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Introduction 

Teignbridge District Council would like to thank Ogwell Neighbourhood Planning 

Group for consulting the authority on their Pre-submission (Regulation 14) 

Neighbourhood Development Plan dated July 2016.  

This document forms the formal response to this consultation from Teignbridge 

District Council Planning Department. This document contains three central parts to 

consider when examining the consultation comments: 

1. Teignbridge Detail Comments 

2. Compliance Matrix, and 

3. General Drafting Errors 

These three central parts should be read collectively to ensure that the full scope of 

comments and advice from Teignbridge District Council is acknowledged and taken 

forward through a revised submission neighbourhood plan.  

These comments have been formulated in collaboration with a number of 

professionals in the planning department including ecologists, planning policy 

officers and development management officers.  

The advice and recommendations contained in this document is non-statutory 

advice. However these comments have been provided to enable a robust 

neighbourhood plan which meets the basic conditions and can be utilised in the 

determination of applications by officers at Teignbridge District Council.  

Comments within the compliance matrix are coded in the following way: 

 Comments in red indicate a compliance concern which should be addressed 

 Comments in orange indicate concerns over compliance which could be 
addressed through additional evidence or policy amendment.  

 Comments in green indicate no compliance concerns 
 

Within the compliance matrix reference column titled ‘source’ refers to ‘PPG’ this is 

relating to Planning Practice Guidance and where a number appears this refers to 

the related paragraph of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

There are a number of highlighted evidence bases within the NDP which presumably 

refer to evidence to be prepared. It should be noted that this supporting evidence 

should be complete and available to view during the pre-submission consultation.  

  



Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) & Habitats Regulations 

Assessment  

Teignbridge District Council undertook a screening assessment and determination 

for the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Habitats Regulations 

Assessment dated August 2016.  

The SEA Screening assessment concluded that there were unlikely to be any 

significant effects arising from the Ogwell Neighbourhood Development Plan that 

were not covered in the SEA and HRA of the Teignbridge District Local Plan (2013-

2033). It asserted that in the opinion of Teignbridge District Planning Authority that 

the Pre-submission Ogwell Neighbourhood Development Plan does not require a full 

SEA to be undertaken.  

The Habitats Regulations Assessment concluded the following: 

“Provided the required caveats (in the final column of the screening matrix) are 

added, Habitat Regulations Assessment can conclude that there will be no likely 

significant effect on a European wildlife site from the policies and proposals listed in 

the Ogwell Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan, when implemented in 

conjunction with the Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033 and Natural England’s South 

Hams SAC Planning Guidance. However, any future changes to the emerging 

Ogwell NDP will require their own Habitat Regulations Assessment”.  

This screening determination and HRA conclusion was forwarded to Historic 

England, Natural England and The Environment Agency to seek their opinion on this 

determination. These consultees were sent the documentation via email and hard 

copies sent in the post on 17th August 2016.  

Comments were requested to be received by Friday 30th September 2016. 

As of 27th September 2016 one consutlee response has been received from the 

Environment Agency who advised they agree with the findings of the Screening 

Report. No further consultee responses have been received.  



Teignbridge District Council Formal Comments on Ogwell Pre-

submission Neighbourhood Plan 

 

Key Themes 

1.7.6. Discusses a design code to control and inform future infill housing. It is not 

clear whether one has been prepared or is going to be prepared. If one is to be 

prepared then this should form part of the evidence which should be consulted upon 

at the next stage at the latest.  

 

Ogwell Parish Plan 

3.2.5 and 3.2.6 states the various opposition and limited support for various 

development in the parish and states “if any housing development was to be 

supported other infill sites must be found”.  These two paragraphs are negatively 

prepared and read as anti-development which stands contrary to paragraph 16 of the 

NPPF which states “Neighbourhoods should plan positively to support local 

development, shaping and directing development in their area that is outside the 

strategic elements of the local plan”.   

 

Ogwell Plan, its role in the district, key facts and issues to face 

4.2. The final line reads “the lack of safe walkable routes and dependence on the 

private car are issues addressed in this plan”. It is not considered that these are 

actually addressed in the plan but only considered.  

4.4.4. States Teignbridge do not identify the need for any more affordable housing in 

Ogwell. Whilst Teignbridge have no identified housing allocations in Ogwell that is 

not to say that there is not a need for affordable housing, there is a need for 

affordable housing across the District. This statement also stands contrary to the 

requirements in policy H01 which seeks new development to address existing 

deficiencies in affordable homes.  

4.5.1, Figure 2 presents the East Ogwell Conservation Area and the preceding text 

refers to the number and grade of listed buildings. This is a useful figure however it 

doesn’t illustrate the listed buildings within it. The diagram on page 3 of the East 

Ogwell Conservation Area Appraisal provides a good illustration of the conservation 

area boundary and location of listed buildings which could be utilised instead. It 

would make more sense however to have this diagram in close proximity to policy 

C01 to which it relates.  



4.9.2. States the community will support biomass, hydro, small scale wind, solar etc. 

This is a very strong statement that the community will support these schemes, 

presumably wherever they are located in the parish. It may be more prudent to state 

the community encourage suitable proposals for such renewable installations.  

 

Well-being 

5.2.2 states that there are no playing fields or allotments in the parish but Denbury 

playing fields stand inside the Ogwell parish boundary.  

5.2.3 refers to a community facility and open space audit but no such audit has been 

presented as background evidence to this plan.  

WBP01: a pre-school facility and Community hub at Luxton Road 

The size of the site is relatively small and constrained and is unlikely to have the 

capacity to meet all of the uses listed. Further investigations and evidence need to 

be undertaken to illustrate that the use(s) could be adequately accommodated on 

site when considering the buildings footprint and ancillary requirements such as 

access and parking.  

The proposal doesn’t currently make clear if there is an order of preference to the 

four identified acceptable uses of this site.  

WB02: Local Shops 

This policy states “Shops under this policy should conform to General Use Class A1 

only”. Whilst not clear it is assumed that this sentence relates to the encouragement 

of new local shops in the parish and not the redevelopment or loss of only A1 retail 

units. However this is ambiguous and confusing and the wording should be amended 

to clarify.  

Notwithstanding, The Use Class Order enables permitted change of A1 units to C3- 

dwellings houses, A2-finacial and professional services and other temporary uses 

through the prior approval process which doesn’t require conventional planning 

permission. This policy doesn’t appear to have had regard to permitted change of 

use within the Use Class Order.  Consideration should also be given to as to whether 

restricting the units to A1 retail only would achieve community aspiration i.e. if a cafe 

(A3) or take-away (A5) were proposed on the site this could benefit the community.  

The policy as currently written is negative in its wording i.e. “will not be entertained”. 

Suggested and improved policy text is provided below which still fulfils the intention 

of the original policy:   

“The provision of local shops of no more than 280 square metres are encouraged.  



Where the loss of a local shop is justified as no longer viable the applicant must 

demonstrate through an independent assessment that the units have been actively 

marketed and offered at a reasonable rate for a minimum period of 1 year and 

include a market view of the sites and details of the marketing.” 

 

Environment 

5.4.2 states the various settlements of Ogwell parish are close together and risk 

coalescence. It only appears that east and west Ogwell have the potential for 

coalescence. If east and west Ogwell would coalesce the harm of such an action has 

not been clearly identified. What would the harm be on east and west Ogwell 

merging? Are there any consultation comments which support this approach? if so 

these should be referenced.  

5.4.3 states “this plan does not support any development that results in the loss of 

open spaces”. This is not NPPF or Local Plan compliant as the loss of open space is 

enabled where it is demonstrated to be surplus to requirements, is for alternative 

provision or improved provision. Neighbourhood plan policy WB02 is a policy which 

seeks the loss of open space through the provision of a pre-school facility and/or 

community hub. Paragraph 5.4.3 stands contrary to this policy.  

The use of the Local Green Space designation as a tool to prevent settlement 

coalescence is not considered appropriate and not in line with the intention of the 

designation. If the community consultation comments has revealed areas at risk of 

coalescence and the harm of that has been clearly identified then a settlement 

separation policy would be considered a more appropriate tool.  

E01: Local Green Spaces 

Currently no evidence presented as to why these areas hold particular and special 

value to the local community other than how they wish to be developed in the future. 

A list is provided but these are no attributed to specific sites and some are 

contradictory i.e. can the same site be valued for its tranquillity and for its active 

recreational value? 

