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Teignmouth NP Community Draft Plan 

The following table sets out the informal officer comments helpfully provided by officers at Teignbridge District Council on the community draft Plan, 2021. It 
also then sets out the Steering Group’s initial reaction (in blue font) and decision on whether or not the TDC comments requires a change in the draft Plan 
(red font). Changes were introduced to the Pre-submission version of the Plan as a result. 
 

Policy Informal TDC Officer Comments Initial Steering Group (SG) Comments Change to Plan (SG agreement) 

BE1- Heritage and the 
Historic Environment 

List of LHA’s in item 1 of policy contains a 
number of pubs/hotels, these should not 
stifle future re-use potential later in the 
plan period in some cases. 

 

 

 
Item 3 better switched to supporting text. 
Management point. 

Policy wording does not unduly stifle 
redevelopment. The policy cannot be 
worded to react to all potential proposals 
in the future and so cannot be any more 
detailed re “some cases” – don’t know 
what they will be. 

 

Item 3 – agreed, but it is important to 
make the statement in this policy. 
However, could swap with point 4 in the 
policy to make it the last one. 

Agree with comment. No change. 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

BE2- High-quality 
Design 

4.3.1 PJ. Design review process, as 
described seems onerous for smaller sized 
schemes which would need to carry out, 
although approach itself is very 
worthwhile. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Points listed in fourth para need to be 

The text says “major development” so 
wouldn’t apply to small schemes. 
However, accept that the sentence could 
be qualified, or better, the reference in 
the policy itself as some “major” 
development may not need to go through 
a design review process depending on the 
nature, scale and setting of the proposal. 
Suggest qualifying “will be required” by 
adding “…where the size, scale, or type of 
development suggests a need to ensure 
design fully respects the character of its 
location and setting” after the end of the 
sentence in point 5. 

 

Suggest adding “as a minimum” before 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 
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Policy Informal TDC Officer Comments Initial Steering Group (SG) Comments Change to Plan (SG agreement) 

tightened, if taken from existing national 
guidance then say so, the range is 
already covered comprehensively in 
TDLP Draft Part 1, in Design and 
Wellbeing Chapter under Policies DW1: 
Quality Development and DW4: Good 
Building Design. 

 

 
Policy BE2, item i) ‘built-up’ area, explain 
this term, presumably for outlying 
residential areas beyond settlement limit? 
If so, small groups or more limited? 

 

 
 

 
The word ‘feasible’ in item v) not really 
required given existing   reference in last line 
of point 2. 

 
Item viii) more relevance to Building 
Regulations than Planning ambit? 

 
 

 

 

 
 
Item x) clunky wording and is 
this really about space 
standards? 

bullet list after “…development should”. 
The bullets are not lifted from the NPPF or 
national design guidance and the policy 
which follows signposts TDC design 
guidance so the point is well-covered 
already. 

 

 

Useful point. Suggest removing “the 
settlement / built-up area and of its” as 
probably superfluous. Add delete “their” 
and replace with “the proposal’s” in 2. i). 
Changes will ensure the policy relates well 
to proposals across the whole area and 
not just the town. 

 

Agree. Superfluous, so can remove. 

 

 

Not in all cases and the policy is asking for 
proposals to consider additional space 
indoors (and outdoors where building regs 
have less influence). The point is to trigger 
developers to think about it and not 
simply do the minimum required if 
possible. 

 

Necessary and this type of criteria has 
been used in other made Plans. Could 
consider rewording as agree that the 
criteria is a long sentence and therefore 
“clunky”. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. No change. 

 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 
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Policy Informal TDC Officer Comments Initial Steering Group (SG) Comments Change to Plan (SG agreement) 

BE3- Sustainable Design Difficult policy area, still a moving target 
with emerging government guidance. It will 
be covered by TDLP Review in Climate 
Change chapter. 

 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
Item ii) cross-reference to Sport England and 
Public Health England guidance not required 
in main body of policy. 

 

 

 

 

 
Item vii) needs explanation or clearer 
wording, ‘exceed requirements’ by how 
much? May not be enforceable. 

 
 
 

 

 
Item ix) ‘outside covered storage space’ may 
be too onerous. 

Agreed that it is a moving target. Saying 
policy requirements “will” be covered by 
something yet to be adopted is a risk 
though.  Suggest retaining until the point at 
which the TDC Climate Change section / 
policies in a new LP are in place. If the LP is 
adopted after the NP, it is the latest and 
most up-to-date policy which applies where 
there is any conflict. The text above the 
policy already refers to the emerging LP 
review, but could also ref. the movement of 
policy in this area at the national level, 
including Levelling-up / Planning Bill and 
Climate Change Bill. 

 

Semantics really, as it doesn’t mean the 
policy is not in general conformity with the 
LP or national policy, but could remove 
reference to these bodies and retain 
reference to “Active Design” which is the 
key point here. 

