
1 

TEIGNMOUTH TOWN COUNCIL  21st September 2021 

Draft Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Response Record – responses have been cut and pasted or typed verbatim.  Comments repeated in more than one section 

highlighted in grey. 

Respondent 
number and 

/ or 
Organisatio

n 

Section / 
Page / 
Policy  

Respondent Comment1 Steering Group Response 

Change to Plan 
text, policy, or 

evidence base, if 
any2 

27  Overview Firstly, this Plan is an excellent piece of work and a credit to all involved. You will see that my 
main comments refer to the Lido and I do feel there needs to be a specific item declaring 
that it will be restored to its former glory and that there will not be any new developments 
on the site. 

Thank you and noted. 
 
Comments on the Lido are responded to under 
the relevant sections. 

None. 

30 General 

 

We have included several matters which are not 
solely within the remit of planning to deliver or 
propose, such as various highways issues, for 
exactly this reason.  All statutory consultees will 
be consulted at the next stage of consultation. 

None. 

21  General The Neighbourhood Plan is very acceptable.  As with all plans, priorities have to be agreed. 
 

Thank you and noted. 
 
With regard to priorities, while actions may well 
need to be prioritised, planning policies will not 
be.  The Plan must be read as a whole and all 
policies will carry equal weight. 
 
Specific comments responded to under the 
relevant sections. 

None. 

18a  Overview I am really sorry that I haven't had time since I received 'Wavelength' magazine a couple of 
weeks ago to read through the Neighbourhood Plan in detail in order to put my views on the 
appropriate form. 
  
But I did contribute in the first round of consultation (I think - I'm a bit confused re which 
plan is which!) and am keen to briefly advise you of my priorities as a Teignmouth resident. 
  
My priorities for inclusion are as follows....... 
 

Thank you and noted. Priorities listed have been 
split out  later in this table. 
 
Specific comments responded to under the 
relevant sections. 
 
With regard to civil parish boundary lines, these 
are not determined by the Town Council and the 

None. 

 
1 verbatim, not interpreted 
2 if none, state “none required” 



2 

Respondent 
number and 

/ or 
Organisatio

n 

Section / 
Page / 
Policy  

Respondent Comment1 Steering Group Response 

Change to Plan 
text, policy, or 

evidence base, if 
any2 

I hope these comments are helpful. 
PS I am horrified to find that First Drive where I live seems now to be considered part of 
Dawlish! 

current boundary has been in place for many 
years. 

14  Overview We need to sort out traffic problems - both circulation and parking. 
We need to provide more and better facilities for young people. We also need more small 
meeting rooms for the many (especially non-sport) interest groups. 
Finally we need to make better use of the unique marine environment surrounding 
Teignmouth. 

Noted. The Plan seeks to support and influence 
some improvements although many issues are 
very difficult to overcome and will require not 
only intervention from the Highways authority 
and / or District Council but also behaviour 
change by road users. 
 
The Plan seeks to improve facilities for young 
people in sections 6 and 7.  The need for small 
meeting rooms is noted although we consider 
that there are probably sufficient meeting rooms 
available, although not free to use as there is 
usually going to be a cost attached.  However, 
the Plan does support proposals for such facilities 
in section 7. 
 
We agree that better use can be made of 
Teignmouth’s waterside locations and the Plan 
reflects this in sections 6.4, 8.2, 9.3, 10.2, 11.6, 
12.5 and 12.6. 

None. 
 

13  Overview SG, you deserve congratulations on the task you have undertaken. Noted and thank you. None. 

29  Intro.  
P.10 

For some reason it mentions only 3 electoral wards for the town however there are actually 
4 
including the rowdens ward. 

There are 4 electoral wards for town council 
elections.  However, there are 3 for District 
Council elections and it is these to which the text 
and map refer.  The text of the Plan is clear about 
this distinction.  However, text could be added to 
re-affirm the difference. 

Add text to re-
affirm the 
difference. 

30  Intro 
pp.11-12 

 

Thank you and noted. 
 
We will add a key to clarify on Map 2.  The blue 
lines denote ward boundaries. 
 

Amend Map 2 
accordingly. 
 
No change to 
Map 3 necessary. 
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Map 3 is the TDC map of the defined Plan Area.  
We are not minded to change this.  
Stokeinteignhead is only shown due to the scale. 

30  Intro 
p.15 

 

The text refers to “waste planning matters” 
which are dealt with by the County Council, not 
all waste matters.  No change considered 
necessary. 

None. 

30  General - 
policies 

 

All policies are in bold font, with a grey 
background and in a box. 
 
We have tried to ensure policies are on a single 
page but this has not always been possible.  Page 
numbering should help to retain page order.  
However, where policies do cross over onto 
another page, the suggestion in another 
comment to insert “continued” at the bottom of 
the box is a good suggestion. 
 
The Steering Group took the decision to include 
page numbers in policies.  This was done as the 
last edit to ensure consistency. 
 
The wording “The Town Council will” (not “the 
council will”) is used 8 times in the draft, and 
only once in a policy (BE1).  It is used several 
times in the Community Actions and Projects 
sections, which, it is clear are not planning 
policies.  In that policy it has been used 
(admittedly as a statement) to give certainty that 
the list of local assets will be “elevated” to the 
local list.  Experience has suggested that this type 
of statement, tied to a policy in this way where it 
supplements the main body of the policy 
wording, can often remain in a made Plan. 

Insert 
“continued” at 
the bottom of 
policy boxes 
which cross a 
page. 

11  Overview This policy is littered with the word “SHOULD”.  This is meaningless and pointless. Either 
replace the word “should” with “MUST” or delete the entire aim/objective.  You cannot 
enforce a should. 

The respondent’s frustrations are understood.  In 
the majority of cases, the word “must” is not 
enforceable in a planning policy unless the 

Action for SG: 
review use of the 
term “should” in 
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requirement applies in every case / all 
circumstances or every proposal that might be 
submitted and where the evidence base behind 
the policy is very strong / robust.  The planning 
system is a permissive one and as such most 
planning policies cannot force proposers of 
development to comply without the opportunity 
for the proposal to mitigate.  The term “should” 
is therefore applied in most cases.  It provides 
direction and a requirement whilst applying a 
degree of flexibility.  However, the use of the 
term could be reviewed to ensure that it is the 
most appropriate term in all cases where it is 
used and that the term cannot easily be used by 
developers to justify exception to meeting the 
criteria set out in the policy. 
 
It should also be noted that policies and aims & 
objectives should not be conflated.  Policies are 
legally enforceable and carry weight in the 
planning system; aims & objectives do not. 

policies to ensure 
that it is the most 
appropriate term 
that can be used 
in all occasions 
and / or to 
strengthen 
policies is 
possible. 

1  
 

Overview Generally the Draft Plan is very thorough and, although long, it is set out clearly and is 
relatively easy to follow.  As a Plan it tends to be ‘descriptive’ rather than ‘prescriptive’.  
Perhaps in its next iteration it can contain more recommendations – more flesh on the 
bones. 