Some of the reasons (although not evidenced) are not considered to fulfil the NPPF’s 

definition. 

Coalescence has been presented as a reason for LGS designation which is not a 

valid reason for an LGS designation. Notwithstanding,  site E01:4 would not be 

considered to fulfil this function as a ridge of higher land divides east and west 

Ogwell on the northern side of Ogwell Road providing visual and physical separation.    

The term strategic views should be avoided as a Neighbourhood plan should be 

dealing with elements outside of a strategic scope.  



The policy as it stands is confusing and needs some additional work. There are 

concerns that as the policy stands it would be significantly amended by an 

examiners recommendations or removed completely.  

Strategic Views 

Not clear as to what the difference is between strategic views and viewpoint arrows 

in addition to the circles which indicate the viewing position (i.e. the view point should 

be the circle and the green arrow should denote the direction of the view).  

There is no accompanying policy to safeguard these views. These views need to be 

more concisely mapped and presented. TDC have recently appointed a dedicated 

landscape officer (Paul Bryan) who is happy to meet the steering group and offer 

additional support on refining and evidencing views around the Ogwell Parish. I have 

included a link below to a Neighbourhood Plan Paul has previously been involved 

with: 

http://www.cvnp.co.uk/our-evolving-plan/pre-submission-draft/.  If you look at 

CVNP_Part_1_Policies (high resolution graphics) you will see the maps and 

images– pages 16 -26.  

E02: Greater Connection to the Countryside  

The policy advises public access points are shown in Figure 13 but Figure 13: 

Proposed cycle ways and footpaths does not illustrate these.  

This policy includes policy wording relating to enhancing the special qualities of local 

green space. A policy relating to local green spaces should stand under the policy 

heading Local Green Spaces. The policy under local green spaces should also seek 

to safeguard the spaces except in very special circumstances.  

E03: Green Infrastructure Improvements 

There is a reference to a Teignbridge Green infrastructure policy HT30, there is no 

such policy and this may be a typo which should read HT3.  

There appears very little material difference between policies E02 and E03.  

E04: Green Spaces responding to local needs 

The policy title doesn’t appear to relate very well to the intent of the policy which is 

the promotion of small scale renewables. A more appropriate policy title may be: 

Encouraging Renewable Energy and Low Carbon Development.  

The policy encourages renewables where supported by the community but it is not 

clear how this to be defined by development management officers when an 

application comes in. Would support be demonstrated through any of the following? 

 a parish poll,  

http://www.cvnp.co.uk/our-evolving-plan/pre-submission-draft/


 support of the parish council 

 by means of there being no objections to a scheme or  

 less than 50% of comments relating to an objection to the scheme.  

The policy as written is ambiguous in terms of how it is to be applied.  

This lack of clarity is reinforced through the term ‘domestic’ which has not been 

defined as to what size ‘domestic’ would equate to. In addition the final two bullets of 

the policy require domestic solar or wind but then references businesses, farms and 

agricultural buildings which are not domestic.    

EP01: Canada Hill 

It is not clear whether this proposal is an allocation of the land in which this policy is 

seeking to direct its use or it is an aspiration which the community would like to be 

fulfilled if the opportunity arises. If EP01 is an aspiration then it should not be 

included in the main part of the plan and should instead form a Part 2: aspirational 

projects section of the plan.  

If EP01 is an allocation then land owner confirmation of the sites proposed uses 

should be sought to demonstrate there is a likelihood the scheme could come 

forward in the future.  The site has a known planning application history for 

residential development, whilst proposed schemes have failed to gain approval, the 

history indicates a very different landowner intention than that proposed by the 

Ogwell NDP.   

5.5.8 stipulates if housing were to be forthcoming on the Canada Hill site that it must 

address local needs outlined in policy H01. This site stands within the settlement 

boundary where development is largely considered sustainable and a requirement 

that the site must meet these requirements where windfall sites would not is 

considered overly onerous.  

Sustainable Transport, paths and connections 

TP01: Footpaths and Cycleways 

The policy requires that all development must be connected to the safe path and 

cycle network. All development is an extensive term which includes extensions and 

small scale development. This requirement could be identified as overly onerous to 

the point it could prevent development which is sustainable on all other grounds.  

Potential alternative policy wording could be as follows: ‘New residential 

development should seek to connect to the network of safe path and cycleways that 

link east and west Ogwell, Canada Hill and Newton Abbot.’  

Figure 12 does not include a key to enable interpretation of the map.  

TPP01: A Community Shelter at Sunny Hollow East Ogwell.  



The purpose of the proposal is to provide a shelter to serve both bus passengers 

and walkers with landscaping and signage to make it an attractive environment to 

wait for buses. The primary purpose of this proposal therefore appears to be to 

provide a bus shelter. I’m not convinced of why this scheme is wanted or necessary.  

In addition this is a not a policy but an aspiration and as previously advised 

aspirations should form a part 2 of the document with clear delineation provided 

between a land-use policy and a community aspiration for the future. This is not 

currently achieved.  

Deliverability should be considered in relation to this scheme. Is it feasible and lawful 

to place a shelter on the road on or near where indicated in Figure 14, if not situated 

on the road then do you have the land upon which to place it? 

The approximate location of the shelter stands within the Conservation Area and 

within the setting of Listed Buildings but little regard has been had for the shelters 

implications on these heritage assets.  

Housing and Homes 

H01: Housing and Homes  

5.8.3 states that “consultation with Teignbridge Council and Teign Housing would 

indicate that the provision of affordable housing, self build, homes for the elderly and 

downsizing would take priority.” Is this statement evidenced? 

The policy as written appears to state that infill would be supported where it stands 

within the settlement limit and where it falls within character area 2 (outside 

conservation area). As it stands the policy wording infers infill development would not 

be supported in the Conservation Area.   

The policy goes on to remedy this to some extent by stating development will only be 

considered if it leads to an enhancement to the conservation area, therefore implying 

that residential development can go within the Conservation area.  

The policy should be rewording to remove the ambiguity and contradiction which 

currently exists.   

Notwithstanding, the requirement that only residential development which leads to an 

enhancement to the Conservation Area stands contrary to the requirement to 

balance the benefits of a scheme (social, economic, environmental) against the 

impact on the conservation areas significance. The second sentence of the policy, as 

currently worded, stands outside the remit of a neighbourhood plan and stands 

contrary to the requirements of the NPPF and Local Plan.  

Developments within the settlement boundary are generally considered sustainable 

as they stand in close proximity to existing services and facilities however this policy 



requires any such provision must address supply deficiencies in self build, affordable 

homes, sheltered, retirement dwellings or live work (presumably units).  

There are a number of concerns with this element of the policy: 

 There is no evidence presented of supply deficiencies in Ogwell of these 

development types or indeed whether there are any deficiencies at all.  

 It is not clear how a developer of one dwelling for example would address this 

deficiency (if quantified).  

 It is not clear whether it is the intention of this policy to prevent standard 

market housing within the settlement boundary. 

 The reference to local plan policy WE7 would only apply to developments 

involving more than 20 dwellings.  No evidence has been presented which 

might indicate the plans intention to develop a large self build site. The Self 

Build Register of Interest as of 28.07.16 denotes two interested individuals 

who have registered an interest in self build in Ogwell but as a third 

preference. The self build register is currently the only evidence of self build 

demand within Teignbridge District.  

The policy requires as a must to address these deficiencies but then weakens this by 

placing where feasible at the end. This is a contradiction of wording, either you must 

provide it or you seek to provide where possible/feasible. These are two ends of the 

spectrum which should be resolved.  

Development Management do not support the character areas identified within this 

policy as they only contain two, one which is the Conservation Area and the other is 

everywhere else. The Conservation Area is already a defined area and placing 

another name onto the area adds little. There are a number of areas within the 

parish which could be identified for their respective characteristics but this 

opportunity has not been fulfilled.  

H02: Housing and Homes 

H02 is not a land-use policy and should be removed from part 1 of the plan and 

placed within the aspirational section of the plan.  

The first bullet point of this policy doesn’t relate to Ogwell parish and instead seeks 

routes connecting Newton Abbot and Wolborough to the countryside. The third bullet 

point seeks community facilities to benefit Wolborough. Neither of these settlements 

stands within Ogwell and therefore should not form part of the Ogwell 

Neighbourhood Plan. In addition it is considered the need for such provision for 

Wolborough in Ogwell parish is unproven and unnecessary.  The Teignbridge District 

Council Infrastructure Delivery Plan establishes a number of infrastructure 

requirements to meet the needs of Wolborough which includes primary and 

secondary school places, early years centre, additional recreational space provision 

and community buildings.   



