether this should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its 
policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to inform development 
proposals.   
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised. This should also take account of other existing and proposed 
housing and employment site allocations that may affect the setting of 
Stover Park and its associated heritage asset designations.   
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development.  

Policy GC20: North of Perry Cross and Forches Cross of the 
Proposed Submission Local Plan responds to the comments 
made by Historic England and requires the following: 
 
Design and layout solutions which conserve or enhance:  

a. local landscape character and recognises the 
site’s gateway status for Newton Abbot  

b. the heritage significance of Stover Registered 
Park and Garden, as informed by a Heritage 
Impact Assessment; and 

A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated 
development sites.  
 
Comments on potential impacts on archaeological heritage 
assets were provided by Devon County Council Historic 
Environment Team at HELAA stage and when the draft sites 
were published. 
 
An HIA of the site has been undertaken and concludes that: 
“in respect to heritage assets of Stover House, Stover Parkland 
Garden and associated Listed buildings the use is not 
considered to have a harmful impact and should be 
considered as neutral. The landscape is open, and some level 
of landscaping could assist in bedding is in a new employment 
development in this open countryside location.” 

 

Newton Abbot: West 
of Houghton Barton 

Historic England notes and generally agrees with the heritage and 
archaeology comments in the HELAA, which appear to have been largely 
carried over into the proposed site allocation and the associated site 
requirements (assuming these are intended to form the basis for criteria 
in a site-specific allocation policy).   
  

An HIA is currently being undertaken for this site.  In advance 
of the outcome of the HIA, the following is the Council’s 
response: 
 
The southern boundary of the site has been amended and 
does not extend beyond the A383.  It no longer includes the 
listed buildings referred to in Historic England’s comments. 

Noted. 
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However, we are, however, concerned to see that the recommendation 
to amend the southern boundary of this allocation in order to conserve 
the setting of the grade II listed Ingsdon Mill and Mill House does not 
appear to have been addressed.   
  
Given this and concerns about the potential impacts on the settings and 
significance of the grade II listed Ingsdon Manor and Seale-Hayne Faculty, 
we consider that that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the 
settings and significance of affected heritage assets.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised. This should also take account of other existing and proposed 
housing and employment site allocations that may affect the settings 
and significance of these listed buildings.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development. It can also identity the need for additional 
criteria in the site-specific allocation policy, such as design or other 
mitigation measures, as well as for other matters such as townscape, 
local character and distinctiveness.  

 
Policy GC13: Bradmore New Neighbourhood of the Proposed 
Submission Local Plan responds to the comments made by 
Historic England and requires the following: 
 
Design, layout and landscaping solutions which will conserve 
or enhance the significance of heritage assets, specifically of 
Grade II Ingsdon Mill and Mill House and Grade II Seale 
Hayne; and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated 
development sites.  
 
An HIA of the site has been undertaken. It notes that the site 
benefits from existing buffers to the listed buildings and has 
the potential to integrate non designated heritage assets into 
the fabric of the development. These in turn will assist in 
integrating and giving variety and character to the new 
development, if given appropriate weight and protection in 
the urban design and master planning phase. 
The heights and scale of the development and the importance 
of protecting woodlands and existing field patterns, 
hedgerows and lanes will, along with the existing topography 
and landscape, maintain the presence and setting of Seale 
Hayne College buildings, especially in views from the east half 
of the site. 
 
The policy’s supporting text has been added to as follows: 
It will be important to protect woodlands and existing field 
patterns, hedgerows and lanes which, along with the existing 
topography, will help to maintain the setting of Seale Hayne 
College buildings.   

Newton Abbot: Milber Historic England was unable to find the relevant heritage and 
archaeology comments in the HELAA f or this proposed allocation. Based 
on the heritage information in the draft Local Plan, however, we 
generally agree that siting a small, sensitively designed, development in 
the northern part of the site may be possible in terms of impacts on the 
setting and significance of the Scheduled Monument Milber Down camp.  
  
However, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the 
settings and significance of this heritage asset. It should also make 
recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the significance 

Milber is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please 
see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when 
published. 
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of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated 
and opportunities for enhancements maximised, especially in potential 
combination with the proposed South of Aller and Zig Zag Quarry 
allocations.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development. It can also identity the need f or additional 
criteria in the site-specific allocation policy, such as design or other 
mitigation measures, as well as for other matters such as townscape, 
local character and distinctiveness.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include siting development towards the northern end of the site and the 
need to conserve and enhance the setting of the Scheduled Monument 
Milber Down camp as well as for any other design or other mitigation 
measures as maybe identified in the HIA.  
 

We also query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has 
been assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the 
HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken with an indication of whether 
any archaeological assessment and evaluation should be carried out 
now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a 
later date to inform development proposals. This could then be added 
into the site requirements if necessary.  

Newton Abbot: 
Chercombe Bridge 
Road 

While Historic England notes and largely agrees with the comments in 
the HELAA and the associated site requirement for archaeological 
investigation, we consider that the site requirements should include the 
need to conserve and enhance the setting and significance of the 
adjacent Scheduled Monument Berry’s Wood earthwork(assuming these 
are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation 
policy).  
  
In our view, the site requirements should also include need to conserve 
and enhance the setting and significance of the Scheduled Monument 
Milber Down camp, especially given the proximity of this proposed 
allocation to existing allocation NA6.  

Chercombe Bridge Road is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details when published. 

 

Newton Abbot: Priory 
Road 

HE - Historic England notes and agrees with the concerns in the heritage 
and archaeology comments in the HELAA about the potential for harm 
to the setting and significance of the grade II* St Augustine’s Priory, 
given the proximity of the proposed allocation and the cumulative 
impact of this allocation in combination other proposed allocations and 
the existing allocation NA3. We also have concerns about the potential 
for negative impacts on the settings of the Abbotskerswell, Wolborough 
Hill and Forde Park Conservation Areas and the Scheduled Monument 
Milber Down camp.  
  

Priory Road is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 
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We consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the 
significance and settings of affected heritage assets.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised. This should also take account of other existing and proposed 
housing and employment site allocations.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development.  
  
In the event that the HIA supports the principle of this allocation and 
assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we support the site 
requirements that seek a landscape led scheme, the retention of 
existing vegetation, the retention of undeveloped areas to conserve the 
setting of The Priory and archaeological assessment and investigation. 
However, we also consider that the site requirements should include the 
need to conserve and enhance the settings of affected conservation 
areas, matters related to townscape, local character and distinctiveness, 
as well as f or any other design or other mitigation measures as maybe 
identified in the HIA. Reference to the relevant, adopted Conservation 
Area Character Appraisals are likely to be of assistance here.  

Newton Abbot: 
Conitor Copse 

No comments made Conitor Copse is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 

 

Newton Abbot: South 
of NA3 

No comments made South of NA3 is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 

 

Newton Abbot: 
Howton Road 

 No comments made Policy GC15: North of Howton Road includes the criteria 
below: 

Conservation or enhancement of the significance of 
nearby heritage assets and their settings, including 
Grade II Seale Hayne, Stover Registered Park and 
Gardens, and Grade I All Saints Church, Highweek, as 
informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment;  and 

A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation. 
 
This is in addition to 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 
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affecting a heritage asset or its setting, including all allocated 
development sites. 

Newton Abbot: 
Canada Hill 

Historic England largely agrees with the heritage comments in the draft 
Local Plan and the associated site requirements regarding the 
conservation and enhancement of the setting of the grade I listed Bradly 
Manor and the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation.  
  
However, we are also concerned about the potential for this allocation 
to affect the settings of the Scheduled Monument Berry’s Wood 
earthwork and the East Ogwell Conservation Area. We consider that the 
need to conserve and enhance the setting and significance of these 
heritage assets should be added to the site requirements (assuming 
these are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific 
allocation policy). Reference to the adopted East Ogwell Conservation 
Area Character Appraisal (2010) may be of some assistance here.  

Policy GC15: Canada Hill, Undercleave includes the criteria 
below: 

A design and layout solution that conserves or enhances the 
significance of nearby heritage assets and their setting, 
including Berry Wood Scheduled Monument, as informed by 
a Heritage Impact Assessment; and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated 
development sites. 

 

Newton Abbot: 
Ogwell Central 

Historic England largely agrees with the heritage comments in the draft 
Local Planand the associated site requirements regarding the 
conservation and enhancement of the setting of the East Ogwell 
Conservation Area. Reference to the adopted East Ogwell Conservation 
Area Character Appraisal (2010) may be of assistance here.  
  
However, we query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site 
has been assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the 
HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken with an indication of whether 
any archaeological assessment and evaluation should be carried out 
now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a 
later date to inform development proposals. This could then be added 
into the site requirements if necessary.  

Ogwell Central is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 

 

Newton Abbot: South 
of Aller 

HE - Historic England largely agrees with the heritage comments in the 
HELAA and the draft Local Plan and the associated site requirement for 
archaeological assessment and evaluation.  
  
However, we are also concerned about the potential for this allocation 
to affect the setting of the Scheduled Monument Milber Down camp to 
north-east of site. We consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) 
should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed 
allocation on the setting and significance of this heritage asset. It should 
also make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised 
and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised, 
especially in combination with the proposed Milber and Zig Zag Quarry 
allocations.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 

South of Aller is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 
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capacity for development. It can also identity the need f or additional 
criteria in the site-specific allocation policy, such as design or other 
mitigation measures, as well as for other matters such as townscape, 
local character and distinctiveness.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that the need to 
conserve and enhance the setting and significance of Milber Down camp 
should be added to the site requirements (assuming these are intended 
to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy) alongside 
any design and mitigation measures that may be identified in the HIA.  

Newton Abbot: 
Caravan Storage at 
Linden Lea 

No comments made. Caravan Storage at Linden Lea is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Newton Abbot: Coach 
Road Nursery 

No comments made. Policy GC9: Coach Road Nursery of the Proposed Submission 
Local Plan requires the following: 
A design and layout solution which conserves or enhances 
the heritage significance of the Wolborough Conservation 
Area and its setting, as informed by a Heritage Impact 
Assessment; and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated 
development sites. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken which nots that the development 
of this small brownfield plot for 20 units will be a visible 
feature from the edge of the south edge of the Wolborough 
Hill Conservation Area around Penhurst Road and possible 
glimpses from College Road area of the Conservation Area.  
It is considered that the impact from a development of this 
brownfield site on the significance of this part of the 
Wolborough Hill Conservation Area setting and views would 
be low or neutral. 

Noted 

Newton Abbot: Land 
and Buildings at 
Hopkins Lane 

Historic England notes from the HELAA that there are grade II listed 
buildings to the south of the site, that the site has archaeological 
potential and the recommendation that impacts on their significance and 
settings should be assessed/evaluated to inform design and mitigation.   
  
Given this, Historic England considers that a heritage impact assessment 
(HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed 
allocation on the setting and significance of these listed buildings. We 
also consider that the HIA should include the archaeological assessment 
and evaluation (as necessary) to inform the allocation and its policy or 

An HIA is currently being undertaken for this site.  In advance 
of the outcome of the HIA, the following is the Council’s 
response: 
 
Policy GC10: Hopkins Lane Opportunity Area of the Proposed 
Submission Local Plan requires the following: 
A design and layout solution which has regard to the urban 
character and neighbouring mix of uses of the area and 
conserves or enhances the significance of nearby heritage 

Thank you for sharing a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) of 
the site (received 12 December 2022).  
 
This clearly indicates the historic interest of the area and of 
certain buildings which should be retained as part of any 
future development. Such an approach would accord with 
national design policy and guidance ensuring character and 
local distinctiveness is retained and informs new repurposing 
development. 
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indicate if it can be prepared at a later date to inform development 
proposals (as appropriate).  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and setting of 
affected listed buildings and any design or other mitigation measures as 
may be identified in the HIA, e.g. retention of existing historic 
buildings/structures/features, landscaping, and design to reflect local 
vernacular. They should also cover any requirements for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation (if relevant).  

assets and their settings, as informed by a Heritage Impact 
Assessment; and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated 
development sites. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken which outlines the need for 
further assessment to better understand the significance of 
existing buildings on the site, which may constitute non 
designated heritage assets. The policy already requires an HIA 
to inform design solutions and the supporting text has been 
amended to include the following: 
“Further assessment will need to be undertaken to better 
understand the heritage significance of the site, including 
remaining buildings, courtyards, means of enclosure, burgage 
plots and historic connections.  This should be used to inform 
the layout, scale, height and materials used, and should 
accompany any planning application submitted.” 

Rather than merely providing an optional indication to 
consider the retention of such structures, the Plan can include 
a specific requirement to retain and repurpose those 
structures of merit as informed by further study. 
 
Perhaps there is a case for the local authority to consider 
whether a new Conservation Area would be appropriate here, 
and or assessing buildings for the Local List of non-designated 
heritage assets, or indeed as Listed Buildings? 

Newton Abbot: East 
of Haytor Drive 

Historic England is concerned that both the HELAA and the draft Local 
Plan do not identify the presence of the grade II listed Buckland Barton to 
the north of the proposed allocation site. Development on the allocation 
site may impact on its setting and significance.  
  
Given this, Historic England considers that a heritage impact assessment 
(HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed 
allocation on the setting and significance of this listed building.  
  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been 
assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If 
not, this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of 
whether this should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its 
policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to inform development 
proposals.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised.  
  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and setting of 
the grade II listed Buckland Barton and any design or other mitigation 

Policy GC16: East of Buckland Road of the Proposed 
Submission Local Plan responds to the comments made by 
Historic England and requires the following: 
A design and layout solution which has regard to the urban 
character and neighbouring mix of uses of the area and 
conserves or enhances the significance of nearby heritage 
assets and their settings, as informed by a Heritage Impact 
Assessment; and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated 
development sites. 
 
Comments on potential impacts on archaeological heritage 
assets were provided by Devon County Council Historic 
Environment Team at HELAA stage and when the draft sites 
were published. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken which concludes that the 
development of the site generally will have little impact on the 

Noted 



       
 

51 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England Response 

measures as may be identified in the HIA, e.g. retention of existing 
vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular. They 
should also cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and 
evaluation (if relevant).  

immediate experience of and setting views of the Buckland 
Barton due to siting of the Barton in the topography below the 
ridge of the site. However, the area to the north east corner of 
the site will include views of the roofscape and lateral stack of 
the Barton from the higher ground to the North across the 
Barton and toward the site. This will mean the development 
will be a visible feature impacting on the backdrop of the 
roofscape of the Barton in these views. 
 
The policy’s supporting text has been amended to include: 
“The site is allocated as a small site and should not extend 
beyond 1 ha of developable area within the area of the site 
which has the least landscape impact, and which preserves 
the significance of the setting of Buckland Barton and other 
heritage assets.” 

Kingskerswell: Land 
West of Greenhill 
Road 

Historic England notes there are two listed buildings close to the 
southern end of the site. We consider that the need to conserve and 
enhance the setting and significance of these listed buildings should be 
added to the site requirements (assuming the site requirements are 
intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy).  
  
We also consider that the need to conserve and enhance the settings 
and significance of the Kingskerswell Conservation Area and the 
Scheduled Monument called Prehistoric field system and settlements on 
Kerswell Down and Whilborough Common should also be included in the 
site requirements. Reference to the adopted Kingskerswell Conservation 
Area Character Appraisal (2010) may be of assist in relation to the 
former heritage asset.  

Land west of Greenhill Road is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Kingskerswell: Fluder 
Farm, Torbay Fringe 

Historic England notes that the heritage comments in the draft Local 
Planfor both of these sites describe the nearest listed building being a 
grade II listed building in Southey Lane to the north-west of the 
proposed allocations.  
  
However, there is a group of listed buildings located nearer to these two 
allocations to the south in Edginswell within Torbay. Given this, we seek 
assurance that the HELAA and the heritage comments in the draft Local 
Plan have considered the potential for impacts on the significance of 
heritage assets located outside of Teignbridge District where necessary.  
  
In relation to the Fluder Farm site, we note the archaeological potential 
of the site. Given this, we consider that the site requirements should 
include the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if 
appropriate).  

Fluder Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 

 

Kingskerswell: 
Vinegrove, Torbay 
Fringe 

 Historic England notes that the heritage comments in the draft Local 
Planfor both of these sites describe the nearest listed building being a 
grade II listed building in Southey Lane to the north-west of the proposed 
allocations.   
   

Vinegrove is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 
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However, there is a group of listed buildings located nearer to these two 
allocations to the south in Edginswell within Torbay. Given this, we seek 
assurance that the HELAA and the heritage comments in the draft Local 
Plan have considered the potential for impacts on the significance of 
heritage assets located outside of Teignbridge District where necessary.    
   
For the Vinegrove site, we query if the archaeological potential of this 
allocation site has been assessed as appears to have been done for most 
sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken with an indication of 
whether any archaeological assessment and evaluation should be carried 
out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at 
a later date to inform development proposals. This could then be added 
into the site requirements if necessary.   