Noted and thank you. 
 
The Steering Group has worked hard to ensure 
that, given the number of topics / themes and 
issues to be covered, the length of the Plan is one 
which conveys sufficient context, evidence and 
justification for its policies.  It would be helpful to 
produce a shorter “guide” to the Plan alongside 
the next version on which we consult, i.e. an 
Executive Summary, which has all policies 
contained within it and a short introduction. 
 
In the planning system, planning strategies are 
rarely blue-prints for change unless they include 
very specific proposals for development such as 
allocated sites for housing or other development 

Action for SG: 
produce an 
Executive 
Summary or 
guide to the Plan 
for the next 
consultation 
which can sit 
alongside the full 
version of the 
Plan. 
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proposals.  The Neighbourhood Plan needs to 
provide sufficient direction to help shape 
proposals for development without having 
numerous and very detailed policies which cover 
almost every eventuality in planning, which is not 
feasible.   
 
Without doing much more detail and perhaps 
site or project specific work, the Plan cannot be 
much more prescriptive.  The Plan’s content is 
limited to a degree by the nature of its Steering 
Group – all members are volunteers – and while 
there is support of a consultant, this is paid 
largely through grant funding from the 
Government.  More site specific work to give 
greater certainty to potential projects would 
necessitate a combination of more time and 
more funding to reach that point.  The Plan 
therefore looks to provides a balance between 
providing sufficient guidance and direction, 
backed up with evidence produced within the 
capacity and funding available, and policies 
which can be used to react to proposals coming 
forward. 
 
As a statutory planning document, its weight is 
contained in its planning policies, rather than in 
its actions or recommendations.   

JL   As is made clear on a number of occasions, the scope of Neighbourhood Plans for action and 
influence is constrained by the hierarchy of Town, District, County and National Plans within 
which it sits. However it is a most welcome opportunity for the community to ‘have it say’, 
and for those who live and work in the Town (to whom in a very real sense it may be said to 
belong) it represents an opportunity to express hopes and desires for the future of our Town. 

Noted and thank you. None. 

JL  Teignmouth is not a commodity to be bought and sold to the highest bidder, it is a living 
community made up of a delightful mix of people pursuing a range of activities and interests. 
Perhaps above all it is a wonderful place to raise children. We should cherish what we have 

Noted and thank you. None. 
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and be careful to maintain the balance of activities, social, cultural and economic, whilst 
ensuring continuing diversity of opportunity. 

JL  The architecture and lay-out of the Town is what it is, revealing an ever evolving history, 
lumps, bumps warts and all. As a town and community we are subject to pressures 
emanating, largely, from the wider world around us. Many of those pressures are beyond 
our control. However, this does not mean that we need be forever ‘victims’ of circumstance. 
Indeed, in this Neighbourhood Plan we have opportunities to set the local tone of 
development for the future, asserting that much vaunted ‘independence of spirit’ for which 
Teignmouth is known throughout the world.  That said, it must be recognised that we are not 
without problems. As the Draft Plan points out on a number of occasions a lot of these relate 
to inherited Infrastructure. We do not have the opportunity to re-model the town but we 
can be imaginative and bold in making the best of what we have. 

Noted and thank you. None. 

JL   However the one big problem revolves around access, transport and traffic (not to mention 
parking!). One often hears it said that Teignmouth has been taken hostage by traffic in the 
form of Town generated commuter and shopping traffic, through traffic coming from 
settlements outside of Teignmouth, tourist traffic, lorry traffic delivering to and transporting 
from Teignmouth Docks, and a new variety which might be called recreational, or motor-
sport traffic more suited to out of town Los Angeles. This latter is totally unsuited to 
Teignmouth road conditions and poses great danger to pedestrians, cyclists and particularly 
to children walking to and from school [no wonder we are seeing more and more parents 
resorting to delivering their children to school by car]. 
 
Effective management of traffic is the major challenge affecting local amenity, business and 
the visitor economy. Overlay that with issues around domestic/on-street parking, visitor 
short and long term parking, business parking and we begin to see just how deeply affected 
we are by our  involvement with motorised transport, and, less readily appreciated, by the 
deleterious health effects of exhausts (gaseous emissions) and micro particles (brake and tire 
wear) giving rise to more instances of asthma and COPD (Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary 
Disease) and even brain and other sensitive organ damage.  The serious medium and long 
term harms and dangers associated with exposure to road pollution are well documented, 
see 2018 Health Matters GOV.UK www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-air-
pollution. 

Noted. The Plan seeks to support and influence 
some improvements although many issues are 
very difficult to overcome and will require not 
only intervention from the Highways authority 
and / or District Council but also behaviour 
change by road users. 
 
The Town Council continues to work with these 
bodies seeking to overcome parking issues as 
part of a Car Park Working Party. 
 

None. 

8  Overview I have read much of the Neighbourhood Plan, and find personally that much of it will be 
beneficial to Teignmouth. 
  
However, I am most concerned on a personal level, that in the section relating to Transport, 
Accessibility and Parking, (especially TAP's 8,9,10 and 11), whilst many other parking issues 

Noted and thank you. 
 
With regard to the parking issue raised, the 
Neighbourhood Plan, as explained in the section 
referred to, only has limited jurisdiction over 

None. 

http://gov.uk/
http://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-air-pollution
http://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-air-pollution
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are raised, there is nothing whatsoever regarding the forthcoming projected changes to the 
parking (and in particular the permit holders parking) at Bitton House itself.    
 

matters such as parking.  It cannot implement or 
oversee the operation of permit holder or any 
other “schemes” which control parking day-to-
day.    
 
The Town Council continues to work with the 
District Council and County Council seeking to 
overcome parking issues across the town as part 
of a Car Park Working Party. 
 

2  Overview I would like to make 3 main comments on this very helpful and informative publication. 
 
It would benefit from a re-write against the background of what may currently be thought to 
be the principal likely medium and long term effects on its contents of the Covid experience 
and possibly future similar problems. For example, the type of changes that might be needed 
in Teignmouth if there were to be  fewer holidays abroad, more self catering holidays in UK, 
more campervans, more home working, more on line shopping, changes in hospitality 
trading, scope for more conversions to housing accommodation in town centres due to the 
large amount of unoccupied, wasted accommodation above street level premises or the 
prospective closure of some types of business due to reduction in demand, the effects on 
parking provision, traffic congestion, land use etc. 

Noted and thank you. 
 