Employment 

5.10.2 this paragraph serves as supporting text to policy EM01 and states: 

“There are opportunities within the parish for diversification of existing and redundant 

agricultural buildings to other commercial uses where there is no longer an 

agricultural need.” 

Policy EM01 does not refer to a requirement that there is no longer an agricultural 

need and this sentence in the supporting text should be removed to ensure 

consistency with the policy.  

5.10.4 states the proposal within the policy is in line with DCLG’s Consultation paper 

2011’ New opportunities for sustainable development and growth through the reuse 

of existing buildings’. This is a dated consultation document and is for consultation 

only and doesn’t prescribe new regulations or legislation. A policy should not stand in 

line with a dated consultation paper but with any subsequent amendments to 

regulation or legislation resulting from the findings of the consultation.  

EM01: Local Rural Employment 

The second bullet point of this policy would support such developments that don’t 

significantly increase traffic generation. This significant increase requires quantifying 

to ensure that officers determining applications can consistently apply the same 

threshold. What would be considered a significant increase, this may vary depending 

on the viewer i.e. the local community might consider 10 additional movements per 

hour a significant increase whereas an officer may consider it to be 100 additional 

movements per hour.  

This should also be viewed in terms of the NPPF’s requirements which stipulate that 

development should not be refused on highways grounds unless the impacts are 

severe. There is currently a mismatch between the NPPF and the requirements of 

this policy.  

The term redundant is ambiguous and requires removing or defining. How long 

should a building be unoccupied before being considered redundant and how is this 

to be demonstrated? 

The policy lacks detailed supporting text which justifies why this policy is needed. 

Would more rural jobs make Ogwell more sustainable, if so please state how this 

may be the case? Evidence is required!  

 

Character and Design 

C01: Character and Design 



Policy not positively worded. 

Criteria b of policy C01 only enables development in the Conservation Area where 

this leads to an enhancement. However the NPPF enables a balanced judgement to 

be made between the harm on the significance of the asset and public benefit.  

Examiner on the Welton-by-Lincoln neighbourhood plan amended a similar policy 

which failed to enable a balance to be taken between harm and benefit in line with 

the requirements of the NPPF.  

The red background of the policy makes the policy difficult to read.  

Criteria a of the policy requires development to be in keeping within the character 

area in which it is located however it is not clear what the approach would be should 

a scheme fall on the boundary of a character area.  

The fourth bullet point requires detailed surfacing treatments such as cobbling. 

Whilst it is appreciated that cobbling is included in the palette of materials in 

appendix one of the conservation area appraisal this is only one of a number of 

materials listed under surfacing including: 

 Angular or waterworn limestone 

 Granite setts 

 Hoggin or blacktop 

 Rustic Concrete sets 

It is not clear why one surfacing material has been singled out in this way, 

presumably to reinforce the preferred surfacing material. The requirement for only 

one such material alongside a number of suitable alternatives may not be suitable or 

in character for a particular scheme and could therefore lead to an adverse affect on 

the conservation area.  

The term ‘specimen trees’ requires defining.  

The 8th bullet point of the policy seeks development to ‘respect the impact on the 

panoramic views’. This is worded slightly strangely in that it is assumed the policy 

seeks to avoid adverse impacts on the panoramic views rather than respecting the 

impact which is ambiguous. In addition there is no photographic evidence within the 

neighbourhood plan which might provide a determining officer an idea of what it is 

they are trying to safeguard.  

Criteria d of the policy requires development to adopt the principles of sustainable 

design but no indication or definition is provided as to what these principles are.  

Criteria F of the policy requires development to meet the requirements of ‘secure by 

design’ however this is extensive and a development is unlikely to meet all the 

requirements or indeed the requirements may contradict the aim of ensuring 



development is in character with an area. It may be more appropriate to state 

developments should have regard to the requirements of secure by design and 

implement where appropriate.   

The photograph titled: Site E0.1 the undercleave from the South West appears 

randomly placed with little relationship to the policy preceding it.  

 

Sustainable Development 

6.1.1 refers to the government’s approach to sustainable development as set out in 

the NPPF. It then provides a definition, however this definition has been derived from 

Locality Neighbourhood Plans Road Map Guide and not the NPPF. As currently 

written the paragraph is inaccurate.  

6.1.2 states some of the features of the plan which make the parish more 

sustainable such as promotion of home working and the encouragement for the re-

use and refurbishments of existing buildings (policy EM02). The plan does not 

include policies on these elements and the paragraph should be amended to ensure 

accuracy.  

 

Generic 

Objectives read more like aims with the preceding bullets points forming aims i.e.  

Aim 1: To improve and promote the well-being of the local community 

Objective 1a: To enable the provision of additional community facilities 

Objective 1b: To safeguard and promote local shopping provision   

The plan should contain an overall proposals map which illustrates all your proposed 

designation on one map to provide the spatial interpretation of your proposals.  



Ogwell NDP 
Aims/Objectives 

and Policies 

Relevant sections of NPPF & PPG 
 

A Neighbourhood Development Plan should have regard to the policies and provisions contained within National policy and 
guidance 

Source 
 

Text TDC Comment 

WB01: Community 
Facilities 

28 To promote a strong rural economy, local and neighbourhood 
plans should: 
Promote the retention and development of local services and 
community facilities in villages such as local shops, meeting 
places, sports venues, cultural buildings, public houses and 
places of worship.  

Policy WB01 is considered to have due regard to this 
paragraph as its primary intention is to promote the 
development of community facilities.  

WBP01: Pre-
school Facility 

and Community 
Hub at Luxton 

Road Play Area 

74 Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and 
land, including playing fields, should not be built on unless: 

 An assessment has been undertaken which has clearly 
shown the open space... to be surplus to requirements; 
or 

 The loss resulting from the proposed development 
would be replaced by equivalent provision...; or 

 the development is for alternative sports and 
recreational provision, the need for which clearly 
outweighs the loss. 

The proposal for the redevelopment of the play area is 
seeking to provide alternative sports and recreational 
provision (in part) leading to an enhancement and greater 
utility for the community. The proposed MUGA and 
upgraded play equipment would fall under the second 
bullet point. 
The policy also proposes a pre-school facility and/or 
community hub. These are not considered open space, 
sports or recreational uses and if these uses were to be 
developed on the site any loss of existing recreational 
facilities such as the existing all weather pitch should be 
replaced with equivalent or better provision.  
 
Would be considered to have due regard if an alternative 
replacement is proposed or evidence presented showing 
the space to be surplus to requirements.   

PPG If the policies and proposals are to be implemented as the 
community intended a neighbourhood plan needs to be 
deliverable. 

Evidence has not been presented which demonstrates that 
the listed uses for Luxton Road play area are deliverable 
on this small and constrained site. Further investigations 
should be undertaken to determine the capacity of the 
existing site vs proposed footprints of the buildings, 
suitable access arrangements and parking as a minimum.  
 
Due regard has not be given to the need to demonstrate 
the plans proposals are deliverable.  

WB02: Local 
Shops 

30 Encouragement should be given to solutions which support 
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and reduce 
congestion.  

WB02 encourages the establishment of new local shops 
and requires specific detail on viability as a reason for their 
redevelopment. This approach is considered to facilitate 
the use of local facilities which local residents can walk to 
rather than utilising the private car for further afield facilities 
thereby reducing car use and greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Due regard has been given.  

37 Planning policies should aim for a balance of land uses within 
their area so that people can be encouraged to minimise 
journey lengths for employment, shopping, leisure, education 
and other activities.  

WB02 encourages the establishment of new local shops 
and retention of existing to achieve a balance between 
residential uses in the parish which dominate and day to 
day shopping needs in order to minimise car journeys.  
 



Due regard has been given. 

70 To deliver  the social, recreational and cultural facilities and 
services the community needs, planning policies and decisions 
should: 

 Guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities 
and services, particularly where this would reduce the 
community’s ability to meet its day to day needs 

 Ensure that established shops, facilities and services 
are able to develop and modernise in a way which is 
sustainable and retained for the benefit of the 
community.  

