
       
 

1 
 

 

 

 

Proposed Submission Teignbridge Local Plan to 2040 
 

 

Statement of Common Ground between the Environment 
Agency and Teignbridge District Council 

 

 

Statement 6: Environment Agency 
 



       
 

2 
 

 

Table of Contents 

Statement of Common Ground .................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1 

Comments made on draft Teignbridge Local Plan 2020-2040 Part 1 ........................................................................................................................................ 2 

Chapter 2: General Policies ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2 

Chapter 3: Climate Change ................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2 

Chapter 4: Design and Wellbeing .......................................................................................................................................................................................... 4 

Chapter 5: Economy .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 4 

Section 6: Homes .................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 6 

Section 7: Environment ......................................................................................................................................................................................................... 8 

Comments made on draft Teignbridge Local Plan Parts 2 and 3 ............................................................................................................................................. 22 

Urban Renewal Sites ........................................................................................................................................................................................................... 22 

Heart of Teignbridge (Newton Abbot, Kingsteignton and Kingskerswell Sites) .................................................................................................................. 26 

Coastal Towns ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 32 

Rural Towns ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 38 

Edge of Exeter ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 40 

Villages ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 41 

Abbotskerswell .................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 41 

Bickington ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 42 

Bishopsteignton .................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 42 

Broadhempston................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 43 



       
 

3 
 

Buckfastleigh ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 44 

Chudleigh ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 44 

Chudleigh Knighton ............................................................................................................................................................................................................. 44 

Denbury ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 45 

Doddiscombsleigh ............................................................................................................................................................................................................... 45 

East Ogwell .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 46 

Exminster ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 46 

Ipplepen .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 47 

Kenn .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 48 

Kenton ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 49 

Liverton ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 49 

Starcross .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 50 

Tedburn St Mary ................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 50 

Employment Sites ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 52 

Solar PV Policy .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 54 

Wind Turbine Development Policy .......................................................................................................................................................................................... 55 

Wind Turbine Sites ................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 55 

Providing for Gypsies and Travellers ........................................................................................................................................................................................ 59 

Comments on SA/SEA Parts 2 & 3 ............................................................................................................................................................................................ 60 

Comments on HRA Parts 2 & 3 ................................................................................................................................................................................................. 60 

 



       
 

1 
 

Statement of Common Ground 
 

This Statement of Common Ground is made between the Environment Agency and Teignbridge District Council. 

 

This Statement of Common Ground confirms that, at Regulation 19 stage of the Teignbridge Local Plan to 2040, the Environment Agency is satisfied that all issues raised in response to the Regulation 18 Local Plan (which was 

published in 3 parts) 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, and as discussed on 6 December 

2022. 

 

Steve Marks (Environment, Planning and Engagement Manager) on behalf of the Environment Agency confirms the above. 
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Comments made on draft Teignbridge Local Plan 2020-2040 Part 1 
 

Chapter 2: General Policies 
No comments made 

Chapter 3: Climate Change 
See table below 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Note of changes made EA position TDC response 

3 Policy CC1: 
Resilience 

Policy CC1 risks muddling adaptation and 
mitigation.  The policy could be divided into 
two distinct parts: one addressing climate 
change mitigation and one addressing 
climate change adaptation.  
  
It would be strengthened by setting out 
specific measures and how development can 
help existing areas adapt to the impacts of 
climate change.  For example, adaptation 
measures might include the implementation 
of NFM schemes up-catchment which will 
help lock carbon, reduce runoff, improve 
water quality and enhance/create resilient 
habitats.   
 

Part a) of the policy refers to ‘taking account 
of climate change in assessing the flood risk 
of developments’.  We recommend that the 
policy text here is updated and expanded to 
say ‘taking account of climate change in 
assessing the flood and coastal erosion risks 
to and from developments’.   

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

 Criterion a) of the policy reads:  
“a) taking account of climate change in 
assessing the flood and coastal erosion 
risks to and from developments;” 

Support proposed change  

3 Policy CC2: 
Carbon 
Statements 

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

The policy has been amended taking 
account of comments received during 
draft consultation, including those from 
the EA as well as climate change 
groups. 

Policy CC2: Carbon Statements has 
been amended to more closely reflect 
national building regulation 
requirements. It is closely aligned to 
evidence on feasibility and viability.  
 

 

Noted – need to check revised 
wording 

 

 Policy CC3: 
Electric 

 No comments made      
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Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Note of changes made EA position TDC response 

Vehicle 
Infrastructure 

3 Policy CC4: 
Sustainable 
Transport 

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

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

  Noted  

3 Policy CC5: 
Renewable 
and Low 
Carbon Energy 

 No comments made      

3 Policy CC6: 
Energy 
Storage 
(Policy CC7 in 
Proposed 
Submission 
Local Plan) 

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

The policy number has been changed to 
CC7 in the Proposed Submission Local 
Plan. 
 
Policy wording has also been amended 

to allow greater flexibility over siting on 

best and most versatile agricultural 

land, preventing only where significant 

disturbance that would prejudice their 

long-term quality would result. This 

should allay concerns about the 

previous stricter approach that may 

have directed development to land of 

lower agricultural quality that may have 

greater biodiversity. 

 
The policy now omits reference 
specifically to European Sites, but 
requires development to: avoid, 
minimise and mitigate impacts upon 
biodiversity and geodiversity, 
including priority habitats, and 
maximise opportunities for their 
enhancement.  This policy would be 
implemented alongside the raft of 
wildlife/habitats protection policies 
within the Environment chapter of the 
Plan. 

 Policy CC7: Energy Storage 
Development of non-domestic 

renewable and low carbon energy 

storage developments will be 

supported in principle. Proposals will 

be sited: 

 

a) at a suitable distance from 

residential areas buildings to prevent 

significant adverse impacts on 

amenity; 

b) to avoid, minimise and mitigate 

impacts upon biodiversity and 

geodiversity, including priority 

habitats, and will maximise 

opportunities for their enhancement; 

c)  to conserve or enhance heritage 

significance;  

d) where the standard of highways and 

road safety is appropriate for 

construction delivery and ongoing 

maintenance; 

e) where they protect the best and 

most versatile agricultural land and 

soils from significant disturbance that 

would prejudice their long-term 

quality. 

 

Support proposed change  
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Chapter 4: Design and Wellbeing 
No comments made 

 

Chapter 5: Economy 
See table below 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Note of changes made EA Position TDC response to EA 

5 Policy EC1: 
Business 
Development 

 No comments made      

5 Policy EC2: 
Local 
Supporting 
Services for 
Employment 
Sites 

No comments made      

5 Policy EC3: Loss 
of Employment 
Sites 

No comments made     

5 Policy EC4: 
Inclusive 
Employment 
and Skills 

No comments made      

5 Policy EC5: 
Working from 
Home 

No comments made       

 Policy EC6: New 
Tourist 
Accommodation 
and Attractions 

No comments made      

5 Policy EC7: 
Static and 
Touring Caravan 
Sites 

Policy EC7: Static and Touring Caravan 
Sites part c) is absolutely clear that 
these types of development should 
not be permitted within CCMA.  Given 
this we question why the policy does 
not prohibit new, expanded or 
intensified sites within areas at risk of 
flooding, especially flood zone 3a 
(high probability) and flood zone 3b 
(functional floodplain).     
There are existing caravan parks that 
will not be sustainable in the future 
due to escalating flood risk.  We also 
recommend that supporting text to 
the policy clarifies whether part d) 

Noted. Reference to CCMAs has been 
omitted, as development within 
CCMAs is set out in Policy EN3, 
which, in line with national guidance, 
permits the temporary siting of 
caravans for short term let.  
 
Flood risk is specifically covered in 
Policy EN6, which applies to all 
development, therefore it is 
unnecessary to repeat details in 
Policy EC7.  In addition, foul drainage 
provision is also addressed in Policy 
EN6, and it is unnecessary to repeat 

  Approach noted  
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Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Note of changes made EA Position TDC response to EA 

(regarding adequate supporting 
infrastructure) cover foul drainage.  

the criterion 5 of EN6, as is shown 
below: 
Planning permission will not be 
granted for any proposal which, 
because of inadequate provision of 
water services or inadequate or 
untimely provision of foul water and 
surface water drainage and disposal, 
would cause pollution to the water 
environment, including coastal 
waters, would result in the 
deterioration of the ecological status 
of a water body, would overload the 
sewer network, or would result in an 
increase in flood risk at the site or 
elsewhere.  
 
 

5 Policy EC8: High 
speed digital 
networks 

No comments made      

5 Policy EC9: 
Development in 
and around 
Town Centres 

Challenge to achieve in Newton 
Abbot and Kingsteignton due to 
congestion.   

Noted.  Th provision of improved 
sustainable travel links provided as 
part of new development will assist. 

 Noted  

  EC9 - commits the Council to invest to 
enhance environment and economic 
potential and to ‘support proposals 
which address coastal and surface 
water flooding’.   
 
Whilst we support these 
requirements the present text does 
not include fluvial flooding (especially 
important given risks in Newton 
Abbot) nor issues relating to coastal 
erosion.  Accordingly, we recommend 
the text is amended to say that the 
Council will ‘support proposals which 
address flood and coastal erosion 
risks’.  

The Local Plan does not set out 
financial commitments, but 
expresses support for such schemes, 
to be taken account of in planning 
decisions. 
 
Accepted. Policy EC9 has been 
amended. 

 e) supporting proposals which 
address flood and coastal erosion 
risks; and   

Support proposed change   

 Policy EC10: 
Vital and Viable 
Town Centres 

E10 - New development in town 
centres should help to improve the 
sustainability of existing 
development, in particular helping to 
deliver flood risk improvements from 
which all will benefit.    

Noted.  
Policy EN6: Flood Risk contains 
criteria 4, which states: 
Where necessary and evidenced, 
financial contributions will be 
sought for the maintenance and 

  It doesn’t necessarily need to be a 
financial contribution.  New 
development can help with the 
sustainability of existing 
development via design/layout, 

It is acknowledged that a 
requirement for “shared” betterment 
should be included within policy EN6, 
criteria 5.  The criterion has been 
amended as below in red. 
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Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Note of changes made EA Position TDC response to EA 

improvement of drainage 
infrastructure, fluvial and tidal flood 
defences, and erosion defences.   

provision of a safe access/egress 
route that could be used by all etc.   

Where necessary and evidenced, 

financial contributions will be 

sought for the maintenance and 

improvement of drainage 

infrastructure, fluvial and tidal flood 

defences, and erosion defences or 

for the creation of shared 

betterment.   

5 Policy EC11: 
Large Scale 
Retail 
Development 

No comments made      

5 Policy EC12: 
Local Shops 

No comments made      

 

 

Section 6: Homes 
See table below 

Cha
pte
r 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Note of changes made EA Position TDC response to EA 

6 Policy H1 
Affordabl
e Housing 
Targets 

 No comments made     

6 Policy H2: 
Affordabl
e Housing 
Controls 

No comments made     

6 Policy H3: 
Inclusive 
Design & 
Layout 

No comments made     

6 Policy H4: 
Homes 
Suitable 
for All 

No comments made      

 Policy H5: 
Custom 
and Self 
Build 

No comments made     

6 Policy H6: 
Rural 

Consider additional criteria preventing 
new homes on sites that are at risk of 
flooding, now or in the future  

Flood risk is specifically covered in 
Policy EN6, which applies to all 
development, therefore it is 

 Noted   



       
 

7 
 

Cha
pte
r 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Note of changes made EA Position TDC response to EA 

Exception 
Sites 

unnecessary to repeat details in Policy 
EC7.  

6 Policy H7: 
Entry 
Level 
Exception 
Sites 

Support. Consider additional criteria 
preventing new homes on sites that are 
at risk of flooding, now or in the future  

This policy has been deleted following a 
change to national government policy. 

 Noted  

6 Policy H8: 
Local 
Needs 
Housing 
in Rural 
Areas 

Consider additional criteria preventing 
new homes on sites that are at risk of 
flooding, now or in the future  

Flood risk is specifically covered in 
Policy EN6, which applies to all 
development, therefore it is 
unnecessary to repeat details in Policy 
EC7.  

 Noted  

6 Policy H9: 
Homes 
for the 
Travelling 
Communi
ty 

Pleased to see that policy H9: Homes 
for the Travelling Community includes 
part a) requiring appropriate drainage 
and sanitation and part c) requiring 
avoidance of flood risk 
areas.  However, part c) may benefit 
from some clarification.  The NPPF/PPG 
clearly states that mobile and park 
homes intended for domestic use 
(rather than holiday use) are 
considered ‘highly vulnerable’ uses and 
should not be permitted in either flood 
zone 3a or flood zone 3b.  Within flood 
zone 2 such proposals would only be 
acceptable subject to satisfying both 
the sequential and exception test.  

The policy is now H10. 
 
Criterion c) has been amended to 
include the suggested wording. 

The policy has been amended to read: 

c) Be located away from areas at high 
risk of flooding, including functional 
floodplains, given the particular 
vulnerability of caravans;  

Support proposed change  

 Policy 
H11:  
Residenti
al 
Amenity 

No comments made     

 Policy 
H12: 
Replacem
ent 
Dwellings 

An exception to part e) ‘development 
on the same footprint’ in areas at risk 
of flooding should be the application of 
a sequential approach to avoid/reduce 
flood and coastal erosion risk.  After all 
replacement dwellings present an 
opportunity to improve flood 
resistance and resilience on site.  