The Plan has been written both before and 
during the pandemic.  It tries to recognise that 
the pandemic has brought about and accelerated 
changes to the way we live, work, spend leisure 
time and shop (for example, through sections 
3.3, 4.1, 7.3, 7.5, 8.1, 8.3, 10.1, 10.3, 10.7, 12.1 
and 12.3).  The Plan’s policies seek to go as far as 
they can within the current local authority and 
national policy framework to help bring about 
and respond positively to the types of changes 
the respondent raises.  In some areas, we would 
have like to have gone further to support change 
in a positive way but there are limitations to 
what our policies can require in the planning 
system.  For example, permitted development 
rights (where proposals do not need planning 
permission and to which our planning policies do 
not apply) have been extended by the 
Government to aid economic recovery and we 
cannot therefore set out a more structured 
policy response to enable economic change in 
the right places in the town centre.  We will, 
however, continue to scrutinise our own policies 
as the Plan is developed as the existing local 
authority and national planning policies are 

Action for SG: 
continue to 
review the draft 
policies between 
now a Submission 
stage to ensure 
that they provide 
the appropriate 
policy response to 
the changes we 
have seen during 
the pandemic, 
within the 
context of local 
authority and 
national planning 
policy 
requirements and 
limitations. 
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currently being reviewed.  We will be ready to 
amend our policies accordingly to react to such 
changes if they prove to be supportive and 
helpful in recognising a need to react to changes 
brought about during the pandemic. 

16  
 
 
 
 

Overall 
policy 

The draft Plan is not provided in an accessible format. Being at 137 pages with a poor 
summary version and no easy read version this draft Plan is likely to be inaccessible to many 
people in Teignmouth and requires perseverance to read. Furthermore, for those who have 
made the difficult effort to read the plan and wish to provide comments an inaccessible form 
is provided. A survey monkey or google form would have been more accessible, enabling 
those who do not have access to Microsoft Office products to fill in the form.  
 
The way in which the report is written (tone and language) is not suitable for a draft Plan. 
Sections of this plan include waffle where conciseness is needed.  
 
Engagement with young people is limited to primary and secondary students was only 
carried out with students at Teignmouth Community School. Engagement with other young 
people including young adults is severely lacking.  
 

The Steering Group has worked hard to ensure 
that, given the number of topics / themes and 
issues to be covered, the length of the Plan is one 
which conveys sufficient context, evidence and 
justification for its policies.  A Neighbourhood 
Plan has a difficult balance to achieve, on the one 
hand an accessible document for local people to 
read and on the other being written in a way 
which will stand-up to scrutiny in the planning 
system and be in a language fit for purpose for 
use by developers and the local planning 
authority alike.  
 
We agree that it will be helpful to produce a 
shorter “guide” to the Plan alongside the next 
version on which we consult, i.e. an Executive 
Summary, which has all policies contained within 
it and a short introduction. 
 
The respondent refers to sections containing 
superfluous text.  It would be helpful if the 
respondent had identified which sections these 
are so that we could have taken a further look 
with a view to reduce length. 
 
The format of the comments form was chosen 
specifically to make it easy for people to respond.  
We have previously used a questionnaire format 
prior to a full version of the Plan being available 
and it was decided that at this stage, without 
asking perhaps dozens of questions, we would 
have artificially constrained people’s responses.  

Action for SG: 
produce an 
Executive 
Summary or 
guide to the Plan 
for the next 
consultation 
which can sit 
alongside the full 
version of the 
Plan. 
 
Action for SG: 
consider other 
ways of reaching 
out to young 
adults over and 
above what has 
already been 
tried and used 
successfully. 
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Microsoft Office Word documents are readily 
convertible to other programmes by many free 
to access apps and software programmes and we 
specifically said in the summary leaflet that 
respondents should contact the Town Council for 
hardcopies of the Plan or comments form if they 
have difficulty accessing them online.  
 
We have tried hard to consult with and engage 
young people.  This was not only via contact with 
schools but with contact with local groups and 
organisations.  This consultation has also been 
public-wide, open to all.  Young adults (for 
example, 18-25 year olds) form part of that and 
so have an opportunity to engage with the 
process in that way too.  We will continue to 
engage young people as a specific cohort through 
the age ranges through schools and local 
organisations and groups.  Suggestions from the 
respondent of how to do that more fully would 
have been welcomed – we are open to explore 
other methods of engaging with young adults! 
However, it should also be noted the Town 
Council has recently established a Youth 
Committee / Council to help identify and address 
key issues for young people in the town. 

17  Overview I have read through the plan with interest and thank all involved for trying to keep our small 
but lovely town protected. 
  
I have three suggestions you may wish to consider. 
 
Apart from doing what you can to keep all our current and previous hospital facilities, and 
trying to ease the increasingly difficult access to our town by road, then the plan seems to be 
the best option for Teignmouth. 
 

Noted and thank you. The three suggestions 
made are split out into the sections below in this 
table. 
 
We have set out a statement on the hospital in 
the Plan and the retention of health facilities in 
the town is very much an issue for continued 
dialogue outside of the planning process. 
 
The Transport section seeks to address as many 
traffic issues as it is within the ability of the 

None. 
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planning system and Neighbourhood Plans to 
address. 

26  Overview The Neighbourhood Plan and Design Code will be VERY valuable planning assets to the Town. 
They set out all the improvements which are possible in the coming decade, and provide 
constraints on more outlandish schemes which would benefit only parts of the community. 

Noted and thank you. 
 

None. 

29  Vision, 
p.16 

I would like regenerating our ecosystems to be included in the vision in line with the 
ecological emergency alongside eco tourism rather than just tourism in line with both the 
ecological and climate emergencies 

This is helpful.  The Vision could better reflect the 
direction of travel set out in section 3.3 where 
climate change and ecological emergencies are 
raised. 

Amend Vision 
accordingly. 

26  1.3, p. 12 
TDC 
Planning 
Policies 
of 
Relevanc
e 

It should be noted that Brunswick LDO is now expired (without delivering the mixed 
business, medical, residential and hotel development envisaged). 

It is understood that Premier Inn have pulled out 
from their planned development on the site. 
There is no indication yet of what the next steps 
will be.  We will discuss the position re the LDO 
with TDC and adjust text in the Plan accordingly. 
However, it is acknowledged that the LDO 
granted a 5 year permission which was not 
implemented. 

Amend text 
accordingly. 

  DESIGN CODE   

19  Design 
Code, 
p.26 

Figure 5: (CA1) Character Area: It is difficult to make out what this map actually shows.  I live 
behind the station and I truly cannot see my house nor the road where it is. 

We have discussed this with AECOM, authors of 
the Design Code. A Nolli map was  used to show 
spatial arrangement of buildings. 

The map in the 
Design Code will 
be updated.  

19  Design 
code, 
p.27 Bldg 
Line & 
Treatme
nt Bndry 

Not all red stone walls are sandstone.  Apart from St James Church tower, most of them are 
breccia.  This stone erodes easily and these walls can be, and have been, permanently ruined 
by re-pointing proud of the wall.  Pointing should be concave 
. 

We have discussed this with AECOM, authors of 
the Design Code.  The text will be amended. 

Amend text 
accordingly. 

