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A - Teignbridge District Council – Local Plan 2013 – 2033 - Five-year Review & Teignbridge Local Plan Part 1 

(2020 – 2040) Consultation 
 
Introduction – We appreciate the opportunity to submit comments and suggestions on the above 
public consultation. We have since the first draft Local Plan 2013 – 2033 provided detailed responses 
to the proposals and highlighted areas of concern. It was disappointing that many of these cautions 
were ignored at the time, but we welcome the move in addressing some of the issues in this 
consultation. 
 
General Comments   
 
a) Democratic deficiency - It is disappointing that the consultation is being held during the period of 
the major Covid-19 pandemic. This has been a time of public concern over loved ones, apprehension 
over loss of employment, confinement in the home etc, that for some has been under very difficult 
circumstances. Reviewing the local plan has not been a priority for many.  As we have pointed out 
(22nd April letter to Phil Shears), we do not believe that extending the consultation by six weeks is 
sufficient for those who do not have access to the internet or proficiency to manage the task . 
Wolborough Residents’ Association, along with Abbotskerswell Parish Council and CPRE Devon 
have expressed our concerns to Teignbridge Council leaders over the democratic deficit that this 
consultation risks, especially with regard to members of the public who do not have internet access. 

 
We are also concerned that there are a number of cross-referenced documents in the Teignbridge 
Local Plan Part 1 that are either not available or under review.  They must be made available for 
public scrutiny and analysis. This factor only emphasises the need for an extension to the consultation 
period.  
 
b) Timing of the Review – Under regulation 10A of The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 
(England) Regulations 2012 (as amended), local planning authorities must review local plans, and 
Statements of Community Involvement at least once every 5 years from their adoption date to ensure 
that policies remain relevant and effectively address the needs of the local community.  
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/1244/regulation/4/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/1244/regulation/4/made
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The legislation recognises that changes in circumstances may mean it is necessary to review relevant 
strategic policies earlier than the statutory minimum of 5 years. This indicates that the Review should 
have been conducted in 2019, not initiated in October that year by the Full Council after the Issues 
consultation in 2018, for completion and adoption of what is now a modified Local Plan 2020 – 2040 
in late 2023. The exercise appears to be more the creation of a new local plan rather than a statutory 
five-year review with an assessment of the performance, effectiveness and relevance of Plan 
Teignbridge 2013 - 2033. 
 
Thus, we are surprised to find that the first Review/Update of the Teignbridge Local Plan 2013 - 2033, 
has no commentary on how the Authority has performed against the Plan Teignbridge. When will a 
detailed assessment of the performance and effectiveness of Plan Teignbridge be issued? 
 
The Annual Monitoring Report carries little information to establish progress, although it is supposed 
to measure performance against specific targets set in Plan Teignbridge. The traffic light system 
seems to have been used very selectively and much of the report is wordy and imprecise. Hopefully, 
going forward, a more focussed report will emerge that will enable Members and the public to better 
judge achievement against targets and policies. 
 
It is this aspect of setting and monitoring targets that we hope will be improved in the Plan’s new 
iteration and that it defines specific targets that are measurable. It is appreciated that in a changing 
world flexibility must be built in to forward planning. The legislation recognises this although it is to be 
regretted that so much of a local plan is dictated by central government. This makes it imperative to 
keep plans that affect all who live in the District under constant review and the Council act to address 
necessary changes in a timely manner.  
 
We accept applications for planning permission must be determined in accordance with the 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. However, the Council is obliged 
to respond to significant changes in socio-economic and environmental  factors, such as the decline 
in the UK’s retail sector, the impact of Coronavirus, climate change and the impact of the new 
Agriculture Bill which need to be taken into account on an ongoing basis. 
 
c) Greater Exeter Strategic Plan - GESP is an essential pre-requisite to effective planning as it can 
and must address the wider requirements for infrastructure necessary to support current and future 
developments. The focus at district level, is too narrow and leads to significant difficulties in 
establishing the best options. This is particularly true for Teignbridge, where almost half of its area is 
effectively excluded from development (40% comprised in Dartmoor National Park and a further 6% 
in SSSI sites), the remaining area exposed to over development and unsightly urban sprawl. This fact 
reinforces our opinion that the current housing numbers for our area are too high, which we expand 
on below. 
 
Many of the policies in Plan Teignbridge are couched as aims but not targets. This is entirely 
understandable with those aspects that are not intrinsically measurable. However, those that are 
measurable, achievable and set realistically should be described so that progress can be reported to 
Members and the community in simple terms rather than via extensive narrative. 
 
d) Timeframes - Wherever possible timeframes should be established for those elements of the plan 
where interdependency is an important factor. As an example, the provision of adequate infrastructure 
not only for the allocated site but, in many ways more importantly, the surrounding, connecting 
infrastructure. The current plan has seen developments that have adequate internal infrastructure 
such as footpaths but the off-site network is left incomplete (Houghton Barton and the A382 into town 
being a classic example). 
 
e) Housing requirements – It is acknowledged that central government have imposed housing 
numbers on local authorities based on a one size fits all formula. Monitoring of achievement against 
those targets is via the Housing Delivery Test. This test is based on a percentage measurement  of 
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the number of net homes delivered against the number of homes required. The number of homes 
required is initially based on predicted population growth and is then subject to further adjustment to 
take account of affordability.  
 
The affordability ratio employed takes no account of local conditions, rather it is based on generic 
assumptions and a mathematical formula. Teignbridge has relatively high housing costs and low 
average wages. These factors on their own would support the formulaic approach, but Teignbridge 
has a number of specific factors that, with few exceptions, do not apply widely across the Country.  
 
Specifically excluded from the housing delivery requirements are areas covered by the National 
Parks. Consequently, in the case of Teignbridge, a large section of which lies within Dartmoor National 
Park, the concentration of new homes has to be squeezed into just 60% of the District’s land mass. 
This has led to significant over-development in some areas, particularly around Newton Abbot. Even 
this limited percentage of land available is further reduced by 6% through statutorily protected areas 
such as Sites of Special Scientific Interest. 
 
No account is taken within the Government’s formula of the higher than national average and growing 
percentage of older residents living in the District. Many are drawn to the area, in part because of the 
natural beauty of the South West generally and Devon in particular, its tranquillity and less frenetic 
pace of life, which makes these Counties the most popular retirement areas thus forcing up house 
prices.  
 
Devon and Cornwall are also the most popular tourist destinations in the United Kingdom, leading to 
enormous pressure on local services and the infrastructure during the peak season. The Region’s 
attractiveness has led to a high number of second homeowners with all the problems this brings to 
local communities. Added to this is the low rate of job creation in the District coupled with below 
national average wages, but above national average house prices. The trend of second homes has 
pushed up house prices which, with low local wage levels, has denied many local people the ability 
to get on the housing ladder. 
 
It is recognised that the local plan cannot in itself address government policy which overestimates the 
level of housing required to meet local needs. The Council must ensure that its policies are applied 
so as to minimise the damage that a formulaic approach can cause. If the countryside and seaside is 
what makes our part of the world so attractive, every effort must be made to ensure development is 
in the right places, not merely where it is easiest for developers to build. Concurrently, the location of 
developments must have good connectivity to employment, meets local demand, particularly for truly 
affordable homes, and maintains and improves the natural environment. 
 
f) Open Green Space - A recently published survey by the Office for National Statistics found that 
one in eight of Britain’s homes has no access to outdoor space. Although the cities have the highest 
proportion of such homes, properties without outdoor space are also to be found in rural areas. 
Coupled with the strong evidence emerging about the benefits to mental health and wellbeing of the 
outdoors, the retention and enhancement of public open spaces is even more important. 
 
g) Sustainable Development - Sustainable Development needs to be more tightly defined to avoid 
uncertainty, misinterpretation and the use of short term, temporary measures as ‘window dressing’ 
for an application. Plans must demonstrate sustainability on an ongoing basis. Teignbridge should 
adopt a policy of refusing developers buying their way out of addressing negative impacts of their 
application on biodiversity, habitats, air and water pollution on-site or affecting neighbouring areas.  
It is essential that consideration of sustainability includes likely impact of human behaviour on the 
development in subsequent years.  
 
h) Supplementary Documents - Throughout the draft there are references to supporting documents 
and “other policies” which need to be put into the public domain. It is equally important that 
Teignbridge take action to support their goals on addressing climate change by, for example, adopting 
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higher, better defined standards such as the Natural Capital Committee’s proposal for ‘Environmental 
Net Gain’ to replace ‘Biodiversity Net Gain’. 
 
i) Construction Environment Management Plans - Wherever there is a development that involves 
TDC and the developer agreeing a Construction Environmental Management Plan this must be 
published in the planning portal for that application and be open to public scrutiny before it is finalised. 
The CEMP must be available for  the public to ensure operations are within the agreed terms. As an 
example, the CEMP for the installation of an artificial pitch at DCFA does not have the CEMP 
published on the web site. DCFA are not permitted to use their facilities on Bank Holidays yet the 
contractors worked on the May Bank Holiday. Residents have no means of checking whether this 
was permitted despite several requests to see the CEMP. 
 
j) Sites of Special Scientific Interest - Throughout the draft Plan there are references in proposed 
policies to “ensuring all mitigation for impacts to European Protected Wildlife sites and sufficient 
contributions to ensure provisions remain in the long-term”. This requirement must include nationally 
protected sites such as SSSIs. Further, we would strongly recommend that a Trust Fund is 
established to ensure monies collected are inviolately allocated for the ongoing maintenance required 
with the proviso that the fund be topped up by Teignbridge should that become necessary. 
 