The community has very little, if any, local shops within 
walking distance and the loss of the existing (currently 
unoccupied) retail units for an alternative use would reduce 
the community’s potential ability meet to meet its day to 
day needs. The policy intention is to retain the existing 
retail units for the benefit of the community.  
 
Due regard has been given. 

E01: Local Green 
Spaces 

76 By designating land as Local Green Space local communities 
will be able to rule out new development other than in very 
special circumstances. 

Policy E01 seeks to identify local green spaces but does 
not provide an accompanying policy to rule out 
development, in fact it attempts to promote development 
on some of the identified local green spaces.  
 
Due regard has not be given to ruling out new development 
in local green spaces and enabling it only in very special 
circumstances.   

77 The designation should only be used: 
Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local 
community and holds particular local significance, for example 
because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value 
(including as a playing field), tranquillity or rich of its wildlife. 

The evidence underpinning the proposed local green 
spaces is lacking and the plan is not considered to have 
adequately demonstrated why they are special and hold 
particular local significance. A long list has been provided 
but these are not site-specific and some of the reasons are 
not considered to fulfil the NPPF’s definitions, particularly 
local food production (farms), open character of the parish, 
settlement landscape setting, strategic views and 
preventing coalescence.    
 
Due regard has not been given to identifying the particular 
local significance of the identified Local Green Spaces.  

77 The designation should only be used: 
“Where the green area concerned is local in character and is 
not an extensive tract of land.”  

Proposed local green space E01:1 Under Cleave is 
considered an extensive tract of land; this is reinforced 
through the policy wording which identifies ‘strategic open 
views’ as one of its qualities.  
 
The term extensive tract of land is undefined and open to 
the examiners interpretation.  

PPG A Local Green Space does not need to be in public ownership. 
However... the qualifying body (in the case of neighbourhood 
plan making) should contact landowners at an early stage 
about proposals to designate any part of their land as Local 
Green Space.  

No evidence has currently been presented which indicates 
that the landowners of the proposed local green spaces 
have been engaged in the potential designation.  
 
No evidence that due regard has been given to engaging 
with landowners of potential local green spaces. 

PPG Designation does not in itself confer any rights of public access 
over what exists at present. Any additional access would be a 
matter for separate negotiation with landowners, whose legal 
rights must be respected. 
 
 

Policy E01 refers to an enhanced footpath network in 
relation to sites E01:1 and E01:4, new footpath along 
Ogwell Road in relation to site E01:2 and reinstating a 
woodland (presumably with public access) in relation to 
site E01:3. No information has been provided on the 
acceptability of such proposals with landowners to ensure 



PPG If the policies and proposals are to be implemented as the 
community intended a neighbourhood plan needs to be 
deliverable. 

rights of public access.   
 
This lack of evidence of landowner engagement also 
undermines the deliverability of the proposals.  
 
Due regard has not be given to landowner consent or 
negotiation in relation to increased public access or indeed 
the designation itself.  

E02: Greater 
connection to the 

countryside 

75 Planning policies should protect and enhance public rights of 
way and access.  

The primary intention of policy E02 is to encourage 
improvements to public access into the countryside 
surrounding the settlement. This is one mechanism to 
encourage alternative modes of transport to the private car 
and thereby assisting in reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions and congestion.  
 
Due regard has been given.  

30 Encouragement should be given to solutions which support 
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and reduce 
congestion.  

PPG A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and 
unambiguous. It should be drafted with sufficient clarity that 
decision makers can apply it consistently and with confidence 
when determining planning applications.  

The policy requires proposals to enhance the special 
qualities of local green space and address health and well 
being inequalities. However the policy referred to: E01 lists 
nine qualities but does not identify which qualities relate to 
which local green spaces. In addition some of these 
special qualities have no relationship with health and well- 
being inequalities such as coalescence or historic 
significance.  
 
Therefore this policy is ambiguous and a determining 
officer is unlikely to be able to interpret this policy and 
apply it consistently. Regard can be had through a reword 
and restructure of the policy.  

E03: Green 
Infrastructure 
Improvements 

PPG A neighbourhood plan must address the development and use 
of land. ... Wider community aspirations than those relating to 
development and use of land can be included in a 
neighbourhood plan, but actions dealing with non land use 
matters should be clearly identifiable. 

Policy E03 as currently written reinforces local plan policies 
WE11 and HT3 and identifies specific projects which 
should attract investment. The policy doesn’t however 
direct a developer to a course of action and decision maker 
would be unable to request funds to meet these project 
aims.  
Whilst aspirational projects are an acceptable addition to a 
neighbourhood plan they must be clearly identifiable. This 
‘policy’ is not considered to be a land use policy. 
 
Due regard would be had through amendments to the 
policy title and repositioning the text away from land use 
policies to clearly identify ‘policy E03’ as a project 
aspiration.  

PPG A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and 
unambiguous. It should be drafted with sufficient clarity that 
decision maker can apply it consistently and with confidence 
when determining planning applications.  

E04: Green 
Spaces 

responding to 
local needs 

PPG A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and 
unambiguous. It should be drafted with sufficient clarity that 
decision maker can apply it consistently and with confidence 
when determining planning applications.  

There are a number of terms which aren’t clearly defined or 
quantified such as ‘small scale’, ‘domestic’ and ‘where 
supported by the community’. It is important to understand 
what these limits/thresholds are to ensure confident and 
consistent application of the policy.  
 
The preparation of a glossary would assist in addressing 



these concerns.  

97 To help increase the use and supply of renewable and low 
carbon energy, local planning authorities should recognise the 
responsibility on all communities to contribute to energy 
generation from renewable or low carbon sources. They 
should: 

 Have a positive strategy to promote energy from 
renewable and low carbon sources 

 Design their policies to maximise renewable and low 
carbon energy development while ensuring that adverse 
impacts are addressed satisfactorily, including 
cumulative landscape and visual impacts.  

Policy E04 is considered to provide a positive strategy to 
promote renewables in the parish where they are small 
scale, supported by the community and fall within one of 
the four technological categories.  
 
However the policy negates to address any potential 
impacts of such development and instead appears to 
suggest that as long as the conditions of the policy are met 
and in particular the scheme is supported by the 
community the adverse impacts would be acceptable.  
 
Due regard would be had through an inclusion of a 
reference within the policy which seeks to minimise 
adverse impacts.   

PPG A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and 
unambiguous. It should be drafted with sufficient clarity that 
decision maker can apply it consistently and with confidence 
when determining planning applications. 

The policy includes undefined terms such as ‘Where 
supported by the community’ and ‘domestic’. These terms 
have not been defined in the document and are therefore 
ambiguous and the policy is unlikely to be applied 
consistently.  
 
Due regard would had with the provision of a definition of 
terms within a glossary.  

EP01: Canada Hill 
 

PPG If the policies and proposals are to be implemented as the 
community intended a neighbourhood plan needs to be 
deliverable. 

Proposal EP01 seeks the development of a privately 
owned site for woodland, allotments, public access and 
improvements to road and drainage. Currently there is no 
evidence of landowner consent to achieve the above aims 
and no project plan or costings to illustrate how this site 
would be delivered for the proposed use. Overall there is 
no evidence to indicate this site is deliverable as 
envisaged.  
 
Supporting text states the landowner has been subject to 
further consultation which requires evidencing. Due regard 
has not been given to demonstrating the site is deliverable 
as envisaged.  

TP01: Footpaths 
and Cycleways 

30 Encouragement should be given to solutions which support 
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and reduce 
congestion.  

The primary intention of policyTP01 is to require 
improvements footpaths and cycleways between East and 
West Ogwell, Canada Hill and Newton Abbot. This is one 
mechanism to encourage alternative modes of transport to 
the private car and thereby assisting in reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions and congestion.  
 
Due regard has been given. 

35 Plans should exploit the opportunities for the use of sustainable 
transport modes....Therefore developments should be located 
and designed where practical to; 

 Give priority to pedestrian and cycle movements... 

This policy seeks any new development to connect to the 
safe path and cycle network. Whilst the policy aligns with 
the intention of the NPPF in seeking to exploit and 
reinforce existing footpaths and cycleways it does not 
provide for the exception of where practical. The policy 



 Create safe and secure layouts which minimise conflicts 
between traffic and cyclists or pedestrians 

instead requires all development to link into the network 
regardless of practicality, feasibility or viability.  
 
Due regard would be achieved through a rewording of the 
policy to enable flexibility depending on circumstance.  