This policy is now H13. 
Criterion e) has been amended to 
include the suggested wording. 

e) The replacement dwelling is 
positioned on a similar footprint to the 
existing dwelling, unless on landscape, 
design, highway safety, residential 
amenity or other environmental 
grounds, a more appropriate position 
within the site can be agreed.  Where 
an existing dwelling lies in an area of 
flood risk and there are areas at lower 
flood risk within the site, the 
replacement dwelling should be 
repositioned to an area at lower risk;    

Support proposed change  
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Cha
pte
r 

Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Note of changes made EA Position TDC response to EA 

 Policy 
H13: 
Reuse 
and 
Conversio
n of 
Existing 
Buildings 
in the 
Countrysi
de 

No comments made     

 Policy 
H14: 
Subdivisi
on of 
Existing 
Dwellings 

Either the policy or supporting text 
should note that sub-divisions are 
technically supposed to be subject to 
the flood risk sequential test.  

This policy is now H15. 
The supporting text has been amended 
to include the suggested wording. 
 

The supporting text has been amended 
to include the following:  
Subdivision of dwellings in areas at 
flood risk (Flood Zones 2 and 3) is also 
subject to sequential flood risk 
sequential testing, as is set out in Policy 
EN6: Flood Risk.  

Support proposed change  

 Policy 
H15: 
Rural 
Workers 
Dwellings 

Consider additional criteria preventing 
new homes on sites that are at risk of 
flooding, now or in the future  

This policy is now H16. 
Flood risk is specifically covered in 
Policy EN6, which applies to all 
development, therefore it is 
unnecessary to repeat details in Policy 
H15.  

 Noted   

6 Policy 
H16: 
Removal 
of 
Condition
s 
Imposed 
on Rural 
Workers 
Dwellings 

No comments made     

 

 

Section 7: Environment 
See table below 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Note of changes made EA Position TDC response to EA 

7 Policy EN1: 
Strategic Open 
Breaks 

No comments made      
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Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Note of changes made EA Position TDC response to EA 

7 Policy EN2: 
Undeveloped 
Coast 

EN2 - it is not clear how this policy would 
apply to the current Network Rail 
proposals between Parson’s Tunnel and 
Teignmouth. Inappropriately 
implemented, the proposal could have the 
potential to accelerate loss of the beaches 
and a result in a significant increase in the 
landscape impact by engineered 
infrastructure within this coastal policy 
unit.  

Comments are acknowledged and 
wording has been amended as 
suggested. 

Additional criteria has been added to 
allow for development required for flood 
alleviation or coastal resilience.  

Noted   

7 Policy EN3: 
Coastal 
Change 
Management 
Areas 

CCMAs should be included within the 
Plan.  

Comment is acknowledged and CCMAs 
have been designated in areas where 
the Shoreline Management Plan does 
not propose to “Hold the Line”. 

Policy EN3: Coastal Change Management 
Areas designates CCMAs at: 
Exe Estuary – Turf Lock to Powderham; 
Dawlish Warren (inner side); 
Dawlish Warren (all other areas); 
The Point, Teignmouth; 
Teign Estuary – Passage House Hotel to 
Kingsteignton Road Bridge; 
Teign Estuary (south shore) Newton 
Abbot – Shaldon; and 
Shaldon (The Ness) to Maidencombe. 

Agree the SMP management 
units.   
 
The Council Response could be 
added to:  
where the Shoreline 
Management Plan does not 
propose to “Hold the Line” for 
short, medium and long term. 
 
 
 
Although specific sites are not 
named, this wording would then 
cover likely CCMA sites including 
Dawlish Warren, tidal Shutterton 
Brook, Exminster and Hackney 
Marshes, undeveloped Teign 
estuary 

Agreement noted. 
 
 
The supporting text outlines the 
3 timescales and describes the 
different approaches taken – ie 
hold the line, advance the 
existing defence line, or 
managed realignment. 
Therefore, no need to add 
further text. 
 
The supporting text of the policy 
has been amended to include 
the additional text in red, as set 
out below: 
 
The South Devon and Dorset 
Shoreline Management Plan is 
currently being refreshed and 
any additional areas identified 
as places where there be 
managed realignment or no 
active intervention should be 
treated to the same rigorous 
scrutiny as those set out above.  
In addition, the policy should 
apply to any areas where future 
evidence demonstrates that the 
area is likely to be affected by 
coastal erosion or inundated by 
flooding. 

7 Policy EN3: 
Coastal 
Change 
Management 
Areas 

The definition of Shoreline Management 
Plan (SMP) should highlight that it is more 
than a risk assessment and that it actually 
sets out policy recommendations (e.g. 
Hold the Line, No Active Intervention, 

The supporting text has been amended 
and expanded to explain the objectives 
and policy approach contained within 
the SMP.  

Supporting text reads as follows: 
Shoreline Management Plans provide a 
large-scale assessment of risks associated 
with coastal change and contain policies 
to address these risks and help to inform 

This looks ok, but you could add 
additional wording to the 
supporting text along the lines of: 
 

An additional criterion has been 
inserted into Policy EN3, as 
criterion 4, in red below: 
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Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Note of changes made EA Position TDC response to EA 

Managed Realignment) for three different 
periods of time over the next century and, 
that the SMP also helps inform the 
designation of Coastal Change 
Management Areas (CCMAs).  

land use policies, such as those contained 
in Local Plans. The South Devon and 
Dorset Shoreline Management Plan 2011 
contains policies for coastal areas within 
Teignbridge. 
 
The objectives of the South Devon and 
Dorset Shoreline Management Plan 
include the following: 
i) to define the risks to people and the 
developed, historic and natural 
environment as a result of coastal 
evolution and to predict risks over the 
100 years; and 
ii) to identify the preferred policies for 
managing those risks, together with the 
reasoning behind the choice of those 
policies and their consequences; and 
iii) to inform planners, developers and 
others of the risks of coastal evolution 
and of the preferred policies when 
considering future development of the 
shoreline, land use changes and wider 
strategic planning.  
 
The policies within the SMP set out the 
following over three timescales – short 
(up to 20 years), medium (20-50 years) 
and long term (50-100 years): 
 • Hold the existing defence line (hold the 
line) - maintain or change the level of 
protection provided by defences in their 
present location. 
• Advance the existing defence line - 
build new defences on the seaward side 
of the existing defence line to reclaim 
land. • Managed realignment - allowing 
the shoreline position to move 
backwards (or forwards) with 
management to control or limit 
movement.  
 
The policy approach in the 2011 SMP for 
most coastal areas within Teignbridge is 
to “hold the line” within the short, 
medium and long term. However, within 
some areas a “managed realignment” 

‘with any proposed 
development outside of a CCMA 
where there is uncertainty in the 
rate of erosion or flooding that 
could cause loss or permanent 
inundation within the lifetime of 
a development, precautionary 
principle should apply’ 
 

“Where development is 
proposed outside a CCMA where 
there is uncertainty in the rate 
of erosion or flooding that could 
cause loss or permanent 
inundation within the lifetime of 
a development, the 
precautionary principle should 
apply” 
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Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Note of changes made EA Position TDC response to EA 

approach is taken, or ”no active 
intervention” is proposed, allowing the 
coast to evolve naturally. These areas 
include:  

➢ Exe Estuary – Turf Lock to 
Powderham: Managed realignment in 
medium term – hold the line in short and 
long term  

➢ Dawlish Warren (inner side): No active 
intervention in the short term with 
uncertain thereafter  

➢ Dawlish Warren (all other areas): to 
hold the line in the short term and 
uncertain thereafter  

➢ The Point, Teignmouth – Managed 
realignment in the short, medium and 
long term through natural shoreline 
evolution  

➢ Teign Estuary – Passage House Hotel 
to Kingsteignton Road Bridge: Managed 
realignment in the medium and long 
term  

➢ Teign Estuary (south shore) Newton 
Abbot – Shaldon – No active intervention 
in medium and long term along 
undefended sections of coast  

➢ Shaldon (The Ness) to Maidencombe – 
no active intervention in short, medium 
and long term. These areas will be 
considered most vulnerable to coastal 
change. These areas have formed the 
basis for the designation of the CCMAs in 
this Local Plan, as shown on the 
Proposals Map. The South Devon and 
Dorset Shoreline Management Plan is 
currently being refreshed and any 
additional areas identified as places 
where there would be managed 
realignment or no active intervention 
should be treated to the same rigorous 
scrutiny as those set out above. 
 
This policy supports appropriate 
measures to ensure the future resilience 
of communities and infrastructure to 
rising sea levels arising from climate 
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Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Note of changes made EA Position TDC response to EA 

change by avoiding inappropriate 
development in vulnerable areas and not 
exacerbating the impacts of physical 
change to the coast. It also makes 
provision for the possible future 
relocation of vulnerable development 
and infrastructure. 
 
The planned lifetime of development in a 
CCMA will be limited through temporary 
permission and restoration conditions 
where this is necessary to reduce a 
potentially unacceptable level of future 
risk to people and the development. 

 Policy EN3: 
Coastal 
Change 
Management 
Areas 

Paragraph 7.5 states that reference to the 
SMP will be made when determining 
applications.  We would recommend that 
decisions are made, not just with 
reference to but consistent with the 
SMP.  The plan should also be taking into 
consideration the fact that the Dawlish 
Warren Beach Management Scheme is 
now in a condition which was anticipated 
in the period 2030-2055, which would 
trigger a move to a managed realignment 
approach.  

Acknowledge comments.  Requirement 
for development to be consistent with 
the Shoreline Management plan is 
contained within Policy EN6: Flood Risk 
and Water Quality. 
 
Threats and changes to Dawlish 
Warren beach are reflected in its 
designation as a CCMA. 

Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality 
requires development in Flood Zones 2 & 
3 or in CDAs to: 
Be consistent with the relevant 
objectives, policies and projects 
contained in the most up-to-date River 
Basin Management Plan, Shoreline 
Management Plan, Exe Estuary 
Management Plan, Water Framework 
Directive, Teignbridge Local Plan Level 2 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, South 
West Water Waste Water Management 
Plan and the Devon Local Flood Risk 
Management Strategy. 
 
Dawlish Warren has been designated as a 
CCMA. 
 

Noted  

 Policy EN3: 
Coastal 
Change 
Management 
Areas 

Concerned by inclusion of holiday 
caravans and camping within part A i. 
Question how it will be determined that 
proposed activities ‘require a coastal 
location in part iii’.  

Comments are noted.  However, this 
allowance for: “temporary siting of 
development directly linked to the 
coastal strip (such as beach huts, 
cafes/tea rooms, car parks and sites 
used for holiday or short-let caravans 
and camping);” reflects the NPPG Flood 
Risk and Coastal Change. 
 
It would be for an applicant to 
demonstrate why a particular 
development required a coastal 
location.  The allowance for 
uses/development requiring a coastal 
location is also set out in the NPPFG. 

None Noted, but advise that the plan 
should mention that time limited 
permissions can be used for this 
type of development.   

The supporting text of the policy 
states: 
 

The planned lifetime of 

development in a CCMA will be 

limited through temporary 

permission and restoration 

conditions where this is 

necessary to reduce a 

potentially unacceptable level of 

future risk to people and the 

development. 
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Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  Note of changes made EA Position TDC response to EA 

 Policy EN3: 
Coastal 
Change 
Management 
Areas 

It is also noted that the policy establishes 
different time horizons for different 
development types.  It is assumed that 
this is based on the vulnerability 
classification of different uses as for flood 
risk (Table 2 in the flood risk and coastal 
change section of the PPG) but we 
recommend that this is explained in the 
supporting text.     

The timescales reflect those set out in 
the NPPG and the Shoreline 
Management Plan as short, medium 
and long term.  

None  Noted  

 Policy EN3: 
Coastal 
Change 
Management 
Areas 

Some of the uses within part B would be 
considered ‘more vulnerable’ 
development like dwellings.  For example, 
some caravan parks are already at 
extreme risk and in these cases a 50 year 
horizon is likely to be too long.  We would 
therefore recommend differentiating 
development according to vulnerability.    

The concern is acknowledged and 
Policy EN3 has been expanded to 
require development to be safe over its 
planned lifetime. 

All development must demonstrate that 
it will be safe over its planned lifetime 
and does not have an unacceptable 
impact on coastal change, would not 
result in an increased risk to life or 
significant increase in risk to property, 
and must maintain landscape, seascape 
and townscape character, heritage 
significance and important coastal 
habitats, particularly where they are at 
risk from climate change impacts. 
 

Noted  

  There is a need to consider the impacts of 
coastal and climate change on habitats, 
especially where there are important 
protected sites.  There is currently no 
consideration in the policy of the need for 
roll back of natural environments.  As a 
minimum we recommend that paragraph 
7.6 (or a separate paragraph) should refer 
to the impacts of coastal squeeze on 
intertidal habitat and a requirement for 
biodiversity net gain especially in light of 
the impacts of climate change.  

The concern is acknowledged and 

policy has been amended to include 

protection for coastal habitats. 

The policy includes a new sentence to 
require development to maintain 
important coastal habitats, particularly 
where they are at risk from climate 
change (see box above).   
 

Noted  

  If CCMAs are designated, land should be 
allocated for replacement development 
and habitats.  This would help provide 
certainty to home and business owners 
and protect the undeveloped coastal zone 
and rural areas from scattered 
development.   
There is a need to identify time-limited 
development along with flood and coastal 
risk management measures.  Porlock Weir 
within Exmoor National Park provides an 
example of how this can be (and has 
been) done.  

Rather than allocate land for uses 
within the CCMAs, the policy includes a 
criteria-based approach to where 
relocation would be looked on 
favourably. 

Policy EN3 allows: 
 
3. Proposals for the relocation and 
replacement of development and 
infrastructure away from Coastal Change 
Management Areas will be permitted, 
provided that: 
a) The existing use/s have been in place 
prior to the adoption of the Teignbridge 
Local Plan Part 1 (TLP to 2040); 
b) the development replaces that which 
is affected (or threatened) by erosion 
within a timescale that reflects its 
vulnerability to coastal change impacts; 

This can be a difficult situation.  
For example, in the case of 
Shutterton Brook, the area 
identified for development to 
move to have now been 
developed for new housing.  
What do they do now?  How do 
we work together to stop this 
happening again?  
 