19  Design 
Code   p. 
35 
Townsca
pe 
Structure 

The Port of Teignmouth saw very little activity during recent Covid-related lockdowns, and 
this may take a while to reinstate itself due to reduced trade after Brexit.  The harbour 
entrance can only accommodate ships up to 90m in length, and at times of high tides, and 
'ships are getting bigger'.  Some freight has permanently relocated itself to Plymouth and 
there is a possibility that this trend may gather pace.  A reduction in the amount of heavy 
freight travelling by road through Teignmouth would probably be welcomed by 100% of the 
population.  Economic developments affecting the viability of the Port should be monitored, 
as there is no point changing from road to rail if the Port's days are numbered. 

We have sought a factual update from the Port in 
relation to activity during the pandemic. This is as 
follows: 
 
“In 2020 whilst we did see some commodities 
decrease due to a downturn in global trade 
following the pandemic we also saw an increase 
in volumes across other commodities. The overall 
impact was the port handled 7,000 tonnes of 
additional cargo in 2020 versus 2019.  

The Plan will be 
updated with 
reference to this 
statement from 
the Port. 
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2021 is already looking extremely busy with the 
port handling 12,000t of cargo versus this time 
last year, demonstrating that the port continues 
to grow even during tough economic conditions. 
Whilst vessels are getting larger generally there is 
still a need within short sea shipping for vessels 
able to carry between 3000 and 4000 tonnes of 
cargo, this impacts many ports around Europe 
and is likely to continue to see vessels call into 
Teignmouth. 
In regards to freight relocating to Plymouth, we 
have, like all businesses, seen a small amount of 
trade go to our competitors however we have 
also won significant trade and seen that volume 
come through the port. Teignmouth continues to 
be an economically viable port providing jobs to 
the local economy and supporting the wider 
supply chain and local economy.” 

19  Design 
Code, 
p.36 
Public 
realm 
and 
streetsca
pe 

The A379 at Bitton Park Is indeed frenetic.  It becomes entirely gridlocked, like much of 
Teignmouth, during the holiday season.  Data regarding increase in traffic activity are crucial 
when planning the capacity of roads and car parks.  An assessment of Teignmouth during the 
down season will be quite unrepresentative of the truth of the matter.  Assessments should 
be carried out at the height of the holiday period. 
 
Bitton House – the copper beeches and Spanish oaks between Bitton House and Bitton Park 
Road have outgrown their design height.  There is a school of thought that says trees should 
not be taller than the house.  Conceding this point would enable trees along Bitton Park 
Road to be felled (as a lover of magnificent old trees it pains me to write this) which would 
remove a major barrier to widening this road. 

The comments will be drawn to the attention of 
the responsible Authorities. 

None 

19  Design 
Code, p. 
41 
Rooflines 

One of Teignmouth's assets is the variety of architectural styles over the ages.  Compare us 
with the monotonous utilitarianism of Milton Keynes.  It's really hopeless to try to find 
common features – particularly 'flat roof elements with parapets' of listed Bitton House v. 
the apartment blocks constructed in the major redesign of the 1960s-70s.  Rather than try to 
find unifying themes among existing buildings, it would be simpler and preferable to design 
new buildings that  conform to the best architectural examples of the present day.  A glance 
at the RIBA journal will show the best of new ideas and allow selections to be made of styles 

We have discussed this with AECOM, authors of 
the Design Code. The character assessment 
needs to state the current situation. 

None 
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that are practical to live in without being prohibitively expensive.  The consultants on this 
Plan do not appear to have done this. 

19  Design 
Code 
CA3, p.47 
Townsca
pe 

East and West Teignmouth were indeed on either side of the River Tame.  This was an 
important stream in its day as the salt production industry depended on its fresh water.  It is 
culverted from the Station Business Park to the point somewhere along the back beach 
where it joins the River Teign (the location of this remains a mystery).   In the mid 1990s, to 
prevent flooding, most of this stream was diverted directly down to the sea at a junction 
underneath the intersection of Haldon Avenue and Lower Brimley.  The River Tame appears 
to have been re-named Brimley Brook (there are no other valleys in the vicinity to suggest 
any other location for what was once a major watercourse). 
 
Until recently, Brimley Brook constituted the boundary between Central and East 
Teignmouth, but word of mouth evidence suggests that this boundary has been moved to 
Lower Brimley.  If true, I am not pleased, as the terrace where I live is no longer in the 
prestigious area of East Teignmouth.  It would be nice to know why this change was deemed 
necessary.  If there has been no change, I would like to see the traditional boundary clearly 
defined in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

The comments will be drawn to the attention of 
the responsible Authorities. 

None 

19  Design 
Code, 
p.60 

Issues to be addressed:  It is absolutely true to say that building maintenance in Teignmouth 
is a headache.  This is partly because a lot of elevations are so high off the ground, requiring 
scaffolding, but also due to a chronic shortage of skilled tradesmen who are capable of 
working to the required standard.  Or in many cases, to any standard at all. 
 
This is an issue that needs to be urgently addressed.  Yes, school leavers should have access 
to college courses.  However, even a year at college will not convert a raw teenager or 
career-changer into a time-served tradesman.  As things are, there is too little training and 
far too much 'sitting next to Nellie' after 2-3 years of which raw recruits morph into, they 
claim, fully-qualified builders.  It is pressingly urgent to set up a scheme of apprenticeships 
with QUALIFIED building companies to address this shortage. 
 
It should also be possible to report bad workers to a Council authority with a view to either 
re-training them or banning them from building work altogether. 
 
It is also impossible to find qualified people to do small jobs.  The profession of 
handyman/odd job man seems to be under valued and under-represented. 

We agree with the sentiments of the comments 
made but ensuring maintenance of buildings, 
quality of trades’ work and the number of 
tradespeople are outside the remit of the 
planning system and therefore of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

None 

19  Design 
Code 

Has adequate provision been made for car and cycle parking both private and public?  This 
should say 'both on-street and off-street'.  The gross under-provision of parking in 
Teignmouth is a nightmare for everybody, especially during the holiday season, and far 

We have discussed this with AECOM, authors of 
the Design Code. They consider that the text in 
the Design Code is appropriate.  

None 
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p.64, 
Parking 

greater prominence should be afforded to its discussion.  This issue needs to be urgently 
addressed – far more urgently than architectural niceties.  One important contributing factor 
is the separate assignment of off-street responsibility to Teignbridge DC and on-street to 
Devon Highways.  This matter requires immediate resolution – at the end of the day, the two 
issues are inseparable.  The more you try to get cars off the roadside – a laudable goal - the 
more off-street provision you need.  General principles as on P67 are of little use. 

 
Parking issues are discussed in the Plan itself and 
policies are set out to help deal with these issues 
as far as the planning system can do so with 
responsibilities being across several sectors and 
bodies. 