Detailed Comments on the Draft Local Plan 2020 - 2040 
 
Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
Timetable – The diagrams shown on page 9 indicate the adoption of Part 1 (the current document) 
scheduled for the Spring of 2021 and Part 2, site allocations, (although the timeline says Part 1!) in 
the winter of 2023 – nine years after the adoption of the Local Plan 2013 – 2033 and just one year 
before the first five-year review of the new 2020 plan is scheduled! This slippage in completing the 
Review and adopting a much-needed amended plan makes the District vulnerable to inappropriate 
development and at the mercy of an out of date plan. The NPPF specifically requires sufficient 
flexibility “to adapt to rapid change”. We are entering a period of rapid change and uncertainty and 
the Local Plan must be alive to this fact. It is highly likely that unemployment will increase with a 
commensurate increase in demand for social housing. 
 
Vision & Objectives – A welcome vision that the District will be a leader in tackling climate change, 
but not until 2024!  There are some positive signs that the draft plan will move towards providing more 
social housing, and truly affordable homes, encouraging the local economy and setting high standards 
of design to create places of quality. However, the welcome desire to make Teignbridge a more 
sustainable place for all is in danger of being compromised by retaining many of the existing policies.  
                                               
Useful Terms - Page 18 – On and off-highway parking – The definitions are the wrong way around.  
 
Useful Terms - Page 21 – “Teignbridge Rule” – The facility for custom and self-build homes is 
welcome but is it achievable? The recent planning application for NA1 Houghton Barton would 
suggest a total of 45 such plots. How many plots have been secured on those developments already 
completed or under construction? Of those secured self-build and custom build plots, how many have 
been taken up? 
Chapter 2: Sustainable Development 
 
Page 25 – SC1: Sustainable Development – The requirement for all development taking account of 
social, economic and environmental benefits of the proposal will now need to be judged in the 
aftermath of the Coronavirus Pandemic and its likely economic and social fallout. The inclusion of a 
recognition of the potential impact of development on legally protected species is a welcome addition. 
 
Page 25 – SC1: - Sustainable Development – (Criterion a) - Accessibility to public transport is 
meaningless unless it is public transport that provides a regular, carbon neutral and affordable means 
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of transport during the hours that passengers require. Thought should be given to utilising smaller 
public transport vehicles that meet local demand cycles. 
 
Page 25 – SC1: – Sustainable Development – (Criterion c) - This must be more than ‘opportunities,’ 
low carbon energy must be at the heart of any new and conversion building proposals. 
 
Page 25 – SC1: – Sustainable Development – (Criterion g) - Almost impossible to achieve on any 
large-scale development using current construction methods. Large developments will have a build 
out period of many years; this is likely to impact on any surrounding population with the potential to 
increase mental and physical wellbeing problems. Even small-scale development impacts on the local 
population and too little regard is paid to how continuous noise, dust and air pollution affects wellbeing 
(Issues with Brunel Lodge and Cavanna Wolborough as examples). Such difficulties are exacerbated 
when there is a long period of time between granting of planning consent and construction 
commencing, particularly if the original plans are subject to a series of modifications or community 
facilities etc. and not delivered.  Building Control is a shadow of what it was formerly; much more 
attention must be paid to ensure the construction phase of activity is regularly monitored by the 
Council and really does minimise health risk. 
 
Page 25 – SC1: Sustainable Development – (Criterion h) Refers to the impact on the residential 
amenity of existing and committed dwellings, particularly privacy, outlook and natural light. There is 
no mention of air quality, particularly where AQMA areas are further negatively impacted,  which is 
now recognised as a significant cause of ill health and premature deaths. Those most at risk during 
the Coronavirus outbreak are those with respiratory conditions making air quality a key consideration 
not just at the location of the development but, perhaps even more importantly, the surrounding area. 
 
Page 25 – SC1: Sustainable Development – (Criterion k) - This is rather meaningless. What sort 
of impact on biodiversity and geodiversity does this refer to, positive or negative? This needs to be 
expanded to say what it means. Biodiversity can be increased e.g. by sowing a wildflower meadow, 
but the ability to sustain the meadow over the longer term is dependent on a variety of factors such 
as behaviour of users, climate change etc. It is important to bear in mind that an increase in 
biodiversity may not reflect what was there prior to development. For example, it is highly unlikely that 
any possible development at NA3 will maintain the predevelopment biodiversity where the loss of 
skylarks, Cirl Buntings and bat species is likely to be a consequence. This has been seen at other 
developments on sensitive sites in the District where local habitats have been lost, such as in Dawlish. 
Mitigation measures are inappropriate for territorial species such as Cirl Buntings, who will not 
relocate. 
 
Page 25 – SC1: Sustainable Development – Paragraph 2.1 - States the criteria are broad and 
widely applicable which suggests a get out for developers unless policies contain prescriptive 
measures to meet the Council’s stated aim of addressing climate change, protecting biodiversity and 
the environment. 
 
Page 26 – 2.3 – SC2: – Settlement Limits and the Countryside – Paragraph f) - Identifies the need 
to ensure that development in the countryside does not have an adverse effect on the integrity of a 
European Protected Wildlife site; proof of the absence of harm must be to the standard laid down by 
Underhill LJ that this must be beyond reasonable scientific doubt. This statement should also include 
SSSIs and Country Parks. 
 
Page 27 – 2.4 – Strategy: is to focus the majority of housing, employment and other development at 
the Heart of Teignbridge (Kingskerswell, Kingsteignton and Newton Abbot). There needs to be a 
thorough assessment of the impact of current developments on these settlements including how well 
they have met local housing need, created employment, improved infrastructure, reduced air pollution 
and enhanced the environment before further large-scale developments are considered.  
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To continue the focus of development in the Heart of Teignbridge until winter 2023 (when Local Plan 
part 2 is concluded) will continue to leave Newton Abbot, Kingskerswell and Kingsteignton at the 
mercy of developers. It is quite likely that by then the Heart of Teignbridge will have had a heart attack 
and no longer be an attractive proposition. 
 
Page 27 – 2.4 – Roles: (First bullet point): ‘Openness to change’ should be openness to change 
that provides positive environmental benefits to health, protection of the environment and 
enhancement of biodiversity to create a living space that nurtures public wellbeing. Openness to 
change without positive long- term benefits for community wellbeing is worthless. 
 
Page 29 – SC4: Neighbourhood Plans: We suggest that the 2nd paragraph should say “Adopted 
and emerging neighbourhood plans should be given substantial weight in the decision-making 
process, as these plans are supported by the local communities, depending on their stage of 
preparation”. It is unnecessary to refer to “unresolved objections” as these will be affecting the 
preparation of the plan anyway. 
 
Page 31 – 2.12 – SC5: Infrastructure - Paragraph b) – This paragraph is incomplete and makes no 
sense as it stands. 
 
Page 31 – 2.12 – SC5: Infrastructure - Paragraph e) – How is the viability of a development 
assessed? Is this by an independent expert, by the developer or by a Council officer? The wording 
needs to be tightened up to avoid this becoming a developers’ get-out clause. Too often developers 
come back for a second bite of the cherry on the grounds of viability which perhaps in part explains 
the substantial profits the major housebuilders have enjoyed in recent years. On any major 
developments it is essential that infrastructure that protects existing communities is installed first. 
Increased traffic jams and higher air pollution levels witnessed in Newton Abbot give a clear 
demonstration of the serious issues affecting residents. 
 
Page 31 – 2.12 – SC5: Infrastructure - Paragraph f) – The protection of the integrity of European 
Wildlife sites is very welcome. Included in this policy should be an extension of its ambit to include 
nationally protected species; an empty site is not much good (except for the developers)! This 
paragraph should also include the protection of Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) before any 
approval is granted for development. 
 
Page 31 – 2.12 – SC5: Infrastructure - Paragraph g) – Similarly, all protected (particularly 
endangered) species should be included in this policy and any proposed mitigation measures must 
be scientifically proven and due regard taken of the very latest research material as evidence before 
planning permission can be granted. It is not acceptable to rely on developer to produce their own 
assessments; input from wider science must be taken into consideration. Contributions for any 
mitigation must ensure identified provisions are maintained in perpetuity. 
Page 31 – 2.13 – Transport a) – Improvements to public transport provision is welcome though there 
are problems of viability with an ever-expanding geographic area being covered. Also, the impact of 
the Coronavirus Pandemic on public attitudes to using public transport may change as will the 
operator’s viability.  
 
Page 31 – 2.13 – Green Infrastructure g) – Habitat preservation, creation and enhancement should 
be a net gain not a net loss nor, ideally, substitution of locality (as this deprives residents seeing flora 
and fauna in their neighbourhood).  
 
Page 32 – 2.13 – Public Services j) – Primary health care facilities are essential but developers must 
take account of additional funding required to address the impact of an increased population on the 
provision of critical care. 
 
Page 32 – 2.15 – It is essential to work with communities in the preparation of plans to get their 
support.  Local plans should be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement between 
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plan-makers and communities, local organisations, environmental groups, businesses, infrastructure 
providers and operators and statutory consultees. The most successful local plans are those that 
meet public approval (as required by the NPPF) and improve peoples’ wellbeing. 
 
Page 32 – 2.16 – There should be an independent assessment of the impact of major development 
on surrounding networks and connectivity to ensure required new infrastructure is in place or installed 
before the development causes significant harm. To avoid this being another escape clause for the 
developer the sentence “We recognise that the cost of such infrastructure can often be prohibitive in 
the early stages of development and will take this into consideration” must be deleted as this provides 
an open invitation to delay the provision of infrastructure. There should be an independent 
assessment of the impact of major development on surrounding networks and connectivity to ensure 
required new or improved infrastructure is in place or installed before the development causes 
significant harm (e.g. the development at Hele Park which made no provision for footpaths along the 
busy A381 towards the schools and town). 
 
Page 33 – 2.17 Central Government Funding: Last sentence includes the statement “getting the 
homes we need.” At present we are not getting the homes we need as there has been a dearth of the 
social housing needed especially by the lower paid in our community. Until this aspect is addressed 
in a meaningful way, with many hundreds of social housing units being delivered, the words will ring 
hollow with a large section of the community.  
 