Kingskerswell: Zig Zag 
Quarry 

Historic England is concerned about the potential for this allocation to 
affect the setting of the Scheduled Monument Milber Down camp to 
north-east of the site. We consider that a heritage impact assessment 
(HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed 
allocation on the setting and significance of this heritage asset. It should 
also make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the 
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised 
and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised, 
especially in combination with the proposed Milber and South of Aller 
Zag Quarry  
allocations.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and 
capacity for development. It can also identity the need for additional 
criteria in the site-specific allocation policy, such as design or other 
mitigation measures, as well as for other matters such as townscape, 
local character and  
Distinctiveness.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that the need to 
conserve and enhance the setting and significance of Milber Down camp 
should be added to the site requirements (assuming these are intended 
to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy) alongside 
any design and mitigation measures that may be identified in the HIA.  
  
We also query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has 
been assessed as  
appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this 
should be undertaken with an indication of whether any archaeological 
assessment and evaluation should be carried out now to inform the 
allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to inform 
development proposals. This could then be added into the site 
requirements if necessary.  

With regard to archaeological potential, Devon County Council 
Archaeologist has confirmed that there are no known 
archaeological assets within the site and that potential for 
them is low. 

However, development will be subject to the provisions of 
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 all allocated development sites. 
 
The site has been subject to HIA which concludes that the 
development of the Zig Zag quarry, while in 500m or so of the 
area of influence of the Scheduled Monument, the 
topography and landscape setting mean that any setting 
impact on experience of the monument will be neutral. The 
addition of new dwellings in this area may result in more 
activity on the surrounding public footpaths, which will result 
in more activity on the surrounding public footpaths but this 
could be beneficial to appreciation of the monument and 
include provision of interpretation for understanding of the 
asset. 
  

The policy’s supporting text has been amended to include the 
following: 

“In addition, the provision of interpretation boards within GI 
could help increase the appreciation and understanding of the 
significance of the scheduled hillfort monument, Milber 
Down.” 

Noted. 
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Kingskerswell: 
Edginswell Lane 

HE - Historic England notes from the HELAA that the site has 
archaeological  
potential and that archaeological investigation and recording will be 
required at consent stage.  
  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that they should 
include the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation.  

Edginswell Laneis not being taken forward as a site allocation 
– please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 

 

Kingskerswell: Land at 
Fluder Hill 

No comments made. Fluder Hill is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 

 

Kingskerswell: 
Longlands House, 
Whilborough Road 

Historic England notes the Heritage and Archaeology comments in the 
HELAA. However, the site is located in reasonable proximity to the 
scheduled Prehistoric field system and settlements on Kerswell Down 
and Whilborough Common (on the Heritage at Risk Register).  
  
Given this, we consider that the Site Requirements should include the 
need to conserve and enhance the setting and significance of this 
scheduled monument (assuming that the Site Requirements are 
intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy).  

Longlands House is not being taken forward as a site allocation 
– please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 

 

Kingsteignton: Land at 
Strap Lane 

No comments made. Land at Strap Lane is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details when published. 

 

Kingsteignton: Land 
East of Rydon 

 No comments made. Land East of Rydon is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details when published. 

 

Kingsteignton: Land 
off Hackney lane 

No comments made. Land off Hackney Lane is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details when published. 

 

Kingsteignton: 
Greenhill 

HE - Historic England notes the site is located within the Kingsteignton 
Conservation Area with the buildings on the site identified as making a 
mix of positive and neutral/negative contributions to the character of this 
Conservation Area in the adopted Kingsteignton Conservation Area  
Character Appraisal (2010).  
  
Assuming the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific  
allocation policy, we support the heritage mitigation site requirement. 
However, we consider it would be beneficial to require the preparation of 
masterplan and that this, and the need to conserve and enhance the 
significance of this Conservation Area, should be added to the site 
requirements. We also consider there should be a site requirement to 
comply with the adopted Character Appraisal, e.g. in respect of 
protecting important views, and the design and materials for new 
buildings.   

Greenhill is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 

 

Kingsteignton: Green 
Way / Hackney Lane 

No comments made. Greenway/Hackney Lane is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details when published. 
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Kingsteignton: North 
West of Orchid Vale 

No comments made. North west of Orchid Vale is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details when published. 

 

Kingsteignton: North 
of Broadway Road 

No comments made. Policy GC18: North of Broadway Road Opportunity Area of the 
Proposed Submission Local Plan requires: 
 
A layout informed by details of archaeological investigation, 
evaluation and mitigation. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated 
development sites. 

 

Kingsteignton: Higher 
Sandygate 

Historic England notes from the HELAA that the site has archaeological 
potential, and that archaeological investigation and recording will be 
required at consent stage. We note this is mentioned in the draft Local 
Plan under Sensitivities.  
  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, however, we consider that they 
should include the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (as 
necessary).  

Higher Sandygate is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details when published. 

 

 

Coastal Towns 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

Dawlish: Dawlish North No comments made. Dawlish North is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Dawlish: Langdon 
Hospital 

No comments made. Langdon Hospital is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Dawlish: Land at 
Warren Farm 

No comments made. Warren Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation 
– please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 

 

Dawlish: Land at 
Teignmouth Road 

No comments made. Land at Teignmouth Road is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Dawlish: Redundant 
Listed Buildings at 13 
Weech Road, Dawlish 

Historic England notes the intention of this allocation to find a solution for 
this redundant grade II listed buildings on this site and its location in close 
proximity to the Dawlish Conservation Area and its identification as making 
an outstanding contribution to the character of the Dawlish Conservation 
Area in the adopted Dawlish Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2008).   

13 Weech Road is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 



       
 

55 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

We consider that the suitability and the capacity of this site for an allocation 
of seven homes – both within the listed buildings and within its immediate 
setting - needs to be informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA). The 
HIA should seek to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the 
significance and settings of all affected heritage assets. It should make 
recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the significance of 
affected  
heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for  
enhancements maximised. In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform 
the preparation of a masterplan for the site  and to better understand its 
suitability and capacity for development.  
 Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of the 
grade II listed buildings within the site and any other design or other 
mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. The site requires should 
also cover  
the need to conserve and enhance the setting of the Dawlish Conservation 
Area and may also address matters related to townscape, local character and 
distinctiveness. Reference to the adopted Dawlish Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal (2008) may help with the latter.  
 We also query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been 
assessed as  
appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken with an indication of whether any archaeological assessment and 
evaluation should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or 
if it can be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals.  

Dawlish: Daw Vale 
Nursing Home 

No comments made. Daw Vale is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 

 

Dawlish: 
Parking/Grassed Area 
to East of 1-50 Laherne 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA 
and draft Local  
Plan, and we support the associated proposed site requirements (assuming 
these are  
intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy. 
Support in part  

1-50 Lanherne is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Dawlish: Commercial 
Buildings South of 
Haldon Terrace, 
Hospital Hill 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA 
regarding the setting of the grade II listed buildings to the north of the site 
and the Dawlish Conservation Area.  
  
Assuming the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a 
site-specific  
allocation policy, we agree with these including the conservation and 
enhancement of the Conservation Area. However, we could also usefully 
encourage development in accordance with the adopted Dawlish 

Haldon Terrace is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 
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Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2008), e.g. design and materials for 
new buildings.  
We are also concerned that the site requirements do not include the need to 
conserve and enhance the setting and significance of the listed buildings and 
exclude development from taking place on the green space/grassed area.  
  
We also query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been 
assessed as  
appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken with  
an indication of whether any archaeological assessment and evaluation 
should be carried out  
now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later 
date to inform  
development proposals. Haldon Terrace  

Dawlish: Residential 
Garden at Badlake Hill / 
Weech Road 

Historic England notes that the heritage and archaeology comments in the 
HELAA identity the need to conserve the setting of the grade II listed buildings 
adjacent to the site and the  
retention of trees to assist with this. These comments also note the 
archaeological potential of the site.  
While we support the associated site requirements related to tree retention 
and for  
archaeological assessment and evaluation, we consider that they should also 
include the need to conserve and enhance the settings and significance of the 
adjacent listed buildings and the setting of the Dawlish Conservation Area 
(assuming these are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific 
allocation policy). Reference to the adopted Dawlish Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal (2008) may also assist with this.  

Badlake Hill/Weech Road is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Dawlish: Garden of 
Lyme Acre 

No comments made. Lyme Are is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 

 

Dawlish: Land off 
Meadow Park 

No comments made. Meadow Park is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Teignmouth: Part of 
Land at Buddleford 
Farm 

No comments made.  Buddleford Farm is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Teignmouth: Higher 
Holcombe Farm 

No comments made. Higher Holcombe Farm is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Teignmouth: Land at 
Shepherds Lane, 
Bishopsteignton 

Historic England notes from the HELAA that the proposed allocation site is an 
area of known Romano-British settlement and has archaeological potential. 
We further note that the site has been partly evaluated and requires 
significant mitigation, while the remainder of the site requires further 
archaeological assessment and evaluation prior to determining planning 
applications. These archaeological matters are not mentioned in the draft 
Local Plan.  

Shepherd’s Lane is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 
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Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that they should include 
the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (as necessary).  

Teignmouth: Land 
North of Higher 
Woodway Road 

Historic England notes from the HELAA that the site lies in an area of 
archaeological potential and that a programme of archaeological 
investigation and recording is required through a condition of consent. These 
archaeological matters are not mentioned in the draft Local Plan.  
  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that they should 
include the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (as 
necessary).  

Higher Woodway Road is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Teignmouth: Land to 
the East and West of 
Holcombe Road 

Historic England notes the Heritage and Archaeology comments in the HELAA. 
However, there are grade II listed buildings located to the south (Minadab) 
and north (Lower Holcombe Farmhouse) of the proposed allocation site as 
well as the Holcombe Conservation Area to the north. We note in particular 
from the adopted Holcombe Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2013) 
that the remaining open fields to the south and southwest of the 
Conservation Area provide a valuable green setting to the Conservation Area 
given the loss of agrarian setting to the north, east and west (p7).  
  
Given this, Historic England considers that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) 
should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation 
on the settings and significance of these listed buildings and the Holcombe 
Conservation Area.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised 
and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity 
for development  
  
Assuming the outcome of the HIA supports the site’s allocation and that the 
Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site specific 
allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve 
and enhance the significance and setting of affected listed buildings and the 
Holcombe Hill Conservation Area, as well as any design or other mitigation 
measures as may be identified in the HIA, e.g. retention of existing 
vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular.  
  
For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in 
Local Plans Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 
(2015), The Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), 

 L:and to the east and west of Holcombe Road is not being 
taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when 
published. 
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and Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets 
(2017).  

 

Rural Towns 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

Ashburton: Dolbeare 
Road 

No comments made. Dolbeare Road is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Bovey Tracey: Bovey 
Tracey  
Golf Course 

Historic England  
Given the proximity of several listed buildings to the south of site, Historic 
England considers that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on their 
significance and settings.   
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised 
and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity 
for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of 
nearby listed building and any design or other mitigation measures as may be 
identified in the HIA. We also consider that the need for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation should be included given the recommendations of 
heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA. However, we welcome the 
inclusion of other site requirements concerning the retention of existing 
vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular and conserve 
the setting of Bovey Tracey.  
  
For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in 
Local Plans Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 
(2015),The Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), 
and Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage 
Assets(2017).  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment evidence base 
for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment, we remain concerned about the 

Bovey Tracey Golf Course is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 
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soundness of the emerging Local Plan in light of paragraphs 31,189, 190and 
192of the NPPF2021. In its current form, Historic England objects to the 
inclusion of this proposed allocation.  
  

Bovey Tracey: Bradley 
Bends 

Historic England notes from the heritage and archaeology comments in the 
HELAA and draft Local Plan that the site has archaeological potential.   
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that they should 
include the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary). 
However, we welcome the inclusion of other site requirements concerning 
the retention of existing vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local 
vernacular and conserve the setting of Bovey Tracey.  
 

The setting of settlements is protected under Policy EN1: 
Setting of Settlements, which ensures that development:  
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. 
 
Policy RT2: Bradley Bends of the Proposed Submission 
Local Plan includes the following criterion: 
A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation. 
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In addition, development will be subject to the provisions 
of 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 all allocated 
development sites. 

Bovey Tracey: Depot 
South of Pottery Road 

 South of Pottery Road is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Bovey Tracey:  
Old Hospital Site, 
Moretonhamp 
-stead Road  
 

Historic England notes the close proximity of the site to the Bovey Tracey 
Town Centre and Mary Street Conservation Area, and two grade two listed 
buildings as well asits elevated position.   
 
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that they should 
include the need to conserve and enhance and settings and significance of 
the two listed buildings and the Conservation Area. However, we welcome 
the inclusion of other site requirements concerning the retention of existing 
vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular and conserve 
the setting of Bovey Tracey. Reference to the adopted Bovey Tracey 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2008) may help relation to the latter.   
 
We welcome clarification about what is meant by the Scheduled Monuments 
(Local Provision) area, which is mentioned in the heritage comments in draft 
Local Plan. We also query if the archaeological potential of the site of this 
allocation site has been assessed as appears to have been done for most sites 
in the HELAA. If not, this should be undertaken with an indication of whether 
any archaeological assessment and evaluation should be carried out now to 
inform the allocation and its policy or if It can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals. This could then be added into the site 
requirements if necessary.   
 
For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in 
Local Plans Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 
(2015), The Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), 
and Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage 
Assets(2017).   
 
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment evidence base 
for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment, we remain concerned about the 
soundness of the emerging Local Plan in light of paragraphs 31,189, 190and 
192of the NPPF2021. In its current form, Historic England objects to the 
inclusion of this proposed allocation. 

Old Hospital Site is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 



       
 

61 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

Bovey Tracey: Old 
Employment Sites, 
Cannon Road, 
Heathfield 

Historic England notes the proximity of the proposed allocation to the grade II 
registered Stover Park and the individually designated heritage assets 
associated with it. We further note the recommendation for a setting 
assessment in the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments and in the 
draft Local Plan.   
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that they should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the settings and significance of 
Stover Park and any other affected heritage assets and require a setting 
assessment to inform the design and mitigation of development proposals.  
  
Historic England notes that the heritage and archaeological comments in the 
HELAA and the draft Local Plan recommend archaeological assessment and 
evaluation given the archaeological and palaeoenvironmental potential of the 
site. We consider that the site requirements should also address these 
archaeological matters.   
  
For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in 
Local Plans Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 
(2015), The Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), 
and Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets 
(2017).   
  
Without the use of such site-specific policy criteria for this proposed 
allocation as part of a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of 
the historic environment, we remain concerned about the soundness of the 
emerging Local Plan in light of paragraphs 31,189, 190and 192of the 
NPPF2021. In its current form, Historic England objects to the inclusion of this 
proposed allocation.  

Cannon Road is not being taken forward as a site allocation 
– please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 
 

 

Bovey Tracey:  
Land off Moretonhamp 
-stead Road 

Historic England – Object / Comment  
1. Historic England notes the HELAA identifies the site as having the potential 
for heritage assets of archaeological interest to be affected by the proposed 
allocation and the presence of listed buildings nearby.  
2. Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that they should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of 
affected heritage assets as well as any requirements for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation (as appropriate) and for local character and 
distinctiveness, given the site would be a gateway to Bovey Tracey.  
3. For further information and advice, please see GPA1: The Historic 
Environment in Local Plans (2015), HEAN 3: Site Allocations (2015) and GPA3: 
The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017).  
4. Without the use of such site-specific policy criteria for this proposed 
allocation as part of a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of 
the historic environment, we remain concerned about the soundness of the 
emerging Local Plan in light of paragraphs 31,189, 190 and 192 of the NPPF 

Land off Moretonhampstead Road is not being taken 
forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 
 

 



       
 

62 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

2021. In its current form, Historic England objects to the inclusion of this 
proposed allocation.  
  

Bovey Tracey:  
Land South of  
Le Molay Littry  
Way 

No comments made. Development will be subject to the provisions of Policy 
EN17: Heritage Assets. 

 

 

 

 

Edge of Exeter 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

Edge of Exeter: 
Peamore 

Historic England notes the presence of a Scheduled Monument within the 
proposed allocation site, the archaeological potential of the site and the 
related comments in the HELAA and draft Local Plan. There also appear to be 
also three grade II listed buildings in or immediately adjoining the proposed 
allocation (No 1-4 inc Peamore House, Peamore War Memorial and Peamore 
Cottage), as well as a Scheduled Monument to the south-east(Earthwork 
enclosure south of Blackall's Copse).Given the presence and close proximity 
of these heritage assets to the proposed allocation and the archaeological 
potential, we consider that the suitability and the capacity of this site should 
be informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA). 
 
The HIA should seek to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in 
combination with existing nearby allocations, on the significance and settings 
of all affected heritage assets. The HIA work should include archaeological 
assessment and evaluation as maybe required. It should make 
recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on the significance of 
affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
 
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site. Assuming that the site requirements are intended to 
form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that 
these should also include the need to conserve and enhance the significance 
and settings of the Scheduled Monuments, grade II listed buildings and any 
other affected heritage assets, as well as any other design or other mitigation 
measures as maybe identified in the HIA. 