TPP01: A 
community shelter 
at Sunny Hollow 

East Ogwell 

35 Plans should protect and exploit opportunities for the use of 
sustainable transport modes.... Therefore, developments 
should be located and designed where practical to: 

 Give priority to pedestrian and cycle movements, and 
have access to high quality public transport facilities.  

Proposal TPP01 is seeking to exploit the existing 
sustainable transport mode of the bus service through 
Ogwell through the provision of a high quality bus shelter. 
 
Due regard has been given. 

PPG If the policies and proposals are to be implemented as the 
community intended a neighbourhood plan needs to be 
deliverable. 

No evidence has been presented which demonstrates that 
this scheme is deliverable such as through discussions 
with County Highways or landowners.  
 
Due regard has not been given to engaging with the 
individuals and bodies which are able to deliver the 
proposed scheme.  

PPG Wider community aspirations than those relating to 
development and use of land can be included in a 
neighbourhood plan, but actions dealing with non land use 
matters should be clearly identifiable. For example, set out in a 
companion document or annex. 

This proposal has no site allocation and does not direct the 
actions of a developer and is therefore considered 
aspirational. Whilst aspiration can be included within a 
neighbourhood plan it should be clearly identifiable as 
such. 
 
Due regard would be had if the proposal appeared in a part 
2 section of the document clearly identified as aspirational.   

H01: Housing and 
Homes (1) 

PPG 
 

A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and 
unambiguous. It should be drafted with sufficient clarity that a 
decision maker can apply it consistently and with confidence 
when determining planning applications. It should be concise, 
precise and supported by appropriate evidence. 
 

The first line of the policy as written appears to only 
support infill housing within the settlement boundary where 
it also falls within Character Area 2 i.e. outside of the 
Conservation Area. If this is an incorrect reading of the 
policy then the wording should be amended to ensure 
sufficient clarity.  
 
The policy also limits the subdivision of an existing site to 
only three units. There appears to be no evidence to justify 
this approach or explain why this limit would contribute to 
sustainable development.  
 
Due regard has not been given to the provision of 
appropriate evidence as to why the subdivision of a site to 
more than 3 plots would be unsustainable or unsuitable.  

136 Local Planning Authorities should look for opportunities for new 
development within Conservation Area...to enhance or better 
reveal their significance. Proposals that preserve those 
elements of the setting that make positive contribution to or 
better reveal the significance of the asset should be treated 
favourably.  

It is more than possible that a proposal within the 
Conservation Area for a subdivision resulting in more than 
3 units could enhance or better reveal the significance of 
the Conservation Area. The policy as currently worded 
would not support such a proposal and is not considered to 
take into account the desirability of new development 



126 Local planning authorities should set out in their local plan a 
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the 
historic environment. ... Local Planning authorities should take 
into account the desirability of new development making a 
positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.  
 
 

making a positive contribution to local character and 
distinctiveness.   
 
Due regard has not been given to enabling a balanced 
judgement of impact, benefit and an assets significance as 
new residential development is only enabled where it leads 
to an enhancement.  

H02: Housing and 
Homes (2) 

PPG To help deliver their vision communities that take a proactive 
approach by drawing up a neighbourhood plan or Order and 
secure the consent of local people in a referendum, will benefit 
from 25 percent of the revenues from the Community 
Infrastructure Levy arising from the development that takes 
place in their area. 

Policy H02 refers to Newton Abbot working with Ogwell to 
proportion out some of Newton Abbots CIL (25% received 
as a result of having a ‘made’ neighbourhood plan). Whilst 
this is not a directional requirement it doesn’t accord with 
guidance which makes clear that it is the neighbourhood 
area which accommodates development that is to receive 
the 25% proportioned CIL and not adjoining areas.  
 
Whilst the policy doesn’t require Newton Abbot Town 
Council to apportion CIL derived from development in their 
area to Ogwell, it seeks something contrary to that enabled 
by the national policy/guidance.  

PPG A neighbourhood plan must address the development and use 
of land.... 
Wider community aspirations than those relating to 
development and use of land can be included in a 
neighbourhood plan, but actions dealing with non land use 
matters should be clearly identifiable. For example, set out in a 
companion document or annex. 

Policy H02 relates to a desire to work with Newton Abbot 
on the proportioning of CIL and doesn’t address 
development and use of land, if this weren’t achieved. This 
policy is considered part of wider community aspirations 
which should not appear as policy in the main document 
but placed within an aspirational section of the plan.  
 
Due regard would be had if the proposal appeared in a part 
2 section of the document clearly identified as aspirational.   

EM01: Local Rural 
Employment 

32 ..... Development should only be prevented or refused on 
transport grounds where residual cumulative impacts of 
development are severe.  

Policy EM01 seeks to prevent development that 
significantly increases traffic generation. It is entirely 
possible that development could significantly increase 
traffic generation but that the impacts would not be severe.  
 
The policy as it stands is not considered to have due 
regard to this element of the NPPF.  

PPG A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and 
unambiguous. It should be drafted with sufficient clarity that a 
decision maker can apply it consistently and with confidence 
when determining planning applications. 

The policy uses terms such as ‘small scale’, ‘low impact’, 
‘significantly increases’ and ‘redundant’ but these are not 
defined or quantified within the document which is likely to 
lead to inconsistency in the policies application.  
This is compounded by the fact the policy only applies to 
schemes which exceed the permitted development limits, 
therefore likely including larger schemes. 
 
The concerns over regard to this element of guidance 
could be negated through the provision of definitions within 
a glossary.  

28 To promote a strong rural economy, local and neighbourhood 
plans should: 

 Support the sustainable growth and expansion of all 

Policy EM01 is supporting the expansion and 
establishment of new and existing businesses through the 
conversion of existing buildings.  



types of business and enterprises in rural areas, both 
through the conversion of existing buildings and well 
designed new buildings 

 Promote development and diversification of agricultural 
and other land-based rural businesses.  

 
Due regard has been given. 

19 Planning should operate to encourage and not act as an 
impediment to sustainable growth. Therefore significant weight 
should be placed on the need to support economic growth 
through the planning system.  

The policy is currently not considered to have due regard 
to the NPPF in terms of weight to be attributed to economic 
growth. The policy prevents development which 
significantly increases traffic and/or is detrimental to the 
local environment.  
 
It is plausible that the benefits of the economic 
development, which should be given significant weight, 
could outweigh some limited detriment to the local 
environment.  
 
Due regard has not been given to providing significant 
weight to economic development even where there are 
some limited conflict with other aims.  

C01: Character 
and Design 

Quality 

133 Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm or 
total loss of significance of a designated heritage asset, LPA’s 
should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that 
substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial 
public benefits that outweigh the harm or loss....  

Criteria b of policy C01 only enables development in the 
Conservation Area where this leads to an enhancement. 
However the NPPF enables a balanced judgement to be 
made between the harm on the significance of the asset 
and public benefit. It does not therefore rule out 
development which could have an adverse impact on a 
Conservation Area.  
 
Due regard has not been given to enabling a balanced 
judgement of impact, benefit and an assets significance as 
new development is only permissible where it leads to an 
enhancement. 

134 Where a development proposal will lead to less than 
substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage 
asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits 
of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use.  

57 It is important to plan positively for the achievement of high 
quality and inclusive design for all development.... 

The policy requires new development to demonstrate high 
quality design.  
 
Due regard has been given. 

58 ..Neighbourhood plans should develop robust and 
comprehensive policies that set out the quality of development 
that will be expected for the area. ... Planning policies and 
decisions should aim to ensure that developments: 

 Respond to local character and history and reflect the 
identity of local surroundings and materials while not 
preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation.  

C01estblishes a comprehensive design policy which sets 
out the quality of development expected in the 
Conservation Area in particular including materials to 
ensure development responds to the local character set 
out in more detail in the Conservation Area Appraisal. The 
policy does not explicitly prevent or discourage innovative 
design but with only development leading to an 
enhancement and that which respects the Appraisal being 
permissible this could be read as inferred discouragement 
of such innovative approaches.  
 
Due regard would be had through a reword which enables 
innovative design, even in a Conservation Area.  

60 It is however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local 
distinctiveness.  

Policy C01 is considered to reinforce local distinctiveness 
by requiring development to ‘respond to and integrate with 



the local built surroundings, landscape context and setting.’ 
In addition to the more detailed requirements relating to the 
Conservation Area.  
 