The homes we need should not be dictated by developers whose sole aim is to maximise profit. 
Recent reports of private housebuilding companies profit margins exceeding 25% is way above 
normal commercial profit margins and this inbuilt cost penalises the less well off in our society. 
 
Page 33 – 2.18 - Mitigation may not always be the answer, and even when it could be, may not be 
sufficiently robust or scientifically proven to provide long term protection for ‘at risk’ species. Where 
mitigation is undertaken, there must also be a requirement for subsequent monitoring, which could 
be long-term dependant on situation and risks involved, with penalties if it doesn’t work as intended. 
Developers get away with murder because they know no-one will check. If developers had to fund 
monitoring it would concentrate minds wonderfully. 
 
Page 33 – 2.18 – SC6: Viability c) – This recognises the potential impact of worsening market 
conditions such as a prolonged recession or an extraordinary local event demonstrably affecting 
development values. Corvid-19 will certainly have a significant impact on our way of life, on the 
economy, national and personal finances almost ensuring that people’s habits will change.  
This new paradigm must not be taken as a green light to developers to build unsuitable, low quality 
homes avoiding the provision of adequate infrastructure and community facilities. 
 
Page 34 – 2.19 – The assessment of viability of individual developments and plan policies at the plan 
making stage is very welcome. Such assessments must include assessments of the impacts on 
protected species, SSSI’s, air and water quality. Such assessments should inform allocations and a 
“clean sheet” approach taken in Part 2 of this exercise.  
 
Page 34 – 2.20 – The draft plan has worthy aspirational targets that need to be adopted and made 
enforceable at the earliest opportunity. Unless there is a legal impediment, these improved policies 
should be brought in now and not two years hence by which time considerable damage could be done 
if development continues as is. An increase in biodiversity does happen overnight and requires long 
term management. An increase in biodiversity does not automatically produce a natural environment 
in a measurably better state. Development, especially on the mainly greenfield sites that have been 
developed so far in Teignbridge, invariably results in a loss of carbon capture and oxygen production. 
 
Page 34 – 2.21 – It is to be hoped that the expert viability consultants will evaluate not only what is 
currently included in the plan, but also those measures that will be incorporated as a result of the 
consultation exercise. Added ‘financial burden’ for developers should not influence essential policies 



 8 

that protect the environment, biodiversity and climate change objectives and obligations, not to 
mention human wellbeing. 
 
Page 35 – 2.23 - Viability review may also conclude that development cannot come forward without 
compromising the Council’s policy objectives in which case it must not be approved. The phrase 
“much needed development” in line 3 is too vague. It should state that only developments which will 
meet high priority local needs can be reviewed for their viability. 
 
Page 35 – 2.26 – Assessing financial viability should include the cost of compliance with all required 
measures and any (proven) mitigation before planning permission can be granted. There should be 
a post-permission audit to ensure adherence. 
 
Chapter 3: Climate Change 
 
Page 36 – 3.3 – The Council itself is committed to being carbon neutral by 2025. This is a laudable 
commitment, but this needs to be carried forward into other organisations so that the targets set 
nationally for net zero by  2050 can be achieved much earlier. Developments begun today will still be 
around in 2050, so to achieve ‘carbon neutral by the year 2050’, new developments must be carbon 
neutral now, or at least have a clear plan for how that will be achieved. 
 
Page 36 – 3.4 – Transitioning to carbon neutral future must be a key driver of the Local Plan review. 
Climate change is a matter of global as well as local importance and should be introduced at the 
earliest opportunity notwithstanding the timing of the Review. The Climate Declaration welcome as it 
is, is just that, it is by the positive actions that follow that this Administration will be judged. Current 
builds and certainly any new permissions should incorporate green measures.  
 
We cannot afford to allow another two years of building “as we are”. With recognition that transport is 
the biggest contributor to carbon emissions in Teignbridge reinforces the absolute necessity of 
improving existing and providing new infrastructure before any significant further development takes 
place. The Covid-19 pandemic has demonstrated locally the effect of reduced traffic flows on CO2 
emissions and PM2.5/10 on air quality. Every effort should be made to secure a  sustainable and 
effective public transport network that competes effectively with car use. 
 
Page 37 – 3.9 – An increase in tree cover of 5% is welcome. This policy needs to be reinforced with 
a requirement for developers to replace any trees or hedges lost at least at least on a one for one 
basis with partially advanced growth of new plantings to achieve maturity within a shorter timeframe. 
 
Page 38 – CC1: Resilience – This policy should also carry a reference to building to a high 
environmental standard (Code 6 standard) to future proof new homes from the impact of climate 
change. Money spent on securing this standard at the front end will greatly reduce carbon emissions, 
secure much lower energy costs for households and provide long term sustainability. Teignbridge 
Council could provide funding for the extra cost involved to secure this build quality and incorporate 
the cost into a small Council Tax levy on those benefitting from the initiative. 
 
Page 39 – CC2: Carbon Statements – For Transport: a) – Transport emissions would be reduced 
if existing infrastructure for pedestrians and cyclists was greatly improved. Many footways are narrow, 
overgrown and poorly connected, forcing users to cross busy roads or walk into them to pass. 
Transporting children to school by car currently causes severe road congestion, parking pressures 
outside of schools and excess pollution, particularly when waiting to collect children in the winter 
months. When children eventually return to school as the Covid-19 lockdown eases there will be 
staggered start times, smaller numbers of children in school and social distancing measures in place. 
This ‘experimental’ period should be studied so that some of the successful measures can be adopted 
into future school travel arrangements over the long term. 
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Page 39 – CC2: b) – For Energy Demand a 5th criterion should be added for maximizing energy-
saving technology, such as insulation. 
 
Page 39 - CC2: Carbon Statements – For Energy Demand: b) iii - There should be no use of 
natural gas in new homes. The ban on gas boilers in new homes comes in during 2025 and therefore 
this plan should not be envisaging natural gas supply or installation in new homes during the lifetime 
of this plan. Putting in heating systems that will be prohibited in the very near future would be seen to 
run counter to any climate change objectives. It would also impose a future financial burden on 
householders when they are mandated to replace gas heating systems. 
 
Page 39 – CC2: For Renewables: c) iii - This should state solar PV will be incorporated in every 
new home or development where light levels and roof orientation permit. It would be more effective 
to install solar panels and car charging points now as first fit. Solar PV is now very inexpensive to 
install and there is no financial excuse to hide behind. It seems a travesty to build hundreds of new 
houses without a solar panel in sight and then use up valuable agricultural land for solar farms. Solar 
thermal should also be included where possible. Solar PV tiles, whilst slightly more expensive, are 
less visually apparent and could also be used where appropriate.  
 
Page 40 – 3.14 – Is there any legal reason why the proposed Future Homes Standard cannot be 
applied now? Many of the policies now being promoted relate to issues that have been in the public 
domain for years so any argument of transition time is spurious. 
 
Page 41 – Maximise the proportion of energy from renewable or low carbon sources: The same 
comment as on 3.14 above applies; Teignbridge should introduce these measures now and not in 
two years’ time. Green energy etc. should be first fit and not merely as a provision for retrofit. By the 
time these measures become adopted most of the major developments not already under 
construction are likely to have been approved. Retro fitting is more expensive and does not guarantee 
any level of uptake.  
 
The Council could provide funding for the extra cost involved to secure this build quality and 
incorporate the cost into a small Council Tax levy on those benefitting from the initiative.  
Heat pumps must also be considered as an integral part of new builds. Again, delay in implementation 
puts a future financial burden on householders. 
 
Page 41 – Ensure in-use performance – Does the local grid have sufficient capacity to provide 
three-phase power supply to all the proposed development? 
 
Page 42 - Policy CC3: Electric Vehicle Infrastructure – This policy seems to assume a fairly quick 
take up of electric vehicles. Covid-19 may change that assumption. Car sharing, working from home, 
economic slowdown, increased unemployment, increased automation and more on-line shopping are 
all factors that may mitigate against electric vehicle up-grades. The policy needs to be flexible enough 
to react to changing circumstances.  
 
Page 42 – CC3: Electric vehicle Infrastructure – Again properties should be fitted out with EV-
ready. Householders may delay or not bother to retrofit. Retrofit is more costly and over the long term, 
provided there is grid capacity, electric vehicles will become the normal. 
 
Page 42 – CC3: Electric Vehicle Infrastructure e) - There may be good electrical engineering 
reasons to set the limit of 7.5kW before installing a three-phase supply and vehicle charging points. 
If homes are built to Code 6 standards it may be possible to reduce this 7.5kW to a lower level - say 
6kW. 
 
Page 44 – CC4: Sustainable Transport b) – Provision of strengthened, improved and extended 
public transport, cycling and walking networks is welcome. However, many existing 
footpaths/pavements are impassable, inadequate or too narrow. Shared cycleways/footpaths are 
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inherently dangerous where pavements are too narrow to allow separation. Often, cyclists 
approaching from behind are hard to hear giving pedestrians little warning. 
 
Page 44 - CC4: Sustainable Transport 3.27 - The need to travel to work may be reduced as more 
people (who can) are encouraged to work from home. This factor could reduce the need for office 
space and increase the need for fast, reliable broadband. There is an in-built assumption that more 
development leads to more car journeys. The future may not be ‘business as usual’ and the demand 
for road use may not be maintained at its current level. The aim should be to lead to a substantial 
reduction in road use. More cars (even electric) and roads places an ever-increasing burden on the 
environment, fragmenting habitat and increasing fatalities to all species. 
 
Page 45 – CC4: Sustainable Transport 3.29 – What is the definition of sustainable transport? 
Sustainable for who? All journeys carry an impact for the environment, people or the local biodiversity. 
Every development existing and planned should demonstrate how a reduction in travel can be 
affected; especially by using the internet, video conferencing and working from home.  
 