Policy EE2: Peamore and West Exe of the Proposed 
Submission Local Plan responds to the comments made by 
Historic England and requires the following: 
 
Design and layout solutions which conserve or enhance 
the significance of onsite and nearby heritage assets and 
their settings, including: Peamore House, Peamore War 
Memorial, Peamore Cottage, Enclosures NE of Peamore 
Cottage and Lawrence Castle (Haldon Belvedere), 
informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment. Development 
will avoid the surroundings of Peamore House and 
Enclosures NE of Peamore Cottage; and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation, which shall 
inform the layout of the site. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all 
allocated development sites.  
 
The site allocation has been subject to HIA to ascertain 
whether the level of development allocated could be 
delivered whilst conserving the heritage significance of 
assets.  The HIA concludes that: 
 
“The housing allocation for 900 units needs to be carefully 
considered in layout and design and to be restricted in the 

Thank you for sharing a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) 
of the site (received 12 December 2022). 
 
In order to respond to the significance of the affected 
heritage assets and their settings, the Local Plan’s Concept 
Plan (Appendix 5 – yet to be shared) will need to 
demonstrate a positive response to the clear and specific 
recommendations of the Council’s evidence base provided 
by the Heritage Impact Assessment, including such as: 
  
Avoiding development within or affecting the setting of the 
former Romano British Settlement scheduled monument. 
 
Avoiding development “in the entirety of the swathe of 
land splaying out east from Peamore House to the wooded 
ridge Little Silver plantation in order to conserve and 
enhance the setting of Peamore House, Peamore Cottage, 
associated farm buildings, Peamore Lodge, War Memorial 
and surrounding parkland”. 
 
Critically, the illustration of these strategic design 
parameters in the Concept Plan will indicate whether, and 
how, the proposed quantum of development proposed can 
still be accommodated within the site, and better reveal 
the significance of those affected heritage assets within 
their landscape setting. 
 
It is historic England’s strong recommendation that to 
accord with national policy evidence needs to be provided 
at the plan making stage (e.g. in the form of a Concept Plan 
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entirety of the swathe of land splaying out east from 
Peamore House to the wooded ridge Little Silver plantation 
in order to conserve and enhance the setting of Peamore 
House, Peamore Cottage, associated farm buildings, 
Peamore Lodge, War Memorial and surrounding parkland. 
The orientation of Peamore House is east looking across 
and controlling the immediate parkland landscape between 
it and the A379 but beyond over the ancillary Farm and 
Peamore Cottage to the fishpond and boathouse and the 
backdrop of the Little Silver Plantation and ridge.  
 
In addition, any works within or in the setting of the 
Scheduled Monument allocation of the Iron Age /Romano 
British Settlement/Farmhouse to the North would be 
harmful to this designated heritage asset.  
 
The combined heritage value of the setting of Peamore 
House, Peamore Cottage and associated buildings and 
Scheduled Monument needs to be preserved and better 
revealed where possible so that the parkland can form a 
central green infrastructure feature at the centre of the site 
to preserve the current significance of the assets setting.   
 
The employment and mixed-use part of the site to the 
south of Day Pottles Lane would be considered to have low 
level of harm to the assets as part of the wider locality but 
in context of the heritage assets needs to consider 
landscaping character as a as part of the approach to 
Peamore House setting would assist in bedding the 
development into the landscape.” 
 
Discussions have taken place with the land promoters to 
make clear that the area to the east of Peamore House, or 
areas immediately north or south of it, should remain as 
undeveloped areas. The wording of the policy, as set out 
above, would secure this.   

(Appendix 5)), and before the principle of development is 
established, to demonstrate how the Council’s evidence 
base in the form of its Heritage Impact Assessment can be 
satisfactorily addressed. 
 
It should be noted the HIA was prepared having regard to 
national policy, guidance and advice. 

Edge of Exeter: 
Markham’s Farm 

Historic England notes the high potential for archaeology on the site as set 
out in the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA. We further note 
the recommendation that core archaeological sites may need to be preserved 
in-situ in open space. Given this recommendation, we consider that the 
archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary) should be 
undertaken to prepare a master plan to help inform decisions about the 
suitability and capacity of this site for allocation. Assuming that the site 
requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific 
allocation policy, we consider that these should also include the need to 
conserve and enhance any other affected heritage assets, as well as any other 
design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified through 

Policy EE1: Markham Village of the Proposed Submission 
Local Plan responds to the comments made by Historic 
England and requires the following: 
Design and layout solutions which conserve or  
enhance the significance of heritage assets and their 
settings, including Lawrence Castle (Haldon Belvedere) 
and Exeter Cathedral, and the Conservation Areas of Ide, 
Alphin Brook, Princes Square, Southernhay, and 
Pennsylvania and listed buildings within them;  
A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation 

Noted 
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archaeological assessment and evaluation so as to avoid and minimise 
negative impacts and maximise enhancements. 

 
This policy requirement is as a result of the HIAs submitted 
for the site by the site promoters. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all 
allocated development sites.  

Edge of Exeter: Atwell’s 
Farm 

Historic England notes from the heritage and archaeology comments in the 
HELAA and draft Local Plan that the site has archaeological potential and that 
little archaeological investigation has been undertaken locally. We further 
note the associated recommendation for sufficient archaeological 
information to accompany future planning applications. 
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that they should 
include the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary). 
However, we welcome the inclusion of other site requirements concerning 
the retention of existing vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local 
vernacular and conserve the setting of Exeter, especially given the proximity 
of the site to the grade II* listed Cleve House. This listed building was not 
recognised in the HELAA and draft Local Plan and given this, we have to query 
if consideration has been given to potential setting impacts on heritage assets 
located outside of Teignbridge District. We also consider that the need 
conserve and enhance the setting and significance of nearby listed buildings 
should also be included in the site requirements. 

Policy EE4: Attwells Farm of the Proposed Submission Local 
Plan responds to the comments made by Historic England 
and requires the following: 
 
Conserve or enhance the significance of heritage assets 
and their settings, including Cleve House, with 
development focussed on the lower parts of the site; and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation; and 
Specific landscaping measures to minimise potential 
landscape impacts that retain and reinforce the setting of 
Exeter, as informed by a Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment, and shall avoid development of the upper 
slopes and ridges of the site. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all 
allocated development sites.  
 
Initial concept planning work acknowledges that 
development will be limited to the lower slopes of the site 
to protect the setting of Exeter.  

Noted 

 

Villages  

 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

Abbotskerswell:  Land 
at Manor Road 

Historic England notes the comments about the old Cider Factory in the 
HELAA and the potential heritage benefits from reinstating an orchard use. 
We are not sure of the heritage status of this building or the contribution 
that this site makes to the setting of the Abbotskerswell Conservation Area, 
which may have prompted this recommendation. However, we note that the 
adopted Abbotskerswell Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) 
identifies some of the buildings at the old Cider Factory as making a positive 

Land at Manor Road is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 
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contribution to character and the importance of orchards to the village’s 
history. 
The Council may wish to carry out a heritage impact assessment (HIA)to 
clarify these matters. This will help to inform decisions about the suitability 
and capacity of this site for allocation as well as the need f or any site-specific 
criteria in the associated allocation policy to avoid, minimised and/or 
mitigate negative impacts and maximise enhancements maximised. We also 
note the archaeological potential for the site from the HELAA heritage and 
archaeology comments with a recommendation for archaeological 
mitigation. Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the 
basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that they 
should also address these archaeological matters. 

Abbotskerswell: 
Orchard Lane 

Historic England notes from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments 
that access to this proposed allocation site is located within the 
Abbotskerswell Conservation Area with the bulk of the site potentially 
affecting its setting as well as the settingsof several grade II listed buildings. 
Given that this, we consider that the site requirements should include the 
need to conserve and enhance the settingsand significance of these listed 
buildings and the Conservation Area (assuming that the site requirements 
are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation 
policy).We support the inclusion of site requirements regarding the retention 
of existing vegetation given that the adopted Abbotskerswell Conservation 
Area Character Appraisal (2010) identifies importance of trees and orchards 
to the village’s character and history. 
We also query if the archaeological potential ofthis allocation site has been 
assessedas appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, 
this should be undertaken with an indication of whether any archaeological 
assessment and evaluation should be carried out now to inform the 
allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to inform 
development proposals. This could then be added into the site requirements 
if necessary. 

Orchard Lane is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Abbotskerswell: Plum 
Tree  
Cottage 

No comments received. Plum Tree Cottage is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Abbotskerswell: The 
Butcher’s Arms 

No comments received. The Butcher’s Arms is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Bickington: Land 
between Old Hill and 
the former A38 
adjacent Old Hill 

Historic England notes from the HELAA that the site is in close proximity to a 
grade II listed building (Crooked Cottage) to the north-west and that there is 
group of listed buildings located to the east, which includes the grade I listed 
Church of St Mary the Virgin (on the Heritage at Risk Register) and the grade 
II* listed Church House and Dove Cote. The need to address these constraints 
in a sensitive development in relation to the settings of these assets is 
identified in the HELAA but is not acknowledged in either the Sensitivities or 
the Site Requirements section of the draft Local Plan.  
Owing to the proximity of this allocation, and the nearby proposed allocation 
at Land south of Old Hill, Bickington, we are concerned about the potential 
impacts on the settings and significance of these designated heritage assets. 

Land between Old Hill and former A38 is not being taken 
forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 
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Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the 
significance and settings of affected heritage assets and better understand its 
suitability and capacity for development.  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised 
and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised. This 
should include the cumulative impact of this allocation in combination with 
the proposed allocation at Land South of Old Hill, Bickington.  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been 
assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, 
this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether 
this should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it 
can be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals.  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of all 
affected heritage assets, including the grade I listed Church of St Mary the 
Virgin (at risk), grade II* listed Church House and Dove Cote, and grade II 
listed building Crooked Cottage and other listed buildings, as well as any 
other design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. 
They should also cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and 
evaluation as well as any matters related to local character and 
distinctiveness.  

Bickington: Land South 
of Old Hill 

Historic England is concerned to note that the HELAA does not identify any 
listed buildings within or adjacent to the site. There are several listed 
buildings in relatively close proximity to the proposed allocation site 
including a group of listed buildings located to the north-east centred around 
the grade I listed Church of St Mary the Virgin (which is on the Heritage at 
Risk Register), as well as the grade II* listed Manor House to the west. 
Further to the east are the grade II listed buildings at Bickington Barton. The 
presence of these assets is not acknowledged in either the Sensitivities or the 
Site Requirements section of the draft Local Plan.  
Owing to the proximity of this allocation, and the nearby proposed allocation 
at Land between Old Hill and former A38, Bickington, we are concerned 
about the potential impacts on the settings and significance of these 
designated heritage assets. Given this, we consider that a heritage impact 
assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the 
proposed allocation on the significance and settings of affected heritage 
assets and better understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised 
and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised. This 
should include the cumulative impact of this allocation in combination with 
the proposed allocation at Land between Old Hill and former A38, 
Bickington.  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been 
assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, 
this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether 

Land south of Old Hill is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published.  
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this should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it 
can be prepared at a later date to inform development  
proposals.  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of all 
affected heritage assets, including the grade I listed Church of St Mary the 
Virgin and other listed buildings, as well as any other design or other 
mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. They should also cover 
any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation.  

Bishopsteignton: Land 
South of Forder Lane 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA 
and draft Local Plan, and we support the associated proposed site 
requirements (assuming these are intended to form the basis for criteria in a 
site-specific allocation policy.  
 

Policy V2 Forder Lane includes the following criterion: 
“A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation.” 
 
Village allocations will be subject to the provisions of 
Policy EN17: Heritage Assets. The policy sets out 
requirements for development affecting heritage assets 
and their settings, which include listed buildings, 
archaeology, scheduled monuments and RPGs, as well as 
non-designated heritage assets.  With regard to this site, 
this policy would secure appropriate archaeological 
investigations and mitigation. 

Noted 

Bishopsteignton: 
Bishops Combe 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA 
regarding the archaeological potential of the site and the need for mitigation. 
However, draft Local Plan and, in particular, the site requirements do not 
include the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary).  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that they should also 
address these archaeological matters.  

Bishops Combe is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Bishopsteignton: 
Bakers Yard 

No comments received. Village allocations will be subject to the provisions of 
Policy EN17: Heritage Assets. The policy sets out 
requirements for development affecting heritage assets 
and their settings, which include listed buildings, 
archaeology, scheduled monuments and RPGs. 

Noted 

Bishopsteignton: High 
Elms 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA 
regarding the archaeological potential of the site and the need for mitigation. 
However, draft Local Plan and, in particular, the site requirements do not 
include the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if 
necessary).Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the 
basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that the they 
should also address these archaeological matters. 

High Elms is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details 
when published. 

 

Broadhempston: Land 
North of Ashwick Court 

Historic England notes from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments 
and the draft Local Plan that the allocation site is located near to the north of 
the Broadhempston Conservation Area and a few listed buildings. Given this, 
we consider that the site requirements should include the need to conserve 
and enhance the settings and significance of nearby listed buildings and the 
Conservation Area(assuming that the site requirements are intended to form 
the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). However, we support 

Land North of Ashwick Court is not being taken forward 
as a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) for further details when published. 

 



       
 

68 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

the inclusion of the site requirements relating to the retention of vegetation 
and development layout and design that reinforces the character and 
distinctiveness of Broadhempston. Reference the adopted Broadhempston 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) should assist with this. We are 
uncertain f rom the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed, although there is 
reference to possible medieval boundary features. Given this, we consider 
that the site requirements should also address theneed f or archaeological 
assessment and evaluation (if necessary) 

Broadhempston: South 
West of Stoop Cross 

Historic England notes from the heritage and archaeology comments in the 
HELAA and the draft Local Plan that impacts on the setting of the 
Broadhempston Conservation Area and several grade II listed buildings need 
to be considered but that a sensitive development is likely to be acceptable. 
While we support the associated heritage mitigation site requirement, we 
consider this should be reworded to include the need to conserve and 
enhance the settings and significance of these listed buildings and the 
conservation area (assuming that the site requirements are intended to form 
the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). We also support the 
inclusion of the landscape mitigation site requirement in respect of the 
development layout, design and vernacular character. Reference the adopted 
Broadhempston Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) should assist 
with this. We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology 
comments if the archaeological potential of this site has been assessed, 
although there is reference to possible medieval boundary features. Given 
this, we consider that the site requirements should also address the need f or 
archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary).  
 

South West of Stoop Cross is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
for further details when published. 

 

Broadhempston: Land 
West of Ashwick Court 

Historic England notes from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments 
and the draft Local Plan that the allocation site is located to the north of the 
Broadhempston Conservation Area, which contains listed buildings. We also 
note the site’s archaeological potential and the associated recommendation 
for investigation and recording. Given this, we consider that the site 
requirements should include the need to conserve and enhance the settings 
and significance of any affected listed buildings and the Conservation Area 
(assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). However, we support the inclusion 
of the site requirements relating to the retention of vegetation and 
development layout and design that reinforces the character and 
distinctiveness of Broadhempston. Reference to the adopted Broadhempston 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) should assist with this.W e also 
support the site requirement that addresses the archaeological matters 

Land West of Ashwick Court is not being taken forward as 
a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
for further details when published. 

 

Broadhempston: Field 
North of Easterways 

 No comments made. (Site not consulted on at draft Plan stage but is 
preferred site of community). 

Policy V4: Adjacent to Easterways, includes the following: 
“A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation.” 
 
Village allocations will be subject to the provisions of 
Policy EN17: Heritage Assets. The policy sets out 
requirements for development affecting heritage assets 

Noted 
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and their settings, which include listed buildings, 
archaeology, scheduled monuments and RPGs. 

Broadhempston: Field 
South of 
Broadhempston 

HE - Historic England notes that there are a few listed buildings to the north 
of the proposed allocation site as well as the Broadhempston Conservation 
Area.  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that they should 
include the need to conserve and enhance and settings and significance of 
nearby listed buildings and the Conservation Area.   
We also query if the archaeological potential of the site of this allocation site 
has been assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. 
If not, this should be undertaken with an indication of whether any 
archaeological assessment and evaluation should be carried out now to 
inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals. This could then be added into the Site 
Requirements if necessary.  
For further information and advice, please see The Historic Environment in 
Local Plans Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 
(2015), The Historic Environment and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), 
and Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets 
(2017).  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment evidence 
base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment, we remain concerned about the 
soundness of the emerging Local Plan in light of paragraphs 31,189, 190 and 
192 of the NPPF 2021. In its current form, Historic England objects to the 
inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

 Field South of Broadhempston is not being taken 
forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

 

Broadhempston: Land 
at Lowmans Farm 

Historic England notes from the HELAA that the site is located partly within 
the Broadhempston Conservation Area and that development may affect its 
special interest and its setting as well as the settings and significance of 
nearby listed buildings including the grade II listed Radfords to the north, 
grade II listed Hunter’s Lodge to the south-east and grade II listed Sneydhurst 
to the south-west  
  
We further note that the adopted Conservation Area Character Appraisal 
(2010) for Broadhempston identifies the shape and historical layout/plan of 
the village with gardens and orchards (even if outside the conservation area 
boundary) in surviving plots behind the developed street fronts as an 
important characteristic of the village. It states further that the scope for 
enlargement of the village is strictly limited and must be fully justified on a 
site-specific basis (p5-6).  
  