How will the Council safeguard 
land close to communities so 
they can adapt to climate 
change?   

Policy EN6 would prevent this 
from happening. 
 
Given the advanced stage of the 
Plan, it is not possible to look at 
areas to safeguard for 
development displaced from the 
CCMA now or in the future.  
However, we are happy to work 
with the EA when further 
evidence is available to ascertain 
future changes to the CCMA, 
particularly in Dawlish (Dawlish 
Warren and Shutterton). 
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c) the new development lies beyond the 
Coastal Change Management Area in a 
location that is well related to the coastal 
community from which it was displaced 
and has an acceptable relationship with it 
in terms of character, setting, and local 
amenity. Relocated dwellings must be 
situated adjacent or very closely related 
to a settlement limit; 
d) Where a replacement structure/s 
is/are proposed, the gross volume of the 
replacement building/s or structure/s is 
no larger than that/those it replaces; e) 
The relocated development meets the 
requirements of Undeveloped Coast 
policy; 
f) the existing site is cleared and 
restored, made safe, and is managed for 
the benefit of the local community 
and/or the local environment; and 
g) taken overall (considering both the 
new development and that which is 
being replaced) the proposal should not 
have a detrimental impact upon the 
landscape, townscape, heritage 
significance or biodiversity of the area, 
having regard to any special designations. 

 

7 Policy EN4: 
Landscape 
Protection and 
Enhancement 

No comments made     

7 Policy EN5: 
Equine 
Development 

No comments made     

7 Policy EN6: 
Flood Risk 

There is reference to the water 
environment and water quality in the 
Sustainable Drainage (SuDS) and Flood 
Risk policies, and to Water Framework 
Directive (WFD) objectives within the 
Natural Infrastructure policy.  However, 
we consider that these matters should be 
addressed more robustly by the plan, 
either by way of an expanded ‘flood risk’ 
policy (e.g. a holistic water environment 
policy similar to Policy DEV35 in the 
Plymouth and South West Devon Joint 
Local Plan) or a standalone policy 

The policy has been amended and 
expand to include greater protection 
for the water environment as well as 
managing flood risk.  

Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality 
includes additional and expanded criteria 
relating to water quality as follows: 
 
Planning permission will not be granted 
for any proposal which, because of 
inadequate provision of water services or 
inadequate or untimely provision of foul 
water and surface water drainage and 
disposal, would cause pollution to the 
water environment, including coastal 
waters, would result in the deterioration 
of the ecological status of a water body, 

Support proposed change   
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regarding protection and enhancement of 
the district’s water environment.  

would overload the sewer network, or 
would result in an increase in flood risk at 
the site or elsewhere. 
 

7 Policy EN6: 
Flood Risk 

In part 1 and 2 of the policy, with regard 
to the sequential approach/test, the text 
seeks to guide development ‘to areas at 
lower risk of flooding’.  Consistent with 
wider sustainable development objectives 
the sequential test should guide 
development to areas of lowest risk.  We 
therefore recommend that ‘lower’ is 
replaced by ‘lowest’.  
  

Comment acknowledged and the 
wording of the policy has been 
amended from “lower” to “lowest”.  

In order to manage flood risk, there will 
be a sequential approach to all new 
development, guiding it to suitable areas 
at lowest risk from flooding, whilst 
ensuring that where development is 
necessary, it is safe and does not increase 
flood risk elsewhere or otherwise pollute 
the water environment. 

Support proposed change  

7 Policy EN6: 
Flood Risk 

Paragraph 164 of the NPPF states that 
‘applications for some minor development 
and changes of use should not be subject 
to the sequential or exception 
tests’.  Footnote 51 in the NPPF clarifies 
what is meant by ‘minor development and 
changes of use’ as follows:  
(51) This includes householder 
development, small non-residential 
extensions (with a footprint of less than 
250m2) and changes of use; except for 
changes of use to a caravan, camping or 
chalet site, or to a mobile home or park 
home site, where the sequential and 
exception tests should be applied as 
appropriate.  
Part 2 of the policy should therefore be 
amended to address this error.  
  

The policy has been amended to refer 
to “relevant” development being 
subject to a sequential test.   
 
The supporting text does not clarify 
what this may comprise, as this is 
contained within national guidance and 
may change over time. 

The policy has been amended to refer to 
“relevant” development being subject to 
a sequential test.   
 
 

Noted  

7 Policy EN6: 
Flood Risk 

The exception test requires certain types 
of development to wherever possible 
reduced flood risks overall.  However, this 
requirement is absent from part 3. ii of 
the policy which requires only that that 
development ‘will not increase flood risk 
elsewhere’.    

The policy has been amended as 
suggested to include a requirement to 
reduce flood risk. 

The development will be safe for its 
lifetime, taking account of climate 
change and the vulnerability of the 
proposed use to flooding, will not 
increase flood risk elsewhere, as will be 
demonstrated through a site-specific 
Flood Risk Assessment and, where 
possible, will reduce flood risk overall. 
  

Noted  

7 Policy EN6: 
Flood Risk 

Supporting text should set out criteria for 
when flood risk needs to be reduced 
overall.  This could be along the lines that 
onsite/offsite flood risk betterment should 
be achieved through Risk Management 

The supporting text has expanded on 
when betterment may be appropriate 
and links to the objectives of the Local 
Flood Risk Management Strategy.  

 Supporting text inserted as follows: 
 
“There may be circumstances where it 
will be appropriate to provide flood risk 
betterment, through contributing to the 

Noted  
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Authority/community schemes 
contributions and NFM projects,  

objectives set out in the Local Flood Risk 
Management Strategy in order to make 
development acceptable in Critical 
Drainage Areas.” 

7 Policy EN6: 
Flood Risk 

The supporting text to the policy should 
direct applicants to the FRA guidance 
within the NPPF, PPG and elsewhere on 
the GOV.UK site.    

The comment is acknowledged 
however, additional guidance on all 
policies contained within the Local Plan 
can be found within the NPPF and 
PPG.  it would not be appropriate to 
repeat this in the supporting text of 
every policy.  

None    Noted  

7 Policy EN6: 
Flood Risk 

It should also note that, whilst the 
sequential test may not be applicable, 
applications for changes of use and minor 
development must still demonstrate, via 
an FRA appropriate to the scale and 
nature of the proposal, that they are safe 
from flooding for its lifetime and not 
increase flood risk to third parties.    

The policy section relating to all 
development within flood zones 2 and 
3 and within CDAs would address this.  

Development proposals lying wholly or 
partly within Flood Zones 2 and 3 or 
within a CDA will: 
a) Locate the most vulnerable 
development in areas of the site at 
lowest risk, unless there are overriding 
reasons for a different location; 
b) Be designed to be appropriately flood 
resilient and resistant for the life of the 
development, taking account of climate 
change, the vulnerability of the proposed 
use to flooding and level of 
refurbishment needed to bring the 
development back into use should 
flooding occur; 
c) Demonstrate the safety of occupants 
or users of a development in a flooding 
event, through the submission of a 
“Flood Warning and Evacuation Plan”; 
d) Incorporate sustainable drainage 
systems, designed in accordance with 
Policy DW2 and DW3; 
e) Provide adequate water supplies, 
sewerage and sewage treatment facilities 
and ensure surface water drainage 
systems are kept separate from all foul 
drainage systems; 
f) Manage any residual risks; 
g) Be consistent with the relevant 
objectives, policies and projects 
contained in the most up-to-date River 
Basin Management Plan, Shoreline 
Management Plan, Exe Estuary 
Management Plan, Water Framework 
Directive, Teignbridge Local Plan Level 2 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, South 

Noted  
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West Water Waste Water Management 
Plan and the Devon Local Flood Risk 
Management Strategy. 

7 Policy EN6: 
Flood Risk 

Part 4 should include a more robust and 
definitive wording. This is particularly 
important with regard to WFD objectives 
especially the statutory requirement that 
development and activities do not result 
in the deterioration of the ecological 
status of water-body.  

The prevention of the deterioration of 
the ecological status of a water body 
and requirement for development to 
be consistent with the objectives, 
policies or projects contained in the 
WFD have been inserted into policy.  

 see above box Noted  

7 Policy EN6: 
Flood Risk 

Definition of Flood Zone 3b in Table 31 is 
incorrect. The correct definition of 
functional floodplain should be as follows: 
‘This zone comprises land where water 
has to flow or be stored in times of flood, 
but it is not separately distinguished from 
Zone 3a on the Flood Map. The SFRA may 
have additional mapping showing 3b/3a 
areas at some locations’.  
  

The definition has been amended as 
suggested.  

Definition has been amended to wording 
suggested.  

Noted  

7 Policy EN6: 
Flood Risk 

Acknowledgement that single storey 
ground floor only dwellings (where floor 
levels are not raised above the design 
flood level) and basement dwellings are 
not acceptable in flood risk areas.    

The supporting text has been amended 
as suggested.  
  

The supporting text has been amended 
to include the following paragraph:  
For clarification, single storey ground 
floor only dwellings (where floor levels 
are not raised above the design flood 
level) and basement dwellings are highly 
unlikely to be acceptable in flood risk 
areas and, new dwellings in areas where 
flood depths are unsafe (i.e. 
significant/extreme hazard with flood 
depths of over 0.5m) likely to only be 
permitted if the ground floor comprises 
under croft parking.  
  

Support proposed change  

7 Policy EN6: 
Flood Risk 

New dwellings in areas where flood 
depths are unsafe (i.e. significant/Extreme 
hazard with flood depths of over 0.5m) 
should only be permitted if the ground 
floor comprises just under croft parking 
and the entrance.  This should also apply 
within defended areas.  

The supporting text has been amended 
as suggested. 

See box above  Noted  

7 Policy EN6: 
Flood Risk 

There is also no apparent reference to 
preventing deterioration to a WFD water 
body or the need, where relevant, for 
WFD Assessments.  We recommend that 
the plan addresses this matter either 
under policy EN10 or policy EN6.  

This has been inserted into criteria 5 of 
the policy:   
 
  

Planning permission will not be granted 
for any proposal which, because of 
inadequate provision of water services or 
inadequate or untimely provision of foul 
water and surface water drainage and 
disposal, will pollute the water 

Support proposed change  
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environment, including coastal waters, 
would result in the deterioration of the 
ecological status of a water body, would 
overload the sewer network, or would 
result in an increase in flood risk at the 
site or elsewhere.  

7 Policy EN7: Air 
Quality 

No comments made     

7 Policy EN8: 
Light Pollution 

No comments made     

7 Policy EN9: 
Contaminated 
Land and Land 
Instability 

EN9 - clearer if the wording stated that 
the assessment process should identify 
any risk of impacts and not just impacts 
This is because contamination on a 
potential development site could be 
present and not currently causing 
pollution but pollution could occur in the 
future from the site without remediation 
or as a result of the proposed 
development.    
Part iii of the policy refers to the 
requirement under NPPF that:  after 
remediation, as a minimum, land should 
not be capable of being determined as 
contaminated land under Part IIA of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1990.   This 
is specific to Contaminated Land because 
land cannot be determined under the act 
due to stability issues as is stated in part 
iii.  Accordingly we recommend it is 
amended to include stability as a separate 
point (iv) and remove it from part iii.  

The suggested change of policy 
wording to require the assessment of 
all risks of impacts is acknowledged 
and policy wording has been 
changed.    
  
Point iii has been amended to omit 
reference to land stability, which is 
now contained in a separate point.  

Policy EN9: 
1.All development which is either: 
a) on, or likely to be affected by, known 
or suspected contaminated land; or 
b) on unstable land or likely to be 
affected by land instability; or c) 
development that could result in 
contamination or land instability; or 
d) development which includes a 
proposed use that is particularly 
vulnerable to contamination/land 
instability, 
will require sufficient information to be 
submitted alongside a planning 
application to demonstrate that the 
proposed development will not be 
subject to or cause an adverse impact on 
property, infrastructure, the natural 
environmental or public health. This 
assessment should identify risks of 
impacts as well as actual impacts. 
 
2.Where the assessment identifies an 
adverse environmental or public health 
impact, appropriate and sufficient 
remedial measures for the intended use 
will be required to: 
i) ensure that risks to the future users of 
the land and neighbouring land are 
minimised, together with those to 
waterbodies, property and ecological 
systems; and 
ii) ensure that the development can be 
carried out safely without unacceptable 
risks to workers, neighbours and other 
receptors; iii) in cases of land 
contamination, demonstrate that the 

Support proposed change  
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land would no longer be capable of being 
determined as contaminated once the 
remediation has taken place; and 
iv) in cases of land instability, 
demonstrate that the land will be stable 
following development; and 
v)Show that they have been designed to 
conserve or enhance landscape, 
seascape, townscape, heritage 
significance and ecological interests. 
 

 Policy EN10: 
Biodiversity 

Policy EN10 does not appear to include 
any consideration of the need to give the 
natural environment space to adapt to 
climate change. It is essential that the plan 
addresses this matter either under policy 
EN10 or policy CC1 on climate resilience.  

The matter of increasing resilience of 
biodiversity to climate change is 
included within an amended first 
criteria of Policy EN10. 

 1.The Council will work with statutory 
and other partners to protect, enhance 
and restore the biodiversity and 
geodiversity of the District, to increase its 
resilience to climate change, and to 
ensure decisions on development 
proposals protect, enhance and, where 
appropriate, restore the biodiversity and 
geodiversity of the District. 