Page 45 – CC4: Sustainable Transport 3.30 – This should read – Well designed developments 
must demonstrate  enhanced air quality and reduce overall emissions. 
 
Page 45 – CC5: Renewable and Low Carbon Energy – Development of low carbon and renewable 
energy schemes and smart energy networks must be insisted on to be effective. 
 
Page 46 – CC5: 3.30 – Future allocations including land for solar PV/thermal arrays within adjoining 
larger mixed use, housing and employment sites should only be considered if there is insufficient roof 
space to meet energy demand. Solar roof panels must be the default and any alternative a rare 
exception; there is no good reason why this cannot be applied immediately. Much recent building has 
squandered the opportunity to install solar panels or similar.  
Any land used for solar arrays should be restricted to land unsuitable for other purposes e g, 
recreation, agriculture, allotments, tree planting etc. 
 
Page 46 – CC5: 3.31 – Teignbridge District is unsuitable for industrial-scale wind turbines. Large 
turbines will adversely impact the landscape character of the District, the tranquillity of our countryside 
and the setting of our wonderful landscapes and seascapes that are designated for special protection 
under draft policy EN4. 
 
Page 46 – CC6: Energy Storage – a) – Too many arguable words. Who determines what is 
reasonable? Minimise and mitigate; what level does minimise mean and who determines the 
minimised level. Mitigation is rarely the best outcome and prevention is a much better goal. These 
are woolly words that allow almost any outcome. Underground energy storage should be undertaken 
wherever possible to minimise land take. 
 
Page 47 – 3.35 – Does the absence of a National policy on energy storage prohibit TDC adopting its 
own policy? “Teignbridge Rules”? 
 
Chapter 4: Design and Wellbeing  
 
Page 49 – DW1: Quality Development – In the section on Design Principles, it is proposed that 
Place-based strategies should only be applied to developments of 500 or more homes. This figure 
needs to be reduced. If poorly planned, some smaller developments can have a major impact from 
poor design of density and infrastructure. Allocation-wide masterplans should be mandatory for 
developments of 120 homes or more. 
 
Page 49 – 4.4 – Site specific design requirements should form an integral part of the final plan for 
Teignbridge. It should be couched in strong terms to ensure expectations for the standards and quality 
sought are met. Residents would expect nothing less. Integration and enhancement of the character 
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of adjoining built and natural environment is essential. There are too many examples of box-like 
developments that do not fit well in a semi-rural, scenic area. 
 
Page 50 – DW1: Quality Development - i) – Experience to date is developments under Plan 
Teignbridge has seen the construction of mainly market houses. An appropriate range of dwelling 
types should, as well as taking account of demographic changes, provide affordable social housing, 
truly affordable homes for local people and houses or bungalows for older residents to downsize into. 
 
Page 50 – DW1: Quality Development – k) – Respect for the distinctive character of local 
landscapes has been sadly neglected in some recent developments (e.g. Penns Mount & Whitehills). 
Development needs to be much more visually and environmentally sympathetic. Penns Mount is a 
glaring of example of the harm which can be caused to an urban fringe by the lack of an allocation-
wide masterplan. It is a case study in how not to design a development! 
 
Page 51 – Design Principles – It is welcome that design principles agreed at the outline stage will 
be non-negotiable. This does not appear to have been the case hitherto so it will be a welcome 
addition.  
 
Page 51 – Place-Based Strategies – Major developments need an allocation-wide masterplan 
before any planning consent, outline or full, in part or in total, is given. Piecemeal approvals without 
a masterplan for the entire allocation jeopardises a wide range of issues that this plan aims to address. 
The lack of a masterplan in some circumstances has led to poor planning decisions. 
 
Page 53 – DW2: Easy to Navigate Places – It is essential that the design of roads is adequate to 
meet wider needs. For example, the proposed A382/A383 link road to Forches Cross as currently 
planned is likely to prove inadequate because already cars are parked either side of the existing 
section of that road.  
 
Car parking provision at new homes tends to be very limited; generally, one garage space and one 
outside space. This fails to recognise that many households have more than two vehicles and often, 
garages are used otherwise than for cars! 
 
Page 54 – DW3: Street Character and Form - c), h) and j) – The hierarchy in h) is welcome as 
there is little evidence of this approach being taken in the past.  Some recent highway developments 
take little account of pedestrian use. This needs to be carefully thought out to avoid pedestrians having 
to cross busy roads unnecessarily. The new layout between the A380 South Devon Link Road and 
the Kingskerswell Road is poorly designed for pedestrians, especially when it comes to crossing over 
Langford Railway Bridge. 
 
Page 55 – 4.9 – Unless absolutely impossible, cycleways should be segregated. Shared space is 
dangerous for all users particularly where cyclists approach silently from behind. A number of the 
existing shared pavements are too narrow to allow easy and safe passage, particularly for wheelchair 
users and parents pushing prams etc. 
 
Page 58 – DW4: Good Building Design – i) – Considerable savings can be achieved by design and 
positioning of buildings so as to take advantage of solar gain and natural air conditioning (positioning 
of the building and its windows vis a vis prevailing wind direction and the path of the Sun). It is also 
important to include carefully chosen and sited street trees. 
 
Page 58 – 4.16 – Recent housebuilding has seen the major developers squeeze out the small local 
builder. The provision of large sites within the local plan in preference to smaller, more widely 
distributed allocations risks losing individuality of design, leaves the viability of smaller settlements 
under threat and discriminates against small, local builders.   The result has been somewhat 
featureless estates of questionable build quality. Standards must be improved if significant problems 
for the householders a few years down the line are to be avoided. Encouraging local builders will help 
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create local jobs, encourage more sourcing of materials locally, bring more individuality into residential 
areas and (generally) improve the quality of build.  
 
Page 59 – DW5: Design of Employment, Retail and Civic Buildings i) – SuDS need to be properly 
designed to not only perform their intended purpose but provide an attractive feature in the 
surrounding landscape. The system installed at the bottom of Whitehills is a particularly good example 
of what not to do. Safety of the public, particularly small children, must be factored in. Recognition 
that the topography of this area makes the provision of adequate SuDS more difficult which should 
not be taken as a reason to compromise. If an allocation cannot contain sufficient area for SuDS and 
provide the number of houses sought, the allocation should be reduced accordingly. 
 
Page 62 – 5. Outdoor Advertisements – Freestanding A boards should be discouraged, preferably 
banned. They are a significant hazard for visually impaired people. They restrict free passage and 
provide a trip hazard; this particularly applies where there is traffic passing and parked cars.  
 
Page 65 – DW7: Creating Neighbourhoods – 4.31/4.32 – Neighbourhood centres are essential to 
avoid soulless housing estates. Communal space and safe routes for pedestrians and cyclists is 
essential. 
 
Page 67 – DW8: Healthy Active Places – m)  - Developers should demonstrate that they have 
undertaken a Rapid Health Impact Assessment in consultation with the NHS. The onus should be on 
the developer to ensure the NHS (both primary and critical care) are fully aware of the proposals and 
the timing. Presumably the requirement for conducting a Rapid HIA will apply to any developer wishing 
to build on an allocation that in sum exceeds 500 dwellings. It appears that the Rapid HIA is a useful 
tool that could be used informally for smaller developments as well. Some recognition of the 
combination impact of the smaller developments needs to be made with a responsibility on 
Teignbridge to keep the relevant people in the NHS informed. 
 
Page 68 – DW9: Natural Infrastructure – The Council’s Natural Infrastructure Strategy is “being 
refreshed” so only the 2014 edition is available. What changes are envisaged and when will the 
updated document be available? As this strategy forms a part of the Review it should be open to 
public consultation as a matter of urgency. 
 
Page 69 – DW9: Natural Infrastructure – It is welcome that natural infrastructure is to be provided 
as part of a new development and planned around people and not the car.  
 
Page 70 – DW9: Natural Infrastructure l) – The use of Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces 
to relieve pressure on European Protected wildlife sites needs to be considered where the site forms 
part of, for instance, Greater Horseshoe Bat flyways and foraging areas and not just be site-specific 
but incorporating the cumulative impact of developments across their territory. 
 
Page 71 – 4.42 – Encouraging local food growing is to be welcomed. Much closer attention needs to 
be paid to the impact of water run-off with the incidence of heavy and prolonged rainfall increasing 
with climate change. Hitherto unaffected areas have become susceptible to flooding; even Decoy 
Lake had to be sand bagged earlier this year following winter storms. 
 
Page 71 – 4.44 – The Teignbridge Open Space Needs Assessment (2017) cannot be found on the 
portal. The only version available appears to be the “Teign Green Network” dated 2014 – currently 
being refreshed. 
 
Page 72 – DW10: Design of Natural Infrastructure j) – This says “property boundaries visible from 
public areas are durable for the lifetime of the development” – what does this mean? A ‘lifetime’ 
guarantee can be meaningless; the desire to keep frontages looking good is welcome but how will 
they be “maintained in an attractive and coordinated manner for the future”? The policy wording is 
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contradictory and needs to be more specific with an obligation to “ensure” and not merely “likely” to 
be maintained. 
 
Page 73 – 4.50 – “Many Teignbridge GI constraints and opportunities can be found in the Council’s 
web site” – where? 
 
Page 74 – DW11: Natural Green Space d) – What does “benefit from natural surveillance” mean?  
 
Page 74 – DW11: Natural Green Space e) – The policy “be capable of being maintained by a single 
management body into the future” should be strengthened; such management should be a 
requirement not just a capability. 
 
Page 75 – DW12: Natural Corridors – There should be an assessment of the likely impact of human 
activity on linked networks of natural corridors, including the impact of domestic animals. Corridor 
width needs to be species specific and supported by proven scientific evidence. 
 