19  Design 
Code p. 
103 Opp. 
Areas 

It is important to say at some point in this Plan, that if Teignmouth is to fulfil anything like its 
housing requirement, we must start building medium-rise apartment blocks.  The alternative 
is to destroy the last remaining shreds of our rare habitat (as described in the LCAs – and 
listed by the JNCC).  There are various opportunities to do this within the curtilage of the 
'town centre', where, as the consultants accurately observe, some buildings are regressing 
into dilapidation. 
 

We have discussed this with AECOM, authors of 
the Design Code.  
 
Densification as a principle is supported, where 
in line with local character, although 
demographic, housing and economic analysis 
need to underpin any policy direction to require 
such changes. Small levels of densification will 
not address delivery of higher dwelling numbers 
if necessary in the town. 

None. 

19  Design 
Code, p. 
108/9 
Bitton 
Park 
Road 

The list of issues and the 'vision' completely fails to address the elephant in the room – 
congestion and appalling air quality.  It will not be possible to create tree-lined boulevards 
until the nuts and bolts of maximizing efficient traffic flow have been dealt with.  The 
congestion is due to the fact that the A379, the A381 and the B3192 all converge into this 
section of road.  Traffic flow can be slow in winter but gridlock is guaranteed in summer.  The 
air quality is due to space constraints and the channeling of numerous bus services into this 
bottleneck. 
 
If this issue is to be resolved, there is an unavoidable requirement to widen Bitton Park Road 
(congratulations to the Town Council  which has started compulsorily purchasing properties 
along the lower section).  As mentioned earlier, it looks as though a strip of the grounds of 
Bitton House must be sacrificed.  These may be drastic measures, but the bottleneck at 
Bitton Park Road currently negates all that was achieved by building the dual carriageway E 
of the junction with Exeter Road.  Creating space for a wider road would make it possible to 
add the boulevard trim suggested in the design description.  I'm sorry about the copper 
beeches.  

The compulsory purchase of properties in this 
location is not agreed, and even less likely to 
happen.  And even it if did there is still a 
bottleneck up the hill from Tesco to the traffic 
lights that is likely to be unresolvable unless all 
the houses up to the bridge are demolished, but 
then there would still be a bottleneck at the 
junction with Shaldon Bridge. 
 
This section of the Code provides information 
which relates to architecture and urban design -
which are the focus of the document. Congestion 
and infrastructure are important issues – but 
beyond the scope of the document to resolve. 
 

None. 

19  Design 
Code, 
p.87 Tree 
List  

Please remove sycamores from this list.  The quantities of seedlings they produce are a major 
nuisance.  They can also suffer from ugly tar spot which cannot be treated.   They easily 
outgrow their space.  The same is true of Norwegian maples. 
 

 
Our comments below on flora have been 
informed by a local expert on plants. 
 

Remove 
sycamore as 
requested. Also 
will add in text to 
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This tree list does not take account of the ultimate height and spread of trees – for example 
Monterey Cypress over time grows to an impressive height and spread.   It looks good in 
parkland surrounding a mansion, and these trees are typical of old Teignmouth gardens.  It is 
totally unsuitable for planting around town.  Hawthorn, Sea Buckthorn and Blackthorn are  
better proportioned but Blackthorn in particular is a tree of hedgerows and not usually seen 
in town centres.  If used as a boulevard tree, Hawthorn should be pruned to an upright 
shape.  NB most of your trees are deciduous so their benefit is limited in winter. 
 
It would be well worth making and publicizing a list of nuisance trees for planning reference 
and also for the education of residents.  In addition to sycamores and Norwegian maples, 
buddleias usually constitute a nuisance (the RHS has suggesting classifying them as such) as 
they a) seed themselves in masonry which ultimately results in its destruction and b) if 
allowed to grow tall, fall over and obstruct roads and watercourses.   
 
Holly trees have a tendency to propagate seedlings.  Lonicera pileata is a lovely climber and 
unmitigated nuisance in most situations.  
 
French lavender often does not withstand the English winter.  What's wrong with English 
lavender?  It smells much nicer and is frost-resist. 
 
It would be a good idea to provide property owners who have capacity for trees and shrubs, 
which are a beneficial element to the settlement, with information as to what size of tree is 
suitable for the average suburban garden.  Many people have no concept at all of how big 
trees can grow.   People have been known to plant gingko bilobas in small gardens – these 
achieve a height of 60 ft! 
 
Mention should be made of Japanese knotweed – the greatest nuisance of all, the 
eradication of which is a legal requirement for landowners on whose property it appears. 

Our view is that sycamores should be removed 
from the list and suggest that a list of native UK 
tree species should be used as found in the “Tree 
Species for Green Infrastructure” list (see the 
Arboricultural Association webpage here 
https://www.trees.org.uk/Help-
Advice/Public/Tree-Species-Selection-for-Green-
Infrastructure-A ) 
 
We will also consider reducing the specification 
of non-tree species. While important to include 
non-tree species in planting, specificity is less 
critical given the wide range of species that can 
successfully grow, particularly in locations away 
from the immediate coastline. 
 
Holly (Ilex Aquifolium) is a native plant and not 
considered a nuisance in the Teignmouth 
context. 
 
Lonicera pileata is not a climber but an 
introduced evergreen shrub, we think, from 
China. It is assumed that the respondent means 
the native Lonicera periclymenum Woodbine 
which should be kept and not destroyed. 
Lonicera pileata has been used on corners of 
road junctions in Teignmouth and could be better 
maintained. 
 
French lavender is L. stoechas and we agreed 
that it is not suitable for exposed situations in the 
Teignmouth area. There is no such thing as 
English lavender as all lavenders are native of 
Mediterranean climatic regions from the Canary 
Islands to India. The more hardy / tougher ones 
which are suitable for our climate are 

make clear right 
tree right place. 
 
Will add Q.Ilex  
 
Can replace for 
English lavender 

Lavandula 

angustifolia and L. × 

intermedia 

https://www.rhs.
org.uk/plants/pop
ular/lavender/eng
lish 
 

https://www.trees.org.uk/Help-Advice/Public/Tree-Species-Selection-for-Green-Infrastructure-A
https://www.trees.org.uk/Help-Advice/Public/Tree-Species-Selection-for-Green-Infrastructure-A
https://www.trees.org.uk/Help-Advice/Public/Tree-Species-Selection-for-Green-Infrastructure-A
https://www.rhs.org.uk/plants/popular/lavender/english
https://www.rhs.org.uk/plants/popular/lavender/english
https://www.rhs.org.uk/plants/popular/lavender/english
https://www.rhs.org.uk/plants/popular/lavender/english
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L.angustifolia varieties and cultivars and L. X 
intermedia varieties and cultivars. 
 
Referring to the advice suggested for property 
owners, the planning system has no jurisdiction 
on what property owners should and should not 
plant on their property.  
 
We have discussed this with AECOM, authors of 
the Design Code.  