Noted  

7 Policy EN11: 
Important 
Habitats and 
Features 

EN11 - recommend that part h) is 
amended to say ‘impacts are adequately 
mitigated’ since losses should be ‘fully 
compensated’ as stated in part i).  We also 
recommend that includes some provision 
to support the adaptation of these 
habitats to climate change.  

The policy wording has been changed 
to require impacts to be mitigated and 
losses to be compensated for. 
Additional policy wording has also 
been included to support in principle 
development to create greater 
resilience of habitats and features to 
climate change.  

2.Development which would be likely to 
directly or indirectly significantly harm 
such a site or feature will not be 
permitted unless, taking account of the 
weight to be attached to the site’s 
protection: 
f) the benefits cannot be provided 
through an alternative, less harmful 
location, design or 
form of development; and 
g) impacts are mitigated where possible; 
and 
h) any unavoidable losses are fully 
compensated; and 
i) the public interest benefits of the 
development outweigh the harm; and 
j) for statutory designated sites 
favourable conservation status is 
maintained. 
  

Support proposed change  

 Policy EN12: 
Legally 
Protected and 
Priority 
Species 

EN12 - under paragraph 7.52 the list of 
European Protected Species in 
Teignbridge should include Water Vole on 
account of there being an important 
population near Dawlish.  

Acknowledged and supporting text has 
been amended.  

Supporting text has been amended to 
include reference to Water Vole within 
the list of European Protected Species.  

Noted  

7 Policy EN13: 
European 

EN13 - requires financial contributions 
(etc.) to enable management and 

Comment is acknowledged.  A new 
standalone policy relating to the Exe 

EN14: Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren Noted  
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Protected 
Wildlife Sites 

mitigation measures at the Exe Estuary 
and Dawlish Warren.  We welcome this 
but note that there is nothing additional 
explanation within the supporting text.    

Estuary and Dawlish Warren has been 
inserted into the Plan. The policy, 
including financial contributions, is 
explained in new supporting text. 

To mitigate additional recreational and 
other pressure on the Exe Estuary Special 
Protection Area and Ramsar site, and 
Dawlish Warren Special Area of 
Conservation (the ‘protected sites’), the 
following limitations and requirements 
will apply to development that could 
impact on them: 
a. Particular attention will be given to 
effects arising from urbanisation from 
development within 400m of one or 
more of the protected sites, along with 
their associated Functionally Linked Land 
and sites that are identified or required 
as mitigation measures for adverse 
effects on such sites; 
b. Development of residential or holiday 
accommodation within 10km of one of 
more of the protected sites, as shown on 
the Proposals Map, will be required to 
provide a financial Habitat Mitigation 
Contribution towards mitigation for in-
combination, recreation impacts on the 
protected sites. The Habitat Mitigation 
Contribution is made towards delivery of 
non-infrastructure mitigation measures; 
c. In addition to the Habitat Mitigation 
Contribution, development of residential 
or holiday accommodation within 10km 
of one of more of the protected sites, as 
shown on the Proposals Map, will be 
required to provide and maintain 
Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace 
(SANG) in perpetuity, either: 
i. In accordance with SANG provision as 
set out in a development plan allocation, 
at the expense of the development and 
early in the delivery of the site, or 
ii. Where development is without an 
associated SANG identified in an 
allocation policy, pay a SANG Mitigation 
Contribution to the Local Planning 
Authority sufficient to provide and 
maintain 180 square metres of SANG per 
dwelling or holiday unit in an appropriate 
strategic location. 
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d. Provide and maintain any other 
specific measures to avoid other or 
residual impacts identified by 
Appropriate Assessment. 

  The Plan makes no provision or guidance 
for the management of the spit or the 
response to the inner estuary in the face 
of the dramatic changes that are ongoing 
there, and the impacts that are unfolding 
for the SAC, SPA, golf course, and 
infrastructure and communities within the 
inner Exe estuary.  
  
The conditions at Dawlish Warren SAC are 
in desperate need of consideration 
through the planning system.  It is 
anticipated that in the next year or two 
the asset within the neck of the dune will 
be compromised and the Golf Course at 
least will be subject to tidal flooding.  The 
implication of the Exe Estuary Strategy is 
that at that point the spit is left to 
naturally function and that wave action 
could increase up the estuary.  There is no 
clarity of the response to this situation, 
and there is no intention for the Exe 
Estuary Strategy to be revised in the near 
future.  The changes will put pressure on 
the SPA habitats, infrastructure and 
communities along the estuary edge.    

The direct management of Dawlish 

Warren sand spit is outside the remit 

of the Local Plan.  The area has been 

designated as a CCMA, which would 

restrict new development.  The policy 

also sets out where existing 

uses/development could be relocated 

to through a criteria-based approach.  

None  Noted  

7 Policy EN14: 
South Hams 
Special Area of 
Conservation 

No comments made     

7 Policy EN15: 
Trees, Hedges 
and 
Woodlands 

No comments made      

7 Policy EN16: 
Heritage 
Assets 

No comments made      

7 Policy EN17: 
Conservation 
Areas 

No comments made     
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Comments made on draft Teignbridge Local Plan Parts 2 and 3  
 

Urban Renewal Sites 
 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

3 Brunel 
Industrial 
Estate 

EA - Sequential Test required.  It is likely that 
only a part of the site will be suitable for 
residential development (if the 
requirements can be met) and there are 
concerns related to SWW infrastructure.  A 
comprehensive strategy for the site 
incorporating improvements to the river 
corridor may result in benefits for flood risk, 
water quality and 
biodiversity.  Development may also be an 
opportunity to remediate any contamination 
found to be present within the site.   

Only a small part of the large site that was consulted on has been allocated for 
development.  
 
The part of the site that is allocated is not adjacent to the river corridors of either 
the River Teign or Aller Brook and therefore cannot provide improvements to the 
river corridors, however, it will be required to provide 10% biodiversity net gain 
under Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity. It is also required to: 
“avoid areas falling within flood zones 2 and 3, which will be utilised for the 
purposes of flood gain, and a further 20m buffer will be applied to allow for 
potential future climate change impacts. Development will require flood risk 
mitigation and drainage solutions, informed by a flood risk assessment. 
Development will consider groundwater flood risk.  “ 
 
All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it 
is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies.  
 
All sites within the Garden Community are also subject to Policy GC5: Flood Risk 
Management and Resilience, which seeks to manage the current and future levels 
of significant flood risk in the Garden Community area with the following projects 
will be pursued and funded by development and other sources where possible:   

A. A review of the strategic defence at Holbeam Dam and 
opportunities for improvements to maintain the standard of protection, 
provide climate resilience and opportunities to further reduce future 
flood risk in the town.   
B. Land along the River Lemon, River Teign and the Whitelake 
Channel, including near Wharf Road, Jetty Marsh and Brunel Industrial 
Estate will be safeguarded for future flood defence works.   
C. Any new development in the town centre will need consider 
current and future flood risk. Developments will be designed to be sited 
in areas of lowest flood risk where possible. Vulnerability of 
developments should be considered in the design and siting of the 
development. Design should be informed by the information within the 
Garden Communities SFRA Level 2 or most up to date study.   
D. New developments should be Resilient, either through onsite 
mitigations, wider strategic interventions, development of community 
resilience and provision of safe access and egress.    
E. Opportunities to create water compatible parks, open spaces 
and restored River corridors particularly along the River Lemon, will be 
encouraged.    

Noted 
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F. The Council will work with the community and clubs that use 
the sports facilities and pitches at Cricketfield and Osbourne Street to 
identify long term plans in view of the increasing flood risk in those 
areas.     
G. Opportunities for Natural Flood Risk Management opportunities 
upstream of the Garden Community area to provide future climate 
resilience.   

 
Any contamination would be dealt with through Policy EN9: Contaminated 
Lane/Land Instability. 
 
All development will be subject to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality, 
which sets out requirements for sequential and exception tests. 
 

3 Cattlemarket  EA - Sequential Test required.  It is likely 
that only a part of the site will be suitable 
for residential development (if the 
requirements can be met) and there are 
concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure.  Contributions towards 
improving flood defence and sewage 
infrastructure may be required - viability 
may be a concern.  Development of the site 
offers little biodiversity benefit but may be 
an opportunity to remediate any 
contamination found to be present within 
the site.   

The size of the site has been reduced in relation to the larger site consulted on. 
The site allocation policy, Policy GC7, requires the following of development: 

C. It is informed by the SFRA Level 2 and a detailed site-specific 
flood risk assessment with appropriate mitigation where required, 
together with a sustainable drainage strategy. Development will be 
designed and sited according to vulnerability, current and future flood 
risks.  Less vulnerable and water compatible uses will be located to the 
south and more vulnerable uses will be located to the north adjacent 
Halcyon Road corresponding to future flood risk and safeguarding flood 
flow paths within the development;     
D. Opportunities to enhance the leat as an open water feature are 
taken, considering how this can secure public realm and wider benefits;  

 
All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it 
is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies.  
 
All sites within the Garden Community are also subject to Policy GC5: Flood Risk 
Management and Resilience, which seeks to manage the current and future levels 
of significant flood risk in the Garden Community area – see Brunel Industrial 
Estate site. 
 
Development will be required to provide 10% biodiversity net gain under Policy 
EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity. 
 
Any contamination would be dealt with through Policy EN9: Contaminated 
Lane/Land Instability. 
 
All development will be subject to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality, 
which sets out requirements for sequential and exception tests. 
 

Noted  

3 Cricketfield 
Area 

EA - Sequential Test required.  It is likely that 
only a part of the site will be suitable for 

Cricketfield is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published.  
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residential development (if the 
requirements can be met) and there are 
concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure.  Contributions towards 
improving flood defence and sewage 
infrastructure may be required - viability 
may be a concern.  Likely to only be 
acceptable if the river corridor were 
improved, which would deliver flood risk, 
water quality and biodiversity benefit.   

3 Highweek Way EA - Sequential Test required.  It is likely that 
only a part of the site will be suitable for 
residential development (if the 
requirements can be met) and there are 
concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure.  Contributions towards 
improving flood defence and sewage 
infrastructure may be required - viability 
may be a concern.  There is a big 
opportunity to reduce flood risk if the 
building over the entrance of the culvert can 
be removed as part of the development of 
the site.  However, development of the site 
offers little biodiversity benefit in this 
location.   

The site has not been reduced in scale, although criteria B of the allocation policy, 
Policy GC9, requires development to be designed and sited according to the 
vulnerability of the proposed development/use and current and future flood risk. 
 
All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it 
is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies.  
 
In addition, all sites within the Garden Community are subject to Policy GC5: 
Flood Risk Management and Resilience, which seeks to manage the current and 
future levels of significant flood risk in the Garden Community area – see Brunel 
Industrial Estate site. 
 
All development will be subject to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality, 
which sets out requirements for sequential and exception tests. 

Noted 

3 Jetty Marsh 
and Wharf 
Road 

EA - Sequential Test required.  It is likely that 
only a small part of the site will be suitable 
for residential development (if the 
requirements can be met) and there are 
concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure.  We would advise against 
allocating this site, unless there are 
exceptional reasons for doing so.  It is likely 
that the majority of the site will be needed 
to facilitate improvements to the flood 
protection of Newton Abbot, which will also 
provide biodiversity enhancements.  Such 
improvements may be required to facilitate 
the development of other sites (e.g. 
Cricketfield area and Brunel Road).  

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

 

3 Kingsteignton 
Retail Park 

EA - Sequential Test required.  It is likely that 
it will be difficult to to develop this site in a 
way that will ensure that development will 
be safe from flooding over its lifetime and 
not increase risk, and there are concerns 
related to SWW 
infrastructure.  Contributions towards 

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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improving flood defence and sewage 
infrastructure may be required - viability 
may be a concern.  However, development 
could help provide improvements to the 
Rydon Stream to improve flood risk and 
create new habitat along the River Teign. 
There also may be an opportunity to 
remediate any contamination found to be 
present within the site.   

3 Newton Abbot 
Leisure Centre 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to most other sites in this 
chapter.   

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

 

3 Newfoundland 
Way Area 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site 
is located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to most other sites 
in this chapter.   

Noted.   
All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it 
is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies.  
 
All development will be subject to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality, 
which sets out requirements for sequential and exception tests. 
 

Noted 

3 Osbourne 
Street Area 

EA - Sequential Test required.  There are 
concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure.  Contributions towards 
improving flood defence and sewage 
infrastructure may be required - viability 
may be a concern.  Development of the site 
offers little biodiversity benefit.   

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

 

3 Wolborough 
Street 

EA - Sequential Test required.  It is likely that 
only a part of the site will be suitable for 
residential development (if the requirements 
can be met) and there are concerns related 
to SWW infrastructure.  Contributions 
towards improving flood defence and 
sewage infrastructure may be required - 
viability may be a concern.  Likely to only be 
acceptable if the river corridor were 
improved, which would deliver flood risk, 
water quality and biodiversity benefit.   

The site has not been reduced in scale.  However, criteria B of the allocation policy, 
Policy GC8, requires development to be designed and sited according to the 
vulnerability of the proposed development/use and current and future flood risk 
and restricts development on the north western part of the site. It also requires 
the site to provide a naturalised river corridor and flood compatible area of open 
space adjacent to the river. 
 
All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it 
is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies.  
 
In addition, all sites within the Garden Community are subject to Policy GC5: 
Flood Risk Management and Resilience, which seeks to manage the current and 
future levels of significant flood risk in the Garden Community area – see Brunel 
Industrial Estate site. 
 

Noted 
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All development will be subject to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality, 
which sets out requirements for sequential and exception tests. 

 

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

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

4 Newton 
Abbot: Berry 
Knowles / 
A382 Corridor 

EA - Sequential Test required.  It is likely that 
only a part of the site will be suitable for 
residential development (if the requirements 
can be met). There are concerns related to 
SWW infrastructure and a contribution may 
be required to address this.  The development 
of this site may result in enhancement of 
floodplain and watercourses.    