Page 76 – DW12: Natural Corridors – 0.5 lux at 5m and 20m corridors are inadequate for light-
sensitive species such as Greater Horseshoe Bats. The latest research on GHBs shows that 50m 
minimum dark corridors are essential.  Contrary to the assertion implied in the box “Avoid severance 
from light sources” there is increasing scientific evidence of the detrimental impact narrow corridors 
and proximity of light are having on these animals. 
 
Page 77 – DW13: Parks and Recreation – The local plan preparation stage should include an 
assessment of the likely impact on existing parks, recreational facilities and green spaces and their 
ability to absorb the increase in population. Many are already under pressure from increased use. 
 
Page 82 – DW14: Allotments – This is a welcome policy which will provide recreation and provide a 
food source. 
 
Page 83 – DW15: Sustainable Drainage Systems e) – Given the experience of recent years and 
the last winter in particular, using a 1 in 100-year event is no longer appropriate. The incidence of 
extreme weather is increasing and predicted to become more frequent and severe. See also the 
comment at Page 59 – DW5: Design of Employment, Retail and Civic Buildings i) – SuDS. 
 
Page 83 – 4.57 – The comment on Policy DW5 refers, with Whitehills being an example of poor 
design. 
 
Page 86 – DW16: Urban Greening – Paragraph 5 – This policy should also apply to any loss of 
trees associated with but not necessarily directly a part of any development. For example, the loss of 
woodland for new roads or other infrastructure. The wording of Paragraph 5 is weak and provides an 
opportunity for developers to give only a minimal financial contribution towards tree planting. Any 
development larger than ten houses should provide for a net gain in tree cover. 
 
Page 87 – Car Parks – The provision of trees in parking areas is a mixed blessing. Great care needs 
to be taken to ensure the parking spaces are not compromised by poorly designed beds (i.e. the car 
park at Kingsteignton Retail Park). 
 
Page 89 – 4.58 – It should be stated that great emphasis will be placed on the preservation of existing 
mature trees and hedges within and on the boundaries of new developments, in line with draft policy 
EN16 (page 166). 
 
Page 89 – 4.61 – Why were “green walls” not incorporated into the South Devon Link Road design? 
The concrete walls on the railway side are an ugly intrusion into the semi-rural vista. Policy DW16 
should include a presumption against developers using “planning creep” to circumvent Tree 
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Preservation Orders; such post-permission modifications must be thoroughly tested as a minor 
amendment and essential.  
 
Page 90 – DW17: Long-Term Stewardship 4.67 – The intention is welcome. The establishment of 
arrangements for long-term stewardship should be a specific policy. 
 
Page 91 – DW18: Parking a) – Design of access and through highways must ensure road widths are 
sufficient to accommodate car parking without hindering the free passage of moving vehicles. Many 
modern estates have inadequate parking provision leading to difficulties in access and navigability, 
particularly for emergency services and refuse vehicles, impeding pavements and creating neighbour 
disputes. Recognition must be made that more employees and the self-employed have vans or trucks 
for their work which are parked at home. This puts additional pressure on on-street parking. Also, 
many adult children remain living with parents because of the difficulty for them of getting on the 
housing ladder.  
These factors mean that a significant number of households have three or more vehicles. Recent 
planning applications provide for one garage plus one outside space which inevitably will lead to on-
street parking. 
 
Page 94 – DW19: Residential Density – The greatest housing need is for affordable homes; 80% of 
current market prices remains out of reach for many of those in need of housing. Higher density 
housing within existing urban areas (such as Bradley Lane) should help address this and given 
proximity to the town facilities, may reduce the need for cars. 
 
Page 94 – DW19: Residential Density - 4.74 – Maintaining densities which are appropriate to the 
surrounding landscape suggests that green field developments will be of lower density to reflect their 
semi-rural setting. This needs to be elaborated on. 
 
Page 95 – DW20: Waste and Recycling Storage provision – Comments regarding the provision of 
parking are pertinent to the design of waste and recycling storage provision. Equally, facilities need 
to be designed aesthetically, be of adequate capacity and readily useable to reduce the potential for 
fly tipping. 
 
Page 98 – DW23: Protection of Recreational Land and Building – Protection should extend to 
ensuring that remaining and replacement facilities are sufficient to meet current and future demand. 
A full assessment pre granting permission at the outline stage is essential. 
 
Page 102 – EC5: Working from Home – The Coronavirus Pandemic has required a substantial 
number of people having to work from home. It is quite possible that this experience will lead to 
working from home to become more acceptable to both employers and employees. Consequently, all 
new developments need to bear socio-economic and behavioural changes in mind in the design of 
dwellings and estate layouts. 
 
Page 102 – EC6: New Tourist Accommodation and Attractions – The attraction of an area to 
tourists relies as much on the vista of the countryside and seascape as bricks and mortar facilities. 
Further extending the urban sprawl along the key route into Torbay, already significantly compromised 
south of Haldon, will do nothing to enhance the areas attractiveness to visitors. Given the natural 
beauty of the County, great care must be taken in determining the location of new developments that 
gives due weight to the visual impact as well as the other considerations. 
 
Page 106 – EC10: Vital and Viable Town Centres f) – Where are the Policies Maps that define the 
Core Activity Areas? It is welcome that the new policy recognises that activities in the Core Activity 
Areas are not limited to retail. Questionable decisions have been made by the strict application of 
polices in the current Plan Teignbridge that leaves units unoccupied when agreeing an alternative 
use would have seen them in operation.  
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Page 107 – EC10: Vital and Viable Town Centres - 5.30 – Retail trade is in a perilous state with the 
increasing use of internet shopping, high business rates, high car park charges and traffic congestion 
making visiting towns and cities for shopping increasingly challenging. This is a trend likely to have 
grown stronger following Coronavirus. The Retail Consortium reports an 84.8% decrease in footfall 
to shops in April with online shopping preferred for essentials and discretionary spending greatly 
reduced. Even food shopping has moved more to delivery with Asda, Sainsburys and Tesco offering 
this service. Even Aldi, who do not offer internet shopping, are delivering food boxes. It took ten years 
for home deliveries to reach 7% of sales. It has taken just eight weeks for that percentage to nearly 
double! The question that will remain post Coronavirus is the extent to which these changes in 
shoppers’ behaviour will continue and to what extent financial hardship will impact on discretionary 
spending.  
To make town centres attractive, every opportunity should be taken to fill vacant units with businesses 
that will draw in footfall rather than using rigid prescriptive policies. It is likely that comparison retail 
will diminish further unless there is a substantial change in government policy on business rates.  
 
Page 108 – EC10: Vital and Viable Town Centres - 5.34 and 5.35 – Greater flexibility in the use of 
town centre units is welcome. In general, pedestrianisation should be encouraged to improve the 
experience and improve air quality.  
 
Page 108 – EC10: Vital and Viable Town Centres  - 5.38 – What is the difference between a “Core 
Activity Area” and a “Town Centre”?  
 
Page 109 – EC11: Large Scale Retail Development – The current Plan Teignbridge includes 
provision for the creation of 11,000 sq. m of retail space – the equivalent in floorspace of a store the 
size of John Lewis in Exeter with an additional floor! Has this policy been removed? 
 
Chapter 6: Homes 
 
Page 111 – H1: Affordable Housing Targets – Why is the percentage of affordable homes within 
the settlement limits of Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton restricted to 17% when other locations are 
set at 20% or 25%? This reduced target for the towns carrying the largest burden of development is 
far too low to meet local demands. Selling such homes to a Registered Provider or other appropriate 
management organisation must be carefully managed to avoid opening up these properties to non-
local bodies solving their own housing problems.  
 
Page 111 – H1: Affordable Housing Targets c) – Refers to any financial contribution being based 
on the purchase price referred to “in criterion c) of this policy” – what does this mean?  
 
Page 112 – H1: Affordable Housing Targets - 6.3 – Rather than the majority of new market housing 
“should” make a contribution to the delivery of affordable houses use “must”. 
 
Page 112 – H1: Affordable Housing Targets - 6.3 – Following the Coronavirus and its financial 
impact, it is unlikely that the Government will be able to provide much grant funding for some years. 
The emphasis should move towards providing council houses to address the major shortage of 
accommodation for local people. This will also provide the Council with a reliable income stream. 
 
Page 113 – H1: Affordable Housing Targets  - 6.7 – How willing will the banks be to lend for self-
build especially under the current circumstances?  
 
Page 114 – H1: Affordable Housing Targets  - 6.10 and 6.11 – How can affordable housing be kept 
“affordable” in perpetuity? Will the provision for the travelling community be within new developments 
or on dedicated sites? 
 
Page 116 – H4: Homes Suitable for All – It is welcome that recognition is given to the increasing 
number of people living with long-term health issues and the greater emphasis on the ageing 
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population. There is an opportunity to free up larger properties if suitable developments allow them to 
downsize. 
 
Page 117 – 6.23 – M4(2) standards should be applied to at least 50% of new homes to future-proof 
them as lifetime homes. Suitable design features as siting power points higher, low thresholds and 
wider doorways do not add significantly to building costs, save money in the long-term and are more 
convenient for people of all ages. 
 
Page 118 – H4: Homes Suitable for All - 6.25 – Adherence to or exceeding the Nationally Described 
Space standard must apply and not merely be “considered beneficial”. Often new homeowners 
complain of the lack of adequate storage space as well as difficulties in fitting in furniture. 
 
Page 119 – H5: Custom and Self Build – How many such dwellings have been taken up since the 
Plan was adopted? Together, Langford Bridge Farm and Wolborough Barton developments would 
provide 83 units; is there sufficient demand to take these up? What is the assessment of demand 
locally? The narrative to this document recognises that the high number of people on the Help to Buy 
register recognises that much greater demand exists for rented property (Page 113, paragraph 6.7). 
 