19  Appx 4, 
p. 4 and 
summary 
leaflet 
p.4 
NE2 
 

The parish boundary with Bishopsteignton is shown as running along the W edge of Lovells 
Estate.  This is historically correct but is inconsistent with TDC's draft Local Plan2020-40 
which re-draws it along Shepherds Lane.  The historic version is preferable, as it enables 
Bishopsteignton and Teignmouth to present a combined force regarding planning issues in 
the sensitive Shepherds Lane area.  There is precedent for this.  No reason has been given as 
to why the boundary should be altered, and this matter should not have been resolved 
before publication of Teignmouth's Neighbourhood Plan.  This issue merits further 
examination and possibly revision.  

The boundary in the Plan is the agreed Plan area 
which is based on the Parish boundary. The TDC 
Local Plan does not demark any Parish 
boundaries and the respondent may be confused 
with the built-up area boundary in the Local Plan 
which is different. 

None. 

30  Design 
Code 

 

We have discussed this with AECOM, authors of 
the Design Code. 
 
The Code provides shop front guidance to uphold 
architectural quality and protect heritage assets. 

None. 
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11  Design 
Code 

This document seems to be a cut and paste piece of nonsense and probably a very expensive 
one.  
Street trees and green infrastructure DO NOT provide “air contaminant filtration”. 
Bitton Park Road Vision is nonsense. 

We have discussed this with AECOM, authors of 
the Design Code. 
 
Please review this infographic regarding GI. 
http://www.fao.org/resources/infographics/info
graphics-details/en/c/411348/  

None. 

8a  Design 
Guide 
p.108 
Opps 

It looks to me that the pavement sies would be increased, thereby reducing the size of the 
(main) road.  This would have negative results:  
1 Loss of on road parking for local residents – where are they to park 
2 Any parking for tradespersons – cars, vans, lorries, etc, or any vehicle breakdown, would 
cause serious traffic disruption (no space for safe overtaking) 
3Any traffic “calming” may slow the traffic – but that means even more pollution for a longer 
period of time.   
Please reconsider. 

We have discussed this with AECOM, authors of 
the Design Code. 
 
This is a difficult but common problem. The 
opportunity vision responds to the urban design 
issues highlighted: over car dominance, strategic 
gateway and unlettable shops due to condition. 
Enhancements would improve pedestrian access, 
strategic gateway to the settlement and improve 
the let-ability of shop units. 

None. 

2   
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Design 
Guide 
p.64  
Bldg Hts 
 
Also HO 
1? P.45 
 
 
 Also 
perhaps 
9.7, p90  
/9.3 TAC 
3 p.88 

Not many members of the public seem to be aware of the imminent and substantial changes 
in Permitted Development rights re upward extensions of blocks of flats and probably 
residential dwellings, and the effects these could have on the many excellent views local 
people enjoy as highlighted in the current Plan at several points ie para 4.2.1 and pages 64 
and 72 on building heights and rooflines. Teignmouth has more residential properties with a 
view than any other town in the south west according to the NAEA  so these imminent 
changes pose considerable potential concern to many local people; the Local Plan would 
benefit from clear and amplified statements to protect the interests of local residents and 
keep them informed of the detriment they may be forced to endure. 
  
 Additionally, the Plan could be strengthened by a more forthright approach on the current 
dilapidated state of business premises in Bitten Park Road including demolition, the parking 
and traffic congestion in that area and potential for additional parking in Quay Road likely to 
arise from the Premier Inn and new Health Hub, improved walkways along the Back Beach so 
that more elderly/infirm people could enjoy it, and a long overdue smartening up of some of 
the scruffier looking buildings in the streets leading off Den Road which continue to detract 
from the great efforts made by other buildings nearby. 

The Plan and Design Code seek to influence 
matters through the planning system. The Plan 
does recognise and explain that it can have no 
influence over development subject to permitted 
development rights. 
 
However, we can reinforce this message in 
section 4.3.1, that the Design Code can only have 
“weight” in relation to development requiring 
planning permission. 
 
The Plan does, however, include a community 
action to encourage use of the Design Code for 
development subject to permitted development 
rights (section 4.8 and 8.5). 
 
The Plan can only have policies which respond to 
planning applications / proposals.  It cannot force 
the improvement of existing properties per se. 
 

Add text to 4.3.1 
to recognise that 
the Design Code 
can only have 
“weight” in the 
planning system 
in relation to 
planning 
applications and 
not permitted 
development, 
although the use 
of the Code by 
those developing 
through 
permitted 
development 
rights to use the 
Code. 
 
No other changes. 

http://www.fao.org/resources/infographics/infographics-details/en/c/411348/
http://www.fao.org/resources/infographics/infographics-details/en/c/411348/
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The Plan has a positive response to help deal 
with parking and traffic issues and goes as far as 
it can as a planning policy document. Solutions 
cannot be delivered solely through the Plan but 
will be from a combination of Plan policies, Local 
Plan policies, national policy, investment by 
relevant organisations and authorities, changes 
to policy outside of the planning system, 
incentives, regulations and behaviour change. 
 
We have discussed this with AECOM, authors of 
the Design Code. 

     

 4 BUILT ENVIRONMENT   
27  BE 1 

Heritage 
& 
Historic 
Envt. 
P.29 

1. There’s no mention of the Lido 
2. There’s no mention of The Riviera Cinema 

 
Both these places are an integral part of Teignmouth’s heritage and historic environment 
and it is essential they are both recognised as such 

The Lido is protected under policy SLR2 as a 
sports, leisure and recreation facility.  While the 
Lido is important historically in the town, the 
Plan can only protect heritage assets in relation 
to land-use and quality of a building or structure.  
Hence why it is protected under SLR2 and not 
BE1. 
 
The Riviera already has heritage protection as a 
Grade II Listed Building and, as explained in the 
supporting text, such buildings do not need 
further protection through planning policy. 

None. 

29  P.26 BE 
Heritage 

I have concerns at the lack of inclusion of eastcliff/ mules park as part of Teignmouths 
heritage 
assets. And should the orangery not also be an asset. 

Eastcliff / Mules Park have protection as Local 
Green Spaces.   
 
The Orangery is already Grade II Listed and 
therefore needs no further policy protection as a 
local heritage asset. 

None. 

28  p. 23, 
4.1,  
point 5 
(i) 

Bearing in mind that by the plan has run its course in 2033, new ICE car sales will have been 
banned for 3 years, the policy for charge points which does not relate to new development 
needs covering in some detail.  This is a major national issue.  Land allocation for a charging 
station (requiring much more space than Tesco and Morrison due to the charge time 

Planning policies need to be able to be used in 
relation to planning applications / development 
proposals.  Retrofitting of EV charge points at a 
small or householder scale does not currently 
require planning permission, but the respondent 

Introduce a 
generic 
supportive policy 
to support the 
principle of 
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compared to filling up with petrol or diesel) needs covering, plus roadside charging for 
residents without driveways.  And promoting is not the same as mandating. 

is correct to say that this will become increasingly 
important.  It is an issue being debated 
nationally.  It seems likely, at the current time, 
that such requirements for infrastructure will be 
regulated and not subject to consideration 
through the planning system.  Should there be a 
need to allocate land for charging stations it is 
more likely to be delivered through the district-
wide Local Plan process or through national 
regulation outside of the planning system than 
Neighbourhood Plans, if not delivered by the 
market.  If the Neighbourhood Plan was to seek 
to allocate land for larger charging points, it 
would need to establish viability and 
deliverability for such a scheme with 
considerations likely to need to be considered 
across a wider area than the Plan area and as the 
Plan is led by volunteers it is unlikely to have the 
resource to undertake such work. 
We could have a general supportive policy 
though for commercial charging stations or hubs. 

commercial 
charging hubs / 
stations on new 
sites specifically 
for that use or 
extended existing 
fuel stations. 
Introduced as 
part of TAP12. 