 

Know it’s not enforceable as it is asking for 
proposals to go beyond Building Regs. There 
is no need to set a target or limit. The policy 
is encouraging standards better than in Regs 
only and is clear about that. Could, however, 
remove “of materials” and replace with “of 
buildings”. 

 

If it “may be” it also may not be. Suggest 
leaving in and testing through consultation 
and Examination. If you don’t ask, you don’t 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Leave as currently written as it is 
important for all readers to 
understand full context including 
authors of guidance to give assurance. 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 
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Policy Informal TDC Officer Comments Initial Steering Group (SG) Comments Change to Plan (SG agreement) 

get. 
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BE4 – Location of New 
Development 

Placement of policy in plan, is Built 
Environment right context? Perhaps 
more appropriate in Housing chapter 
given spatial dimension. Third 
sentence of 4.4.1 is unclear, is the 
point concerning restricting new 
residential development beyond the 
settlement boundary? ‘on the edge of 
the boundary’ is hazy. 

 
 
Second para of 4.4.1, first sentence 
shorten but understand the intention of 
backing previously developed sites. 

 
BE4, part 3 about annexes, is this really 
needed with the stated focus on new 
development being supported within 
settlement limit boundary, or is 
intention to be possible for sites in the 
countryside too? 
Enforcement/monitoring issue with 
item ii) 

Policy applies to more than just housing. 
However, point 3 of the policy could be a 
policy in its own right in the Housing 
section. 

 

Not sure, in the supporting text, that it is 
hazy. It’s a statement of fact and the 
policy does nothing to elaborate and so 
the sentence can stand. 

 

Can look at shortening first sentence of 
second para as suggested. 

 

While it might be an enforcement issue, 
the LPA, if the policy is adopted should be 
enforcing it! Just because it could be 
challenging doesn’t mean you should back 
away from the requirement. Text in this 
part of the policy or supporting text could 
be reinforced instead by specifying 
examples of how residents can 
demonstrate it’s a permanent residence, 
similar to Principal Residence / second 
homes policies in Cornwall (registration at 
GP, schools, etc.). 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. No change. 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

BE5 – Civic Spaces and the 
Public Realm 

BE5, item 2, final sentence, re-
phrase wording ‘put in place’, maybe 
‘delivered’. 

 
Item 3, delete ‘enhanced’, duplicate 
word to earlier reference. 

Suggested amendment ok. 

 

 

 

Suggest delete “and / or enhancement” 
instead. 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 
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BE6 – Flood Risk 4.6.1. first para, soil type, worth 
specifying what this is or broad 
description in fourth sentence. 

 

 

 
 

 
BE6, ‘Where appropriate’ should be 
taken out, policy justification does not 
cover this comprehensively. As 
mentioned in PJ mainly supporting 
policy to TDLP and NPPF but could be 
removed. 

Ok, will need to confirm what type it is. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ok, remove “Where appropriate”. 

SG suggests clarifying with reference 
to “ground conditions and local 
geology” and to springs being a key 
feature which, if blocked from there 
exit points at ground level by 
development, can cause flooding 
incidences elsewhere as a result. 
 

 

Welcome TDC suggestion. 

BE7 – Protecting Local 
Amenity 

 
 

Community Actions and 
Projects 

BE7, ‘Where relevant’, imprecise. 
Some of the points contained, such as 
‘unacceptable odour’ fall outside 
Planning ambit.  

 
‘inappropriate storage of goods’ 
requires definition. 

 
 
Third point about drainage gullies and 
ditches being kept clear is important 
but maybe more relevant to Drainage 
Management Plan than Neighbourhood 
Plan. 

Suggest retaining “odour” but lose 
“unacceptable”. Odour contours can be 
considered material to applications. 

 
Perhaps qualify by saying “…for example, on 
the public footpaths and / or highway”? 

 

Disagree. Community actions and projects 
are exactly the place to raise it in connection 
with land-use planning matters. Maybe 
worth, however, adding reference to also 
“pursuing it through development of a 
Drainage Management Plan with relevant 
bodies”. 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

HO1 – Engaging with the 
Community on Major 
Housing Proposals 

Local engagement point is important 
but may not be considered reasonable 
policy purpose and more relevant as a 
management rather than landuse 

Considered as appropriate to reference in 
policy in a NP. Has successfully been 
introduced to other made NPs.  

Agree with comment. No change. 
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related matter. 

HO2 – Flats Above Retail 
and Other Town Centre 
Premises 

Well-founded policy. May need to 
consider some further conditions, 
such as residential amenity and 
safety context. 

Ok to add. What criteria do SG think 
should be added in addition to that 
suggested by TDC? 

SG suggests adding reference 
to noise, safety, residential 
amenity, light pollution, and 
adding to the justification text. 

5.4 – Community Actions 
and Projects 

It would be useful for there to be an 
indication that Town Council would 
be willing to work with Community 
led housing approaches. There could 
be a valuable role to play for CLH 
approach in relation to delivery of 
Policy HO2 with flats over shops type 
initiative. 
Add a further point along the following 
lines: 

• The Town Council will work 
with Community led 
housing initiatives where 
such an approach can add 
value. 