Page 121 – H5: Custom and Self Build – How can legally binding restrictions upon self-build and 
affordable properties be enforced and by whom? 
 
Page 122 – H6: Rural Exception Sites - 6.33 – The requirement for dwellings to remain affordable 
in perpetuity does not apply to “exception parishes” and any receipts must be recycled for alternative 
housing provision. What does this mean in practice? 
 
Page 124 – H8: Local Needs Housing in Rural Areas – This policy seems unduly prescriptive and 
g) requiring “adequate access and infrastructure etc.” will exclude many small rural communities. 
Each application should be judged on its own merits. 
 
Page 129 – H9: Homes for the Travelling Community – 6.59 – References to “permanent” seems 
at odds with making sites available for sale and begs the question whether it is the pitch or the person 
that permanence refers to. 
 
Page 133 – H11: - Residential Amenity – Assessment of what is an overbearing impact is subjective 
and in some cases properties have been sold at a premium because of their location/view (i.e. views 
of the sea). The overshadowing/loss of light exception of windows serving halls and landings could 
lead to darker, potentially more dangerous areas especially for the elderly, so individual assessments 
are required to balance these potentially conflicting requirements. 
 
Page 134 – H12: Replacement Dwellings – Why is there a need to limit the number of new dwellings 
to the number being replaced? This should be judged on the site’s merits. Similarly, the footprint of 
the replacement building should be judged on the suitability of the proposed property’s size in relation 
to its site. Stronger controls over planning creep should be introduced – developers must get their 
plans right at the outset, excluding  window dressing features often included too make the application 
sound more acceptable, and only allow post-permission amendments by exception for the genuinely 
unforeseen and unforeseeable. 
 
Chapter 7: Environment 
 
Page 140 – EN1: Strategic Open Breaks – This policy is of critical importance to avoid settlements 
being inappropriately linked. Small villages and hamlets subsumed into neighbouring settlements tend 
to lose their identity and sense of community. An example of such a threat is the gap between 
settlements in the iconic “Rolling Fields” which separate Abbotskerswell from Newton Abbot. This 
area is also important to the individual character of both settlements and is in itself of high 
environmental and scenic quality. Policy NA3 in the current Local Plan 2013-2033 is carried forward 
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at present and if implemented will almost destroy the open break and landscape character between 
Newton Abbot and Abbotskerswell. It will also involve the loss of environmental and biodiversity 
assets, increase noise, air pollution and habitat loss.  
 
The reference to maintaining physical separation of “certain settlements” and “limited to that which 
retains their open character and their contribution to the settlements’ setting” is another escape clause 
for developers. If physical separation means anything, it must mean development within these open 
breaks will not be permitted. 
 
This section should also include a further point (c) which states that any development proposals will 
not affect the integrity of a European Protected Site or SSSI. 
 
Page 141 – EN3: Coastal Change Management Areas – Reference is made to the Shoreline 
Management Plan. This document does not appear to be on the Teignbridge web site. Does the 
Shoreline Management Plan identify properties at risk of flooding? 
  
Page 143 – EN4: Landscape Protection and Enhancement – The principal of protecting the area’s 
landscape and seascape is welcome. How comprehensive is the Landscape Character Assessment?  
We also welcome the special regard which will be given to the setting of Dartmoor National Park, 
Haldon Hills and Exeter Urban Fringe. This special regard should also be given to the Teign Estuary, 
from Teignmouth up to Hackney Marshes. 
 
The interactive maps on the web site seem only to give definition to a few areas; these include the 
green backdrop to views out from within Exeter. Does not the same apply to other towns and villages 
and their views out? The map on page 144 does not have a key to the Landscape Character Areas. 
Policy NA3 flies in the face of EN4. The present proposals are not compatible with the aims to 
conserve and enhance the natural and cultural landscape. Teignbridge’s own  Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment (SHLAA 2009, updated 2012) makes a specific reference to landscape 
protection and its importance as an open break when describing the area of NA3: 
 
Site Description: “The land consists of undulating green fields rolling out in a southerly direction from 
the built-up area of Newton Abbot, interspersed by narrow roads and buildings. To the east of the site 
is Decoy Country Park, a designated County Wildlife Site, and Decoy Brake/Blackball Plantation, 
which is a large swathe of trees which form an important, positive landscape feature. The northern 
and western edges of the land adjoin the development boundary for Newton Abbot. 

The land was assessed as part of the Teignbridge Urban Fringe Study (2003). Decoy Country Park 
is described as an attractive mature wooded country park within a flooded former clay pit.  

The large blocks of woodland contribute immensely to the landscape setting of the town and is a 
prominent landmark in views in and out of the town. The remainder of the site is described as a green 
wedge which penetrates the built-up area on the north side of Wolborough Hill.  

It gives a high-quality rural setting for Newton Abbot, an important open break between Newton Abbot, 
East Ogwell and Abbotskerswell and also provides the setting for St. Mary's Church and Wolborough 
Barton Farm. 

Both sites were considered to be sensitive to development with strong characteristics and visible from 
many parts of the town.” 

Landscape Character: “The site is not defined within any landscape policy area. However, it is 
situated in the Countryside Area defined on the Proposals Map for the Adopted Local Plan (“saved” 
Policy ENV4). 
 
Undulating rural landscape of distinctive rounded hills, wrapping around Decoy Park, extending west 
to Ogwell Cross & providing a green wedge which penetrates the built-up area to the north side of 
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Wolborough Hill. Patchwork of small to medium pasture & cropped fields with hedgerows, mature 
trees & woodland. Small streams, winding lanes & occasional farms and houses, many footpaths.  
Parkland character to Wolborough Hill with ornamental, mature trees (notably pines) associated with 
the church and large villas. Adjacent to Decoy Park. Mature woodland and grassland at Decoy 
Country Park. 
 
Very important setting to south side of Newton Abbot and Wolborough Hill Conservation Area as well 
as St Mary’s Church (Listed) & Wolborough Barton Farm. Open break between Newton Abbot, Ogwell 
and Abbotskerswell. 
 
Extensive development of this scale would have a significant adverse impact on the rural character 
key views, the setting of Newton Abbot and Wolborough Hill Conservation Area. “ 
 
Page 145 – 7.12 – As well as the lack of a key to the Landscape Character Areas, the highlighted 
link to the DLC Assessments on page 143 does not work. There is great concern that protection will 
be weakened for other parts of our District that are losing their designation of Areas of Great 
Landscape Value, such as the Exeter Culm Slopes. 
 
Page 147 – EN5: Equine Development 2 – As an alternative to attaching a condition to a planning 
permission requiring removal when the facility becomes redundant would a sunset clause with an 
option to renew permission be a more effective method of monitoring and control? Interesting that 
horses get considerably more space than humans! 
 
Page 148 – EN6: Flood Risk – With the impact of climate change comprehensive flood risk 
assessments must include the potential downstream impact of alterations to the development site’s 
surface and subterranean hydrology, particularly where the proposed development is on sloping 
higher ground.  
 
Page 150 – EN6: 7.21 – The statement “there may be situations where development is considered in 
locations liable to flooding” is a hostage to fortune. Including allocations on land liable to flooding in 
the local plan is not sensible and flies in the face of even best-case scenario climate change forecasts.  
 
Page 151 – EN7: Air Quality – This topic has risen high on the political agenda with more evidence 
of the detrimental effect of air pollution on peoples’ health, wellbeing and life expectancy. The lock-
down following the Coronavirus outbreak has demonstrated very clearly the negative impact of human 
activity. The substantial reduction in air pollution has greatly improved the environment. There have 
to be questions over how effective the provision of sustainable travel opportunities will be (probably 
greater now as long as social distancing can be removed in due course).  
Also, whether it is appropriate to use a financial contribution on projects elsewhere as an alternative 
to providing physical on-site and off-site solutions. Is buying mitigation for the problems caused by 
the development (particularly additional traffic, energy use etc.) sustainable in principle unless, on a 
site-specific basis, it can be demonstrated that there will be no adverse impact (highly unlikely)? 
 
Page 151– EN7: Air Quality - 1) - What does this paragraph mean? What does harmful impact mean 
qualitatively? Without some more accurate definition it is too vague and almost meaningless. 
Additional movements may or may not be harmful and are dependent on a variety of variables such 
as type of vehicle, method of propulsion, speed etc. These factors will change over time and will need 
to be re-assessed in light of local/national changes. AQMA’s should not be subjected to extra traffic 
until all the variables are quantified and applied to pollution calculations. 
 
Page 151– EN7: Air Quality - 2i) - Sustainable travel opportunities are just that - opportunities that 
people do not have to use and depending on uptake may not reduce air quality impact. There will 
have to be an element of coercion (like free fares), safer travel routes to get people to use them. 
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Page 151 – EN7: Air Quality – 2ii) - Not sure what the term ‘positively contributing’ means in the 
context of the policy. Contributing towards measures and actions may/may not improve the air quality 
situation where development is proposed or at adjacent areas. 
 
Page 151 – EN7: Air Quality – 2iii) - Financial contributions may/may not improve air quality if 
development leads to a local deterioration. There needs to be concrete examples here to demonstrate 
how a funding pot will improve air quality to ensure that a funding contribution is not a get out clause 
for developers to treat matters as ‘business as usual’. 
 
Page 151 – EN7: Air Quality – 3) - This catch-all statement will encourage developers to produce a 
data set that provides evidence that a project can go ahead. It would sit more comfortably if the 
developer funded the County Council to collect traffic data and produce conclusions. 
 
Page 151 – EN7: Air Quality – 7.26 - Promoting low emission transport is not the same as getting it. 
We need low emission transport zones (LEZ) where if low emission transport is not forthcoming, 
polluting transport is only allowed into the LEZ out of peak traffic periods or excluded altogether.  
 