The site benefits from outline planning permission 16/02693/MAJ, granted on 24 
January 2022. 
 
Policy GC18: Berry Knowles/A382 Corridor requires: Flood risk management to 
include:    

a. Inclusion of SuDS on site for the purpose of surface 
water drainage management; and    
b. A suitable buffer around Blatchford Brook and 
floodplain, with flood betterment (no net loss of floodplain 
storage) and no alteration to the bank or course of the river.   

 
All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it 
is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies.  
 
In addition, all sites within the Garden Community are subject to Policy GC5: 
Flood Risk Management and Resilience, which seeks to manage the current and 
future levels of significant flood risk in the Garden Community area – see Brunel 
Industrial Estate site. 

Noted 

4 Newton 
Abbot: 
Forches Cross 

EA - Sequential Test required.  It is likely that 
only a part of the site will be suitable for 
residential development (if the requirements 
can be met). There are concerns related to 
SWW infrastructure and a contribution may 
be required to address this.  The development 
of this site may result in enhancement of 
floodplain and watercourses.    

The site is allocated as an employment site, and includes land already allocated in 
the adopted Local Plan for employment purposes.  
 
All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it 
is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies.  
 
In addition, all sites within the Garden Community are subject to Policy GC5: 
Flood Risk Management and Resilience, which seeks to manage the current and 
future levels of significant flood risk in the Garden Community area – see Brunel 
Industrial Estate site. 
 
In addition, the supporting text of the policy outlines the opportunity to create a 
green corridor along Blatchford Brook for the benefit of wildlife and to minimise 
landscape impacts. 
 
All development will be subject to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality, 
which sets out requirements for sequential and exception tests. 

Noted 
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4 Newton 
Abbot: West 
of Houghton 
Barton 

 EA - Sequential Test required.  It is likely that 
part of the site will be suitable for residential 
development (if the requirements can be 
met), but a sequential approach will need to 
be taken to the layout to ensure that the 
Holbeam Dam storage area is safeguarded 
from development.  There are concerns 
related to SWW infrastructure.  Contributions 
towards works to the Holbeam Dam and 
sewage infrastructure may be required.  The 
development of this site creates an 
opportunity to create a Valley Park and utilise 
NFM measures, which may have a positive 
impact on flood risk, biodiversity and water 
quality.    

Land to the south of the A383 is not included within the site to ensure that there 
would no conflict with land required to safeguard the functioning of Holbeam 
Dam.  In addition, the allocation policy requires contributions towards 
improvements at Holbeam Dam. 
 
All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it 
is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies.  
 
All sites within the Garden Community are subject to Policy GC5: Flood Risk 
Management and Resilience, which seeks to manage the current and future 
levels of significant flood risk in the Garden Community area – see Brunel 
Industrial Estate site. This includes pursuing opportunities to create water 
compatible parks, open spaces and restored river corridors. 
 
All development will be subject to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality, 
which sets out requirements for sequential and exception tests. 

Noted 

4 Newton 
Abbot: Milber 

 EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

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

 

4 Newton 
Abbot: 
Chercombe 
Bridge Road 

EA - We would advise against allocating sites 
where it is not possible to discharge foul 
drainage to the mains sewer, unless there are 
exceptional reasons for doing 
so.  Development of this site provides little 
opportunity for improvement of the water 
environment.   

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

 

4 Newton 
Abbot: Priory 
Road 

EA - Sequential Test required. It is likely that 
only a part of the site will be suitable for 
residential development (if the requirements 
can be met) Sequential Test required.  It is 
likely that only a part of the site will be 
suitable for residential development (if the 
requirements can be met). There are 
concerns related to SWW infrastructure and a 
contribution may be required to address 
this.  The development of this site creates an 
opportunity to create Valley Parks, which may 
have a positive impact on flood risk, 
biodiversity and water quality.    

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

 

4 Newton 
Abbot: 
Conitor Copse 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 

Conitor Copse is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 
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3.  There may also be an opportunity to 
remediate any contamination from past uses 
on the site.  

4 Newton 
Abbot: South 
of NA3 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.    

South of NA3 is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

 

4 Newton 
Abbot: 
Howton Road 

EA - We would advise against allocating sites 
where it is not possible to discharge foul 
drainage to the mains sewer, unless there are 
exceptional reasons for doing 
so.  Development of this site provides little 
opportunity for improvement of the water 
environment.   

The development would be subject to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality, 
which states that: “Planning permission will not be granted for any proposal 
which, because of inadequate provision of water services or inadequate or 
untimely provision of foul water and surface water drainage and disposal, 
would cause pollution to the water environment, including coastal waters, 
would result in the deterioration of the ecological status of a water body, 
would overload the sewer network, or would result in an increase in flood risk 
at the site or elsewhere.” 
 
In addition, the allocation policy, Policy GC15 requires site specific flood risk 
mitigation and drainage solutions, informed by a flood risk assessment.   

Noted 

4 Newton 
Abbot: 
Canada Hill 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.    

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it 
is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies.  
 

Noted 

4 Newton 
Abbot: Ogwell 
Central 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.    

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

 

4 Newton 
Abbot: South 
of Aller 

EA There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.    

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

 

4 Newton 
Abbot: 
Caravan 
Storage at 
Linden Lea 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastucture and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.    

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

 

4 Newton 
Abbot: Coach 
Road Nursery 

EA advise the watercourse to the south of the 
site has a flood risk area which requires 
consideration. A 5m wide GI corridor free 
from built development will need to be 
created along the southern boundary. The 
onsite pond should be enhanced as a SuDS 
feature.  

The allocation policy, Policy GC10, includes requirement for: 
A detailed flood risk assessment with appropriate mitigation together with a 
sustainable drainage strategy, to manage flood risk to the benefit of wildlife 
and recreation and the quality of the Wolborough Fen SSSI. Any proposals to 
discharge surface waters to the Decoy Lake catchment will likely require 
contributions for flood risk improvements; 

Noted 
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4 Newton 
Abbot: Land 
and Buildings 
at Hopkins 
Lane 

EA - Most of the site is currently at risk of 
flooding (tidal and river) but is protected from 
frequent flooding by the flood defences.   
The site may be at increased risk in the future 
from overtopping of defences. The Sequential 
and Exception Tests will need to be carried out 
with the aid of a Level 2 SFRA before this site 
is selected as a preferred option.   
We consider that it may be possible to create 
a safe development in this location through 
clever design and the inclusion of a safe route 
to higher ground via the rear.  
In the northern part of the site (i.e., where 
land is below 5mAOD), it is unlikely that more 
vulnerable uses (i.e., residential) would be 
acceptable on the ground floor. This level may 
change with updates to the sea level rise 
allowances.  
If you decide to take this site forward 
following the application of the Sequential 
Test, a more specific ‘Site Requirement’ 
should be included which requires a detailed 
FRA to be produced to demonstrate that the 
development (and its access route) will be 
safe from flooding over its lifetime and will not 
increase flood risk elsewhere.   
Opportunities to improve flood risk should be 
explored. In addition, it is unclear why 
contaminated land assessment and 
remediation is not currently listed as a 
requirement for this brownfield site.  

The development at the site would be subject to Policy GC5:Flood Risk 
Management and Resilience.  
 
In addition, the site allocation policy, Policy GC11, requires development to be 
informed by the SFRA Level 2 and a detailed site-specific flood risk assessment 
with appropriate mitigation together with a sustainable drainage strategy. It 
requires suitable commercial and water compatible uses on the ground floor 
and sufficiently high habitable floor levels. 
 
Matters of sequential and exception testing are addressed through Policy EN6: 
Flood Risk and Water Quality. 

Noted 

4 Newton 
Abbot: East of 
Haytor Drive 

 No comments received   

4 Kingskerswell: 
Land West of 
Greenhill 
Road 

EA - Sequential Test required. It is likely that 
only a part of the site will be suitable for 
residential development (if the requirements 
can be met) and there are concerns related to 
SWW infrastructure.  The development of this 
site may result in enhancement of floodplain 
and watercourses.    

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

 

4 Kingskerswell: 
Fluder Farm, 
Torbay Fringe 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  Stricter surface 
water drainage standards will also be 
required within the CDA to restrict runoff 
rates.  However, the site is located within 

Fluder Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 
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Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to 
sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.    

4 Kingskerswell: 
Vinegrove, 
Torbay Fringe 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  Stricter surface 
water drainage standards will also be 
required within the CDA to restrict runoff 
rates.  However, the site is located within 
Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to 
sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.    

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

 

4 Kingskerswell: 
Zig Zag 
Quarry 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  Stricter surface 
water drainage standards will also be 
required within the CDA to restrict runoff 
rates.  However, the site is located within 
Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable to 
sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.  Restoration of 
quarry sites is also an opportunity for habitat 
creation and remediation of contaminated 
land.  

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it 
is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies.  
 
The allocation policy, Policy V9, requires: 
Site specific flood risk mitigation and drainage solutions, informed by a flood 
risk assessment.  
 
It also requires green infrastructure to include “Maximising opportunities to link 
with restoration of the remaining quarry area to create an extensive and 
publicly accessible natural green space.” 

Noted 

4 Kingskerswell: 
Edginswell 
Lane 

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

 

4 Kingskerswell: 
Land at Fluder 
Hill 

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

 

4 Kingskerswell: 
Longlands 
House, 
Whilborough 
Road 

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

 

4 Kingsteignton: 
Land at Strap 
Lane 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, there are 
currently no concerns about phosphate levels 
in the Ugbrook Stream catchment and the 
site is located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood Zones 
2 and 3.    

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

 

4 Kingsteignton: 
Land East of 
Rydon 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 
3.  Development of the site may also be an 

Land East of Rydon is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 
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opportunity to remediate any contamination 
from previous uses.   

4 Kingsteignton: 
Land off 
Hackney lane 

EA - Sequential approach to site layout 
required.  It is likely that only a part of the site 
will be suitable for residential development (if 
the requirements can be met) and there are 
concerns related to SWW infrastructure.  The 
development of this site may result in 
enhancement of floodplain and 
watercourses.    

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

 

4 Kingsteignton: 
Greenhill 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 
3.  Development of the site may also be an 
opportunity to remediate any contamination 
from previous uses.   

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

 

4 Kingsteignton: 
Green Way / 
Hackney Lane 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

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

 

4 Kingsteignton: 
North West of 
Orchid Vale 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

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

 

4 Kingsteignton: 
North of 
Broadway 
Road 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 
3.  Development of the site may also be an 
opportunity to remediate any contamination 
from previous uses.   

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and it 
is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies.  
 
Any contamination would be dealt with through Policy EN9: Contaminated 
Lane/Land Instability. 
 

Noted 

4 Kingsteignton: 
Higher 
Sandygate 

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

Located within a CDA - it is likely that the 
CDA standards for this catchment will be 
changing to help the catchment adapt to 
climate change.  The Shutterton Brook 
currently causes flooding to numerous 
residential, commercial and tourist 
properties, and the flood risks will 
significantly increase due to the impacts 
of climate change (i.e. sea level rise and 
increased flood flows).   It is likely that we 
(EA) will expect every development in 
this catchment to provide a betterment 
by incorporating sustainable drainage.  
Dawlish recently had some surface water 
separation carried out- there may be 
some potential for more.  
SWW would need to confirm that they 
can take the additional flows without 
increasing risk to the environment. 
Investigate opportunities for surface 
water separation. 
There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastucture and stricter surface water 
drainage standards will also be required 
within the CDA to restrict runoff 
rates.  Pollution prevention measures will 
be required to protect Bathing Water 
quality.  However, the site is located 
within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3 

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

 

5 Dawlish: 
Langdon 
Hospital 

Opportunity to enhance the watercourse 
through the creation of a blue/green 
corridor to support adaptation/mitigation 
for climate change. This area could 
include sustainable drainage features. A 
Valley Park through the site and towards 
Shutterton Bridge should be considered 
to provide green and blue infrastructure, 
as well as additional floodplain.  
The site is partly located within Flood 
Zone 2 and 3. The effect of rising sea 
levels could impact the bottom of the site 
and the river flows through the area - the 
floodplain and river corridor will need to 
be protected by establishing a 'no build' 
contour, which will restrict the 

Langdon Hospital is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 
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developable area. The site is also located 
within a CDA - it is likely that the CDA 
standards for this catchment will be 
changing to help the catchment adapt to 
climate change. The Shutterton Brook 
currently causes flooding to numerous 
residential, commercial and tourist 
properties, and the flood risks will 
significantly increase due to the impacts 
of climate change (i.e. sea level rise and 
increased flood flows).  
Some evidence of hydraulic overload of 
the sewage system. It is also important 
that there is no deterioration to the 
Bathing Waters in Dawlish as a result of 
further development (Current Bathing 
Waters status: Dawlish Warren = 
excellent; Dawlish Town = good; Dawlish 
Coryton Cove = excellent).  
Ditches and watercourses (together with 
wetland habitat) within the site should be 
kept as open water habitat and suitable 
buffer strips should be maintained 
alongside them. European eel (protected 
species) likely to be present and will need 
to be considered in any designs.  
No development should be located 
within the floodplain (including an 
allowance for climate change).  
Pollution prevention measures 
construction phase to prevent 
deterioration of Bathing Waters.  
Dawlish recently had some surface water 
separation carried out- there may be 
some potential for more. Investigate 
opportunities for surface water 
separation.  
All new development should be safe from 
flooding over its lifetime and not increase 
flood risk elsewhere.  
It is likely that we will expect every 
development in this catchment to 
provide a betterment by incorporating 
sustainable drainage.  
SWW would need to confirm that they 
can take the additional flows without 
increasing risk to the environment.  