Do Cllrs on the Group want to add this 
suggestion? 

Yes, SG agrees with TDC 
suggestion. 

SLR1 – Local Green 
Space 

Consider changing repetition of wording 
‘do not’ in first part of items 3 iv), v) and 
vi) and replacing with just one such 
reference before item iv) for the sake of 
ease of understanding. 

Can make minor amendment. SG prefers to leave as written as 
helpful to repeat for emphasis in this 
case. 

SLR2 – Improving 
Opportunities for Sports, 
Leisure and Recreation 
(Land and Water) 

Comprehensive policy. It is unclear 
whether or not SLR2 would allow for 
future redevelopment of any of the 
formal built assets listed, although this is 
obviously not the main purpose, it may 
be helpful to allow some flexibility for 

Could introduce additional criteria in 2 to 
allow improved facility elsewhere as 
replacement. 

Agree with comment. 
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complete redevelopment of a facility for 
an alternative use if an improved 
replacement could be delivered 
elsewhere. An amendment to part 2 of 
the policy would be required. 

SLR3 – Marine-related 
Activities 

Part 1 of the policy, term ‘facilities’ 
needs to be defined more closely in 
policy justification in 6.4.1, examples of 
what forms of development this covers. 
For sake of clarity consider deleting 
word ‘and’ in second line to read: ‘1. 
The development of new (and extension 
of existing) facilities on or adjacent to 
the beaches or Estuary, and which 
support marine-related leisure 
….’ 
For PJ on page 54, consider para 
break, perhaps from: ‘The Local Plan 
identifies the areas ….’ 

Can make the minor amendments 
suggested. However, the term “facilities” is 
defined by the criteria and location of the 
proposal and it is not considered that 
further definition in the policy is necessary. 

Agree with comment.  

SLR4 – Water Sports 
Centre 

SLR4 would be improved by including 
a reference, additional item iv), to 
flood mitigation measures which 
may be required given the potential 
scale of the built form of the water 
sports centre and location within 
Flood Zone 3. 

Yes, can add wording / criteria. Agree with comment. 

SLR5 – Supporting 
Provision for a Multi-use, 
Multi-sports Indoor 
Community Space 

Supporting nature of policy 
acknowledged, would benefit from 
additional detail about site 
requirements if possible. 

Any additional detail? SG prefers to leave policy as  
written as cannot be specific about 
site requirements with the policy 
not being site specific.  
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6.6 Community Actions 
and Projects 

The list of actions and projects is fairly 
long and would require a high level of 
funding to implement all, maybe worth 
considering some degree of 
prioritisation, short, medium, longer 
term or similar. 

Does the SG wish to prioritise? Don’t have 
to as some of the actions / projects can be 
aspirational and you may wish to allow 
room for changes to priorities in any case. 

The SG does not wish to prioritise as 
all are important and priorities can 
change during the Plan period. 

COM1- Protecting 
Community and Health 
Facilities, Amenities and 
Assets 

Part 1 of policy refers to ‘health 
facilities’ but these are not shown 
on Map 16 as indicated. 

 

 
Public conveniences, although an 
important community facility for the 
town is possibly too small scale for this 
type of policy and may restrict 
unnecessarily future redevelopment 
opportunities which could improve 
overall provision. 
 
7.2.1 PJ, first word typo, should be 
‘Given’. 

Minor point and depends what you 
define as a health facility but can 
remove word and just reference 
community facilities? 

 

Although, given the importance, 
should be kept in the policy? 
However, could add criteria to allow 
replacement elsewhere as an option. 

 

 

 

Amend. 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

 

Retain reference to toilets.  
Add in reference to allow 
replacement as proposal 
relating to loss. 

 

 

Amend typo. 

COM2- Maintaining and 
Enhancing Community 
and Health Facilities … 

Item 1 iii) reference to ‘business plan’ is 
not necessary, perhaps switch to PJ text, 
there can be other ways of 
demonstrating viability of a proposal. 

 
Item 1 iv) ‘ …. to all residents’ is very 
open-ended, what about a potential new 
community facility which intends to 
serve one particular area of 
Teignmouth, it will be knocked back for 
not being easily accessible to all 

Yes, probably appropriate to do so. 

 

 

 

Could better define or qualify what it 
means? 

 

 

 

Add “or other means of 
demonstrating viability”. 

 

 

 

Use “all potential users” instead. 
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residents? 

 
 
Item 2 is largely a management point 
more appropriate to PJ. 

 

 

Disagree, it needs to referenced in both. 
Cannot assume that demonstrating viability 
would be done with certainty if just 
demoted to text only. How will a planning 
officer know to require demonstration of 
viability as part of an application? While 
viability is not strictly a material 
consideration it is a critical factor to help 
ensure sustainability and growth of the 
local economy.  Suggest leaving in policy to 
be tested at Examination.  

 

 

Agree with comment. 