Page 151 – EN7: Air Quality – 7.29 – Is it realistic to mitigate the air quality in Wolborough Street 
when any development takes place south of the Town and, in particular, if there are additional traffic 
movements if the A380/A381 link is completed? 7.29 lacks clarity and requires clearly defined actions 
that will be undertaken. For example, electric charging points may not bring about an improvement in 
air quality if the take up of electric vehicles is low. Lots of interesting words, but little substance. 
 
Page 152 – EN7: Air Quality - 7.30 – The projects identified in the Air Quality Action Plan should be 
contained in the Local Plan particularly if there remains a potential to allow developers to buy 
mitigation (which we would strongly oppose). 
 
Page 152 – EN7: Air Quality  - 7.33 – Is it not a requirement for all construction sites to have a 
Construction and Environmental Management Plan? CEMPs should be published on the planning 
portal for public access and scrutiny. 
 
Page 153 – EN8: Light Pollution – 7.34 – The sentence “In practice most lighting installations on 
dwelling houses are permitted development” underscores the dangers of housing development in 
areas frequented by bats, especially light-averse species like Greater Horseshoes. As there is no 
effective control of light pollution from the majority of residential properties it follows that little can be 
done to protect bats from residential light pollution. 
 
Page 153 – EN8: Light Pollution – This policy is welcome; wherever possible existing dark sky areas 
should be preserved particularly if they are also flyways, foraging areas and/or habitats for protected 
species. Artificial light sources often contaminate areas of dark skies. Maintaining dark sky areas, 
especially around urban fringes, is vital for many lifeforms, including humans. We welcome the 
acknowledgement that ‘where development would introduce a new use sensitive to light intrusion, 
particular consideration will be given to the suitability of the location for development.’ It is to be hoped 
that this statement will guide decisions that have to be made about current planning policies. 
 
Page 153 – EN8: Light Pollution - b) - This statement requires enhancement. It should read: “There 
will be no harm to ecological interests, taking account of the level of protection of the species and 
habitats and the type, duration and intensity of artificial light. The Council will critically evaluate  the 
results and conclusions of the most recent scientific research in how lighting affects wildlife and 
incorporate those findings into any decision on whether development is compatible with those 
findings.” 
 
Page 154 – EN8: Light Pollution – 7.37 – Although there is a specific reference to Greater 
Horseshoe Bats (GHBs) later in the document, rather than say that GHBs are highly sensitive to light 
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disturbance (which is not a very clear statement). It would be better to say that GHBs and other bat 
species will avoid artificial light sources brighter than moonlight. 
 
Page 154 – EN9: Contaminated Land/Land Instability – This policy is welcome. The Bovey Basin 
has unusual geological features which include areas of land heave bringing lashes of ball clay, sands 
and gravels near to the surface in a disordered manner. It is essential that prior to any development 
a comprehensive geological survey is conducted not only to assess land stability, but also to establish 
varying water tables and the likely hydrological impact of excavation both on-site and downstream.  
 
Page 154 – EN9: Contaminated Land/Land Instability - There are many old mine workings in the 
area. Developers will need to demonstrate that they have taken due diligence in researching their 
location, identifying any land instability issues that could be incurred by future development. There 
have been occasions when we have identified mine works on development sites, but the developer 
has failed to identify them, let alone identify the potential consequences of their existence. 
 
Page 155 – EN9: Contaminated Land/Land Instability - 7.42 – Great care should be given to 
reliance on a simple walk-over followed by a desk study of the site in those areas where sands, 
gravels and clays are present.  
 
Page 155 – EN10: Biodiversity – The policy of protecting, enhancing and restoring the biodiversity 
of the District is very welcome. It has not been possible to find the Local Nature Recovery Strategy or 
the Teignbridge Natural Infrastructure Strategy on the web site (not found and being updated 
respectively).  
 
These documents need to be made available to the public before the conclusion of the Local Plan 
(Part 1) consultation. It is essential that impacts on irreplaceable habitats cannot be offset, this must 
apply to all SSSIs. Any mitigation must be supported by the latest scientific evidence that indicates 
such mitigation will succeed before permission is granted and not after construction has started. 
Further, there must be a commitment to, and funding for, ongoing monitoring during and post 
development, to measure the effect of mitigation. And penalties if it doesn’t work. 
 
Page 156 – EN10: Biodiversity – The Biodiversity Metric 2.0 used for calculating biodiversity losses, 
compensation and enhancements is not due for publication until December 2020 according to the 
DEFRA web site. This makes assessing the merits of this aspect impossible to judge.  However, we 
make brief observations on what has been written.  
Developers can easily manipulate biodiversity metrics to demonstrate a Biodiversity Net Gain. The 
Government’s Natural Capital Committee’s advice given in 2019 was that Biodiversity Net Gain 
should be replaced by Ecological Net Gain (ENG). ENG would be measuring something that was 
sustainable rather than short term Biodiversity Net Gains. 
 
Page 155 – EN10: Biodiversity – 1 - Compensation measures should not apply to European Sites. 
They have the highest degree of protection and any encroachment of their viability cannot be 
compensated for. 
 
Page 155 – EN10: Biodiversity – 2 – Virtually all recent development in Teignbridge has resulted in 
considerable fragmentation of habitat.  The phrase ‘minimise loss and fragmentation of habitats and 
maximise the opportunities to provide more, bigger better and connected habitats.’ We would 
challenge the Council to identify any developments that have met this standard.  
By its very nature when you cover an area with thousands of houses you destroy much of the habitat 
and foraging area and bigger, better and connected habitats are not the result.  Clause two is 
disingenuous and unachievable. 
 
Page 155 – EN10: Biodiversity 3. – A 10% net gain in biodiversity is difficult to achieve when much 
of the habitat is destroyed by development. In any event, there will have to be a very accurate 
assessment of what biodiversity is there prior to development. When will the calculation of net gain 
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be made and by whom? It cannot rely on just mathematical modelling but be based on actual net 
gains established by direct observation and measurement. At what time, post development, will the 
observations and calculations be made? What will be the consequences of failing to achieve a 10% 
gain? If it isn’t achieved it will be too late to repair the damage to biodiversity interests. The whole 
concept of biodiversity gain following development is fraught with unknowns. Gardens afforded to 
new homes in current developments are too small to provide meaningful habitat replacement for 
existing greenfield sites. It is to be hoped that the current Covid-19 pandemic will raise the awareness 
of the importance of having decent-sized gardens available in any new development. 
 
Page 155 – EN10: Biodiversity – 4. – The proposal in 4 should only be considered in very exceptional 
circumstances. Off-site compensation must be initiated as the very last resort. We do not support the 
premise of using off site-provision if it supports a better outcome. The first option must be to provide 
the full net gain on-site. Off-site compensation deprives local residents of the opportunity to observe 
species in their local native habitat. The local loss of Cirl Bunting habitat is a case in point. It is 
unreasonable, environmental damaging and short sighted to think that this measure is acceptable to 
local residents. 
 
Page 155 – EN10: Biodiversity – 5. - This must be supported by independent surveys and scientific  
data. 
 
Page 155 – EN10: Biodiversity – 6. - IROPI (Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest) 
claims must be backed by solid evidence. The final sentence of 6 needs to be reworded to say- 
‘Development that involves the loss of irreplaceable habitats will not be supported except in 
wholly exceptional circumstances where the overriding public interest is clearly 
demonstrated, as defined in the February 2019 NPPF. 
 
Page 157 – EN11: Important Habitats and Features – This is another welcome policy necessary to 
protect Special Areas of Conservation, SSSIs, Nature Reserves, networks of habitats and the 
Functionally Linked Land connections between them, etc. particularly from indirect harm caused by 
proximate development.  
 
As stated above, it is also pertinent to note here that as SSSI sites occupy a further 6% of the land 
area in Teignbridge, it reduces the 60% of Teignbridge that can accommodate development even 
further. This factor places added pressure on the remaining areas for development with the 
consequential loss of greenspace 
 
Page 157 – EN11: Important Habitats and Feature – f) –The wording here needs to be strengthened 
to ‘the public interest benefits of the development demonstrably outweigh the harm’. 
 
Page 157 – EN11: Important Habitats and Features – g) – This clause seems to open the door to 
development of even the most sensitive and legally protected sites. Developers are likely to cite all 
manners of unique benefits of a site that cannot be emulated elsewhere. This is a potentially 
dangerous clause. Any decision on whether a development’s benefits can or cannot be provided in 
an alternative, less harmful location, should be made by an impartial body and not funded by the 
developer or landowner. Finding less harmful locations should always be the paramount goal.  
The protection of important sites and habitats should be the overriding concern and not just whether 
the land is being made available for development. 
 
Page 158 – EN11: Important Habitats and Features – h) – As written this is too weak and open to 
abuse. Instead of saying ‘losses are mitigated where possible’ this should be reworded to, ‘the harm 
if fully mitigated’. Further, how is compensation measured for unavoidable losses? There does not 
appear to be a representative of Teignbridge on the Devon Local Nature Partnership Board or its 
Executive. 
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Page 158 – EN11: Important Habitats and Features – 7.51 – The protection afforded to SHSAC 
maternity/hibernation roosts should extend to known flyway pinch points and foraging areas. 
 
Page 159 – EN11: Important Habitats and Features – County Wildlife Sites  - Includes Decoy 
Country Park but excludes the surrounding Decoy Brake woodlands and the Rolling Fields. Accessing 
some of the maps showing these various sites of importance is problematic. 
 
Page 160 – EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species – Another welcome policy. The S41 List 
of Priority Species is being updated. “Appropriate” mitigation must be scientifically proven and the 
possibility of the alternative financial contributions is not acceptable. 
 
Page 160 - EN12: Legally Protected Species - 2. c) - Insert ‘demonstrably’ in the section, ‘The 
public benefits need to demonstrably outweigh the harm etc. 
 