Due regard has been given.  

64 Permission should be refused for development of poor design 
that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the 
character and quality of an area and the way it functions.  

C01 seeks to promote high quality design and guides 
developers to the requirements to be fulfilled for the 
Conservation Area.  
 
Due regard has been given. 

Overall Comment on Regard to National policy and Guidance 

There are a number of policies within the Ogwell pre-submission neighbourhood plan which require further work to refine and reword policy text and provide 
background evidence, particularly on deliverability to ensure due regard has been given to national policy and guidance. A glossary to provide definition of terms 
and delineation between policy and aspirational projects is also clearly required.  
 
Due regard is required in enabling a balanced judgement of impact against benefit with particular reference to Neighbourhood plan policies EM01 and C01.  

 

  



Ogwell NDP 
Aims/Objectives 

and Policies 

Relevant sections of Teignbridge District Council Local Plan (2013-2033) 
 

A Neighbourhood Development Plan should be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan 

Policy 
No. 

Title Text TDC Comment 

WB01: Community 
Facilities 

S21 Villages The defined villages will be appropriate locations for 
limited development which meets their social and 
economic needs, protects their rural character and is 
consistent with the need to minimise travel.  

Policy WB01 supports the provision of 
accessible community facilities which meets 
community needs with particular reference 
to a pre-school, sports pitch, local play 
areas and young person’s facilities.  
 
No conformity issue. 

S22 Countryside In the open countryside development will be strictly 
managed, and limited to uses which are necessary to 
meet the overall aim set out above as follows: 

c)  transport, communication, energy and other 
infrastructure and community facilities.  

Policy WB01 is seeking the provision of 
additional community facilities but does not 
stipulate whether these should be located 
within or outside the settlement boundary. 
However local plan policy S22 enables 
community facilities within the countryside 
where they contribute to sustainable 
settlements. Policy WB01 requires the 
facilities to be accessible to and meet the 
needs of the local community.  
 
No conformity issue.  

WBP01: A pre-
school facility and 
Community Hub at 
Luxton Road Play 

Area 

S23 Neighbourhood 
Plans 

The Council will support parishes...to prepare 
Neighbourhood Plans which meet local needs and 
support community development, in general 
conformity with local plan policies.  

WBP01 seeks to support and enable the 
redevelopment of the Luxton Road play area 
for improved facilities for the community.  
 
No conformity issue (subject to other 
policies of the local plan) 

WE13 Protection of 
Recreational Land 
and Buildings 

Development involving the loss of public open 
space....to an alternative use will not be permitted 
unless: 

a) The loss...would be replaced by equivalent or 
better provision in terms of quantity and quality 
in a suitable location 

b) The development is for alternative sports and 
recreational provision, the needs of which 
clearly outweigh the loss 

 

WBP01 supports the redevelopment of the 
site for upgraded play equipment and/or a 
MUGA which would be considered to result 
in a better replacement facility and would 
comply with Local plan policy WE13.  
 
The proposal for a pre-school facility and/or 
community hub on this site would not relate 
to open space, sports or recreational 
provision and would likely result in the loss 
of existing play facilities. As such this 
element of the policy would not comply with 
local plan policy WE13.  
 
Policy WBP01 is not considered to be in 
general conformity with local plan policy 
WE13. Further evidence would be required 
to justify a departure from this policy.  
 

EN9 Important Habitats To protect and enhance existing areas of WBP01 requires a greater horseshoe bat 



and Features biodiversity... development proposals will take 
account of the importance of any affected features 
taking account of the following hierarchy of sites: 

a) Internationally important sites 
b) Nationally important sites 
c) Locally important sites 
d) The network of liner and other lining features 

important for wildlife movement.... 
e) Other areas of land or features of value to 

biodiversity 

mitigation plan to be submitted and 
approved before planning permission would 
be granted. This is considered to protect a 
lining feature and strategic flyway important 
for the bats movement.  
 
No conformity issue. 

EN10 European Wildlife 
Sites 

.... Roosts, strategic flyways and sustenance zones 
for greater horseshoe bats which constitute the 
special interest of the South Hams Special Area for 
Conservation will be protected...  
... It is a requirement under the Habitat Regulations 
that any development proposals which may have an 
impact on a European Site are subject to further 
assessment in order to avoid harm to those sites. 

The final paragraph of this policy requires a 
bespoke greater horseshoe bat mitigation 
plan, informed by appropriate surveys 
before planning permission for the 
redevelopment of this site will be given.  
 
No conformity issue  

WB02: Local 
Shops 

WE12 Loss of Local 
Facilities 

... the redevelopment or loss of retail, leisure, 
community and other key community and commercial 
facilities for another use will not be permitted unless 
one of the following apply: 

a) There will continue to be sufficient choice of 
that type of provision within the local area 

b) The existing use is causing a significant 
problem which can only be resolved through 
relocation and which outweighs the loss... 

c) The proposed replacement use has significant 
benefits which outweigh the loss 

d) It can be demonstrated the use is no longer 
necessary or viable in the long term. 

 

WB02 links in with the requirements of LP 
policy WE12 by providing additional detail 
for criteria d in the demonstration a facility is 
no longer viable.  
 
The policy as written however states the 
loss of such facilities would only be 
‘entertained’ through the assessment of 
viability, thereby not enabling the loss 
through criteria a, b and c of local plan 
policy WE12. In this way it is not 
conforming.  
 
Policy would be considered in general 
conformity if the policy wording was slightly 
amended to more positive wording/phrasing.  

EC10 Local Shops To provide resident’s day-to-day shopping needs 
within walking distance, new shops with no more than 
280 square metres sales floor area will be acceptable 
in principle within or adjoining defined settlements.  

Policy WB02 encourages the formation of 
local shops which adhere to the provisions 
of local plan policy EC10.  
 
Policy WB02 is considered in general 
conformity with local plan policy EC10.  

E02: Greater 
Connection to the 

Countryside 

WE11 Green 
Infrastructure 

To achieve the maintenance and expansion of a 
comprehensive green infrastructure network, 
promoting good accessibility to green infrastructure 
for all, the following will be promoted... 

a) Providing new or protecting, and extending 
existing green infrastructure assets; 

b) Enhancing the functionality, quality, 
connectivity and accessibility of green 
infrastructure assets... 

Policies E02 and E03 seek to encourage 
improvements to public access to the 
natural environment and enhance the 
special qualities of sites listed as local green 
spaces which all (except E01:3) stand within 
the countryside.  
 
These policies are considered to support 
and stand in general conformity with local 
plan policies WE11 and HT3.  

E03: Green 
Infrastructure 
Improvements 

HT3 Heart of To support the social and cultural needs of residents 



Teignbridge- 
Green 
Infrastructure 

and visitors the delivery of the Heart of Teignbridge 
Green Infrastructure Strategy will be supported, 
including the following proposals: 

a) Creation of a comprehensive network of 
walking and cycling routes for utility, recreation 
and heath promotion.  

k)  Promote provision of accessible and connected        
green spaces to local communities that have 
poor provision of open space and/or poor 
access to active recreation facilities.  

E04: Green 
Spaces 

responding to 
local needs 

S22 Countryside  Land outside the defined settlement limits...is classed 
as open countryside, where development and 
investment will be managed to provide attractive, 
accessible and biodiverse landscapes, sustainable 
settlements and a resilient rural economy.  
 
In the open countryside development will be strictly 
managed.... as follows: 
 

c) Transport, communication, energy and other 
infrastructure and community facilities.  

E04 encourages community supported small 
scale renewable energy generation 
surrounding Ogwell i.e. the countryside. This 
is considered to fall under criteria c of local 
plan policy S22 and would therefore be in 
general conformity (subject to mitigation 
criteria). The development of such is 
considered to add to creating sustainable 
settlements.  

S7 Carbon Emission 
Targets 

The Council.... will seek to achieve reductions in 
carbon emissions per person arising within 
Teignbridge of about 42% from 2009 levels by 2030. 

E04 is considered to support the aim of local 
plan policy S7 in the reduction of carbon 
emissions by reducing the reliance on fossil 
fuels.  
 
The policy is considered to be in general 
conformity with local plan policy S7. 

EP01: Canada Hill 

S21 Villages These defined villages will be appropriate locations 
for limited infill development which meets their social 
and economic needs, protects their rural character 
and is consistent with the need to minimise travel. 
Emphasis will be on the provision of ... environmental 
enhancements.  