COM3 - 
Telecommunications 

Item 2 of COM3, is not clear about 
responsibility for making provision 
for latest high-speed broadband 
and other communication 
networks, presumably the 
developers. 

 
7.3.1 PJ, third para, text in 
brackets in first sentence, is 
repeated unnecessarily in final 
sentence of para. Also, 
reference in latter to ‘Parish’, 
instead ‘town’. 

Speed of broadband is not within the 
gift of the planning system to control. 
Add “developers of” before “all” in 2. 

 

 

 

Can reduce repetition. 

 

Why is reference to “Parish” incorrect? 
The Plan does cover the civil parish. 
Suggest leaving as it is. 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 
 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

Agree with comment. No 
change. 
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COM4 – Safeguarding 
Land at Park Hill 

Item 2 v), add reference to 
‘heritage asset’ after ‘impacts on 
local amenity’ which will help cover 
heritage context of development in 
relation to setting of Bitton House 
Grade ll* Listed Building. 

 
Suggest moving wording ‘they 
demonstrate’ to first part of item 2, ‘…. 
young people will be supported in 
principle where they demonstrate:’ 
Delete words in items i), ii), iii) 
and v) and switch order by 
making item iv) last condition 
will help improve clarity. 

 
7.4.1 PJ, it would be helpful to fully 
define ‘facilities’ which are being 
covered by the policy, presumably 
built ones rather than open space. 

Ok, agree with suggestion. 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes, can amend. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes, can qualify further. 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

COM5 – Development of 
Facilities for Children and 
Young People 

Alternative wording for start of 
policy may be considered, ‘A 
requirement for’ instead of ‘A need 
for ..’ 

 
Part 3 of policy, reference to 
‘business plan’ is not necessary, 
perhaps switch to PJ text, there can 
be other ways of demonstrating 
viability of a proposal. 

Makes no difference in reality but can 
make the change. 

 

 

Could make the amendment and have 
the policy require a demonstration of 
viability, but not through a business 
plan.   

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

Add “or other means of 
demonstrating viability”. 
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COM6 – Education and 
Learning Facilities 

The wording ‘subject to other policies in 
the development plan’ at end of parts 1 
and 2 may not be necessary, as this will 
be the case anyway as a matter of 
course. 

 
7.5.1, PJ, last sentence, policy ‘EEB4’ 
should be ‘COM6’. 

Agree, it is superfluous, although retaining 
it is unlikely to mean that the policy is 
removed. Retain to maintain emphasis. 

 

 

Agree, make amendment. 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

7.6 Teignmouth Hospital 
Site 

Clearly expressed statement. Noted.  

 

Does it now need updating though? 

No change to text at current time but 
can update in future version of Plan f 
the position does change. 

 7.7 Community Actions and Projects, 
suggest switching last point with 
second from last point, as latter is 
overarching and relevant to all of the 
projects and actions listed. 

Not sure it really matters, but can make 
the change.  Could argue the second to 
last bullet comes first too!  Ok to amend 
though. 

Agree with comment. 

 

8.1 Introduction / Town 
Centre and Retail 

Introduction is comprehensive drawing 
on recent survey research for town 
centre carried out for TDC and progress 
with regeneration schemes identified in 
adopted local plan. Fifth para, fourth 
sentence on page 68, should be 
‘..,permission order has recently 
lapsed.’ Third para, on page 70 could 
be shortened as some points are 
repeated. 

Can amend in line with comments. Agree with comment. 

 

8.2 Protecting and 
Enhancing the Pier 

8.2.1, PJ, first para, final sentence, 
‘facilitate improvements to the Pier,’ it 
would be helpful to state what type of 
improvements are envisaged, otherwise 
too ambiguous. 

Can we better define? Cannot assume or propose specific 
improvements as TC not in control 
due to the pier being in private 
ownership. However, worth adding 
reference to this point and also 
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Policy TCR1 – 
Protecting and 
Enhancing the Pier 

Item 1 of policy, missing word in second 
sentence, ‘Its importance as an XXX 
opportunity for both the Teignmouth 
and the wider Teignbridge economy is 
recognised’ Perhaps ‘regeneration’ 

Perhaps? identifying that the pier is one of the 
town’s unique selling points with it 
being one of only two piers in the 
county. Reference to a landing stage 
could be added, however, which has 
been suggested before now as an 
option. 

Wording introduced to reflect 
comments on “opportunity”. 

Policy TCR2 – Change of 
Use from Commercial to 
Residential Use in the 
Heart of the Town Centre 

Not clear about relevance to non-
ground floor level developments, 
although distinction is explained in PJ on 
second last para on page 76 but not 
followed through to policy. 

 
For ease of reference consider shifting 
TCR2 policy wording to bottom of page 
74, before Map 19. 

This is text which helps to articulate 
reasoning for not restricting use of upper 
floors for retail use and does not require a 
policy to articulate this. Some additional 
text could be added in to make this clearer. 