30  BE2 

 

The critical issue in relation to access, and 
typically on roads which are no more than a 
standard 5m width is on-street parking.  The 
problem is that off-street parking spaces such as 
garages can be counted by developers and the 
district council as parking spaces, which, in 
practical terms are not usually used by residents 
as such.  So the key point is for proposals to 
consider the “likely” on-street parking levels.  
However, the point being made is useful in that 
our explanation of the issue is not as clear as it 
should be in the supporting text and this could be 
amended to better reflect the issue. 
 
There is only one defined definition of “major 
development”, in statute and the NPPF.  This is 

Add reference to 
the day-today 
reality of on-
street parking 
impact on access 
for vehicles and 
pedestrians in the 
supporting text, 
for example, in 
the bullets on 
pp.30-31. 
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consistent in this policy, as we have stated in the 
supporting text which precedes the policy 
(footnote 35). 

11  BE2 
Section 4 
p.33 

I don’t know if the previous plan had this policy or not.  If it did then why has there not been 
any engagement with the local community regarding TE3?  I’ll tell you why – because you 
use the word SHOULD. 
The seawall walk will disappear if Network Rail get their way – so no point having this in 
there. 
 

Teignmouth has not had a previous 
Neighbourhood Plan.  The proposed site at TE3 is 
already in the adopted Teignbridge Local Plan.  It 
has therefore been through a process of 
consultation some time ago, run by TDC, not the 
Town Council.   
 
The Network Rail proposals are subject to a 
consents regime established by the Government 
nationally.  The neighbourhood Plan can have 
very limited influence over the determination of 
the Network Rail proposals, which the 
Neighbourhood Plan recognises. 

None. 

13  BE4 p.34  I am most concerned about the moving of the Town Boundary Lines, that could/will  destroy 
the concept of a green collar to the backdrop of the town, as seen from the War 
Memorial on the Promenade. This has been one of the 2 spots of reference to skyline 
development for many years when the fields adjacent to Higher Holcombe Rd and owned by 
Mr Evans of Higher Holcombe Farm and Dr Lancaster -Thomas were the subject of 
applications. 
 There have been over the years many applications from these parties which have been 
rejected by Teignmouth Town Council, Teignbridge  and The Inspectorate at Bristol itself, on 
the grounds that the green collar will be destroyed, Indeed the Inspector in rejecting the 
appeal in the 2010 application by the landowner, stated  '..that not only should no building 
be allowed in those fields (because of the skyline) but those even numbered houses in 
Higher Holcombe Rd  ought not to have been built either in 1966...'   such was the strong 
feeling against development there.   
These constraints are still there and it would (in my view and many others) be most unwise 
and be a lasting blot upon the beauty of our town should they be altered. 
Malcolm Rae  £0 Higher Holcombe Rd  
 

Noted and thank you. 
 
The respondent may be confused between the 
Town Council (and Plan Area) boundary, which 
has been in place for many years and not 
changed by the Plan (it cannot alter these civil 
parish boundaries), and the built-up area of 
settlement boundary, established for planning 
purposes by Teignbridge District Council.  

None. 

30  BE3 

 

We agree with the BE3 v) point made, a useful 
addition. 
We agree with the first suggested change to BE3 
vi) although the wording will need to change 

Amend BE3 v) to 
reflect suggested 
change. 
 



20 

Respondent 
number and 

/ or 
Organisatio

n 

Section / 
Page / 
Policy  

Respondent Comment1 Steering Group Response 

Change to Plan 
text, policy, or 

evidence base, if 
any2 

slightly as a planning policy cannot require 
vehicles to be charged on the Highway, merely to 
ensure that the position of the charge point is 
such that this is avoided. “Use” on site will be 
implicit in the appropriate location of the charge 
point and so this suggestion is not considered 
necessary.  A planning policy cannot require 
vehicles to be charged in the garage (a policy 
cannot control user behaviour), and neither is it 
necessary.  Electric cars are designed to be 
charged outside in any weather.  While a 
requirement for charging points to be installed in 
garages seems reasonable, not all properties 
have garages and such a measure would 
disenfranchise a large number of property 
owners just getting onto the property ladder 
with smaller dwellings. 

23a   BE3 
Sustain-
able 
design 

When we moved into the above address (Buckeridge Road) in March 1990 it had less 
accommodation than we needed.  With advise from local building Bernard Pallett I applied to 
the Local Authority for permission to carry out a loft conversion. So my interest in DIY 
Building has been long term.  In the past I have read man books by Barbara Jones on building 
with straw bales, with all advantages to the carbon footprint. 
There is a first in Devon at Raleghs Cross Inn in Exmoor.  It is semi-detached two storey load-
bearing straw houses.  It is only a few miles drive to and visit to ask questions about the build 
and running costs.  Barbara’s book is available from Amazon with all the answers. 
A number of UK Local Authorities have built numbers of Council houses successfully with 
good feedback from the residents, giving the green light to straw bale construction.  I feel 
that all Local Authorities with the pressure on housing and the environment should be 
looking at this method and forget the wet trades 

Comments noted with interest. 
 
As the comment is principally directed to the 
district council, we will pass these comments on 
to Teignbridge District Council for information.   

None. 
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30 BE4 

 

Agree that the supporting text in 4.4.1 could 
reference this issue in relation to the policy as 
suggested. 
 
Re BE4 2, we agree that brackets could be 
removed in 2 as suggested, although not 
essential.  Addition of “standards” also not 
considered essential (as standards have to be 
either referenced in or signposted from a policy, 
or are set out in statutory / legal Regulations), 
but could be introduced for the avoidance of 
doubt.  Suggested change re BE4 2 ii) could be 
made, although it makes little difference to the 
policy. 

Amend 
accordingly. 

25  BE4 & 6 Due to the inevitability of significant rises in sea level and the impossibility of either 
preventing this or holding back the sea, any new development should not be in close 
proximity by elevation to current mean high water (MHW) levels. To do so is simply putting 
lives and investment at risk. The Environment Agency has no obligation to keep the sea out, 
it is the obligation of the land owner. Any schemes that are funded centrally are on a 
cost/benefit ratio where there is no guarantee money would be forthcoming. Works only 
delay the inevitable. Below what elevation should new developments be banned? As a bare 
minimum, I’d suggest 5 metres above current MHW, there may be evidence to suggest it 
should be 10 metres. The hard facts are that this includes almost all of Teignmouth south of 
the A379. The town WILL have to move up the hill.  