5 Dawlish: Land at 
Warren Farm 

If surface water drainage is directed 
northwards then the CDA drainage 

Land at Warren Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please 
see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 
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standards will apply and  we will expect 
every development in this catchment to 
provide a betterment by incorporating 
sustainable drainage.  
Dawlish: some evidence of hydraulic 
overload, SWW would need to confirm 
that they can take the additional flows 
without increasing risk to the 
environment. No deterioration to the 
Bathing Waters in Dawlish as a result of 
further development (Dawlish Warren = 
excellent; Dawlish Town = good; Dawlish 
Coryton Cove = excellent).  
Dawlish recently had some surface water 
separation carried out- potential for 
more. Investigate opportunities for 
surface water separation.  
SWW would need to confirm that they 
can take the additional flows without 
increasing risk to the environment.  

5 Dawlish: Land at 
Teignmouth 
Road 

Dawlish recently had some surface water 
separation carried out- there may be 
some potential for more. 
Dawlish: some evidence of hydraulic 
overload, SWW would need to confirm 
that they can take the additional flows 
without increasing risk to the 
environment. No deterioration to the 
Bathing Waters in Dawlish as a result of 
further development (Dawlish Warren = 
excellent; Dawlish Town = good; Dawlish 
Coryton Cove = excellent).  
Dawlish recently had some surface water 
separation carried out- potential for 
more. Investigate opportunities for 
surface water separation.  
While the site is not mapped as 
floodplain, a watercourse flows through 
the site and part of the site may actually 
fall within Flood Zone 2. The risk from the 
watercourse is picked up by the flood risk 
from surface water maps. There is also 
some flood history in this area. The 
culvert may need to be improved before 
any upstream development can be 
permitted.  
All new development should be safe from 
flooding over its lifetime and not increase 
flood risk elsewhere.  

Land west of Teignmouth 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 culvert may need to be improved 
before any upstream development can 
be permitted.  

5 Dawlish: 
Redundant 
Listed Buildings 
at 13 Weech 
Road, Dawlish 

Flood Zone 1 - sequentially preferable to 
sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.  
Opportunity to remediate contamination. 
Previous uses within the site may have 
resulted in contamination with potential 
to pollute controlled waters.  
Pollution prevention measures 
construction phase to prevent 
deterioration of Bathing Waters.  
Dawlish recently had some surface water 
separation carried out- there may be 
some potential for more. Investigate 
opportunities for surface water 
separation. 
Some evidence of hydraulic overload of 
the sewage system. It is also important 
that there is no deterioration to the 
Bathing Waters in Dawlish as a result of 
further development (Current Bathing 
Waters status: Dawlish Warren = 
excellent; Dawlish Town = good; Dawlish 
Coryton Cove = excellent).  
SWW would need to confirm that they 
can take the additional flows without 
increasing risk to the environment 

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

 

5 Dawlish: Daw 
Vale Nursing 
Home 

Flood Zone 1 - sequentially preferable to 
sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.  
Pollution prevention measures 
construction phase to prevent 
deterioration of Bathing Waters.  
Dawlish recently had some surface water 
separation carried out- there may be 
some potential for more. Investigate 
opportunities for surface water 
separation. 
Some evidence of hydraulic overload of 
the sewage system. It is also important 
that there is no deterioration to the 
Bathing Waters in Dawlish as a result of 
further development (Current Bathing 
Waters status: Dawlish Warren = 
excellent; Dawlish Town = good; Dawlish 
Coryton Cove = excellent).  

Daw Vale is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 
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SWW would need to confirm that they 
can take the additional flows without 
increasing risk to the environment.  

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

Flood Zone 1 - sequentially preferable to 
sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.  
Opportunity to remediate contamination. 
Previous uses within the site may have 
resulted in contamination with potential 
to pollute controlled waters.  
Pollution prevention measures 
construction phase to prevent 
deterioration of Bathing Waters. 
 Dawlish recently had some surface water 
separation carried out- there may be 
some potential for more. Investigate 
opportunities for surface water 
separation.  
Some evidence of hydraulic overload of 
the sewage system. It is also important 
that there is no deterioration to the 
Bathing Waters in Dawlish as a result of 
further development (Current Bathing 
Waters status: Dawlish Warren = 
excellent; Dawlish Town = good; Dawlish 
Coryton Cove = excellent).  
SWW would need to confirm that they 
can take the additional flows without 
increasing risk to the environment.  

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

 

5 Dawlish: 
Commercial 
Buildings South 
of Haldon 
Terrace, 
Hospital Hill 

Flood Zone 1 - sequentially preferable to 
sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.  
Opportunity to remediate contamination. 
Requirement for site investigation and 
remediation of any contamination.  
Pollution prevention measures 
construction phase to prevent 
deterioration of Bathing Waters.  
Dawlish recently had some surface water 
separation carried out- there may be 
some potential for more. Investigate 
opportunities for surface water 
separation.  
Some evidence of hydraulic overload of 
the sewage system. It is also important 
that there is no deterioration to the 
Bathing Waters in Dawlish as a result of 
further development (Current Bathing 
Waters status: Dawlish Warren = 

Hospital Hill is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 
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excellent; Dawlish Town = good; Dawlish 
Coryton Cove = excellent).  
SWW would need to confirm that they 
can take the additional flows without 
increasing risk to the environment 

5 Dawlish: 
Residential 
Garden at 
Badlake Hill / 
Weech Road 

Flood Zone 1 - sequentially preferable to 
sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.  
Pollution prevention measures 
construction phase to prevent 
deterioration of Bathing Waters.  
Dawlish recently had some surface water 
separation carried out- there may be 
some potential for more. Investigate 
opportunities for surface water 
separation.  
Some evidence of hydraulic overload of 
the sewage system. It is also important 
that there is no deterioration to the 
Bathing Waters in Dawlish as a result of 
further development (Current Bathing 
Waters status: Dawlish Warren = 
excellent; Dawlish Town = good; Dawlish 
Coryton Cove = excellent). 
SWW would need to confirm that they 
can take the additional flows without 
increasing risk to the environment.  

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

 

5 Dawlish: Garden 
of Lyme Acre 

Flood Zone 1 - sequentially preferable to 
sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.  
Pollution prevention measures 
construction phase to prevent 
deterioration of Bathing Waters.  
Dawlish recently had some surface water 
separation carried out- there may be 
some potential for more. Investigate 
opportunities for surface water 
separation.  
Some evidence of hydraulic overload of 
the sewage system. It is also important 
that there is no deterioration to the 
Bathing Waters in Dawlish as a result of 
further development (Current Bathing 
Waters status: Dawlish Warren = 
excellent; Dawlish Town = good; Dawlish 
Coryton Cove = excellent).  
SWW would need to confirm that they 
can take the additional flows without 
increasing risk to the environment 

Lyme Acre is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please see 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 
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5 Dawlish: Land 
off Meadow 
Park 

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

 

5 Teignmouth: 
Part of Land at 
Buddleford 
Farm 

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

 

5 Teignmouth: 
Higher 
Holcombe Farm 

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

 

5 Teignmouth: 
Land at 
Shepherds Lane, 
Bishopsteignton 

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

 

5 Teignmouth: 
Land North of 
Higher 
Woodway Road 

  
 No site specific comments received 

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

 

5 Teignmouth: 
Land to the East 
and West of 
Holcombe Road 

No site specific comments received Land 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. 

 

 

Rural Towns 
 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

6 Ashburton: 
Dolbeare Road 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and stricter surface water 
drainage standards will also be required 
within the CDA to restrict runoff rates.  
However, the site is located within Flood Zone 
1 so sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.  The development of this site 
may also result in enhancement of floodplain 
and watercourses.   

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

 

6 Bovey Tracey: 
Bovey Tracey  
Golf Course 

EA - Sequential Test required.  It is likely that 
only a part of the site will be suitable for 
residential development (if the requirements 
can be met). There are concerns related to 
SWW infrastructure and a contribution may 
be required to address this.  The development 
of this site may result in enhancement of 
floodplain and watercourses.   

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

 

6 Bovey Tracey: 
Bradley Bends 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with 
their strategies.  

Noted 
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located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.  

 

6 Bovey Tracey: 
Depot South of 
Pottery Road 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3. 
Development of the site may also be an 
opportunity to remediate any contamination 
from previous uses. 

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

 

6 Bovey Tracey:  
Old Hospital 
Site, 
Moretonhamp 
-stead Road  

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastucture and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3. 
Development of the site may also be an 
opportunity to remediate any contamination 
from previous uses. 

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

 

6 Bovey Tracey: 
Old 
Employment 
Sites, Cannon 
Road, 
Heathfield 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastucture and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3. 
Development of the site may also be an 
opportunity to remediate any contamination 
from previous uses.  

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

 

6 Bovey Tracey:  
Land off 
Moretonhamp 
-stead Road 

 EA – Object:  
1. Large portion of the site within the 
functional floodplain.   
2. If still considered but with a smaller 
developable area it is recommended that the 
Site Requirement should state no 
development within the functional floodplain 
will be supported.   
3. A detailed FRA will be required.  

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

 

6 Bovey Tracey:  
Land South of  
Le Molay Littry  
Way 

EA –  
Comment/Object -   
1. Large portion of the site within the 
functional floodplain.   
2. If still considered but with a smaller 
developable area it is recommended that the 
Site Requirement should state no 
development within the functional floodplain 
will be supported.   
3. A detailed FRA will be required.  

The policy acknowledges the presence of land at risk from flooding and 
requires: 
Development will avoid areas falling within flood zones 2 and 3, which will 
be utilised for the purposes of flood gain, and a further 20m buffer will be 
applied to allow for potential future climate change impacts. Development 
will require flood risk mitigation and drainage solutions, informed by a 
flood risk assessment. Development will consider groundwater flood risk.  

Noted 
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Edge of Exeter 
 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

7 Edge of 
Exeter: 
Peamore 

EA – WFD status of Matford Brook is 
moderate (Phosphate issues). SWW Countess 
Wear at risk of overload and requires 
investment from SWW. Need to add SUDS 
requirement and protect soil quality in 
policy.  
 

Site in FZ1 so sequentially preferrable. 
Opportunities to provide benefits to the 
catchment by incorporating natural flood 
management measures.   
 
There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3. 
There is also an opportunity to provide 
benefits to the catchment by incorporating 
Natural Flood Management measures.  

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and 
it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies.  
 
The requirement for the use of SUDS is contained within Policy DW3: Design 
Standards and protection of soils included within Policy GP1: Sustainable 
Development. 
 
In addition, the allocation policy, Policy EE2, requires: 
Site specific flood risk mitigation and drainage solutions, informed by a flood 
risk assessment; 

Noted 

7 Edge of 
Exeter: 
Markham’s 
Farm 

EA - It is likely that the site will be suitable for 
residential development (if the requirements 
can be met).  There is also an opportunity to 
provide benefits to the catchment by 
incorporating Natural Flood Management 
measures.  

The allocation policy, Policy EE1, requires: 
A detailed flood risk mitigation and drainage plan, including any new 
connections to existing foul drainage required;  

Noted 

7 Edge of 
Exeter: 
Atwell’s Farm 

EA - The site has a watercourse running 
though the middle (shown on the flood risk 
for surface water maps).  There is also a 
historical problem associated with poorly 
constructed culverts downstream that may 
need improvement (at Medley Court).   
 
We assume additional flows will be pumped 
to Cowley Bridge STW? We have no specific 
concerns around sewage works or hydraulic 
capacity of the system here. If flows are to be 
pumped to Countess Wear STW then 
additional requirements may be needed.    
   
 
Ditches and watercourses (together with 
wetland habitat) within the site should be 
kept as open water habitat and suitable 
buffer strips should be maintained alongside 

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and 
it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies.  
 
The allocation policy, Policy EE4, requires: 
Specific ecological mitigations, including retention or addition of 
trees/hedgerows, provision of buffers from woodland and improvements to 
naturalise the watercourse; and  

Noted 
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them.  European eel (protected species) likely 
to be present and will need to be considered 
in any designs. 
 
It is likely that the site will be suitable for 
residential development (if the requirements 
can be met).  The development of this site 
may result in enhancement of floodplain and 
watercourses.  There is also an opportunity 
to provide benefits to the catchment by 
incorporating Natural Flood Management 
measures. 

 

 

Villages  
 

Abbotskerswell 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Abbotskerswell:  
Land at Manor 
Road 

EA - Sequential approach to site layout 
required to ensure that no development 
is at risk from flooding over its lifetime.  
However, the development of this site 
may result in enhancement of 
floodplain and watercourses. 

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

 

8 Abbotskerswell: 
Orchard Lane 

EA - It is likely that the site will be 
suitable for residential development (if 
the requirements can be met). 

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

 

8 Abbotskerswell: 
Plum Tree  
Cottage 

EA - It is likely that the site will be 
suitable for residential development (if 
the requirements can be met). 
 
 

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

 

8 Abbotskerswell: 
The Butcher’s 
Arms 

EA - It is likely that the site will be 
suitable for residential development (if 
the requirements can be met). The 
development of this site may result in 
enhancement of floodplain and 
watercourses, as well as the 
remediation of any contaminated land.   

The Butcher’s Arms is not being taken forward as a site allocation – please 
see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 
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Bickington 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

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

EA - Site is located within CDA of 
Holbeam Dam.  
Recommend stronger Site Requirement is 
included which specifies surface water 
drainage scheme should be designed in 
line with latest CDA drainage standard.  

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. 

 

8 Bickington: 
Land South 
of Old Hill 

EA -  
1. Site is located within CDA of Holbeam 
Dam.  
2. Recommend stronger Site 
Requirement is included which specifies 
surface water drainage scheme should be 
designed in line with latest CDA drainage 
standard. 