Proposal EP01 stands within the settlement 
limit and is considered to add to the rural 
character of the area. The development 
proposed would largely be considered 
acceptable within the settlement limit.  
 
The proposal is considered to be in general 
conformity with local plan policies S21 and 
S21a, subject to no other local plan conflict. 
. 

S21a Settlement Limits Within the settlement limit development will be 
permitted where it is consistent with the provisions 
and policies of the local plan.  

WE11 Green 
Infrastructure 

To achieve the maintenance and expansion of a 
comprehensive green infrastructure network, 
promoting good accessibility to green infrastructure 
for all, the following will be promoted... 

a) Providing new or protecting, and extending 

existing green infrastructure Assets; 

 

Proposal EP01 seeks to reinstate former 
woodland and provide a new infrastructure 
asset.  
 
The proposal is considered to be in general 
conformity with local plan policy WE11.  
 
 
 

TP01: Footpaths 
and Cycleways 

S9 Sustainable 
Transport 

....development will be designed to; 
a) Promote...cycling and walking as transport 

modes of choice 

Policy TP01 is seeking to promote cycling 
and walking through footpath and cycleway 
improvements which will strengthen and 



b) Provide and link to strengthened, improved 
and extended...cycling and walking networks 
and green infrastructure networks 

improve these networks.  
 
The policy is considered to be in general 
conformity with local plan policy S9. 

S22 Countryside Land outside the defined settlement limits...is classed 
as open countryside, where development and 
investment will be managed to provide attractive, 
accessible and biodiverse landscapes, sustainable 
settlements and a resilient rural economy.  
 
In the open countryside development will be strictly 
managed.... as follows: 
 

c) Transport, communication, energy and other 
infrastructure and community facilities. 

Policy TP01 seeks to improve the footpath 
and cycle network, some of which falls 
within the open countryside. The principle of 
such development would be considered 
acceptable as it would fall under criteria c of 
local plan policy S22.  
 
The policy is considered to be in general 
conformity with local plan policy S22.  

HT3 Heart of 
Teignbridge- 
Green 
Infrastructure 

To support the social and cultural needs of residents 
and visitors the delivery of the Heart of Teignbridge 
green infrastructure strategy will be supported, 
including the following proposals; 

d) Creation of a comprehensive network of 
walking and cycling routes for utility, recreation 
and health promotion.  

Policy TP01 seeks to create and improve 
walking and cycling routes around the parish 
which would contribute to the aim in criteria 
d of local plan policy HT3.  
 
This policy is considered in general 
conformity with local plan policy HT3.  

TPP01: A 
community shelter 
at Sunny Hollow 

East Ogwell 

S21 Villages These defined villages will be appropriate locations 
for limited infill development which meets their social 
and economic needs, protects their rural character 
and is consistent with the need to minimise travel. 
Emphasis will be on the provision of services, 
facilities ... environmental enhancements.  

The proposal seeks to improve the 
communities experience using the bus 
service through the provision of a shelter. 
This in turn seeks to encourage use of the 
bus and minimise travel by the private car.  
 
The principle of a community shelter is 
permissible under local plan policies S21 
and S21a 
 
The proposal is considered to be in general 
conformity with local plan policies S21 and 
S21a, subject to no other local plan conflict. 

S21a Settlement Limits Within the settlement limit development will be 
permitted where it is consistent with the provisions 
and policies of the local plan.  

H01: Housing and 
Homes (1) 

S21 Villages These defined villages will be appropriate locations 
for limited development which meets their social and 
economic needs, protects their rural character and is 
consistent with the need to minimise travel.  

Local plan policy S21 enables infill 
development within the settlement boundary 
under the conditions in the policy and local 
plan. There are no requirements in the Local 
plan for a subdivision restriction. Whilst a 
neighbourhood plan can diverge from a local 
plan and provide locally specific 
requirements these should be evidenced. 
No such evidence has been presented.  
 
Policy H01 is not considered to be in 
general conformity with local plan policies 
S21 and S21A. 

S21A Settlement Limits Within the settlement limit development will be 
permitted where it is consistent with the provisions 
and policies of the local plan.  

EN5 Heritage Assets .... Where appropriate development should include 
proposals for enhancement of the historic 

Policy H01 only considers new residential 
development within the Conservation Area if 



environment.... it leads to an enhancement. Whilst local 
plan policy seeks enhancements to 
Conservation Areas it does not prevent 
development which does not fully achieve 
this aim.  
 
Policy H01 is not considered to be in 
general conformity with local plan policy 
EN5. 

S1A Presumption in 
favour of 
Sustainable 
Development 

... the Council will take a positive approach that 
reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development .. The Council will always work 
proactively with applicants to find solutions that allow 
proposals to be approved wherever possible to 
secure development that improves the economic, 
social and environmental conditions in the area.  

Policy H01 doesn’t support subdivisions 
greater than three which doesn’t have 
regard to potential economic, social and/or 
environmental gains which could be derived 
from a scheme with greater than three 
subdivisions.  
 
H01 also doesn’t have regard to this policy 
when limiting development in the 
Conservation Area to only those resulting in 
an enhancement regardless of other social, 
environmental or economic benefits a 
scheme could bring.  
 
Policy H01 is not considered to be in 
general conformity with local plan policy 
S1A. 

WE7 Custom Build 
Dwellings 

To support prospective custom builders on sites of 
more than 20 dwellings developers will supply at least 
5% of dwelling plots for sale to custom builders.  

Policy H01 references addressing existing 
deficiencies in supply such as self build and 
then references local plan policy WE7.  
 
Policy WE7 does not identify deficiencies in 
self/custom build supply and only requires 
self build provision for sites of 20 dwellings 
or over. Such a threshold would be 
impossible to reach under the policy’s 
current wording which restricts subdivisions 
to only 3.  
 
Reference to this policy should be removed 
as it is inaccurate and relates poorly with the 
intention and purpose of local plan policy 
WE7.  

H02: Housing and 
Homes (2) 

Not considered a land use policy/proposal and therefore no local plan policy relates to policy H02. 
 
 
 

EM01: Local Rural 
Employment 

S22 Countryside In the open countryside, development will be strictly 
managed, and limited to uses which are necessary to 
meet the overall aim (provide attractive, accessible 
and biodiverse landscapes, sustainable settlements 

Policy EM01 relates only to the support of 
the conversion of agricultural buildings 
which are considered to fall within criteria d 
of local plan policy S22. However evidence 



and a resilient economy) as follows: 
d)  alterations and extensions to existing dwellings, 
and to other buildings with one of the uses in criteria 
(a)- (d).  

should be presented in the plan which 
highlights how the policy intention seeks to 
meet the aims presented in policy S22 i.e. 
provide attractive, accessible and biodiverse 
landscapes, sustainable settlements and a 
resilient economy.  
 
The policy is likely to be considered in 
general conformity with local plan policy S22 
with an additional explanation of approach.  

EC3 Rural Employment To support the rural economy, the following 
developments for business, general industrial and 
storage and distribution uses will be acceptable in 
open countryside in principle: 

a) Extensions or expansions of an existing 
business or employment site 

b) Diversification of a farm 
c) Change of use or conversion of a permanent 

and soundly constructed building 
d) Sites adjoining a defined settlement, and 
e) Uses with a strong functional link to local 

agriculture, forestry or other existing rural 
activity.  

The three use types in policy EC3 refer to 
use classes B1, B2 and B8. Policy EM01 
enables a much broader range of uses 
within the countryside namely cafe (A3-
retail), offices (either B1a or A2 (retail)), 
farm shop (A1) and leisure (D2).  
 
Policy EM01 relates to the above uses but 
only in relation to the conversion of existing 
rural buildings, thereby in general conformity 
with criteria c. However the policy does not 
include a requirement for a link with existing 
rural activity as required in criteria e.   
 
Policy EM01 would be considered in general 
conformity with additional wording which 
links the above uses to existing rural activity.    

C01: Character 
and Design 

Quality  

S2 Quality 
Development 

New development will be of high quality design... 
Taking account of the following objectives: 

a) Integrating with and, where possible, 
enhancing the character of the adjoining built 
and natural environment, particularly affected 
heritage assets 

g)   The buildings exhibit design quality using 
materials appropriate to the area, locally 
sourced if feasible. 