Given this, Historic England considers that a heritage impact assessment 
(HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed 
allocation on the significance and settings of affected heritage assets.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 

Land at Lowmans Farm is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
for further details when published. 
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on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised 
and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised. 
  
In respect of archaeology, we note that the HELAA describes the whole of the 
site as being a Scheduled Monument (Local Provisional) area in the Site 
Overview. We are not clear what this means as there are no Scheduled 
Monuments within the vicinity of Broadhempston. However, the HELAA goes 
on to mention the archaeological potential of the site and recommends 
archaeological mitigation as a condition of any consent.  
  
The Conservation Area Character Appraisal also identifies the whole site as 
being within an Area of Archaeological Potential. So we have assumed 
archaeological potential was what was meant in the HELAA and on this basis, 
we consider that archaeological matters should be considered as part of the 
HIA with an indication of whether archaeological assessment and evaluation 
(as necessary) should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its 
policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to inform development 
proposals.   
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity 
for development.  
  
Assuming the outcome of the HIA supports the site’s allocation and that the 
Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site specific 
allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to conserve 
and enhance the significance and settings of the Broadhempston 
Conservation Area and nearby listed buildings, as well as any design or other 
mitigation measures as may be identified in the HIA, e.g. retention of existing 
vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular. They should 
also cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation as 
well as any matters related to local character and distinctiveness. 
 This site lies within a landscape containing evidence of prehistoric activity 
and within an area to the south of the village that appears to have been 
enclosed in the medieval period. Given this archaeological potential it is 
advised that archaeological mitigation may be required.  

Buckfastleigh: Land 
South of Strode Road 

Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that they should include 
the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of the 
Buckfastleigh Conservation Area and any other affected heritage assets. 
Without this HE objects to sites inclusion.   

Land south of Strode Road is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
for further details when published. 
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Chudleigh: Inner Bell, 
Exeter Road 

Historic England notes from the HELAA that the grade II listed Heathfield and 
former stables is located to the north of the proposed allocation site.  Given 
this, Historic England considers that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) 
should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation 
on this listed building’s significance and setting. 
  
We also note from the HELAA that the site is located in an area of 
archaeological potential but this contains no recommendations for when 
archaeological assessment and evaluation should be undertaken. Given this, 
we consider that the HIA should either provide this assessment if it is needed 
to inform the allocation and its policy or indicate if it can be prepared at a 
later date to inform development proposals (as necessary).  
 
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised 
and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised. In our 
view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan 
for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for 
development.  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and setting of the 
listed Heathfield and former stables and any design or other mitigation 
measures as may be identified in the HIA, e.g. retention of existing 
vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular. They should 
also cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if 
relevant).  

Policy RT3: Inner Bell, Chudleigh of the Proposed 
Submission Local Plan responds to the comments made 
by Historic England and requires the following: 
Conservation or enhancement of the significance 
of nearby heritage assets and their settings, particularly 
Heathfield and Former Stables, and Oakfield, as 
informed by a Heritage Impact Assessment;  and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation. 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated development sites. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken which concludes that the 
development of this greenfield site will have some low 
level of harm to the setting and outlook of the listed 
building, Heathfields, which is sited angled south and so 
has oblique views across the lower part of the site.  It 
notes that careful consideration to the siting and layout 
and scale of built form, local distinctive approaches 
would include a more organic and evolved form of 
development rather than a rigid block form.   
 
The following has been added to the policy's supporting 
text: 
"Development should consider a more organic and 
evolved form of development rather than a rigid block 
form and provide a gateway development to the historic 
town.”    

Noted 

Chudleigh Knighton: 
Land to Rear of Apple 
Tree Close 

No comments made. Land to rear of Apple Tree Close is not being taken 
forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

 

Chudleigh Knighton: 
Tollgate Farm 

No comments made. The site benefits from outline planning permission under 
reference 20/01736/MAJ for 60 dwellings, granted on 
13.4.21.    This has established the principle of the 
development. 
 
However, details of the development would be subject to 
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 all allocated 
development sites. 

Noted 
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Denbury: Denbury 
Glebe 

Historic England notes from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments 
and the draft Local Plan that the allocation site is located to close to the 
Denbury Conservation Area with a number of listed buildings in the village. 
However, this description does not recognise the close proximity of the grade 
II listed Gaia House to the south-east of the site nor to the Scheduled 
Monument Denbury Camp to the south-west. It is noted that the adopted 
Denbury Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) makes particular 
reference to the importance of views to and from this Scheduled Monument 
and the impact on the landscape from development, even if at some distance 
from the village.  
  
Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the settings and significance of these two designated 
heritage assets (assuming that the site requirements are intended to form 
the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). However, we support 
the site requirements relating to the retention of existing vegetation, 
landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular and conserve the setting 
of Denbury. Reference to the adopted Denbury Conservation Area Character 
Appraisal (2010) may assist with this.  
  
We also note the site’s archaeological potential and the associated 
recommendation for assessment and evaluation. However, this should also 
be included in the site requirements. For further information and advice, 
please see The Historic Environment in Local Plans Historic Environment 
Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note 1 (2015), The Historic Environment 
and Site Allocations in Local Plans (2015), and Good Practice Advice in 
Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017).   
  

Without the use of such site-specific policy criteria for this proposed 
allocation as part of a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment 
of the historic environment, we remain concerned about the soundness of 
the emerging Local Plan in light of paragraphs 31,189, 190 and 192 of the 
NPPF 2021. In its current form, Historic England objects to the inclusion of 
this proposed allocation  

Denbury Glebe is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Denbury: Land East of 
East Street 

Historic England notes the archaeological potential of the site from the 
heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA along with the 
recommendation for archaeological investigation and evaluation. However, 
this has not been included in the draft Local Plan text and in the site 
requirements in particular (assuming that these are intended to form the 
basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). We consider that this 
should be addressed.   
  
Given the proximity of the site to the Denbury Conservation Area, we are of 
the view that the need to conserve and enhance the setting should be 
included as a site requirement.   
  

Policy V7: East Street, Denbury has been drafted to 
reflect Historic England’s comments, including the 
following criteria: 
Conservation or enhancement the significance of the 
Conservation Area;  and  
“A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation.” 
 
This is in addition to 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 

Noted 
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However, we support the site requirements relating to the retention of 
existing vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular and 
conserve the setting of Denbury. Reference to the adopted Denbury 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) may assist with this.   

development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, 
including all allocated development sites. 

Denbury: Land South of 
the Union Inn 

Historic England notes from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments 
and the draft Local Plan that the proposed allocation site is located in very 
close proximity to the Denbury Conservation Area and the grade II listed 
Union Inn but that sensitive development is likely to be acceptable.  
  
Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the settings and significance of the grade II listed 
Union Inn and the Denbury Conservation Area (assuming that the site 
requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific 
allocation policy).   
  
However, we support the site requirements relating to the retention of 
existing vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular and 
conserve the setting of Denbury. Reference to the adopted Denbury 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) may assist with this.  
  
We also note the site’s archaeological potential and the associated 
recommendation for assessment and evaluation. However, this should also 
be included in the site requirements.  
 

 Land south of the Union Inn is not being taken forward 
as a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) for further details when published. 

 

Denbury: Land at 
Denbury Down Lane 

Historic England notes from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments 
and the draft Local Plan that the proposed allocation site is located to close 
to the Denbury Conservation Area with a number of listed buildings in the 
village. However, this description does not recognise the proximity of 
heritage assets located outside of the village including the grade II listed 
buildings at Norden Farm to the west and nor the Scheduled Monument 
Denbury Camp to the south. It is noted that the adopted Denbury 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) makes particular reference to 
the importance of views to and from this Scheduled Monument and the 
impact on the landscape from development even if at some distance from 
the village.  
  
Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the settings and significance of these designated 
heritage assets (assuming that the site requirements are intended to form 
the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). However, we support 
the site requirements relating to the retention of existing vegetation, 
landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular and conserve the setting 
of Denbury. Reference to the adopted Denbury Conservation Area Character 
Appraisal (2010) may assist with this.   
 

Denbury Down Lane is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Doddiscombsleigh: 
Land at Springfield 
Farm /Burnt Meadow 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA 
and draft Local Plan, and we support the associated proposed site 
requirements (assuming these are intended to form the basis for criteria in a 
site-specific allocation policy. 

Policy V8: Adjacent to Burnt Meadow includes the 
following requirement: 
“A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation.” 

Noted 
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Development would be subject to 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 all allocated development sites. 

East Ogwell: Mill Lane HE - Historic England notes the close proximity of this proposed allocation to 
the East Ogwell  
Conservation Area and can see that it wraps around the site on three sides. 
We also note the presence of the grade II listed Torre Cottage nearby.  
  
We have considered the adopted East Ogwell Conservation Area Character 
Appraisal (2010)  
and note that it does not provide much detail on contribution of setting to 
the significance of the Conservation Area, although it notes the importance 
of trees and orchards, and that modern buildings can harm the setting of the 
grade I listed Church of St Bartholomew and the Conservation Area despite 
being some distance from it.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the significance and 
settings of affected heritage assets including Torre Cottage and the 
Conservation Area.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or 
mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the siteand to better understand its suitability and capacity 
for development. It can also be used to update the adopted East Ogwell 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) in relation to its setting.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of 
Torre Cottage, the Conservation Area, any other affected heritage assets, as 
well as for any other design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified 
in the HIA.  
  
We support the inclusion of site requirements for retention for vegetation, 
landscaping and  
design to reflect local vernacular and conserve the setting of the East Ogwell 
Conservation  

 Mill Lane, East Ogwell is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 
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Area. Reference to the adopted Character Appraisal (2010) may be of 
assistance here.  

Exminster: Milbury 
Barton 

HE - Historic England notes the archaeological potential of the site and the 
need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary) from the 
HELAA and draft Local Plan.  
  
Given this, we consider that site requirements should address these 
archaeological matters  
(assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy).  
  
We support the inclusion of the retention of vegetation, landscaping and 
design, which should help to preserve the setting of the nearby grade II listed 
buildings (Chapel of Chapel of Exe Vale Hospital and lodges, gatepiers and 
gates).  

Milbury Barton  is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Exminster: Exminster 
West 

HE - Historic England notes that the southern part of this allocation is near to 
the Scheduled  
Monument entitled Earthwork enclosure south of Blackall's Copse as well as 
to the grade II listed Damerosehay Cottage and grade II listed buildings at 
Spurway Farm and Towsington Barton. This is not clear from the HELAA 
comments or in the draft Local Plan. The northern part of the allocation is 
close to the grade II* listed Former Exe Vale Hospital.  
 Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the significance and 
settings of these and any other affected heritage assets.  
 The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or 
mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
 In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity 
for development.  
 Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of 
affected heritage assets, as well as for any other design or other mitigation 
measures as maybe identified in the HIA.  
 However, we support the inclusion of site requirements for retention for 
vegetation,  
landscaping and design to reflect local vernacular and conserve the setting of 
Exminster.  
 We also note the HELAA comments about the archaeological potential of the 
allocation site  
and the recommendation for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if 
necessary).  
However, this should also be included in the site requirements.  

 Exminster West is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 
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Exminster: Sentry’s 
Farm 

No comments made.  Sentry’s Farm is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Exminster: Sannerville 
Chase 

HE - Historic England notes the close proximity of the proposed allocation to 
the grade II listed buildings (Chapel of Chapel of Exe Vale Hospital and lodges, 
gatepiers and gates) and the recommendation in the HELAA comments that 
their landscaped grounds need assessment prior to allocation.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the significance and 
settings of these and any other affected heritage assets.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or 
mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity 
for development.  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of 
affected heritage assets, as well as for any other design or other mitigation 
measures as maybe identified in the HIA.  
  
We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed. Given this, we 
consider that the HIA should consider archaeological matters and that the 
site requirements should also address the need for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation (as necessary).  

Sannerville Chase is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Exminster: Land to SSE 
of Exminster House 

Historic England notes the proximity of this proposed allocation to the grade 
II* listed Former Exe Vale Hospital, the grade II listed Chapel of Chapel of Exe 
Vale Hospital and associated lodges, gate piers and gates. We also note the 
recommendation in the HELAA comments that the landscaped grounds need 
assessment prior to allocation. 
 
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the 
significance and settings of these and any other affected heritage assets. The 
HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on 
the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or 
mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised. In our view, the 
HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for the 
site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for development. 
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 

Land to SSE of Exminster House is not being taken 
forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 
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criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of 
affected heritage assets, as well as for any other design or other mitigation 
measures as maybe identified in the HIA. We are uncertain f rom the HELAA 
heritage and archaeology comments if the archaeological potential of this 
site has been assessed. Given this, we consider that the HIA should consider 
archaeological matters and that the site requirements should also address 
the need for archaeological assessment and evaluation (as necessary). 

Exminster: Land to the 
North and South of Day 
Pottles Lane 

No comments made.  Land to the North and South of Day Pottles Lane is not 
being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when 
published. 

 

Hennock: Field off 
Knights Mead, 
Chudleigh Knighton 

Historic England notes from the HELAA that the grade II listed Teign Lawn is 
located in close proximity to the proposed allocation site with other listed 
buildings located further away.  
  
Given this, Historic England considers that a heritage impact assessment 
(HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed 
allocation on Teign Lawn’s significance and setting.   
  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been 
assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, 
this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether 
this should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it 
can be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised 
and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity 
for development.  
  
Assuming that the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and setting of the 
listed Teign Lawn and any design or other mitigation measures as may be 
identified in the HIA, e.g. retention of existing vegetation, landscaping, and 
design to reflect local vernacular. They should also cover any requirements 
for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if relevant).   

Policy V6: Field off Knights Mead, Chudleigh Knighton of 
the Proposed Submission Local Plan responds to the 
comments made by Historic England and requires the 
following: 
 
A design and layout solution that conserves or enhances 
the significance of the heritage assets of Teign Lawn, a 
Grade II Listed Building and their settings, as informed 
by a Heritage Impact Assessment; and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated development sites. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken. It concludes that 
development would be harmful to the outlook and 
setting of Teign Lawn and suggests that any development 
needs to understand the evolution of the Teign Lawn 
landscape since the 19th century,  be informed by it and, 
to integrate into the proposals evidence of this change to 
the setting of this listed building in order to protect and 
give space to the significance of its setting including the 
existing landscape openness and the specific elements of 
two field oaks and the existing tree screen to the A38 and 
river to the south east of the site which can assist in 
lessening the harm.   
 
The supporting text accompanying the policy has been 
expanded to include the following: 
“The development will need to provide space around 
Teign Lawn to protect the significance of its setting and 

Thank you for sharing a Heritage Impact Assessment 
(HIA) for the site (received 12 December 2022). 
 
Teighn Lawn (Grade II Listed) is currently bordered on 3 
sides by more recent development which amplifies the 
importance of this remaining open space to the south 
east of the property. 
 
Policy V6 requires development of 15 ‘custom built’ 
homes to provide space around Teign Lawn to protect the 
significance of its setting and include a buffer zone to its 
garden”. 
 
However, it is unclear how this condition, and those 
relating to the Oaks for example, can be met whilst still 
delivering the proposed quantum of development.  
 
Historic England therefore suggests that before the 
principle of development can be agreed, and included in 
the Local Plan, evidence needs to be provided to show 
how the proposed key design principles/conditions could 
be met. This needs to be provided at this stage to 
demonstrate that great weight has been afforded the 
conservation of the asset and that special regard has 
been had to the desirability of preserving the building or 
its setting In accordance with S66 of the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 
 
An illustrative concept plan – provided at this stage - that 
responds to the Heritage Impact Assessment, may 
demonstrate the suitability of the allocation in principle 
and whether or not there is the potential for a design and 
layout solution that conserves or enhances the 
significance of Teign Lawn and its setting. 
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include a buffer zone to its garden, which should be 
planted with trees and enhanced native hedgerows to 
minimise impacts on the outlook from, and setting of, the 
building.”   

Without such evidence there is doubt the development is 
deliverable.  
 
 
 
 
 

Ipplepen: Blackstone 
Road 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA 
and draft Local Plan and that the recommendation that this land is not 
allocated for development without upfront archaeological work.   
  
Given this, we consider that an archaeological assessment should be 
undertaken, with evaluation as may be required, to inform decisions about 
the site’s suitability and capacity for development.   
  
The archaeological assessment should seek to understand the impacts of the 
proposed allocation on the significance of any non-designated heritage 
assets of archaeological interest. It should make recommendations for ways 
in which negative impacts can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for enhancements maximised. Depending on the findings, a 
masterplan may need to be prepared for the site and site-specific criteria 
included in the allocation policy.  

Policy V13: Blackstone Road, Ipplepen of the Proposed 
Submission Local Plan responds to the comments made 
by Devon County Archaeologist and requires the 
following: 
 
A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated development sites. 

Noted 

Ipplepen: Park Hill 
Lodge 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA 
and draft Local Plan and that the recommendation that this land is not 
allocated for development without upfront archaeological work.   
  