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

 

 

Bishopsteignton 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Bishopsteignton: 
Land South of 
Forder Lane 

EA - There are concerns related to 
SWW infrastructure and a contribution 
may be required to address this.  No 
development should be located within 
the floodplain.  The development of 
this site may result in enhancement of 
floodplain and watercourses.   
 
 

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance 
with their strategies.  
 
The entire site lies within flood zone 1. The area of the site liable to surface 
water flooding 
 lies to the west of the indicative location of the access into the site and 
would provide green infrastructure for the site, which could include 
watercourse enhancement. 
 
The site is subject to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality. 

Noted 

8 Bishopsteignton: 
Bishops Combe 

EA - There are concerns related to 
SWW infrastucture and a contribution 
may be required to address this.  
However, the site is located within 
Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable 
to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.  

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

 

8 Bishopsteignton: 
Bakers Yard 

EA - There are concerns related to 
SWW infrastructure and a contribution 
may be required to address this.  
However, the site is located within 
Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable 
to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3. 
Development of the site may also be an 
opportunity to remediate any 
contamination from previous uses.  

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance 
with their strategies.  
 
One of the criteria of the allocation policy requires potential contamination 
of the site to be investigated, and any required remedial measures 
undertaken as part of the development.   

Noted 
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8 Bishopsteignton: 
High Elms 

EA - There are concerns related to 
SWW infrastucture and a contribution 
may be required to address this.  
However, the site is located within 
Flood Zone 1 so sequentially preferable 
to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 3.  

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

 

 

Broadhempston 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Broadhempston: 
Land North of 
Ashwick Court 

EA - It is likely that the site will be 
suitable for residential development (if 
the requirements can be met). 
 
 

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

 

8 Broadhempston: 
South West of 
Stoop Cross 

EA - It is likely that the site will be 
suitable for residential development (if 
the requirements can be met). 
 
 

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

 

8 Broadhempston: 
Land West of 
Ashwick Court 

EA - It is likely that the site will be 
suitable for residential development (if 
the requirements can be met). 
 

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

 

8 Broadhempston: 
Field North of 
Easterways 

 EA - Site is within a potential CDA.   
Designating the CDA will help alleviate 
overland runoff and flood risk 
problems.   
Should the site be incorporated, the site 
may need to incorporate enhanced 
SuDS and NFM measures to meet CDA 
requirements.  

Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality sets requirements for 
development within CDAs, should the EA designate one in this area. This 
policy and Policy DW3 also requires SUDS. 
 

Noted 

8 Broadhempston: 
Field South of 
Broadhempston 

 EA - Site is within a potential CDA. 
Designating the CDA will help alleviate 
overland runoff and flood risk problems. 
Should the site be incorporated, the site 
may need to incorporate enhanced 
SuDS and NFM measures to meet CDA 
requirements.  

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

 

8 Broadhempston: 
Land at 
Lowmans Farm 

EA - Site is within a potential CDA. 
Designating the CDA will help alleviate 
overland runoff and flood risk 
problems.   
Should the site be incorporated, the site 
may need to incorporate enhanced 
SuDS and NFM measures to meet CDA 
requirements  

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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Buckfastleigh 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Buckfastleigh: 
Land South of 
Strode Road 

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

 

 

Chudleigh 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Chudleigh: 
Inner Bell, 
Exeter 
Road 

No site specific comments made. None  

 

Chudleigh Knighton 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Chudleigh 
Knighton: 
Land to 
Rear of 
Apple 
Tree 
Close 

EA - It is likely that the site will be 
suitable for residential development 
(if the requirements can be met). The 
development of this site may result in 
enhancement of floodplain and 
watercourses 

Land to the rear of Apple Tree Close is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when 
published. 

 

8 Chudleigh 
Knighton: 
Tollgate 
Farm 

EA - It is likely that the site will be 
suitable for residential development 
(if the requirements can be met).  

Tollgate Farm benefits from outline planning permission. Noted 

 Hennock: 
Field off 
Knights 
Mead, 
Chudleigh 
Knighton 

EA - The proposed development site is 
contiguous to the River Teign which is 
a principal salmon and sea trout river 
and accommodates sea lamprey and 
eel populations (all species of 
principle importance – NERC). A 
suitable buffer to the Teign should be 
provided which allows the 
development of riparian habitat and 
natural geomorphological processes.  
   
There should be no requirement for 
bank engineering for stabilisation 
and/or erosion protection as part of 
the development.  
   
Floodplain of the minor watercourse 
to be enhanced through the provision 
of GI in this location.   
  
Please also note that parts of the site 

The allocation Policy V6 includes criteria F which states: 
Development will avoid areas falling within flood zones 2 and 3, which will be 
utilised for the purposes of flood gain, and a further 20m buffer will be applied 
to allow for potential future climate change impacts. Development will require 
flood risk mitigation and drainage solutions, informed by a flood risk 
assessment. Development will consider groundwater flood risk.    

 
The above requirement is in addition to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water 
Quality, which prevents development that would cause pollution to the water 
environment, including coastal waters, or would result in the deterioration of 
the ecological status of a water body. 

Noted 
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may be difficult to properly access; it 
is unlikely that a bridge across the 
minor watercourse will be 
permitted.   
  
The ‘Site Requirements’ should 
include the need for the buffers 
alongside the 
watercourses/floodplain.  

 

 

Denbury 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Denbury: 
Denbury 
Glebe 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the 
site is located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.  

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

 

8 Denbury: 
Land East of 
East Street 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the 
site is located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.  

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and 
it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies.  
 

Noted 

8 Denbury: Land 
South of the 
Union Inn 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.  

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. 

 

8 Denbury: Land 
at Denbury 
Down Lane 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastucture and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the 
site is located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.  

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

 

 

Doddiscombsleigh 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Doddiscombsleigh: 
Land at Springfield 
Farm  
 

EA - It is likely that the site will be 
suitable for residential 
development (if the requirements 
can be met). 

Noted  
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East Ogwell 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 East 
Ogwell: 
Mill Lane 

EA - There are concerns related to 
SWW infrastructure and a 
contribution may be required to 
address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in 
Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

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

 

 

Exminster 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Exminster: 
Milbury 
Barton 

EA - There are concerns related to 
SWW infrastucture and a contribution 
may be required to address 
this.  However, the site is located 
within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 
and 3.   

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

 

8 Exminster: 
Exminster 
West 

EA - There are concerns related to 
SWW infrastructure and a 
contribution may be required to 
address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in 
Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

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

 

8 Exminster: 
Sentry’s 
Farm 

EA - There are concerns related to 
SWW infrastructure and a 
contribution may be required to 
address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in 
Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

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

 

8 Exminster: 
Sannerville 
Chase 

EA - There are concerns related to 
SWW infrastructure and a 
contribution may be required to 
address this.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in 
Flood Zones 2 and 3.   

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

 

8 Exminster: 
Land to 
SSE of 
Exminster 
House 

EA - There are concerns related to 
SWW infrastucture and a contribution 
may be required to address 
this.  However, the site is located 
within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 
and 3.   

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

EA - Southern edge of site lies 
adjacent to flood zone. Once climate 
change is taken account of, it is likely 
that the flood extent would be more 
extensive and a 5-8m buffer will be 
required along the southern 
boundary. This should be free from 
development. (e.g., increased 
floodplain, NFM on-site and 
upstream, etc.) should be developed 
to help resolve local flood risk 
problems.  
  
The technical work to assess flood 
risk over the lifetime of the 
development, determine the width of 
the buffer zone along the southern 
boundary and options for flood risk 
betterment should be included as site 
requirements.  

Land to north and south of Days Pottles Lane is not being taken forward as a site 
allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when 
published. 

 

 

Ipplepen 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Ipplepen: 
Blackstone 
Road 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.   

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with 
their strategies.  
 

Noted 

8 Ipplepen: 
Park Hill 
Lodge 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.  

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

 

8 Ipplepen: 
Blackberry 
Hill 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.  

 All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with 
their strategies.  
 

Noted 

8 Ipplepen: 
Field off 
Dornafield 
Road 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.  

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

 

8 Ipplepen: 
Field off 
Moor 
Road 

EA -There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.  

 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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Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Ipplepen: 
Land to 
East of 
Brooke 
House, 
North 
Street 

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

 

 

Kenn 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Kenn and 
Kennford: 
Kennford 
South 

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

 

8 Kenn and 
Kennford: 
Land 
adjacent 
to Frank 
Aller 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastucture.  No development 
should be located within the 
floodplain.  The development of this site 
may result in enhancement of floodplain 
and watercourses.    

Land adjacent to Frank Aller is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 

 

8 Kenn and 
Kennford: 
Lamacroft 
Farm 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastructure.  No development 
should be located within the 
floodplain.  The development of this site 
may result in enhancement of floodplain 
and watercourses.    

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and 
it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies. 
 
The development would be subject to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water 
Quality, but lies outside areas liable to fluvial, tidal, surface or ground water 
flooding. 

Noted 

8 Kenn and 
Kennford: 
East High 
Street 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastructure.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.   

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

 

8 Kenn and 
Kennford: 
Land at 
Gissons 
Hotel 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastructure.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.   

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

 

8 Kenn and 
Kennford: 
St 
Andrew’s 
Close 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastructure.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.   

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

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Kenton: 
Mamhead 
Road 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.  

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

 

8 Kenton: 
Land at 
South 
Town 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.  

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

 

8 Kenton: 
Whitcombe 
Lane 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.  

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

 

8 Kenton: 
East Town 
Farm 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastucture.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.  

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

 

 

Liverton  

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Liverton: 
Land West 
of 
Benedict’s 
Road 

EA - Sequential Test required.  It is likely 
that only a part of the site will be suitable 
for residential development (if the 
requirements can be met).  The 
development of this site may result in 
enhancement of floodplain and 
watercourses.    

 The area within Flood Zones 2 and 3 is not proposed for development.  In 
addition, the site allocation policy, Policy V10requires development to include: 
A suitable buffer along Liverton Brook and floodplain, with flood betterment 
and no alteration to the bank or course of the river; and that 
Development will avoid areas falling within flood zones 2 and 3, which will 
be utilised for the purposes of flood gain, and a further 20m buffer will be 
applied to allow for potential future climate change impacts. Development 
will require flood risk mitigation and drainage solutions either on-site of off-
site, as informed by a flood risk assessment. Development will consider 
groundwater flood risk.   

Noted 

8 Liverton: 
Land on 
the North 
Side of Old 
Liverton 
Road 

EA - We would advise against allocating 
sites where it is not possible to discharge 
foul drainage to the mains sewer, unless 
there are exceptional reasons for doing 
so.  Development of this site provides 
little opportunity for improvement of the 
water environment.   

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. 
However, the site benefits from planning permission for change of use to four 
Gypsy pitches. 
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Starcross 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Starcross: 
Staplake 
Road 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastructure.  No development 
should be located within the floodplain.  
The development of this site may result 
in enhancement of floodplain and 
watercourses.   

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, and 
it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with their 
strategies. 
 
The development would be subject to Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water 
Quality, but lies outside areas liable to fluvial, tidal, surface or ground water 
flooding. 
 
There are no watercourses on or adjacent to the site. 

Noted 

8 Starcross: 
Land at 
Brickyard 
Lane 

EA - There is some concern related to 
SWW infrastructure.  No development 
should be located within the floodplain.  
The development of this site may result 
in enhancement of floodplain and 
watercourses, as well as culvert 
improvements. 

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 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

8 Tedburn St 
Mary: 
Land at 
Lower 
Uppacott 

EA has no specific concern about sewage 
works or hydraulic capacity of the 
system but SWW must confirm that 
additional foul drainage can be accepted 
without increasing environmental risk.  

Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality would prevent development that 
would cause pollution to the water environment, including coastal waters, or 
would result in the deterioration of the ecological status of a water body. 

Noted 

8 Tedburn St 
Mary: 
Land at 
Great 
Uppaton 
Farm 

EA has no specific concern about sewage 
works or hydraulic capacity of the 
system but SWW must confirm that 
additional foul drainage can be accepted 
without increasing environmental risk.  

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

 

8 Tedburn St 
Mary: 
Land to 
North of 
Westwater 
Hill 

No specific concern about sewage works 
or hydraulic capacity of the system and 
risk to water quality from development is 
low.  
Opportunity to enhance the watercourse 
through the creation of a blue/green 
corridor to support 
adaptation/mitigation for climate 
change. Biodiversity enhancements 
should include native tree, hedge and 
wildflower planting and bird and bat 
boxes.  
Possible surface water flooding from 
watercourse will need to be assessed.  
Ditches, watercourses and wetland 
habitats should be kept as open water 

Land  North of Westwater Hill is not being taken forward as a site allocation – 
please see Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for further details when published. 
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Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

habitats and suitable buffer strips 
maintained alongside them.   

8 Tedburn St 
Mary: 
Land East 
of 
Cheriton 
Cross 

The EA raises no specific concern about 
sewage works or hydraulic capacity of 
the system and risk to water quality from 
development is low.  
Opportunity to enhance the watercourse 
through the creation of a blue/green 
corridor to support 
adaptation/mitigation for climate 
change. Biodiversity enhancements 
should include native tree, hedge and 
wildflower planting and bird and bat 
boxes.  
Possible flooding from watercourse will 
need to be assessed. 
 Ditches, watercourses and wetland 
habitats should be kept as open water 
habitats and suitable buffer strips 
maintained alongside them.   

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

 

 

 

  



       
 

52 
 

Employment Sites 
 

Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

9 Former BCT 
Factory, 
Heathfield 

EA - It is likely that the site will be 
suitable for commercial development (if 
the requirements can be met).  
Development of the site may also be an 
opportunity to remediate any 
contamination from previous uses.  