 

Semantics. Disagree. Map is also a key part 
of the context and justification as it is read. 
Doesn’t really matter where before the 
policy it goes. However, happy to go with 
Steering group view! 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

8.3. Supporting 
Appropriate and Positive 
Changes in the Town 
Centre 

8.3.1, PJ, second para on page 74 does 
lead to potential strain with Policy EC10 – 
Vital & Viable Town Centres from Part 1 
of Draft Teignbridge Local Plan in terms 
of item 1 of TCR2 not aligning properly 
with EC10 for protective stance. 

Will re-examine this. However, does only say 
“strain” and not “ not in general conformity 
with” so can probably leave for the time 
being. 

Agree with comment. 

 

Policy TCR3- Active 
Shopfronts 

Item 1 of policy is a worthwhile aim 
in climate context but as referenced 
in PJ moving into Building Regs 
regime beyond scope of 
development plan. 

Ok, can clarify as 2 does, that it is only 
where a proposal requires planning 
permission.  

Agree with comment. 
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Policy TCR4- Enhancing the 
Townscape and Civic 
Spaces with New Trees 
and Planting 

Item ii) missing word ‘planting areas and 
trees in foliage..’ 

 

 

 
Item v) slightly unclear and 
perhaps too onerous, suggest 
remove one of the viability 
references. 

Not sure it’s really necessary to add the 
word suggested. However, ok for 
consistency with iii). Make same minor 
change to reference in v). 

 

Replace second “is viable” ref with “can be 
sustained”. Not considered onerous. 
Viability of a maintenance programme is 
important. 

Agree with comment. 

8.4. Enhancing the 
Townscape …….. 

8.4.1, PJ, third sentence typo, 
should be Policy TCR4 rather than 6. 

Amend. Agree with comment. 

 

Policy TAC1- Supporting 
the Arts and Cultural Offer 

Policy TAC1, item 1, the following 
wording ‘although not the only area’ 
would be better referenced in PJ 
rather than within policy as of 
imprecise nature. 

Could remove as suggested.  Agree with comment. 

 

Policy TAC3- Local 
Tourism Opportunities 

Policy TAC3, item 2, reference to 
‘business plan’ is not necessary, 
perhaps switch to PJ text, there can be 
other ways of demonstrating viability 
of a proposal. 

Could make the amendment and have the 
policy require a demonstration of viability, 
but not through a business plan.   

Agree with comment. 

 

9.4.1 PJ First para, final sentence, the intent is 
understandable but perhaps too 
ambitious for all new development 
proposals to be expected to ‘widen and 
not concentrate the tourism and visitor 
season and economy’ 

Perhaps insert the words “take every 
opportunity to” after “should” and 
“enhance”? 

Agree with comment. 

 

 Second para, top of p84, greater 
definition of ‘tourism facilities’ required, 
what uses are being included? 

Could better define. Amended already in 
light of community comments. 

Agree with comment.  
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Policy TAC4- Loss of 
Tourism Facilities 

The emphasis of the policy is 
potentially too restrictive may need 
more detail in PJ to back up 
properly. Does protective stance 
relate to whole town or just central 
area? 

Well, i) could be quite easy to 
demonstrate if the use lost has left 
and the premises have been marketed 
as the same use first. ii) could probably 
do with being better defined – how to 
measure what is equal or better in 
terms of the economy, FTE jobs?  Can’t 
really go into profitability as a measure 
as that will be confidential and is likely 
to be a basic projection if a new 
business – and how could it be 
compared with the former use / 
business?  Is it “economy and / or 
community” in any case?  Could list a 
hierarchy of preferred uses as a way to 
better define if ultimately it is about 
preventing loss to housing? However, 
this is difficult to be certain about in all 
cases.  Perhaps better define as per 
the supporting text and refer to full-
time equivalent jobs in the policy. 

Agree with comment. 

 

Policy TAC5-New Holiday 
Accommodation 

Item i) represents a market/commercial 
point rather than one to be required by 
a development plan/planning authority. 

If it is a planning proposal coming forward 
and has got that stage, it should 
demonstrate demand is apparent anyway, 
although the policy aims to put a check in 
place for any proposals where they are 
planning future conversion to dwellings. 
There is no harm in asking for this to be 
demonstrated and is not considered 
onerous. 

Agree with comment. 
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9.5.1 PJ Third para, now could be taken out as 
Premier Inn development not going 
ahead or change wording to reflect this 
different position. 

 
Fourth para, final sentence, ‘… and for 
such accommodation to be for visitors 
only’ will require stringent monitoring 
to work. 

Yes, update needed. 

 

 

 

It is not an onerous requirement to monitor 
or provide parking only for those using a 
hotel or B&B. Many hotels already do this 
as a matter of course. 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

Policy TAC6- Loss of 
Public Houses 

Item 1, location of policy embraces 
whole town? 

 
Item 1i), marketing period of 9 
months, is this a standard or if not 
consider going to full 12 months for 
ease of understanding.  

 
Item 2, missing words, could be ‘has 
met’ before ‘i) or ii) and cannot viably 
be put into an alternative use’ 

Steering Group view? Town or whole Parish 
area? 