Given this, we consider that an archaeological assessment should be 
undertaken, with evaluation as may be required, to inform decisions about 
the site’s suitability and capacity for development.   
  
The archaeological assessment should seek to understand the impacts of the 
proposed allocation on the significance of any non-designated heritage 
assets of archaeological interest. It should make recommendations for ways 
in which negative impacts can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for enhancements maximised. Depending on the findings, a 
masterplan may need to be prepared for the site and site-specific criteria 
included in the allocation policy.   

Park Hill Lodge is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published.  

 

Ipplepen: Blackberry 
Hill 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA 
and draft Local Plan and that the recommendation that this land is not 
allocated for development without upfront archaeological work. 
  
Given this, we consider that an archaeological assessment should be 
undertaken, with  
evaluation as may be required, to inform decisions about the site’s suitability 
and capacity for  
development.  
 

Policy V14: Blackberry Hill requires: 
“A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation.” 
 
 Development would be subject to 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 all allocated development sites. 

Noted 
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The archaeological assessment should seek to understand the impacts of the 
proposed allocation on the significance of any non-designated heritage 
assets of archaeological interest. 
It should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts can be 
avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised. Depending on the findings, a masterplan may need to be 
prepared for the site and site-specific criteria included  in the allocation 
policy. 

Ipplepen: Field off 
Dornafield Road 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA 
and draft Local Plan and that the recommendation that this land is not 
allocated for development without upfront archaeological work.   
  
Given this, we consider that an archaeological assessment should be 
undertaken, with evaluation as may be required, to inform decisions about 
the site’s suitability and capacity for development.   
  
The archaeological assessment should seek to understand the impacts of the 
proposed allocation on the significance of any non-designated heritage 
assets of archaeological interest. It should make recommendations for ways 
in which negative impacts can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for enhancements maximised. Depending on the findings, a 
masterplan may need to be prepared for the site and site-specific criteria 
included in the allocation policy.   

Field off Dornafield Road is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
for further details when published.  

 

Ipplepen: Field off 
Moor Road 

Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA 
and draft Local Plan and that the recommendation that this land is not 
allocated for development without upfront archaeological work.   
  
Given this, we consider that an archaeological assessment should be 
undertaken, with evaluation as may be required, to inform decisions about 
the site’s suitability and capacity for development.   
  
The archaeological assessment should seek to understand the impacts of the 
proposed allocation on the significance of any non-designated heritage 
assets of archaeological interest. It should make recommendations for ways 
in which negative impacts can be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and 
opportunities for enhancements maximised. Depending on the findings, a 
masterplan may need to be prepared for the site and site-specific criteria 
included in the allocation policy.   

Field off Moor Road is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 
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Ipplepen: Land to East 
of Brooke House, North 
Street 

Object/comment -   
1. Historic England notes from the HELAA that the proposed allocation site is 
located near to two grade II listed buildings (Brooke House and Northlands) 
to the west and the Ipplepen Conservation Area. The adopted Conservation 
Area Character Appraisal for Ipplepen (2010) notes that the shape and 
historical layout of the village is one of its basic characteristics and that the 
scope for enlargement of the village is strictly limited (p6).  
2. Given this, Historic England considers that a heritage impact assessment 
(HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed 
allocation on the setting and significance of these listed buildings and the 
Ipplepen Conservation Area.  
3. We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been 
assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, 
this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether 
this should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it 
can be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals. We note 
that proposed allocations in Ipplepen were not recommended for allocation 
without upfront archaeological work.  
4. The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised.  
5. In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity 
for development.  
6. Assuming the outcome of the HIA supports the site’s allocation and that 
the Site Requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site 
specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the significance and setting of affected listed buildings 
and the Ipplepen Conservation Area and any design or other mitigation 
measures as may be identified in the HIA, e.g. retention of existing 
vegetation, landscaping, and design to reflect local vernacular. They should 
also cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if 
relevant).  

Land to East of Brook House is not being taken forward as 
a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
for further details when published. 

 

Kenn and Kennford: 
Kennford South 

Historic England notes the proximity of these allocations, along with the 
proposed Opposite Exeter Court Hotel, Kennford employment allocation, to 
the Kenn Conservation Area to the east and several listed buildings in the 
surrounding area, including those associated with or near to the grade II* 
listed Trehill House, and the concerns about impacts on their settings and 
significance in the HELAA comments and draft Local Plan. We further note 
the landscape comments in the draft Local Plan that raise concerns about the 
loss of distinctiveness between Kenn and Kennford and the impacts on the 
setting of the Kenn Conservation Area.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to  

 Kennford South is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 
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understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in combination with 
other proposed allocations, on the settings and significance of these and any 
other affected heritage assets.  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or 
mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised. In our view, the HIA should then 
be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for the site and to better 
understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of 
affected listed buildings and the Kenn Conservation Area, as well  as for any 
other design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. In 
our view, the results of the HIA should be used to update the adopted Kenn 
Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) in terms of the contribution of 
setting to its significance, given the extent of the allocations proposed near 
to Kenn.  
  
We support the retention of vegetation and landscape site requirements. We 
also consider that the site requirements should include design to reflect local 
character and distinctiveness. Reference to the adopted Kenn Conservation 
Area Character Appraisal (2010) would assist  
Here.  
  
We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed. Given this, we 
consider that the HIA should consider archaeological matters and that the 
site requirements should also address the need for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation (as necessary).  
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Kenn and Kennford: 
Land adjacent to Frank 
Aller 

Historic England notes the proximity of these allocations, along with the 
proposed Opposite Exeter Court Hotel, Kennford employment allocation, to 
the Kenn Conservation Area to the east and several listed buildings in the 
surrounding area, including those associated with or near to the grade II* 
listed Trehill House, and the concerns about impacts on their settings 
and  significance in the HELAA comments and draft Local Plan. We further 
note the landscape  
comments in the draft Local Plan that raise concerns about the loss of 
distinctiveness between Kenn and Kennford and the impacts on the setting 
of the Kenn Conservation Area.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in combination with 
other proposed allocations, on the settings and significance of these and any 
other affected heritage assets.    
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or 
mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised. In our view, the HIA should then 
be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for the site and to better 
understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of 
affected listed buildings and the Kenn Conservation Area, as well as for any 
other design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. In 
our view, the results of the HIA should be used to update the adopted Kenn 
Conservation Area  Character Appraisal (2010) in terms of the contribution of 
setting to its significance, given the extent of the allocations proposed near 
to Kenn.  
  
We support the retention of vegetation and landscape site requirements. We 
also consider that the site requirements should include design to reflect local 
character and distinctiveness. Reference to the adopted Kenn Conservation 
Area Character Appraisal (2010) would assist here.  
  
We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed. Given this, we 
consider that the HIA should consider archaeological matters and that the 
site requirements should also address the need for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation (as necessary).  

  

Kenn and Kennford: 
Lamacraft Farm 

Given the presence of a grade II listed building (Cider-House at Lamacraft 
Farm) within the allocation site and its proximity to other several other grade 
II listed buildings in the village, Historic England considers that a Historic 
England considers that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 

 Thank you for sharing a Heritage Impact Assessment 
(HIA) for the site (received 12 December 2022).  
 
The site is characterised by: 



       
 

83 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on their 
significance and settings.  
  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been 
assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, 
this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether 
this should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it 
can be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or 
mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity 
for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of 
the grade II listed Cider-House at Lamacroft Farm and other nearby listed 
buildings. They should also cover any requirements for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation (if relevant), for townscape, local character and 
distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or other mitigation measures 
as maybe identified in the HIA.  

The historic Lamacraft farmstead and Grade II Listed 
Cider House;  
the elevated nature of the site and hedgerow running the 
length of the eastern boundary;  
Grade II Listed buildings and other historic property 
adjacent to the site. 
 
It is essential that the specific recommendations of the 
HIA are included in the Plan to make clear the response 
required of future development to ensure the 
significance of affected heritage assets is sustained, and 
national policy is satisfied.  
 
These will include that the farmstead is retained 
(potentially a heritage led repurposing of existing 
buildings); access to the development is to be provided 
from the A38 and not the lane (Exeter Road); and that 
development is to be located on the west side of the site 
to retain the setting and outlook of designated and non-
designated heritage assets such as Little Woodland and 
Stuart Lodge listed buildings. 

Kenn and Kennford: 
East High Street 

HE - Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the 
HELAA and the draft Local Plan regarding the proximity of the East High 
Street site to the grade II listed Stuart Lodge and the concerns about the loss 
of distinctiveness between Kenn and Kennford and the impacts on the 
setting of the Kenn Conservation Area.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in combination with 
other proposed allocations, on the settings and significance of these and any 
other affected heritage assets.  
 

We query if the archaeological potential has been assessed for this allocation 
site as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this 
should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether this 
should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if this can 
be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or 
mitigated and  
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opportunities for enhancements maximised. In our view, the HIA should then 
be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for the site and to better 
understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of 
affected listed buildings and the Kenn Conservation Area. They should also 
cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if 
relevant), for townscape, local character and distinctiveness, as well as for 
any other design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the 
HIA. Reference to the adopted Kenn Conservation Area Character Appraisal 
(2010) may be of assistance here. In our view, the results of the HIA should 
also be used to update the adopted Kenn Conservation Area Character 
Appraisal (2010) in terms of the contribution of setting to its significance, 
given the extent of the proposed allocations near Kenn.  
  
We support the retention of vegetation and landscape site requirements. We 
also consider that the site requirements should include design to reflect local 
character and distinctiveness. Reference to the adopted Kenn Conservation 
Area Character Appraisal (2010) would assist here.  
  
We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed. Given this, we 
consider that the HIA should consider archaeological matters and that the 
site requirements should also address the need for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation (as necessary).  

Kenn and Kennford: 
Land at Gissons Hotel 

HE - Historic England notes the heritage and archaeology comments in the 
HELAA and the draft Local Plan regarding the proximity of the East High 
Street site to the grade II listed Stuart Lodge and the concerns about the loss 
of distinctiveness between Kenn and Kennford and the impacts on the 
setting of the Kenn Conservation Area.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in combination with 
other proposed allocations, on the settings and significance of these and any 
other affected heritage assets.  
  
We query if the archaeological potential has been assessed for this allocation 
site as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this 
should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether this 
should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if this can 
be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or 
mitigated and  

 Land at Gissons Hotel is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 
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opportunities for enhancements maximised. In our view, the HIA should then 
be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for the site and to better 
understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of 
affected listed buildings and the Kenn Conservation Area. They should also 
cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if 
relevant), for townscape, local character and distinctiveness, as well as for 
any other design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the 
HIA. Reference to the adopted Kenn Conservation Area Character Appraisal 
(2010) may be of assistance here. In our view, the results of the HIA should 
also be used to update the adopted Kenn Conservation Area Character 
Appraisal (2010) in terms of the contribution of setting to its significance, 
given the extent of the proposed allocations near Kenn.  
  
We support the retention of vegetation and landscape site requirements. We 
also consider that the site requirements should include design to reflect local 
character and distinctiveness. Reference to the adopted Kenn Conservation 
Area Character Appraisal (2010) would assist  
Here.  
  
We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed. Given this, we 
consider that the HIA should consider archaeological matters and that the 
site requirements should also address the need for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation (as necessary).  

Kenn and Kennford: St 
Andrew’s Close 

HE - Historic England notes the proximity of the proposed allocation to the 
grade II listed Brook Cottages to the east, grade II listed Rollstone Farmhouse 
to the west and its location within the Kenn Conservation Area.  
  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to  
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in combination with 
other proposed allocations, on the settings and significance of these and any 
other affected heritage assets.  
  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been 
assessed as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, 
this should be undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether 
this should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it 
can be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or 
mitigated and  

 St Andrew’s Close is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 



       
 

86 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

opportunities for enhancements maximised. In our view, the HIA should then 
be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for the site and to better 
understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of 
affected listed buildings and the Kenn Conservation Area. They should also 
cover any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if 
relevant), for townscape, local character and distinctiveness, as well as for 
any other design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the 
HIA. Reference to the adopted Kenn Conservation Area Character Appraisal 
(2010) may be of assistance here. In our view, the results of the HIA should 
also be used to update the adopted Kenn Conservation Area Character 
Appraisal (2010) in terms of the contribution of setting to its significance, 
given the extent of the proposed allocations near Kenn.  

Kenton: Mamhead 
Road 

In addition to the heritage assets mentioned in the heritage and archaeology 
comments in the HELAA and draft Local Plan, Historic England notes the 
proximity of the proposed allocation to the Kenton Conservation Area. 
Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the setting and significance of the Kenton 
Conservation Area (assuming that the site requirements are intended to form 
the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). However, we support 
the site requirements related to the retention of vegetation, landscaping and 
design to reflect local character and conserve the setting of the Kenton 
Conservation Area. Reference to the adopted Kenton Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal (2010) may be of assistance with this. 
 
We also note the archaeological potential of the site and the 
recommendation for archaeological assessment. Given this, we consider that 
the site requirements should also  
address these archaeological matters. 

Mamhead Road is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Kenton: Land at South 
Town 

Historic England notes that a small part of the proposed allocation is located 
within the grade  
II* registered Powderham Historic Park and Garden. We object to this and 
consider that theboundary of this allocation should be amended to exclude 
this area in the event that it is otherwise found to be suitable for allocation. 
 
We agree with the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA that 
development on this site will need to consider impacts on the settings of the 
grade II* registered Powderham  
Historic Park and Garden and its associated listed buildings including the 
grade I listed Powderham Castle. However, the site may also affect the 
settings of several other listed  
buildings in the surrounding area.  
 

Land at South Town is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 
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Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in 
combination with other proposed  
allocations, on the settings and significance of these and any other affected 
heritage assets. 
 
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts 
on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised 
and/or mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised. In our view, the HIA should then 
be used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for the site and to better 
understand its suitability and capacity for development.  
 
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should 
include the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of all 
affected heritage assets, including the grade II* registered Powderham 
Historic Park and Garden, associated assets and other listed buildings, as well 
as any other design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the 
HIA.  
 
We support the site requirements for the retention of vegetation, 
landscaping and design to reflect local vernacular. Reference to the adopted 
Kenton Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) may assist with this. 

Kenton: Whitcombe 
Lane 

Although not mentioned in the HELAA comments, Historic England notes the 
proximity of the proposed allocation to the Kenton Conservation Area. Given 
this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the setting and significance of the Kenton 
Conservation Area (assuming that the site requirements are intended to form 
the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy).  
 
However, we support the site requirements related to the retention of 
vegetation, landscaping and design to reflect local character. Reference to 
the Kenton Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) may be of 
assistance with this. 
 
We also note the archaeological potential of the site and the 
recommendation for archaeological assessment in the HELAA and draft Local 
Plan. Given this, we consider that  
the site requirements should also address these archaeological matters. 

  

Kenton: East Town 
Farm 

Historic England notes the proximity of the proposed allocation to a group of 
grade II listed  
buildings to the east, a grade II listed building to the north-west as well as the 
grade II* Powderham Registered Park and Garden and the associated 
designated heritage assets. 
Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to 
conserve and enhance their significance and settings (assuming that the site 
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requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific 
allocation policy).  
 
However, we support the site requirements related to the retention of 
vegetation, landscaping and design to reflect local vernacular and the setting 
Kenton Conservation Area. Reference to the Kenton Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal (2010) may be of assistance with the latter  
matters. 
 
There is, however, a mismatch between the archaeology comments in the 
HELAA and the draft Local Plan regarding the archaeological potential of the 
site and the need for 
archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary). This should be 
clarified and a suitable criterion introduced into the allocation policy as 
required. 

Liverton: Land West of 
Benedict’s Road 

Historic England notes that the heritage comments in the HELAA and the 
draft Local Plan mention the proximity of the proposed allocation to two 
grade II listed buildings (Coldest Cottages and Old Benedict’s Bridge).  
  
Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the setting and significance of these listed buildings 
(assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). However, we support the site 
requirement related to the retention of existing vegetation, which may help 
the above to some degree.  

Policy V10: Land to West of Benedict’s Road of the 
Proposed Submission Local Plan responds to the 
comments made by Historic England and requires the 
following: 
 
Conservation or enhancement of the significance of the 
settings of the Grade II listed buildings, Coldeast 
Cottages and Old Benedicts Bridge (including 
abutments); 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated development sites. 

Noted 

Liverton: Land on the 
North Side of Old 
Liverton Road 

No comments made. Land on north side of Old Liverton Road is not being 
taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when 
published. 

 

Starcross: Staplake 
Road 

 No comments made. Development would be subject to 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 all allocated development sites. 

Noted 

Starcross: Land at 
Brickyard Lane 

No comments made. Land at Brickyard Lane is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
for further details when published. 

 

Tedburn St Mary: Land 
at Lower Uppacott 

No comments made. Development would be subject to 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 

Noted 
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any development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, 
including all allocated development sites. 

Tedburn St Mary: Land 
at Great Uppaton Farm 

Historic England notes the proximity of the proposed allocation to the grade 
II listed building  
Hores Uppacott to the north. Given this, we consider that the site 
requirement should include the need to conserve and enhance the setting 
and significance of this listed building (assuming that the site requirements 
are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). 
However, the site requirements relating to the retention of existing 
vegetation and landscaping may also assist with this. 
 