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

 

9 East of 
Liverton 
Business Park 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure.  No development should 
be located within the floodplain.  The 
development of this site may result in 
enhancement of floodplain and Liverton 
Brook.   

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with 
their strategies. 
 
The allocation policy, Policy V12: Little Liverton Business Park, includes 
criteria F, as follows: 
Development will avoid areas falling within flood zones 2 and 3, which will 
be utilised for the purposes of flood gain, and a further 20m buffer will be 
applied to allow for potential future climate change impacts. Development 
will require flood risk mitigation and drainage solutions either on-site of off-
site, as informed by a flood risk assessment. Development will consider 
groundwater flood risk. 

Noted 

9 Ilford Park, 
Drumbridges 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  No 
development should be located within 
the floodplain.  The development of this 
site may result in enhancement of 
floodplain and watercourses.   

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with 
their strategies. 
 
The allocation policy, Policy GC22: Ilford Park, Drumbridges, includes the 
following criteria: 
use of SUDS to manage water to the benefit of wildlife and recreation, and 
the continued quality of the existing Liverton Brook which links to Stover 
Country Park SSSI; 
 
In addition, the development would be subject to Policy GC5: Flood Risk 
Management and Resilience, which requires opportunities to create water 
compatible parks, open spaces and restored River corridors to be pursued.   

Noted 

9 North of 
Forches 
Cross, A382 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  No 
development should be located within 
the floodplain.  The development of this 
site may result in enhancement of 
floodplain and watercourses.   

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with 
their strategies. 
 
The site lies wholly within Flood Zone 1 and there is only a small area liable to 
surface water flood risk. Any risk from surface water would be dealt with 
under Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality. 

Noted 

9 Southwest of 
Chudleigh 
Knighton 

EA - It is likely that the site will be 
suitable for commercial development (if 
the requirements can be met).  

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

 

9 Blatchford 
Farm, A382 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  No 
development should be located within 

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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Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

the floodplain.  The development of this 
site may result in enhancement of 
floodplain and watercourses.    

9 Horsemills 
Field, 
Kingsteignton 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the 
site is located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.  

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with 
their strategies 

Noted 

9 Ruby Farm, 
Two Mile 
Oak 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.   

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with 
their strategies 

Noted 

9 Kingskerswell 
Road, Decoy 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastucture and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  No 
development should be located within 
the floodplain.  The development of this 
site may result in enhancement of 
floodplain and watercourses.   

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

 

9 East of Old 
Newton 
Road, 
Kingskerswell 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  No 
development should be located within 
the floodplain.  The development of this 
site may result in enhancement of 
floodplain and watercourses.    

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

 

9 Zigzag 
Quarry, 
Kingskerswell 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  Stricter surface 
water drainage standards will also be 
required within the CDA to restrict 
runoff rates.  However, the site is 
located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3.   

Zig Zag Quarry is not being taken forward as an employment site allocation 
but is allocated for housing – see comments in Heart of Teignbridge section. 

 

9 Buttlands 
Industrial 
Estate, 
Ipplepen 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the 
site is located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 
Zones 2 and 3 

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with 
their strategies. 
 
NB site is now called Parkhill Cross, Ipplepen (V15). 

Noted 

9 West Exe 
Business 
Park, 
Peamore 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  However, the 
site is located within Flood Zone 1 so 
sequentially preferable to sites in Flood 

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with 
their strategies 
 
In addition, the allocation policy, Policy EE2, requires: 

Noted 
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Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

Zones 2 and 3. There is also an 
opportunity to provide benefits to the 
catchment by incorporating Natural 
Flood Management measures.   

Site specific flood risk mitigation and drainage solutions, informed by a 
flood risk assessment; 

9 Brown’s 
Farm, 
Splatford 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure and a contribution may be 
required to address this.  No 
development should be located within 
the floodplain.  The development of this 
site may result in enhancement of 
floodplain and watercourses.    

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

 

9 Opposite 
Exeter Court 
Hotel, 
Kennford 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure. No development should 
be located within the floodplain.  The 
development of this site may result in 
enhancement of floodplain and 
watercourses.    

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

 

9 Dolbeare 
Road, 
Ashburton 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure. Stricter surface water 
drainage standards will also be required 
within the CDA to restrict runoff 
rates.  However, the site is located 
within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 
3. The development of this site may 
result in enhancement of floodplain and 
watercourses.    

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

 

9 Langdon 
Business 
Park, Dawlish 

EA - There are concerns related to SWW 
infrastructure. Stricter surface water 
drainage standards will also be required 
within the CDA to restrict runoff 
rates.  However, the site is located 
within Flood Zone 1 so sequentially 
preferable to sites in Flood Zones 2 and 
3. The development of this site may 
result in enhancement of floodplain and 
watercourses.    

All development pays financial contributions towards SWW infrastructure, 
and it is for SWW to then implement improvement works in accordance with 
their strategies. 
 
Requirements for development in CDAs are set out in Policy EN5: Flood Risk 
and Water Quality. 
 
The site benefits from planning permission for employment use and is within 
a mixed use development site in the adopted local plan. 

Noted 

9 Harcombe 
Farm, 
Chudleigh 

EA - It is likely that the site will be 
suitable for commercial development (if 
the requirements can be met).   

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

 

 

 

Solar PV Policy 
Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

3 Draft Solar 
PV 

No comments made None  
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Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

Renewable 
Energy 
Policy  

 

Wind Turbine Development Policy 
Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

2 Draft 
Renewable 
Wind 
Energy 
Policy  

Amend Wind Policy c) to state: flood risk, 
coastal change and water quality.  
  
BNG should be referenced.   
   
We note that the draft solar energy 
policy references future Renewable 
Energy Development Design Guidance, 
so it might be beneficial to reference this 
in wind energy policy as well.  
  
Sites that include or are contiguous to a 
watercourse. Expect a 50m buffer to be 
established adjacent to watercourse 
(noise and ground mitigation).   
  
Applications should be supported by 
Water Interest Surveys and/or Private 
Water Supply Protection Plan. This is to 
minimise potential ground water 
deterioration.  

Policy CC6: Wind Turbine Development has been significantly amended and 
expanded to take on board comments received. Criteria C has been amended 
to include reference to coastal change as suggested. 
 
Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity would ensure that a minimum of 
10% biodiversity net gain was provided as part of development, unless wind 
turbine development is excluded development when the Regulations 
accompanying the Act are published.   
 
Policy CC6 requires development to avoid, minimise and mitigate harm to 
biodiversity and geodiversity, including Priority habitats.  This would include 
the creation of buffers as required through the planning application process.  
 

Policy EN6: Flood Risk and Water Quality would ensure that groundwater 
quality is maintained. 
 

 

Noted 

 

Wind Turbine Sites 
Chapter Site Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position TDC response to EA 

2 WS1: East of 
Kingscourt 
Farm, Dunsford 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

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. 

  

2 WS2: NW of 
Bishopsteignton 

No comments made 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. 
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Chapter Site Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position TDC response to EA 

2 WS3: NE of 
Holcombe 
Burnell 

No comments made None   

2 WS4: Land at 
Colley Lane, 
Ideford 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

Noted. Policy CC6 requires development to avoid, 
minimise and mitigate harm to biodiversity and 
geodiversity, including Priority habitats.  This would 
include the creation of buffers as required through the 
planning application process.  
 
Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity would 
ensure that a minimum of 10% biodiversity net gain 
was provided as part of development, unless wind 
turbine development is excluded development when 
the Regulations accompanying the Act are published.   

Noted The site has been removed due to findings of HRA 

2 WS5: East of 
Dunchideock 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

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. 

  

2 WS6: North of 
Langdon Road, 
Dawlish 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated 

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. 

  

2 WS7: Hamlyns 
Farm, 
Chudleigh 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

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. 

  

2 WS8: Lower 
Thornton Farm, 
Kenn 

No comments received. Lower Thornton Farm is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) for further details. 

  

2 WS9: Telegraph 
Plantation 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 

Noted. Policy CC6 requires development to avoid, 
minimise and mitigate harm to biodiversity and 
geodiversity, including Priority habitats.  This would 

Noted The site has been removed due to findings of HRA 
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should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

include the creation of buffers as required through the 
planning application process.  
 
Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity would 
ensure that a minimum of 10% biodiversity net gain 
was provided as part of development, unless wind 
turbine development is excluded development when 
the Regulations accompanying the Act are published.   

2 WS10: Middle 
Rixdale Farm, 
Luton 

No comments received Middle Rixdale Farm is not being taken forward as a 
site allocation – please see Sustainability Appraisal 
(SA) for further details. 

  

2 WS11: North of 
Staddon Road, 
Dunsford 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

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

  

2 WS12: West of 
Willsworthy 
Farm, Kenn 

No comments received. West of Willsworthy Farm is not being taken forward 
as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details. 

  

2 WS13: East of 
Fordland Farm, 
Longdown 

No comments received. None   

2 WS14: North of 
Bishopsteignton 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

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

  

2 WS15: West of 
Tedburn St 
Mary 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

Noted. Policy CC6 requires development to avoid, 
minimise and mitigate harm to biodiversity and 
geodiversity, including Priority habitats.  This would 
include the creation of buffers as required through the 
planning application process.  
 
Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity would 
ensure that a minimum of 10% biodiversity net gain 
was provided as part of development, unless wind 
turbine development is excluded development when 
the Regulations accompanying the Act are published.   

Noted  

2 WS16: South 
West of Ide 

No comments made. None   
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2 WS17: West of 
Downhouse 
Farm, 
Longdown 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

Noted. Policy CC6 requires development to avoid, 
minimise and mitigate harm to biodiversity and 
geodiversity, including Priority habitats.  This would 
include the creation of buffers as required through the 
planning application process.  
  
 
Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity would 
ensure that a minimum of 10% biodiversity net gain 
was provided as part of development, unless wind 
turbine development is excluded development when 
the Regulations accompanying the Act are published.   

Noted  

2 WS18: Exwick 
Woods 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

Noted. Policy CC6 requires development to avoid, 
minimise and mitigate harm to biodiversity and 
geodiversity, including Priority habitats.  This would 
include the creation of buffers as required through the 
planning application process.  
 
Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity would 
ensure that a minimum of 10% biodiversity net gain 
was provided as part of development, unless wind 
turbine development is excluded development when 
the Regulations accompanying the Act are published.   

Noted  

2 WS19: West of 
Cockwood 

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

  

2 WS20: Duck’s 
Brook, Tedburn 
St Mary 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

Noted. Policy CC6 requires development to avoid, 
minimise and mitigate harm to biodiversity and 
geodiversity, including Priority habitats.  This would 
include the creation of buffers as required through the 
planning application process.  
 
Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity would 
ensure that a minimum of 10% biodiversity net gain 
was provided as part of development, unless wind 
turbine development is excluded development when 
the Regulations accompanying the Act are published.   

Noted  

2 WS21: Land 
north of West 
View Farm 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

Noted. Policy CC6 requires development to avoid, 
minimise and mitigate harm to biodiversity and 
geodiversity, including Priority habitats.  This would 
include the creation of buffers as required through the 
planning application process.  
 
Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity would 
ensure that a minimum of 10% biodiversity net gain 
was provided as part of development, unless wind 
turbine development is excluded development when 
the Regulations accompanying the Act are published.   

Noted  
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2 WS22: 
Powderham 
New Plantation 

No comments made Powderham New Plantation is not being taken 
forward as a site allocation – please see Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) for further details. 

  

2 WS23: South of 
Broadhempston 

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

  

2 WS24: North 
West of 
Tedburn St 
Mary 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

Noted. Policy CC6 requires development to avoid, 
minimise and mitigate harm to biodiversity and 
geodiversity, including Priority habitats.  This would 
include the creation of buffers as required through the 
planning application process.  
 
Policy EN10: Biodiversity and Geodiversity would 
ensure that a minimum of 10% biodiversity net gain 
was provided as part of development, unless wind 
turbine development is excluded development when 
the Regulations accompanying the Act are published.   

Noted  

2 WS25: 
Summercombe 
Woods 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

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

  

2 WS26: Land 
South of 
Staddon Road, 
Dunsford 

Development will need 
buffer adjacent to 
watercourses/wetland 
habitat. Any road crossings 
should be carefully 
designed.    
Biodiversity enhancement 
(BNG) should be 
investigated.  

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

  

2 WS27: Upper 
Old Wheatley, 
Exeter 

No comments made. None   

 

Providing for Gypsies and Travellers 
Chapter Policy  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

4 Higher 
Mead 
Farm, 
Ashburton 

EA comment -  
1. SUDS will be required for the site due 
its location with CDA associated with 
Holbeam Dam.  
2. Drainage system would need to be 
designed to meet CDA standards.  

Higher Mead Farm is not being taken forward as a site allocation – the site is 
no longer available. 
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3. Foul Drainage Assessment would be a 
standard Site Requirement.  
4. Environmental Permit would be 
required separate to a planning 
application. " 

 

Comments on SA/SEA Parts 2 & 3 
Part  Summary of comment  Council Response  EA Position 

Part 2 
(Stage A) 

No comments submitted None  

Part 2 
(Stage B) 

No comments submitted None  

Part 3  While the list of environmental issues in 
section 5 Key Sustainability Issues is 
comprehensive, we recommend that 
you add Coastal Change/Erosion to the 
‘flood risk’ section. 
This will become as much of a problem 
as increases in flooding in future. In 
addition, we recommend that the word 
‘defending’ should be changed to ‘will 
require adaptation over the longer 
term’. This is because we are unlikely to 
be able to defend everywhere 
indefinitely. 

Noted  

 

Comments on HRA Parts 2 & 3 
Comments 
on HRA  

Summary of comment  Council Response   

 No comments made. None  

 