 

Steering Group content with 12 months or 
wish to retain at 9? 

 

 

Missing words to be inserted. 

 

Whole parish area. No change needed 
as the policy wording is implicit that it 
covers the whole plan area. 

 

Agree to amend to 12 months. 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

9.6.1 PJ Second para, overview would be 
improved by being more general in 
tone, otherwise very quickly dated 
for purpose of neighbourhood plan. 

Could introduce suggested tone 
although caution still needs to be 
retained (e.g. new, worse, variants!). 

Review paragraph’s wording re 
habits changing despite initial 
bounce-back following covid 
restrictions being gradually 
lifted. Point is that it is a 
movable position at the 
moment as covid will continue 
to be a presence. 

Policy TAP1-Improving 
Transport, Accessibility & 
Connectivity 

Item 2, may need some further 
words in PJ to explain ‘Where 
relevant’ a bit more. 

 

Could try to unpack a little. Any specific 
types, locations or scales of proposals? 

 

 

Change to reference major 
development and “where feasible” 
too in relation to other 
developments. 



17  

Item 3, reference to ‘sustainable 
transport hierarchy’, is this a general 
approach or actual standard? 

Should be very obvious to every planner! 
However, could articulate it in a diagram 
and drop into justification text to be 
100% clear or change reference in the 
policy to increasing sustainable modes of 
transport (low carbon). 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

10.2.1 PJ Contains a realistic overview. Caveat 
at end of second para, ‘We have 
identified non-planning transport 
matters as community actions, 
priorities and projects at the end of 
this section’ falls outside scope of 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 
Fourth para, consider making 
reference to backing required from 
partnership group of bodies to 
deliver the projects and measures 
identified in bullet points. 
Ninth bullet point, possible missing 
word, ‘improve pedestrian 
connectivity between the key anchor 
points…’ 

As long as the Plan is clear what is 
planning policy and what is not it can 
say pretty much what it likes in 
supporting text!! The idea is to provide 
the overall picture for transport given 
that to isolate only planning related 
matters would be seen by the 
community as the Plan missing key 
issues on which they have comments 
and have raised concerns etc. 

 

 

 

Yes, could make this clear here. 

 

 

 

Yes, seems appropriate but could also 
be “cyclist”, “mobility impaired” and 
“disabled”. 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 
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10.3. Environmental 
Enhancements in 
Opportunity Areas 

Given the similar emphasis of Policies 
TAP2, TAP3 and TAP4 it may be worth 
considering combining into a single 
policy which still refers to each of the 
Opportunity Areas, a fair amount of 
policy justification could remain. To 
back up the positive stance of the 
policies it would be helpful to say more 
about proposals for areas rather than 
just issues/challenges which need to be 
addressed. 

Disagree with combining – matter of style, 
but succinct and discreet policies articulate 
the three areas well and do not conflate 
issues, requirements, proposals etc 
contained within them. 

There is further information in the Design 
Code and the section signposts that so 
don’t think additional text, which would be 
repetition from Design Code should be 
made in the Plan itself. 

Agree with comment.  No 
change. 

 

10.4 Teign Estuary Cycle 
& Multi-use Trail 

PJ, third sentence, should be ‘Policy 
TAP6 supports ..’ rather than 5. 

Ok, amend. Agree with comment. 

 

Policy TAP7-Traffic 
Arising from Major 
Development 

The value of TAP7 is slight with other 
existing policy and DM requirements 
which is readily acknowledged in 
policy justification at 10.5.1, second 
para. Another way would be to 
remove policy and retain some of the 
text in PJ at 10.2.1 with link to Policy 
TAP1. 

Discuss views. Preference to leave as currently 
written. No change. 

Policy TAP8-Parking in 
Residential Development 

Useful parking points covered by 
TAP8. Due reference to Highways 
Authority in part 2 is well made and 
further advice from DCC will be 
crucial in further assessment of this 
policy. Item 2iii) may have practical 
difficulties of gleaning accurate 
information. 

 

 

Await DCC view from Reg 14 
consultation. 

 

 

Agreed, it could be difficult to 
determine how best to get this 
information. Does not mean that it 
should not be done, however. 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

Agree with comment.  
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There will be a link to Design & Wellbeing 
policies in Part 1 of Teignbridge Draft 
Local Plan. (Including DW1-Quality 
Development and DW18-Parking. 

Noted. Can be adjusted in future 
iteration of Plan if the LP is adopted 
before the NP is made. 

Agree with comment. No change 
now. 

Policy TAP9-Protecting 
Existing Off-street Car 
Parking Capacity for 
Public Use 

Clear and comprehensive supporting text 
for policy contained in 
10.7.1. Missing word in fourth 
para, third sentence, ‘….or extend 
the Quay Road car park subject to 
meeting XXXXX sensitivity 
requirements.’ Possibly ‘physical’. 
For sake of being more concise, 
policies TAP9 and TAP10 could be 
combined into one overall policy. 