Page 160 – EN12: Legally Protected and Priority Species 3  – Presumably small holes in fences 
etc. without which it would otherwise prevent hedgehogs being able to forage over adjoining 
properties. 
 
Page 160 – EN12: European Protected Wildlife Sites – 2. a) - It is not satisfactory for just the 
developer to provide information about a site to the ecologist. As a minimum, information from the 
Devon Biodiversity Records Centre, and other centres of information, should be provided by the 
developer to the ecologist prior to any survey work being undertaken by the ecologist. 
 
Page 161– EN12: European Protected Sites – 7.55 - This point has been made many times and 
stands repeating. Off-site compensation in lieu of on-site provision removes the opportunity, and in 
many ways, the right of the citizen to view a species in their local environs. As an example, land at 
Wolborough NA3 was used as mitigation land for Cirl Bunting in lieu of land lost to the South Devon 
Link Road.  
 
We know there are a number of breeding pairs at the NA3 site along with skylarks. These species will 
be lost in this locality if development goes ahead. It cannot be sound environmental policy to lose 
these species within any locality. 
 
Page 161 – EN13: European Protected Wildlife Sites – The re-iteration that developments 
impacting on a European Protected Wildlife Site will be subject to Habitats Regulations Assessments 
and Appropriate Assessments is welcome. This should also apply to areas of connectivity between 
such sites where protected species commute or forage. 
 
Page 162 – EN13: European Protected Wildlife Sites - 7.58 – Who determines the suitability of an 
ecologist and against what criteria? 
 
 
Page 162 – EN14: South Hams Special Area of Conservation – As yet there are no proven 
mitigation measures. Recent scientific evidence has demonstrated the negative impact of 
development on the Greater Horseshoe Bat . Thus, any proposed development needs careful 
assessment to ensure the integrity of the SHSAC is maintained. Continued recognition that such 
assessment must take account of in-combination effects is welcome as is the recognition that no 
reasonable scientific doubt should remain over the absence of an adverse effect on the integrity of a 
European Protected Wildlife Site. However, this level of protection should extend to commuting routes 
and foraging areas between such sites. 
 
Page 162 – EN14: South Hams Special Area of Conservation – d) These buffers must be part of 
the development area and not be reliant on off-site land. 
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Page 162 – EN14: South Hams Special Area of Conservation – e) It is worth repeating what we 
said about EN8 7.34. As there is no effective control of light pollution from the majority of residential 
properties, it follows that little can be done to protect bats from residential light pollution. 
 
Page 162 – EN14: South Hams Special Area of Conservation – (last paragraph) - This needs to 
incorporate the latest research findings and could read: “Sufficient and up-to-date survey and 
scientific research findings, commensurate with the sensitivity of the site and the nature, location and 
scale of the proposal, will be provided to inform the application and Appropriate Assessment”. 
 
Page 163 – EN14: South Hams Special Area of Conservation – (last sentence in shaded box) - 
the word significant needs to be removed as all adverse impacts must be avoided, not just the 
significant ones.  
 
Pages 163/4 – 7.63 – Refers to Consultation Zone which includes roosts, Sustenance Zones and the 
Landscape Connectivity Zone. The DCC Viewer does not go into sufficient detail necessary to identify 
all flyways, pinch points and sustenance zones within the SHSAC. 
 
Page 165 – Box 2 – Mitigation – The measures identified are welcome. However, financial 
contributions must not be used to depose GHBs, only to enhance existing habitats. The reference to 
mitigation measures following best practice guidance should have a caveat; that such measures need 
to be scientifically proven using the latest research available, to be feasible, workable and monitored 
for effectiveness. 
 
Page 165 – Box 2 – Mitigation - e) The statement, ‘Imposing restriction or controls over relevant 
development, through planning conditions or legal agreement, for example, preventing external 
lighting or requiring areas to be grazed in perpetuity;’ is largely wishful thinking. The Council doesn’t 
have the resources to monitor these conditions in perpetuity, even if it could impose them. 
 
Page 166 – EN15: Trees, Hedges and Woodlands – Compensatory planting and hedge 
replacement of partially advanced growth of trees and hedges to achieve maturity within a shorter 
time frame must show a net gain in the area and be properly managed until fully established and 
maintained in perpetuity. 
 
Page 169 – EN16: Heritage Assets - 7.75 – The guidance needs to be stronger with regard to 
protecting setting. We suggest that the following wording should be added if the policy is to be more 
robust – “The setting can be of equal importance as the heritage asset itself as a factor in fully 
appreciating its significance. In these cases, equal weight will be given to protection of the setting as 
much as to the heritage asset”. 
 
 
Page 170 – EN17: Conservation Areas – Protection against development adversely affecting the 
setting of a Conservation Area or a Grade 1 Listed building should be strengthened. Conservation 
Area Management Plans are an essential adjunct to protecting those areas so it is disappointing that 
only 8 out of 35 Conservation Areas in the District have the benefit of one (and their absence makes 
the effort and expenditure on the Character Assessments questionable). 
 
B - Teignbridge District Council – Local Plan 2013 – 2033 – Five-year Review & Teignbridge 
Local Plan Part 1 (2020 – 2040) Consultation – Retained Policies 
 
The Local Plan Part 1 carries over a total of 68 policies found in Teignbridge Local Plan 2013 – 2033. 
There is no indication which of these policies it is intended to revisit during Part 2 of the above 
consultation. Nor does it make clear which allocations may be subject to review and amendment 
under the Greater Exeter Strategic Plan.  
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As we have said before there has to be a question mark over the housing numbers formula imposed 
on Teignbridge and the estimate of population growth upon which it is applied locally. The 
methodology must be explained in full in order to justify the annual house building target. Further, the 
review should take account that nearly half of the District’s land mass is not available for development 
and the concentration on the Heart of Teignbridge for 50% is damaging to the area. The ever-reducing 
separation and distinction between the principal settlements (Newton Abbot, Kingskerswell and 
Kingsteignton) is creating an urban sprawl that serves mainly as a dormitory town for Exeter, Torbay 
and Plymouth.  
 
The concentration of 60+% of employment land in the Heart of Teignbridge must be reviewed in the 
light of the failure to develop existing allocations for employment. The growth of the number of people 
in employment has been for jobs outside of the District generally and the Heart of Teignbridge in 
particular. There have been few jobs created within the District and some major employers lost. The 
aftermath of Corvid-19 will almost certainly see further job losses which will take many years to 
recover. 
 
The retail sector is particularly vulnerable. Even before Covid-19 struck the high street was under 
significant pressure. The lockdown will have put the viability of many small shops, bars and 
restaurants in question and doubtless there will be a number who cannot reopen. The take up of 
vacant retail units has proved a considerable challenge with some units remaining unoccupied for 
years. Much greater flexibility in determining use class should be built into the plan with the goal being 
to encourage certain areas to attract certain uses. For example, the wide pedestrian area between 
the Clock Tower and gates in Newton Abbot would lend itself to cafes, bars and restaurants enabling 
al fresco dining and attracting footfall for the principal shopping area.  
 
All of the current allocations of land for housing must be reviewed as to their suitability for 
development. In the current plan little heed has been paid to the impact of these sites on the integrity 
of the South hams Special Area of Conservation. A number of the sites have bat flyways, pinch points 
and foraging areas as well as corridors for other species. The GHB survey should be updated in the 
light of the developments that have been completed or are underway.  Also, any mitigation strategies 
need to be better defined to ensure they meet rigorous scientific examination and are proven in 
practice.  
 
Greater account needs to be taken of the surroundings and proximity of allocations to protected sites, 
heritage assets etc. Not all of the sites identified have suitable ground conditions or are located where 
development could adversely impact on habitats, the environment and public open space.  
All existing allocations and any new sites offered by landowners or proposed by GESP need to be 
reviewed to assess potential impediments to development. Including land in the plan without adequate 
scrutiny creates more problems, creates unrealisable expectations and adds costs for all parties. 
 
In all major allocations the requirement for a masterplan before planning permission is sought needs 
to be tightly drafted. The masterplan must cover the entire allocation and the responsibility for 
authorship clearly stated. Much of the wording in current plan and the draft plan is vague and lacks 
sufficient clarity to enable enforceability and remove doubts that developers can exploit. 
 
Much of the wording of both the current and proposed plans is little short of comfort and apple pie. 
There are many instances where the documents fall between being an explanatory guide and a 
working plan. To be effective the plan must be more specific, its goals measurable, achievable and 
realistic. Where appropriate, a clear timetable for achievement needs to be established and more 
emphasis on management and control at all stages of development and post-development needs to 
be incorporated.  
 
 
Local Plan 2013 – 2033 - Five-year Review & Teignbridge Local Plan Part 1 (2020 – 2040) 
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Conclusion – This draft of the Local Plan Part 1 2020 – 2040 has the potential to demonstrate 
improvement on its predecessor. We welcome the greater emphasis on addressing the impacts of 
climate change and protecting and enhancing our natural environment. What remains is to ensure 
that the policies are sufficiently well drafted to ensure they can be put into practice effectively and the 
wriggle room developers are so keen to exploit is removed. 
 
The next stage of the process will be critical. Greater care is needed to ensure impediments to 
development are considered at the pre-allocation stage as part of the feasibility study. It is to be hoped 
that this time more notice will be taken of input from those who live and know the locality. Further, 
Teignbridge must produce a composite plan of the District showing all of the allocation sites. Masking 
the scale of development by splitting the District up into discrete sections is misleading and results in 
considerable anger and mistrust when the true scale becomes apparent. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Chris Watts    Wendy Grierson   Pete Finch 
 
Secretary,    Chairman,    Chairman, 
Wolborough Residents’ Association Abbotskerswell Parish Council CPRE Teignbridge   
    
 
Cc:  Councillor Gordon Hook, Leader Teignbridge District Council 
 Councillor Gary Taylor, Portfolio Holder for Planning 
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