We also note the archaeological potential of the site and the 
recommendation for archaeological assessment and potentially evaluation (if 
necessary) as set out in the HELAA  
comments and draft Local Plan. Given this, we support the inclusion of the 
site requirement relating to archaeological investigation. 

Land at Great Uppaton Farm is not being taken forward 
as a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) for further details when published. 

 

Tedburn St Mary: Land 
to North of Westwater 
Hill 

No comments made. Land to north of Westwater Hill is not being taken 
forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

 

Tedburn St Mary: Land 
East of Cheriton Cross 

No comments made. Land east of Cheriton Cross is not being taken forward as 
a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
for further details when published. 
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Employment Sites 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England Response 

Former BCT Factory, 
Heathfield 

Historic England disagrees with the HELAA comments that there are no heritage 
concerns with proposed allocation. The site is located near to the grade II 
registered Stover Park and its associated listed buildings, as well as to the 
Scheduled Monument called Earthwork (possibly  
civil war) on Bovey Heath.  
 
Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to 
conserve and enhance their settings and significance (assuming that the site 
requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific 
allocation policy). 
 
We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed. This should be done and 
of necessary, the need for  
archaeological assessment and evaluation should be added to the site 
requirements as necessary. 

Former BCT Factory, Heathfield is not being taken 
forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

 

Ilford Park, Drum 
Bridges 

Given the proximity of the proposed allocation to grade II registered Stover Park 
and its associated listed buildings, Historic England considers that a heritage 
impact assessment (HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the 
proposed allocation on their significance and settings.  
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed 
as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether this should be 
carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a 
later date to inform development proposals.  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on 
the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or 
mitigated and opportunities for enhancements maximised. This should also take 
account of other existing and proposed housing and employment site allocations 
that may affect the setting of Stover Park and its associated heritage asset 
designations.  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for 
development.  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in 
a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the significance and settings of Stover Park and affected 
listed buildings. They should also cover any requirements for archaeological 
assessment and evaluation, for townscape, local character and distinctiveness, as 
well as for any other design or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in 
the HIA. We support the proposed site requirement for vegetation retention.  

An HIA is currently being undertaken for this site.  In 
advance of the outcome of the HIA, the following is the 
Council’s response: 
 
Policy GC21: Ilford Park, Drumbridges of the Proposed 
Submission Local Plan responds to the comments made 
by Historic England and requires the following: 
 
Design and layout solutions which conserve and 
enhance the heritage significance of Stover Registered 
Park and Garden and Stover House, as informed by a 
Heritage Impact Assessment; and 
A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation 
 
This is in addition to 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 all allocated development sites. 
 
Comments on potential impacts on archaeological 
heritage assets were provided by Devon County Council 
Historic Environment Team at HELAA stage and when the 
draft sites were published. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken which concludes that the 
site and its potential development will have only a 
marginal impact on the Stover Park in change of the 

To inform our consideration and response to the 
suitability of a 21-hectare employment allocation 
adjacent to Stover Park, Historic England needs to 
further assess in greater detail the Heritage Impact 
Assessment kindly provided on 12 December 2022. 
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England Response 

currently wooded and heathland appearance to 
employment land and uses. However, the position of the 
site is not a feature in views from the site especially from 
the high ground to Stover House where the views are 
open toward Dartmoor across the registered Park and 
Garden setting.  
The existing tree protection between the south of the 
site and the existing Polish Care Home and former site of 
WWII related activities is considered to protect these 
sites and activities form the development and their 
setting and understanding is not harmed by the 
development. 
 
Ther supporting text of the policy has been added to as 
follows: 
The site is relatively self-contained within the wider 
landscape and retention of trees around the periphery 
will help mitigate negative visual impact from 
development on surroundings, including the setting of 
Dartmoor National Park and Stover Park, House and 
related listed buildings.  
 

East of Liverton 
Business Park 

Historic England notes that the proximity of two grade II listed buildings to the 
proposed allocation site. Given this, we consider that the site requirements 
should include the need to conserve and enhance their settings and significance 
(assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in 
a site-specific allocation policy). 

Development would be subject to the provisions of 
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 all 
allocated development sites. 

Noted 

North of Forches Cross, 
A382 

Given the proximity of the proposed allocation to grade II registered Stover Park 
and its associated listed buildings, Historic England considers that a heritage 
impact assessment  
(HIA) should be undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation 
on their significance and settings.  
 
We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed 
as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken as part of the HIA with an indication of whether this should be 
carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a 
later date to inform development proposals. 
 
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on 
the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or 
mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised. This should also take account of 
other existing and proposed housing and employment site allocations that may 
affect the setting of Stover Park and its associated heritage asset designations. 
 

Policy GC20 of the Proposed Submission Local Plan 
responds to the comments made by Historic England and 
requires the following: 
 
Design and layout solutions which conserve or 
enhance:  

• local landscape character and recognises the 
site’s gateway status for Newton Abbot  

• the heritage significance of Stover Registered 
Park and Garden, as informed by a Heritage 
Impact Assessment.  

A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation 
 
This is in addition to 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 

Noted 
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England Response 

In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for 
development. 
 
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in 
a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the significance and settings of Stover Park and affected 
listed buildings. They should also cover  
any requirements for archaeological assessment and evaluation, for townscape, 
local character and distinctiveness, as well as for any other design or other 
mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. We support the proposed 
site requirement for vegetation retention, landscaping and design sensitive to its 
location. 

development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, 
including all allocated development sites. 
 
Comments on potential impacts on archaeological 
heritage assets were provided by Devon County Council 
Historic Environment Team at HELAA stage and when the 
draft sites were published. 
 
An HIA has been undertaken, which states that, in 
respect to heritage assets of Stover House, Stover 
Parkland Garden and associated Listed buildings, the use 
is not considered to have a harmful impact and should 
be considered as neutral. 

Southwest of Chudleigh 
Knighton 

Historic England notes the archaeological potential of the site and the need for 
archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary) from the HELAA. Given 
this, we consider that site requirements should address these archaeological 
matters (assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy).  

South West of Chudleigh Knighton is not being taken 
forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

 

Blatchford Farm, A382 Historic England notes from the HELAA that there is the potential for heritage 
assets of archaeological interest to be affected by the proposed allocation. 
Assuming that the site  
requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation 
policy, we support the site requirement for archaeological investigation to inform 
mitigation measures.  
  
However, we also note the close proximity of the proposed allocation to the grade 
II listed  
Blatchford Farmhouse, which along with a proposed employment site option, is 
likely to have a significant negative impact on its setting and significance. We 
further note the presence of the grade II registered Stover Park and several other 
listed buildings in the surrounding area.   
  
Given this, we consider that that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the settings 
and significance of affected heritage assets.  
  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on 
the  
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or 
mitigated and  
opportunities for enhancements maximised. This should also take account of 
other existing and proposed housing and employment site allocations that may 
affect the setting of Stover Park and its associated heritage asset designations.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for 
development.  
  

Blatchford Farm is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England Response 

Again assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include 
the need to conserve and enhance the significance and settings of the grade II 
listed Blatchford Farmhouse; any other affected heritage assets including Stover 
Park; townscape, local character and distinctiveness; as well as any other design 
or other mitigation measures as maybe identified in the HIA. However, we 
support the site requirements for the retention of vegetation, landscaping and 
the  
design sensitive to location.  

Horsemills Field, 
Kingsteignton 

No comments made. Development would be subject to 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 all allocated development sites. 

Noted 

Ruby Farm, Two Mile 
Oak 

HE - Historic England notes the archaeological potential of the site and the need 
for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary) from the HELAA. 
Given this, we consider that site requirements should address these 
archaeological matters (assuming that the site requirements are intended to 
form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy).  

Policy V1: Ruby Farm, Abbotskerswell of the Proposed 
Submission Local Plan responds to the comments made 
by Historic England and requires the following: 
 
A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation.   
  
This is in addition to 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 all allocated development sites. 

Noted 

Kingskerswell Road, 
Decoy 

No comments made. Kingskerswell Road is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

East of Old Newton 
Road, Kingskerswell 

HE - Historic England notes that the proximity of two grade II listed buildings to 
the proposed  
allocation site as mentioned in the heritage and archaeology HELAA comments. 
However, we also note the presence of the Kingskerswell Conservation Area and 
the individually designated heritage assets within it, as well as the Scheduled 
Monument called Prehistoric field system and settlements on Kerswell Down and 
Whilborough Common near to the site.  
  
Given this, we consider that the site requirements should include the need to 
conserve and enhance their settings and significance (assuming that the site 
requirements are intended to  
form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). However, we 
support the site requirements for the retention of vegetation, landscaping and 
design to minimise landscape  
Impact.  
  

East of Old Newton Road is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
for further details when published. 
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We query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been assessed 
as appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken with an indication of whether this should be carried out now to 
inform the allocation and its policy or if it can be prepared at a later date to 
inform development proposals.  

Zigzag Quarry, 
Kingskerswell 

HE - Historic England is concerned about the potential for this proposed allocation 
to affect the setting of the Scheduled Monument Milber Down camp to north-east 
of site. We consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to understand the impacts of the proposed allocation on the setting 
and significance of this heritage asset. It should also make recommendations for 
ways in which negative impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can 
be avoided, minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised, especially in potential combination with the proposed Zig Zag Quarry 
housing,  
Milber and South of Aller Zag Quarry allocations.  
  
In our view, the HIA should then be used to inform the preparation of a 
masterplan for the site and to better understand its suitability and capacity for 
development. It can also identity the need for additional criteria in the site-
specific allocation policy, such as design or other mitigation measures, as well as 
for other matters such as townscape, local character and  
distinctiveness.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in 
a site-specific allocation policy, we consider that the need to conserve and 
enhance the setting and significance of Milber Down camp should be added to 
the site requirements (assuming these are intended to form the basis for criteria 
in a site-specific allocation policy) alongside any design and mitigation measures 
that may be identified in the HIA.  
  
We also query if the archaeological potential of this allocation site has been 
assessed as  
appears to have been done for most sites in the HELAA. If not, this should be 
undertaken with an indication of whether any archaeological assessment and 
evaluation should be carried out now to inform the allocation and its policy or if it 
can be prepared at a later date to inform development proposals. This could then 
be added into the site requirements if necessary.  

Zig Zag Quarry is not being taken forward as an 
employment site allocation but is being progressed as a 
residential suite – please see villages section above. 

 

Buttlands Industrial 
Estate, Ipplepen 

HE - Historic England notes the archaeological potential of the site and the need 
for archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary) from the HELAA. Given 
this, we consider that site requirements should address these archaeological 
matters (assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy).   

Policy V15: Parkhill Cross of the Proposed Submission 
Local Plan responds to the comments made by Historic 
England and requires the following: 
 
A layout informed by details of archaeological 
investigation, evaluation and mitigation.   
  
This is in addition to 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 

Noted 
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development affecting a heritage asset or its setting, 
including all allocated development sites. 

Brown’s Farm, Splatford No comments made Brown’s Farm is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Opposite Exeter Court 
Hotel, Kennford 

HE - Historic England notes the proximity of this proposed allocation (along with 
the Kennford South allocations) to the Kenn Conservation Area to the east and 
several listed buildings in the surrounding area, including those associated with or 
near to the grade II* listed Trehill House, and the associated concerns about 
impacts on their settings and significance in the HELAA   
comments and draft Local Plan. We further note the landscape comments in the 
draft Local Plan that raise concerns about the loss of distinctiveness between Kenn 
and Kennford and the impacts on the setting of the Kenn Conservation Area.   
   
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should be 
undertaken to   
understand the impacts of the proposed allocation, in combination with other 
proposed allocations on the settings and significance of these and any other 
affected heritage assets.   
   
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative impacts on 
the   
significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, minimised and/or 
mitigated and   
opportunities for enhancements maximised.  In our view, the HIA should then be 
used to inform the preparation of a masterplan for the site and to better 
understand its suitability and capacity for development.   
   
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a 
site-specific allocation policy, we consider that these should include the need to 
conserve and enhance the significance and settings of affected listed buildings and 
the Kenn Conservation Area, as well as for any other design or other mitigation 
measures as maybe identified in the HIA. In our view, the results of the HIA should 
be used to update the adopted Kenn Conservation Area   
Character Appraisal (2010) in terms of the contribution of setting to its 
significance, given the extent of the allocations proposed near to Kenn.   
   
We support the retention of vegetation and landscape site requirements. We also 
consider that the site requirements should include design to reflect local character 
and distinctiveness. Reference to the adopted Kenn Conservation Area Character 
Appraisal (2010) would assist   
here.   
   
We are uncertain from the HELAA heritage and archaeology comments if the 
archaeological potential of this site has been assessed. Given this, we consider 
that the HIA should consider archaeological matters and that the site 
requirements should also address the need for archaeological assessment and 
evaluation (as necessary).   

Opposite Exeter Court Hotel is not being taken forward 
as a site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) for further details when published. 
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Dolbeare Road, 
Ashburton 

HE - Historic England notes from the heritage and archaeology comments in the 
HELAA and draft Local Plan that the site has some archaeological potential.  
  
Assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for criteria in a 
site-specific allocation policy, we consider that they should include the need for 
archaeological assessment and evaluation (if necessary).   

Dolbeare Road is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 

 

Langdon Business Park, 
Dawlish 

HE - Historic England notes the archaeological potential of the site. Given this, we 
consider that site requirements should require archaeological assessment and 
evaluation (if necessary), assuming that they are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a site-specific allocation policy.  

The site benefits from planning permission for 
employment use and is within a mixed use development 
site in the adopted local plan. 
 
Development would be subject to 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 all allocated development sites. 

Noted 

Harcombe Farm, 
Chudleigh 

No comments made Harcombe Farm is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for 
further details when published. 
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Providing for Gypsies and Travellers 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  

Higher Mead Farm, 
Ashburton 

1. Historic England notes from the HELAA that there is the potential for heritage assets of 
archaeological interest to be affected by the proposed allocation but that this is likely to be able to 
be mitigated. 
2. However, we are concerned that this is not mentioned in the identified sensitives for this site and 
that the site requirements do not include the need for archaeological assessment and elevation (if 
appropriate) to inform mitigation measures (assuming that the site requirements are intended to 
form the basis for criteria in a site-specific allocation policy). 
3. Historic England also notes that there are two grade II listed buildings (milestone and two 
limekilns) located to the north east and east of the proposed site in fairly close proximity. This is not 
acknowledged in the HELAA or the sensitivities section. Given this, we would expect to see the Site 
Requirements amended to include the need to conserve and enhance the setting and significance of 
these listed buildings (again assuming that the site requirements are intended to form the basis for 
criteria in a sitespecific allocation policy). 
4. For further information and advice, please see GPA1: The Historic Environment in Local Plans 
(2015), HEAN 3: Site Allocations (2015) and GPA3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017). 
5. Without the use of such site specific policy criteria for this proposed allocation as part of a 
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, we remain 
concerned about the soundness of the emerging Local Plan in light of paragraphs 31,189, 190 and 
192 of the NPPF 2021. In its current form, Historic England objects to the inclusion of this proposed 
allocation. 

The site is not being taken forward as it is no longer available. 
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Solar PV Policy 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

Draft Solar PV 
Renewable 
Energy Policy  

In our previous consultation response to the draft Local Plan (Part 1), Historic 
England indicated its support for the Council’s intent to transition to a carbon 
neutral future by 2025. We advised that we recognise the importance of climate 
change mitigation and adaptation as part of building resilience for the historic 
environment and believe that energy efficiency, sustainable technology and 
reducing carbon emissions are compatible with the conservation of our heritage. 
We also provided links to relevant information and advice on our website to help 
to ensure that the potential impacts on the historic environment. 
 
Given this, we are disappointed to see that the positive contribution that the 
historic environment can make to understanding and addressing climate change 
has not be recognised in chapter 11 of the draft Local Plan (Part 2). For example, 
the Local Plan can play a key role in encouraging the retention of historic buildings 
and in promoting their repair, retrofitting and reuse. This can make a vital, 
positive contribution to reducing carbon emissions. 
 
Historic England notes the intention to identify suitable areas for the renewable 
energy and solar PV development based on the Low Carbon Study and further 
assessment work with consultation to be undertaken in autumn 2021.  
 
We would like further information about the methodology used in the Low 
Carbon Study and that is intended to be used in the further assessment work in 
relation to impacts on the historic environment, including historic townscapes, 
landscapes and seascapes. Of direct relevance to this is new advice contained in 
HEAN 15: Commercial Renewable Energy Development and the Historic 
Environment (2021). This describes the potential impacts on the historic 
environment of large-scale commercial renewable energy proposals, covering 
wind, solar photovoltaics, biomass and energy from waste. Section 2 provides 
advice on assessing significance and harm in plan-making and we will be looking 
to see that the methodology follows this advice. 
 

Policy EN17: Heritage Assets only permits the loss of 
heritage assets where the harm is outweighed by public 
benefits or benefits to the long term viable use of a 
heritage asset. This helps to retain historic buildings, 
making a positive contribution to reducing carbon 
emissions. 
 