Minor amendment to be made. 

 

 

 

 

 

Is one policy more concise than two shorter 
ones?!  Not sure a merging will alter the 
impact of the policies as currently drafted.    

Missing word is “heritage”. Make 
change. 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. No change 
necessary. 

Policy TAP11- Creating 
New Additional Off-street 
Car Parking Capacity 

Part 3 of TAP11 could be further 
clarified by adding the following 
wording: ‘Where planning permission 
is required for residential, commercial 
or community development, 
proposals to provide ……’ 

Ok, add additional wording for clarity. Agree with comment. 

 

Policy TAP12- Electric 
Charging Points for 
Plug-in Vehicles 

Part 2 of TAP12 is a management 
rather than development plan point 
so better taken out with perhaps 
partial reference in policy justification. 

Agreed, but Steering Group view was to 
include reference in the policy so leave in 
to be tested through consultation and 
Examination. 

Agree with comment. 

 

Policy TAP13- Protecting 
the Footpath, Bridleway 
and Cyclepath Network 

Part 1 of TAP13, main requirement is 
reasonable but with ‘not normally be 
supported’ do need some clarification 
in PJ about potential examples of 
when such development proposals 
may in very limited cases be 
acceptable. 

Could elaborate further in policy and / or 
text. 

Agree with comment. 
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10.10 Community 
Actions and Projects 

Second bullet point covers extremely 
important air quality action but would be 
strengthened by more precise wording, 
perhaps take out middle sentences, or 
sub-points. 

Consider suggested amendments – worth 
doing or entirely necessary to amend given 
that it is not a policy?  

No need to change, leave as currently 
written. 

11.1 Introduction / 
Natural Environment 

Excellent introduction setting out 
starting point and context for aims and 
objectives. Aim 25 for strategic gaps is 
acknowledged but not universally 
accepted otherwise settlements would 
not be able to grow over time, not all 
such areas will have strategic gaps. 

Ok, but it is only an aim so suggest no need 
to change. 

Agree with comment. 

 

Policy NE1-Locally 
Valued Landscape 

A very strongly framed policy. 
Condition 2 ii) typo with second 
‘have’, suggest instead ‘significant’ to 
read: ‘it will have no significant 
adverse impacts on the site’s wider 
landscape setting; and’ 

 
Condition 2 iv) is unrealistic and not 
consistent with this level of policy, LVL is 
not of similar status to AONB or National 
Park where such a requirement could be 
reasonably used. 

Minor amendment to be made. 

 

 

 

 

 

Comment noted and probably right, on 
balance, but suggest leaving in for now. 
No comment on any lack of conformity 
with LP or national policy so test through 
consultation and Examination. 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree with comment. 

 

Map 24 – Locally Valued 
Landscapes (Ridgeline) 

The defined Northern Ridgeline may 
have to take account of a few potential 
development allocations within the 
Teignbridge 

Ok, leave for now though and adjust if 
necessary later on during the process.  
However, this is an opportunity for the TC 
to use the emerging draft NP to make a 
point perhaps against those potential 
allocations to which the comment refer. 

Agree with comment. 
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 Local Plan Review at Higher Holcombe 
Farm and land to north of Higher 
Woodway Road which were published 
as residential site options in Parts 2 
and 3 of the draft local plan in June 
and November 2021, prior to the TNP 
Pre-submission version. 

Noted, but publication in a draft LP before 
appearance of the draft NP does not 
discount or trump the current policy 
position in the emerging NP!  Entirely 
incorrect to imply or suggest that. When 
the LP allocations are adopted, then it will 
be time to adjust the intent or area 
covered in the NP, not now! The comment 
also refers to the potential allocation site 
options – they should also be influenced 
by the emerging NP. It’s not simply a case 
of simply following in the wake of the 
emerging LP! 

Should double check location of potential 
allocated sites, however, against Map 24. 

Agree with comment. 

 

Policy NE2 – Locally 
Valued Areas of 
Biodiversity, Geodiversity 
and Habitat 

Well expressed policy. Noted. Agree with comment. 

 

Map 25 – Locally Valued 
Areas of Biodiversity, 
Geodiversity and Habitat 

The defined Supporting Green 
Infrastructure Corridor may have to take 
account of a potential development 
allocation within the Teignbridge Local 
Plan Review at part of Buddleford Farm 
which was published as a residential 
site option in Part 2 of the draft local 
plan in June 2021, prior to the TNP Pre-
submission version. 

Noted, but publication in a draft LP before 
appearance of the draft NP does not 
discount or trump the current policy 
position in the emerging NP!  Entirely 
incorrect to imply or suggest that. When 
the LP allocations are adopted, then it will 
be time to adjust the intent or area 
covered in the NP, not now! The comment 
also refers to the potential allocation site 
options – they should also be influenced 
by the emerging NP. It’s not simply a case 
of simply following in the wake of the 
emerging LP! 

Agree with comment. 
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Should double check location of potential 
allocated sites, however, against Map 25. 