The aim of the policy is to deliver high 
quality design. Criteria a of policy C01 
requires development to integrate with the 
local built surroundings, landscape context 
and setting.  The policy also specifically 
focuses on the enhancement of the 
Conservation Area. However policy C01 
limits development to only that which 
enhances the conservation area which 
doesn’t enable the flexibility provided for 
through the ‘where possible’ in policy S2.  
 
Policy C01, like criteria g of policy S2 
requires high quality local materials. 
 
The policy would be considered in general 
conformity with a slight reword to enable 
flexibility in the requirements for all 
development to lead to an enhancement to 
the Conservation Area.  

EN5 Heritage Assets ...Consideration of development proposals will take 
account of the significance, character, setting and 
local distinctiveness of any affected heritage asset... 

C01 requires development in the 
Conservation Area to lead to an 
enhancement with consideration of the 



 
Where appropriate development should include 
proposals for enhancement of the historic 
environment including key views and actions 
identified in the Conservation Area Character 
Appraisals... 

elements of the Conservation Area 
Appraisal, some of which are listed within 
the policy.  
 
Whilst the intentions of the policies are 
similar to policy C01, local plan policy EN5 
seeks enhancement to the historic 
environment identified in conservation area 
appraisal where appropriate. Policy C01 
does not make this distinction and doesn’t 
enable flexibility or provide for a balanced 
judgement.  
 
The policy would be considered in general 
conformity with a slight reword to enable 
flexibility in the requirements for all 
development to lead to an enhancement to 
the conservation area. 

Overall Comment on general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan 

Neighbourhood Plan policies must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the local plan i.e. Policies from S1A through to EN12 and HT1 to 
HT3. Whilst a neighbourhood plan can diverge from the provisions of these strategic policies it must provide sufficient evidence to justify this departure. 
 
One such departure is the replacement of a recreational facility with a pre-school facility which requires replacement of the recreational space or evidence 
of it being surplus to requirements.  
 
Another is the restriction of development subdivision within the settlement limit to only 3 plots which is not in general conformity with the local plan and as 
such requires robust evidence to justify its departure.  
 

 



General Drafting Errors in main body of plan text 
Page number Paragraph/Figure Number Comment 

3 Figure 1 The map is not clear 

5 1.3 Delete as per cross out: Neighbourhood planning was first 
introduced into the planning system through the Localism Act 
of 2011. Provision is made under schedules 4A and 4B of the 
Town and Country Planning Act of 1990.  

5 1.5 The reference to the Ogwell parish website should include a 
web link 

6 1.7 The final sentence spells aims incorrectly.  

6 1.7.1 First Bullet Add full stop after (in East Ogwell). 

6 1.7.1 Last bullet Add full stop after local shop. 

6 1.7.2 The final paragraph has a missing bullet point.  

7 1.7.5 The bullet stating ‘shared facilities for people home working’ 
doesn’t appear to relate to any policy in the plan.  

7 1.9.1 Delete as per cross out: The bodies to be consulted are set 
out in Schedule 1 of the to the Regulations... 
 
Replace English Heritage with Historic England.   

9 3.1.3 Replace CAB with full title (unclear what this is referring to) 

10 Bar Chart The bar chart doesn’t include a figure/diagram reference 

10 3.2.1 Word ‘plan’ repeated.  

11 3.2.3 In the final sentence the word timeline is spelt incorrectly 

11 Table The table doesn’t include a table reference 

12 3.2.7 The final sentence should read ‘To help refine the policies 
further one on one consultation has been carried out...’ 

15 Extract The extract at the top of the page doesn’t include an extract 
reference.  

15 4.3.6 Amend “Channings Wood Prison is located within the parish to 
the south west of Ogwell” to “Channings Woods Prison is 
located in the south west of the parish”.  



17 4.5.2 The first sentence should refer to the Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal and not Statement.  

17 Bar Chart The bar chart doesn’t include a figure/diagram reference 

18 Table The table doesn’t include a table reference 

18 4.7.1 The paragraph includes a reference to ‘the village of 
Wolborough’ however Wolborough is an urban extension to 
Newton Abbot and not a stand-alone village.  

20 & 21 Figures 3 & 4 The maps although useful are not particularly clear and larger 
clearer maps would be more appropriate.  

22 4.8.3 The following is not accurate: 
“Our opinion supported by the Habitats Directive Assessment 
is that the proposals and policies within the plan will not have a 
significant or adverse affect on the habitats of the Parish”  
A HRA only addresses potential impacts on European sites 
and no other species or habitats.  
Suggest amend to: 
“Our opinion is that the proposals and policies within the plan 
will not have a significant or adverse affect on the habitats of 
the Parish.  The Habitats Directive Assessment of the plan 
supports this conclusion with regard to European sites and 
their associated species.” 

24 Map The table doesn’t include a table/figure reference 
The map is derived from the pre-submission consultation 
version (Aug 2015) however this should be updated to reflect 
the progress of the document to submission.  

25 Table The table of figures at the start of the page doesn’t include a 
table/figure reference.  

27 5.1 The bulleted coloured box includes the word ‘Coordinates’ but 
this word would be more appropriately amended to 
‘Conformity’.  

28 5.2.3 The paragraph refers to the need for more community facilities 
being supported by a community facility and open space audit 



but no such audit is available to review as evidence for the 
plan.  

31 5.4.1 The first sentence should read ‘The Plan supports the 
protection of the rural character of Ogwell....’ 

31 5.4.5 The reference to Teignbridge Council should refer to 
Teignbridge District Council.  

32 & 33 & 34 Photographs The photographs have a poor relationship with the attributed 
map on page 35. A double page map which has arrows to the 
relevant photos would make this relationship clearer.  
In addition the photos are labelled figure 6a, b, c etc but the 
map which appears to relate to these is Figure 7. This is 
confusing.   

36 Figures 8a and 8b The maps don’t include a key or an indication as to where the 
historic orchards are located, is it the areas with trees indicated 
or are these areas woodland? 

38 Policy E02- 2nd sentence A comma or and is required after (policy E01) and access to 
these spaces 

38 Policy E03 Reference to policy HT30 should be amended to HT3. 
The word stiles and footpaths have been incorrectly spelt.  

39 5.5.6 The paragraph states that development of Canada Hill has 
been subject to further consultation with the landowner... 
No evidence is available as to how this consultation was 
undertaken or what the result of these talks has been. Does 
the landowner consent to the proposed use of Canada Hill? 

42 5.6.2 The word stile has been misspelt.  

46 Proposal TPP01 Reference to Figure 12 should be replaced with Figure 14.  

47 5.8 & 5.8.1 The fourth bullet point of 5.8 should be reworded to ‘The 
impact of the urban extension at Wolborough.’ Reference to 
new settlement at Wolborough should be removed or 
amended.  

48 5.8.3 Teignbridge Council should read Teignbridge District Council.  

48 5.8.5 The first sentence should refer to the Conservation Area 



Character Appraisal and not Statement.  

49 5.10.2 The final paragraph states policy EM01 further defines 
agricultural permitted development rights but policy EM01 
deals with proposals outside the remit of permitted 
development. The sentence should be reworded.  
 
The reference EC3 (Rural Diversification of Employment) is 
inaccurate and should read EC3 (Rural Employment).  
 

51 Policy C01- 2nd bullet point Delete as per cross out: Materials that are high quality and in 
keeping with the local materials used as defined in appendix 
one of the appraisal.  

51 Policy C01- 3rd bullet Replace the word statement with appraisal or conservation 
area appraisal.  

51 Policy C01- Title Remove the word ‘Policies’ from the title of the policy.  

52 Photo- Site E0.1 The photo at the end of this page is poorly placed as it relates 
to a proposed local green space and not character and design 
as its location under policy C01 would suggest.  

53 6.1.1 Include the word ‘the’ before Government’s.  

53/54 6.1.2 The listed bullet points indicate some of the features in which 
the plan makes the parish more sustainable including 
promotion of home working. However there are no policies in 
the plan which are considered to promote home working. 
The penultimate bullet refers to a policy EM02 which doesn’t 
appear in the plan and the final bullet point refers to five 
policies which don’t appear in the plan.  

Plan wide 

A proposals map should be included which illustrates all the proposals/allocations and designations to provide an understanding 
of the spatial relationship.  

The reference to ordnance survey data on the footer of each page is in correctly spelt.   

A glossary of terms is required.  
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