The Low Carbon Study was based on the potential for the 
generation of low carbon energy. It was a technical study 
and whilst it omitted some areas due to constraints, it was 
not intended to assess potential effects on heritage assets 
and their settings. 
 
Both Policy CC5: Renewable and Low Carbon Energy and 
CC6: Wind Turbine Development contain criteria to: 
Avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts on the significance 
of heritage assets and their settings, as informed by a 
heritage impact assessment; and to consider: 
cross-boundary impacts beyond the plan area for sensitive 
receptors, including heritage assets 
 

Noted 
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Wind Turbine Policy 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

Draft Renewable 
Wind Energy 
Policy  

We object to this policy (wind and solar) owing to conflicts with national policy 
for the conservation of the historic environment and the adequacy of the 
historic environment evidence base as per paragraphs 31, 35, 189, 190, 199-
202 of the NPPF 2021. 
 

Low Carbon Study for Teignbridge (2021) is not considered suitable to be used 
as evidence to support proposed sites. 
 

Consideration of site specific policies. 
 

Impact on heritage assets and conservation areas beyond Teignbridge. 

Both Policy CC5: Renewable and Low Carbon Energy and 
CC6: Wind Turbine Development contain criteria to: 
Avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts on the significance of 
heritage assets and their settings, as informed by a heritage 
impact assessment;  
and to consider: 
cross-boundary impacts beyond the plan area for sensitive 
receptors,  
heritage assets. 
 
The Low Carbon Study identified 27 technically suitable sites 
for large wind turbines which have been subject to 
consultation and, of the sites contained in the draft 
Teignbridge Local Plan Part 3, only 10 are included within the 
Proposed Submission Plan. Sites have been discounted due 
to proximity to Dartmoor National Park, potential significant 
ecology constraints and potential for harm to the 
significance of heritage assets and their settings. 
 
HIA of these sites is currently being undertaken and may 
result in the further deletion of sites or additional criteria to 
be inserted into policy. 
 
As well as being subject to Policy CC5 or CC6, all renewable 
energy development will also be subject to Policy EN17: 
Heritage Assets. 

We note and welcome that a Heritage Impact Assessment of 
10 potential sites is currently being undertaken and may 
result in the further deletion of sites or additional criteria to 
be inserted into policy. 
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Wind Turbine Sites 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

 WS1: East of 
Kingscourt 
Farm, Dunsford 

Historic England notes that this site option is located in proximity to a 
number of designated heritage assets including the grade II* listed 
Sowton Barton and grade II listed barn and wall to the west (c. 620m); 
grade II listed Farrants Farmhouse and barn to the north-west (c. 
550m); grade II listed Dandylands and Higher Cotley Farmhouse to the 
north-east (c. 900m) with the Scheduled Cotley Castle further to the 
north-east (c.1.7km to the edge of the proposed allocation).  
There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of these heritage assets.  
Given this, we consider that a heritage impact assessment (HIA) should 
be undertaken to understand the impacts of wind turbine 
development on the settings and significance of affected heritage 
assets and better understand its suitability for allocation.  
The HIA should make recommendations for ways in which negative 
impacts on the significance of affected heritage assets can be avoided, 
minimised and/or mitigated and opportunities for enhancements 
maximised.  

East of Kingscourt Farm is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see original SA of Wind Sites (published 
alongside the draft Teignbridge Local Plan Part 3) for further 
details. 

 

WS2: North 
West of 
Bishopsteignton 

There is the potential for the setting and significance of the following 
assets to be adversely affect:- grade II listed Ashwell House to the 
southeast; grade II listed Wolfsgrove to the south; and the grade II 
Registered Park and Garden of Lindridge to the north, including the 
individually grade II listed buildings located within it such as the 
principal grade II listed Main Gateway.   
  
HIA should be undertaken. This should take account of the cumulative 
impacts of this site option with site options 10 and 14.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

NW of Bishopsteignton is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see original SA of Wind Sites (published 
alongside the draft Teignbridge Local Plan Part 3) for further 
details. 

 

WS3: North 
East of 
Holcombe 
Burnell 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of these heritage assets including the 
Holcombe Burnell Conservation Area and the individually designated 
listed buildings within it, including the grade II* listed Church of  
St John the Baptist and grade II* listed Holcombe Burnell Manor 
House. These assets are located c. 630m to the south-west of the edge 
of the proposed allocation.   
  
HIA should be undertaken.   
 

HIA of this site is currently being undertaken and may result in its 
deletion from the Proposed Submission Plan or additional 
criterion/a to be inserted into policy. 
 
All wind turbine development would be subject to CC6: Wind 
Turbine Development, which contains the following criteria to: 
Avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts on the significance of 
heritage assets and their settings, as informed by a heritage 
impact assessment;  
and to consider: 
cross-boundary impacts beyond the plan area for sensitive 
receptors,  
heritage assets. 
 

Noted 
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

In addition, wind turbine development would be subject to 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.  

WS4: Land at 
Colley Lane, 
Ideford 

Given the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect the 
settings and significance of these heritage assets including the 
Scheduled Castle Dyke (c.1.3km to the south-east) and to listed 
buildings mostly located to the south in and around Luton (c.950m) 
and to the south-west in and around Ideford (c.1.3km). Further away, 
we note the presence of several Registered Parks and Gardens (grade  
II* Ugbrooke Park to the west, grade II Lindridge to the south-west 
and grade I Luscombe Castle to the south-east) in the area 
surrounding this site option.   
  
HIA should be undertaken. This should take account of the cumulative 
impacts of this site option along with site options 10 and 14.   
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

Colley Lane is not being taken forward as a site allocation as a 
result of the HRA. 
 

 

WS5: East of 
Dunchideock 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and  
significance of these heritage assets including a grade II listed building 
(Lord Haldon Hotel Wall and  
Entrance Arch) is located in close proximity to this site option. The site 
is c.460m to the south-east of this designated heritage asset.  
To the east are the grade II listed Hill Farmhouse and Cider House and 
barn (c.800m).  
To the south-west are the grade II listed Lyalls and Lyalls Cottage 
(c.400m) with the grade II* listed Lawrence Castle/Haldon Belverdere 
located further to the south-west of the site option (c. 1km).   
  
HIA should be undertaken.    
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

East of Dunchideock is not being taken forward as a site allocation 
– please see original SA of Wind Sites (published alongside the 
draft Teignbridge Local Plan Part 3) and Landscape Evidence for 
further details. 

 

WS6: North of 
Langdon Road, 
Dawlish 

No comments made. North of Langdon Road is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see original SA of Wind Sites (published 
alongside the draft Teignbridge Local Plan Part 3) for further 
details. 

 

WS7: Hamlyns 
Farm, 
Chudleigh 

There are several designated heritage assets in the area surrounding 
this site option, including the grade II* listed Whiteway House and 
other grade II listed buildings to the north-east; grade II listed stable 
block and cider barn at Hamlyns Farm to the south-east and grade II 
listed Lower Bramble Farmhouse to the west.  

Hamlyns Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see original SA of Wind Sites (published alongside the draft 
Teignbridge Local Plan Part 3) for further details. 
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There are distances of c.360m, between some of these assets the edge 
of the proposed allocation and the potential for development to 
adversely affect their settings and significance, especially in views 
from north-east towards the site.   
  
HIA is needed.   
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

WS8: Lower 
Thornton Farm, 
Kenn 

This site is located on land immediately adjoining the southeast end of 
the Kenn Conservation Area. The adopted Kenn Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal (2010) describes the importance of the parkland 
and farmland landscapes surrounding Trehill and Bickham and notes 
their positive contribution to the special interest of the Conservation 
Area. The Appraisal also mentions the Conservation Area’s rural 
setting and backdrop on the southern side of the village with the 
Haldon Hills beyond, cautioning that the impacts of development must 
be considered even if some distance away.  
There are also listed buildings within the Conservation Area and 
outside with settings and significance that may be affected by wind 
turbine development. These include grade II* Bickham House and 
Trehill House and the grade II listed Higher Thornton Farmhouse and 
farm buildings c. 400m to the south-east of the site for example. 
Further to the south-east lies the grade II Oxton House Registered Park 
and Garden (c.1km to the edge of the proposed allocation) and the 
listed buildings located within it and associated with it such as the 
grade II listed Oxton House, Gate Piers and Gate at the entrance to 
The Drive.  
  
Given the heritage sensitivity of this location, we consider it is unlikely 
to be appropriate for a wind energy allocation owing to the high 
potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect the settings 
and significance of these heritage assets.  This may need to take 
account of the cumulative impacts of this site option along with site 
options 9 and 12.   
  
If the Council is minded to propose this site option as an allocation, 
however, we consider that HIA should be undertaken. Without an up-
to-date and proportionate historic environment evidence base for this 
proposed allocation and a positive strategy for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment Historic England objects to the 
inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

Lower Thornton Farm is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details. 

 

WS9: Telegraph 
Plantation 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of heritage assets including the grade II 
Oxton House Registered Park and Garden to the east and south-east 
(c. 350m to the edge of the allocation) and the many listed buildings 

Telegraph Plantation is not being taken forward as a site allocation 
as a result of the HRA. 
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located within it and associated with it such as the grade II listed 
Oxton House, Gate Piers and Gate at the entrance to The Drive.  
Further to the south-east is the grade II* Registered Park and Garden 
of Mamhead Park and the grade I listed Dawlish Cottage and many 
associated and high graded listed buildings including the grade II* 
listed Obelisk (c. 1.3km).  
The grade II listed Higher Thornton Farmhouse and farm buildings are 
also located to the north of the site (c. 650m).  
  
HIA should be undertaken. This may need to take account of the 
cumulative impacts of this site option with site options 8 and 12.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

WS10: Middle 
Rixdale Farm, 
Luton 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of these heritage assets including the 
Scheduled Castle Dyke (c.780m to the west) and listed buildings in 
Luton including the grade II Chapel of St John The Evangelist (c.550m 
to the west). Further to the south-west is the grade II Registered Park 
and Garden of Lindridge Park (c.1km).  
  
HIA should be undertaken. This should take account of the cumulative 
impacts of this site option with site options 2 and 14.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

Middle Rixdale Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation 
– please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details. 

 

WS11: North of 
Staddon Road, 
Dunsford 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of these heritage assets including the 
grade II Higher Brook Farmhouse and Lower Brook to the north 
(c.375m); grade II* listed Windout Farmhouse and associated farm 
buildings and structures to the north-west (c.550m); grade II listed 
Scottishill Farmhouse and Corridge Farmhouse to the south-west 
(c.750m); and grade II Tower Lodge to the west (c.900m).  
  
HIA should be undertaken. This should take account of the cumulative 
impacts of this site option with site options 20 and 26.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

North of Staddon Road is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details. 

 

WS12: West of 
Willsworthy 
Farm, Kenn 

Given the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect the 
settings and significance of these heritage assets including 
Pennycombe Farmhouse and the Former mill house, kennels and 
adjoining cottage to the north-west (c.400m); Whitcombe Farmhouse 

West of Willsworthy Farm is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details. 
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and Haydon Cottage to the south-west (c.400m); and Sampsons 
Cottage to the east (c.850m).  
Further to the south lies the grade II Oxton House Registered Park and 
Garden (c.950m to the edge of the proposed allocation) and the listed 
buildings located within it and associated with it such as the grade II 
listed Oxton House, Gate Piers and Gate at the entrance to The Drive. 
Further to the east is the grade II* Registered Park and Garden of 
Powderham Castle (c.1.8km) and there are many individually listed 
buildings associated with this heritage asset. The potential for views of 
wind turbine development from within these Registered Park and 
Gardens as well as from within their settings is unknown.  
  
HIA should be undertaken. This should take account of the cumulative 
impacts of this site option with site options 8 and 9.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

WS13: East of 
Fordland Farm, 
Longdown 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of these heritage assets including the 
Scheduled Roman signal station located c.1km to the south; the 
Scheduled Cotley Castle located c.1.95km to the west; the grade II 
listed Fordland Farm located c.475m to the north-west; and the Ide 
Conservation Areas with the individually listed buildings located within 
it to the east c.1.1km away with the Alphin Brook Conservation Area 
beyond.  
  
HIA should be undertaken.   
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

HIA of this site is currently being undertaken and may result in its 
deletion from the Proposed Submission Plan or additional 
criterion/a to be inserted into policy. 
 
All wind turbine development would be subject to CC6: Wind 
Turbine Development, which contains the following criteria to: 
Avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts on the significance of 
heritage assets and their settings, as informed by a heritage 
impact assessment;  
and to consider: 
cross-boundary impacts beyond the plan area for sensitive 
receptors,  
heritage assets. 
 
In addition, wind turbine development would be subject to 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. 

Noted and welcomed. We look forward to appreciating the HIA 
and the Council’s response in due course. 

WS14: North of 
Bishopsteignton 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of heritage assets notably the grade II 
Registered Park and Garden of Lindridge to the immediate south-west 
(c.400m) and the individually listed buildings associated with it. The 
Scheduled Castle Dyke is also located c.1km to the north-east and 
several listed buildings in Luton c. 430 to the north-west.  
  
HIA should be undertaken.   
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 

North of Bishopsteignton is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details. 
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the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

WS15: West of 
Tedburn St 
Mary 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of heritage assets including the grade II* 
listed Church of St Mary to the east and other grade II listed buildings 
nearby (c.400m); grade II listed Higher Rubhay Farmhouse and barn to 
the north-east (c.300m); and the grade II listed Withycombe 
Farmhouse and Melhuish Down Cottage to the south west (c.350-
400m).  
  
HIA should be undertaken.   
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

HIA of this site is currently being undertaken and may result in its 
deletion from the Proposed Submission Plan or additional 
criterion/a to be inserted into policy. 
 
All wind turbine development would be subject to CC6: Wind 
Turbine Development, which contains the following criteria to: 
Avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts on the significance of 
heritage assets and their settings, as informed by a heritage 
impact assessment;  
and to consider: 
cross-boundary impacts beyond the plan area for sensitive 
receptors,  
heritage assets. 
 
In addition, wind turbine development would be subject to 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. 

Noted and welcomed. We look forward to appreciating the HIA 
and the Council’s response in due course. 

WS16: South 
West of Ide 

Given the heritage sensitivity of this location, we consider it is unlikely 
to be appropriate for a wind energy allocation owing to the high 
potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect the setting 
and significance of this designated heritage asset.  
  
This site option is immediately adjacent to the Scheduled Roman 
signal station 450m north of Marshall Farm (c.50m away). Further to 
the south/south-west is the grade II listed Marshall Farmhouse and 
adjoining barn (c.500m).   
  
If the Council is minded to propose this site option as an allocation, 
however, we consider that a HIA should be undertaken. This should 
take account of the cumulative impacts of this site option with site 
option 13.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

Noted. Evidence is being updated as part of wider landscape and 
heritage work.  
HIA of this site is currently being undertaken and may result in its 
deletion from the Proposed Submission Plan or additional 
criterion/a to be inserted into policy. 
 
All wind turbine development would be subject to CC6: Wind 
Turbine Development, which contains the following criteria to: 
Avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts on the significance of 
heritage assets and their settings, as informed by a heritage 
impact assessment;  
and to consider: 
cross-boundary impacts beyond the plan area for sensitive 
receptors,  
heritage assets. 
 
In addition, wind turbine development would be subject to 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. 

Noted and welcomed. We look forward to appreciating the HIA 
and the Council’s response in due course. 

WS17: West of 
Downhouse 
Farm, 
Longdown 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the setting and significance of this heritage asset. The grade II* listed 
Kingsford Farmhouse is located c. 650m to the south of this site 
option.   
  
HIA should be undertaken. This should take account of the cumulative 
impacts of this site option with site option 21.  
  

HIA of this site is currently being undertaken and may result in its 
deletion from the Proposed Submission Plan or additional 
criterion/a to be inserted into policy. 
 
All wind turbine development would be subject to CC6: Wind 
Turbine Development, which contains the following criteria to: 
Avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts on the significance of 
heritage assets and their settings, as informed by a heritage 
impact assessment;  

Noted and welcomed. We look forward to appreciating the HIA 
and the Council’s response in due course. 



       
 

106 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

and to consider: 
cross-boundary impacts beyond the plan area for sensitive 
receptors,  
heritage assets. 
 
In addition, wind turbine development would be subject to 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. 

WS18: Exwick 
Woods 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of heritage assets such as the Scheduled 
Monument known as the Earthwork enclosure 300m SW of the Three 
Horse Shoes Inn that is located c.1.1km to the northeast of this site 
option. There are also a number of listed buildings located mostly to 
the north-east, south-east, south and south-west of the proposed 
allocation at distances ranging from c.0.77-1.3km as well as the Exwick 
Conservation Area located c.1.25km to the south-east.  
  
We are also concerned to understand the potential impact of wind 
turbine development on Exeter’s skyline and its distinctive, rural, 
landscaped setting to the west. Potential impacts on the settings and 
special interest of some of Exeter’s conservation areas may also need 
to be considered.  
  