Policy NE3 – Teignmouth – 
Holcombe and Southern 
Dawlish Local Gap 

Clearly compiled policy which will need 
to be properly linked to emerging Policy 
SC2: Settlement Limits and the 
Countryside in the Teignbridge Local 
Plan Review when assessing new 
development proposals and schemes. 

Ok, adjust at the appropriate time.  Agree with comment. 

 

11.4.1 PJ Second para, 4th sentence, Teignbridge 
has not so far formally agreed to 
introduction of the local gap between 
Teignmouth – Holcombe and Southern 
Dawlish further landscape assessment is 
needed before reaching such a policy 
outcome at district level. Other 
alternative approaches may be 
considered. 

Still a preference for Teignmouth / NPSG to 
have the gap.  Comments are noted, but 
the text does not say that TDC has formally 
agreed to the gap and has been careful not 
to do so. 

Agree with comment. No 
change. 

 

Policy NE4 – Protecting 
Trees from Loss as a 
Result of Development 

Intent of NE4 is wholly reasonable, 
particularly in climate context. 
Concern with implication of part of 
item 1 in that all existing trees on a 
development will be protected 
regardless of condition, type - better 
with survey or other similar caveat 
introduced. 

Agree. Adjust policy wording to reflect 
this. 

Agree with comment. 

 

11.6 Protecting the 
Marine Environment 

Policies NE5, NE6 and NE7 cover 
respectively marine conservation, 
coastal erosion, sea walls and groynes. 
Given the similarity of structure of each 
policy it would make sense to combine 
into just one policy and become more 

Perhaps, although separation makes it 
easier for the reader to understand the 
specific purpose of each policy.  Merging 
may just conflate inappropriately and serve 
to confuse.  The document is not just for 
TDC’s or a planner’s use, it needs to pass 

Agree with comment. 
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succinct for the benefit of the reader. muster with the public – they will vote on 
the Plan at referendum and so it needs to 
“talk” their language too. 

Changes suggested not strictly necessary in 
policy terms or to meet the Basic 
Conditions. 

Suggest not altering now but await Reg 14 
and Examination responses. 

12.2 Economy, 
Employment and 
Business 
Policy EEB1- Small 
Employment 
Starter/Incubator Units 

Well drafted and easily understood 
policy. Consider minor word change for 
‘compromised’ in second sentence, 
perhaps ‘adversely impacted’ more 
applicable for development plan 
format. 

Agree that suggested change may improve 
clarity in planning terms. 

Agree with comment. 

Policy EEB2 – Live-work 
Units 

Comprehensive policy covering new 
build and change of use options for 
live work units. Consider minor word 
change for ‘compromised’ in 1 iii), 
perhaps ‘adversely impacted’ more 
applicable for development plan 
format. 

 
Under 3 i) suggest slightly longer 
timescale of 18 rather than 12 months 
for marketing period to reflect 
importance of retaining existing live 
work units where reasonably possible 
and relative speed of local employment 
land market compared with residential. 

Agree that suggested change may 
improve clarity in planning terms. 

 

 

 

 

 

Steering Group view on change to 
marketing period. Longer period would 
indeed do what the comment suggests. 

Agree with comment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agree to change suggested by 
TDC. 
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Supporting the High tech 
Sector 
12.4.1 PJ 

Aim to support high-tech sector 
development is worthwhile. Tidy up 
some of the explanatory points as 
slightly confusing, between expressing 
opportunities and challenges, maybe 
split the paragraph into 2 separate ones. 
Consider making reference to use classes 
if possible in relation to high tech being 
covered, E – class in particular. 

Agree. Review text as suggested and 
include references to use classes if 
workable. 

Agree with comment. 

 

Policy EEB4-Teignmouth 
Port / Docks 

Item 2, reference to ‘South West 
Marine Plan’ should be clarified by 
short explanation in PJ at 12.5.1 

Agree. Make reference as suggested to 
link policy better back to justification. 

Agree with comment. 

 

Policy EEB5- 
Improvements to The 
Fish Quay 

Well supported policy, local details 
about fishing industry and related 
facilities add valuable context. 

Noted. Agree with comment. 

 

13 Renewable & Low 
Carbon Energy and 
Waste 
13.1 Introduction 

Footnote reference 133 could be up-
dated to “Low Carbon Evidence Base for 
the Teignbridge Local Plan”, University 
of Exeter, 2021. It would also be 
worthwhile making a reference to the 
emerging Devon Carbon Plan in this 
section. 

Yes, could make minor amendments as 
suggested. Devon Carbon Plan already 
mentioned in introductory sections but 
agree that it is worth emphasising the links 
again in this section’s introduction. 

Agree with comment. 

 

14 Monitoring and 
Review 

First para, suggested word change as 
follows: 
‘The Plan will be subject to continual 
light touch proportionate monitoring 
and review,’ 

Seems ok. Agree with comment. 

 

 
 

Informal comments provided by Teignbridge District Council,  February 2022 