HIA should be undertaken. This may need to take into account the 
cumulative impacts of this site option with site option 27.   
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

HIA of this site is currently being undertaken and may result in its 
deletion from the Proposed Submission Plan or additional 
criterion/a to be inserted into policy. 
 
All wind turbine development would be subject to CC6: Wind 
Turbine Development, which contains the following criteria to: 
Avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts on the significance of 
heritage assets and their settings, as informed by a heritage 
impact assessment;  
and to consider: 
cross-boundary impacts beyond the plan area for sensitive 
receptors,  
heritage assets. 
 
In addition, wind turbine development would be subject to 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. 

Noted and welcomed. We look forward to appreciating the HIA 
and the Council’s response in due course. 

WS19: West of 
Cockwood 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of these heritage assets including to the 
north is the grade II listed Vennbridge Farmhouse (c.400m); to the 
east is the Cockwood Sod Conservation Area (c.550m) and several 
grade II listed buildings located within it; to the south is the grade II 
Coffard Farmhouse (c.380m); and to the west is the grade II* listed 
Mowlish Manor (c.540m).  
The adopted Cockwood Conservation Area Character Appraisal (2010) 
identifies the largely agricultural nature of the Conservation Area’s 
setting on the landward side as a positive feature. The Appraisal also 
notes that panoramic views from parts of the Conservation Area are a 
positive feature and that care needs to be taken with the impacts of 
developments on views west towards the Haldon Ridge and grade I 
listed Mamhead House/Dawlish College (set within the grade II* 
Mamhead Registered Park and Garden, even at distance.  
   
We are also concerned about the potential impact of wind turbine 
development on views across the River Exe Estuary and the 

West of Cockwood is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details. 
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intervisibility to and from heritage assets on its eastern side. These 
include the grade II Registered Park and Garden of Al La Ronde and 
The Point-in-View, the grade II listed Lympstone Manor/Courtlands 
House and the Conservation Areas of Lympstone and Exmouth for 
example.  
  
HIA should be undertaken.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

WS20: Duck’s 
Brook, Tedburn 
St Mary 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of heritage assets including the grade II 
listed South Halstow Farmhouse and barn to the southeast (c.380m) 
and grade II* listed Windout Farmhouse and associated grade II listed 
buildings to the south-west (c.380m).  
  
HIA should be undertaken. This may need to take into account the 
cumulative impacts of this site option with site option 21.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

HIA of this site is currently being undertaken and may result in its 
deletion from the Proposed Submission Plan or additional 
criterion/a to be inserted into policy. 
 
All wind turbine development would be subject to CC6: Wind 
Turbine Development, which contains the following criteria to: 
Avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts on the significance of 
heritage assets and their settings, as informed by a heritage 
impact assessment;  
and to consider: 
cross-boundary impacts beyond the plan area for sensitive 
receptors,  
heritage assets. 
 
In addition, wind turbine development would be subject to 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. 

Noted and welcomed. We look forward to appreciating the HIA 
and the Council’s response in due course. 

WS21: Land 
north of West 
View Farm 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the setting and significance of heritage assets including, the grade II 
listed Ford Farm is located c. 380m to the south of this site option. 
Further away to the north-west is the grade II listed South Halstow 
Farmhouse and barn (c.370m) and the grade II* Kingsford Farmhouse 
to the east (c.780m).  
  
HIA should be undertaken. This should potentially take account of the 
cumulative impact of this site in conjunction with site options 17 and 
20.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

HIA of this site is currently being undertaken and may result in its 
deletion from the Proposed Submission Plan or additional 
criterion/a to be inserted into policy. 
 
All wind turbine development would be subject to CC6: Wind 
Turbine Development, which contains the following criteria to: 
Avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts on the significance of 
heritage assets and their settings, as informed by a heritage 
impact assessment;  
and to consider: 
cross-boundary impacts beyond the plan area for sensitive 
receptors,  
heritage assets. 
 
In addition, wind turbine development would be subject to 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. 

Noted and welcomed. We look forward to appreciating the HIA 
and the Council’s response in due course. 
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WS22: 
Powderham 
New Plantation 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of these heritage assets (grade II listed 
buildings) including Crablake Farm and farm buildings to the north 
(c.400m); Blackheath Cottage and Red Lodge to the east (c.375 675m); 
and Mellands to the south (c.720m). There is also the potential for 
views of wind turbine development from the grade II* Registered Park 
and Garden of Powderham Castle to the south-east and individually 
listed buildings associated with it (c.950m between the edges of the 
Registered Park and Garden and the proposed allocation).  
  
HIA should be undertaken.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

Powderham New Plantation is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details. 

 

WS23: South of 
Broadhempston 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of these heritage assets. Such as to the 
north west is the Broadhempston Conservation Area (c.470m) with 
listed buildings within and nearby including grade II listed Well House. 
We further note that the adopted Broadhempston Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal (2010) identifies the predominantly pastoral 
setting of the Conservation Area as a positive feature but does not 
appear to identify views to the east or south-east as being of particular 
importance to overall special interest.  
To the east of the site option are a few listed buildings including the 
grade II* listed Ambrook Farmhouse, grade II listed Great Ambrook 
and the grade II Registered Park and Garden of the Italian Garden at 
Great Ambrook (c.450-550m away from the edge of the allocation).  
  
HIA should be undertaken.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

South of Broadhempston is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details. 

 

WS24: North 
West of 
Tedburn St 
Mary 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of heritage assets notably the Scheduled 
Higher Bury Camp to the west (c. 350m) and the grade II listed Rubhay 
Farmhouse and Higher Rubhay Farmhouse to the southeast (c.700m).  
  
HIA should be undertaken. This may need to take account of the 
cumulative impacts of this site option with site option 15.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

HIA of this site is currently being undertaken and may result in its 
deletion from the Proposed Submission Plan or additional 
criterion/a to be inserted into policy. 
 
All wind turbine development would be subject to CC6: Wind 
Turbine Development, which contains the following criteria to: 
Avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts on the significance of 
heritage assets and their settings, as informed by a heritage 
impact assessment;  
and to consider: 
cross-boundary impacts beyond the plan area for sensitive 
receptors,  
heritage assets. 

Noted and welcomed. We look forward to appreciating the HIA 
and the Council’s response in due course. 
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

 
In addition, wind turbine development would be subject to 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. 

WS25: 
Summercombe 
Woods 

Given the heritage sensitivity of this location, we consider it is unlikely 
to be appropriate for a wind energy allocation owing to the high 
potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect the settings 
and significance of these heritage assets.  
  
This site option is immediately adjoining the grade I Luscombe Castle 
Registered Park and Garden. There are several individually listed 
buildings located within the Registered Park and Garden, notably the 
grade I listed Chapel of St Alban.  
There also several listed buildings in the surrounding area including 
the grade II listed Ashbcombe Tower and associated grade II listed 
buildings to the west (c. 600m); grade II* listed High Rixdale and grade 
II listed Lower Rixdale and barn at Lower Rixdale Farm to the east 
(c.400m), as well as the group of grade II listed buildings to their south 
(c.450m); and grade II listed Bere Cottages to the south-east (c.685m) 
and Oak Cottage to the south (c.445m).  
  
HIA should be undertaken. This should include the potential impacts 
on views of development from within the Registered Park and 
Garden.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

Summercombe Woods is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details. 

 

WS26: Land 
South of 
Staddon Road, 
Dunsford 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of these heritage assets.  
Site option is in proximity to the grade II listed Corridge Farmhouse, 
located c.400m to the east. There are two other grade II listed 
buildings c.450-550m to the east of this site option (Scottishill 
Farmhouse and Brook Farmhouse).  
  
HIA should be undertaken. This may need to take account of the 
cumulative impacts of this site option with site option 11.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

Land south of Staddon Road is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further 
details. 

 

WS27: Upper 
Old Wheatley, 
Exeter 

There is the potential for the proposed allocation to adversely affect 
the settings and significance of these heritage assets including  
the grade II listed Cummery Cottage located c.450-500m to the west, 
the grade II Oaklands located c. 465m to the north and the grade II 
listed Lugg’s Farmhouse located c.480m to the east.  

HIA of this site is currently being undertaken and may result in its 
deletion from the Proposed Submission Plan or additional 
criterion/a to be inserted into policy. 
 

Noted and welcomed. We look forward to appreciating the HIA 
and the Council’s response in due course. 
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

  
However, we are also concerned to understand the potential impact 
of wind turbine development on Exeter’s skyline and its distinctive, 
rural, landscaped setting to the west. Potential impacts on the settings 
and special interest of some of Exeter’s conservation areas may also 
need to be considered.  
  
HIA should be undertaken. This may need to take account of the 
cumulative impacts of this site option with other site options near to 
Exeter including site option 18.  
  
Without an up-to-date and proportionate historic environment 
evidence base for this proposed allocation and a positive strategy for 
the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment Historic 
England objects to the inclusion of this proposed allocation.  

All wind turbine development would be subject to CC6: Wind 
Turbine Development, which contains the following criteria to: 
Avoid, minimise and mitigate impacts on the significance of 
heritage assets and their settings, as informed by a heritage 
impact assessment;  
and to consider: 
cross-boundary impacts beyond the plan area for sensitive 
receptors,  
heritage assets. 
 
In addition, wind turbine development would be subject to 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. 
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SA/SEA Parts 2 & 3 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

Part 2 (Stage 
A) 

As you will be aware, under the provisions of Article 5(1) of The SEA Directive there is a 
requirement to assess the likely significant effects that the Policies and proposals of a Plan 
might have upon ‘cultural heritage including architectural and archaeological heritage’. In 
terms of the historic environment, whilst we would endorse some aspects of the Stage A 
Scoping Report, there are a number of areas where we have particular concerns and where we 
consider further thought is required, including:  

• Sustainability Objectives in Table 2 - we consider that there should be a separate and 
specific objective for the historic environment (Task A1);  

• Baseline information for landscape, coast, historic environment and town centres 
(Task A2) - we are concerned about the adequacy of the information base for the 
historic environment in respect of its coverage of designated and non-designated 
heritage assets, settings, historic streetscapes, townscapes and seascapes, and 
heritage assets at risk;  

• The lack of sustainability issues related to the historic environment (Task A3); and  

• The adequacy of the proposed monitoring indicators, noting that the only one 
proposed for the historic environment is the Number of Listed Buildings at Risk.  

 

These comments were shared with the consultants 
undertaking the SA/SEA of the Proposed Submission 
Plan. 
 
The Sustainability Objectives and factors used are: 
 
SA-B) LANDSCAPE  
To conserve and enhance the landscapes /seascapes of 
our natural environment  
•Landscapes (including AONBs and National Parks) and 
landscape character 
•Coast and seascape 
 
SA-C) HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT 
To conserve and enhance our historic assets 
•Conservation of the significance of heritage assets 
and their settings, including Listed Buildings, 
Conservations Areas, Archaeological Sites, Scheduled 
Monuments, historic landscapes, streetscapes and 
townscapes. 
•Addressing Heritage at Risk. 
 
 
 

It may be helpful for Council, the Inspector and Historic 
England if the consultants who were commissioned to 
undertake the SA on behalf of the Council, respond to 
the specific issues raised by Historic England re the 
need for a specific heritage objective; baseline 
information; heritage issues; and appropriate 
monitoring indicators. 
 
 
 

Part 2 (Stage B) We are concerned with aspects of the SA/SEA methodology for the Historic and Built 
Environment and would welcome clarification as to whether the evaluation has drawn upon 
the heritage and archaeology comments in the HELAA and hence involved heritage specialists. 
We have observed that there is not always alignment between the heritage and archaeology 
comments in the HELAA and the SA/SEA site option assessments. 
  
We also have several concerns about the scoring assumptions used for the historic and built 
environment sustainability objective as follows:  
• Although these are stated to be based on no development on nationally or internationally 
designated sites, several site options contain scheduled monuments, listed buildings and 
registered parks and gardens. These are nationally designated heritage assets.  
• It cannot reasonably be assumed that there will be minor negative effects on grade II listed 
buildings as development could still have significant negative effects on their special interest 
(heritage significance) despite their grade.  
• It is not always appropriate to leave consideration of the impacts on the settings of heritage 
assets to the application stage. The potential degree of harm to the significance of heritage 
assets can vary depending on the contribution of setting to significance and the nature of the 
proposed development (amongst other matters – see GPA 3: Good Practice Advice in Planning 
Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017)). As can be seen from our detailed comments in 
Appendix 1, there are some sites where the presence and/or proximity of proposed allocations 
to heritage assets, the scale and nature of likely development and the resulting potential of 
harm to their significance mean that we consider a setting assessment is required to inform 

These comments were shared with the consultants 
undertaking the SA/SEA of the Proposed Submission 
Plan. 
 
The previously used scoring assumptions have not 
been used within the SA of the Proposed Submission 
Plan. 

It may be helpful for Council, the Inspector and Historic 
England if the consultants who were commissioned to 
undertake the SA on behalf of the Council, respond to 
the specific issues raised by Historic England re  
evaluation; scoring; and deferred assessment. 
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Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Historic England response 

the decision about their suitability and capacity for development. This is sometimes in 
combination with a masterplan. Assuming a site is suitable for allocation, this historic 
environment evidence can also then be used to inform site boundaries and criteria in an 
associated allocation policy.  
• No consideration seems to have been given to the potential for positive effects on the 
historic environment, e.g. an allocation that will help to find a long-term solution for heritage 
at risk.  
 
In relation to the findings of the SA/SEA, the development distribution scenarios in identified 
minor negative but uncertain effects for all scenarios. The site options range from significant 
negative effect to minor negative, but are often uncertain. This reinforces our view that there 
is the need for further historic environment evidence for many of the proposed allocation sites 
to inform the SA/SEA so that it in turn can help the Council make more informed choices 
between site options in the new Local Plan (as per paragraph 32 of the NPPF 2021). This may 
be intended for the next stages of the SA/SEA and we would welcome clarification on this 
point while noting that it is also not appropriate to rely on SA/SEA as the sole historic 
environment evidence for a local plan. 

Part 3 1. All wind sites are likely to give rise to significant negative but uncertain effects in respect of 
the Historic and HBE SA Objective.  
2. Solar would have a minor negative but uncertain effect against the HBE SA objective.  
3. G&T and Small Residential site options will result in minor but uncertain effects in relation 
to HBE SA objectives bar one site (significant negative but uncertain).  

These comments were shared with the consultants 
undertaking the SA/SEA of the Proposed Submission 
Plan. 
 
The Proposed Submission Local Plan SA of the Wind 
Sites identifies significant negative effects in relation to 
both landscape and Historic Environment for all sites. 
 
The SA of the Proposed Submission Local Plan 
identifies neutral or minor/significant positive effects 
from the policies within the Climate Change section of 
the Plan. 
 
 
 

Noted, although TBC response appears incomplete. 
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HRA Parts 2 & 3 
 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  

HRA  No comments made on HRA of the Plan None 
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Addendum: Comments on original Design and Wellbeing policies 
 

Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW1: Quality 
Development, Table 7: 
Application Design 
Requirements and Table 8: 
Design Guidance  

Support/comment  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.  
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.  

48-51  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW1: Quality 
Development and Table 7: 
Application Design 
Requirements  

Support/comment  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 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.  
 
 

48-53  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW1: Quality 
Development and Table 8: 
Design Guidance  

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

49-50  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW1: Quality 
Development  

Support/comment  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.  
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53-43  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW2: Easy to Navigate 
Places  

Support/comment  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.  

54-57  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW3: Street Character 
and Form  

Support/comment  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 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).  

57-59  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW4: Good Building 
Design  

Support/comment  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).  

59-60  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW5: Design of 
Employment, Retail and Civic 
Buildings  

Support/comment  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).  

61-64  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW6: Shop Fronts and 
Advertisements  

Support/comment  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 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.  
 

64-66  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW7: Creating 
Neighbourhoods  

Support/comment  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 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.  
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66-68  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW8: Healthy Active 
Places  

Support/comment  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).  

68-72  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW9: Natural 
Infrastructure and DW10: 
Design of Natural Infrastructure  

Support/comment  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 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.  
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.  
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).  

77-81  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW13: Parks and 
Recreation  

Comment  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 Abbott). 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.  
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).  

83-85  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW15: Sustainable 
Drainage Systems  

Comment  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 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.  

86-90  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW16: Urban Greening  
 

Comment  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 (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.  

90-91  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW17: Long-Term 
Stewardship  

Comment  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.  
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91-93  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW18: Parking  

Comment  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.  

94-95  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW19: Residential 
Density  

Support/comment  Historic England notes that Policy DW19 seeks to make efficient use of land through the use of net density targets but also allows some variation where it can be demonstrated 
that a different net density would be more appropriate due to surrounding character, settlement type, topography…or for townscape reasons… We support this general 
approach.  
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.  

95-96  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW20: Waste and 
Recycling Storage Provision  

Comment  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:  
‘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.’  

96-97  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW21: Services and 
Utilities  

Comment  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 
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.’  

98  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW22: Loss of Local 
Facilities and Services  

Support/comment  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.  

98  
Chapter 4: Design and 
Wellbeing  
Policy DW23: Protection of 
Recreational Land and Building  

Support/comment  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 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  

 

 