We note the concerns raised. We are also 
concerned about the potential for sea level rise 
and the impact on the town. Flood risk, within 
the context of the planning system, is governed 
largely by national and local authority planning 
policies through flood risk assessments and 
application of a sequential test to determine 
appropriate and inappropriate types of 
development in flood risk zones. The 
Neighbourhood Plan has to be in alignment with 
these and banning development in the suggested 
way is not something within the gift of the 
Neighbourhood Plan to do. 

None. 

27  BE 
Protecte
d Civic 
Spaces 
pp.35/7 

Map 9 - No mention of the Lido as a protected civic space. 
 

As the Lido is not a free to enter public space, it is 
not classed as a civic space but is instead 
protected for its use as a sports, leisure and 
recreation facility under policy SLR2.  

None. 

26  BE Map 
10, p.38 

Built Environment Map 10. The ‘important view’ from the Den through Bath Terrace to the 
‘outstanding’ Devon Arms will be lost if the Premier Inn is built. 

It is our understanding that the Premier Inn has 
pulled out from the proposed development.  The 
area has been the subject of an adopted Local 
Development Order (adopted by TDC) and at the 
current time there is no way of securing 

None. 
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protection of this view.  We will discuss the 
position re the LDO with TDC and consider if 
there is an opportunity to influence proposed 
changes any further through the planning 
process. 

11  BE 5, 
p.36 

The seawall walk will disappear if Network Rail get their way – so no point having this in 
there. 
 

The Network Rail proposals are subject to a 
consents regime established by the Government 
nationally.  The Neighbourhood Plan can have 
very limited influence over the determination of 
the Network Rail proposals, which the 
Neighbourhood Plan recognises. 

None. 

30  BE5 

 

Agree with the suggested changes to help 
provide clarity in the policy wording. 

Amend 
accordingly. 

27  BE 5 
pp.35/9 
Civic 
Spaces & 
the 
public 
realm 

1. There’s no mention of the Lido 
2. There’s no mention of The Riviera Cinema.  

Certainly, there’s no excuse not to include the Lido. Whilst I accept the cinema is privately 
owned, there should be further investigation as to how this iconic building could be obtained 
for the public realm and the main auditorium be returned to a fully functioning art deco 
cinema. 

See earlier comments on both the Lido and 
Riviera.  The Lido is protected in the SLR section.  
The Riviera building is a Listed Building and 
affords legal protection, therefore it does not 
need policy protection in this Plan. 
The cinema is now in commercial ownership. 

None. 

28  BE5 (1) 
p.39, 
p.35 Civic 
spaces/p
ublic 
realm, 
p.39 

The Seawall Walk to Sprey Point and Holcombe is designated as an area of importance 
requiring protection.  But no mention is made of the plans by Network rail to realign the 
railway from Parsons Tunnel to Teignmouth. 
 

Agreed. Cross-reference could be made to the 
Transport section which raises this issue.  The 
policy should also support improvements to 
quality and space if loss is unavoidable. 

Insert some text 
to explain context 
of the Network 
Rail proposals and 
cross-reference to 
the Transport 
section. 
Amend policy 
accordingly. 

30  BE6 

 

Disagree.  The last sentence is a stop-check to 
signpost the reader back to the Local Plan policy.  
It is implicit that all development plan policies are 
considered across Neighbourhood and Local 
Plans and Development Plan Documents, but 
such is the importance of flood risk in the town, 

None. 
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it was considered important to reference the 
Local Plan policy too in this instance. 

30  BE7 

 

The suggestion is useful, for the avoidance of 
doubt, although the policy wording largely covers 
the point being made.  Explicit reference could 
be added to the policy. 

Amend 
accordingly. 

28  BE7, p.42 
Protectin
g local 
Amenity 

There is nothing in the plan that considers a reduction in light pollution from existing 
development, from street lighting, industrial and retain sites etc 
 

Street lighting already in place is not subject to 
planning policies, which are only used to react to, 
guide suitability of or propose development.  The 
Plan’s text already sets out the limitations of 
policies and remit of the planning system. 

None. 

30  Para 4.8 
 

Not through policy, but the Town Council and 
others can encourage its use outside of the 
planning system, hence why it is a community 
action / project only. 

None. 

30  Brunswic
k Street 

 
 

The future of the LDO site remains in question at 
the current time, with the permission granted via 
the LDO now having expired and the Premier Inn 
are understood to have pulled out of developing 
on the site. 

Amend parts of 
the Plan which 
refer to the LDO 
accordingly. 

 5 HOUSING   
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30  Housing 
intro text 

 

The respondent is referring to the Principle 
Residence Policy being applied in numerous 
Neighbourhood Plans in Cornwall and at least 
one in Devon.  Data has not suggested that it is 
enough of a problem in Teignmouth to justify its 
application in the town.  Neither is there 
sufficient data to determine whether it actually 
helps or hinders the issue.  There is undoubtedly 
pressure on local housing from holiday lets and 
second homes but a PRP policy is a very blunt 
tool and it is an issue which needs more fully 
addressing in a wider than parish / town level 
and also outside of the planning system (e.g. 
through increases in Council / Residency Tax 
etc.). 

None. 

30  p.45 

 

Not essential, but only a minor change so happy 
to make the change.   

Amend 
accordingly. 

30  HO1 

 

This type of policy has been used in other made 
Neighbourhood Plans and we are keen to ensure 
this message is clear in the Neighbourhood Plan.  
The policy also uses “should” and not “must” 
which introduces a degree of flexibility. 

None. 

5  HO1, 
p.45 
 
Also 
EEB1 - 3 

As far as the housing plan goes, I note that considerable expansion is proposed over the next 
20 years, although I do not object to this in principle we need to make sure that 
infrastructure keeps up with it. More Doctors Surgeries, Schools and convenience stores 
(near the houses). 
If we are going to have more working age people living here then we need to provide work 
locally otherwise we will have more cars travelling to the large towns where work is 
available. 
Time moves on but I hope councilors will be careful not to spoil our lovely town and peaceful 
environment with over population and insensitive developments. 

We agree that infrastructure needs to keep pace 
with development being built.  The Local Plan 
includes policies relating to the timely provision 
of development.  With regard to the 
infrastructure listed, GP surgeries are not a 
provision which falls fully within the planning 
system to provide for.  GPs are considered a 
business and most of their funding is expected to 
come through Health channels.  This is an issue 
which we are aware has been recognised 
nationally as an issue which is not acceptable.  
School places are typically funded through LEA 
but also through s106 planning obligations where 
the County Council as LEA will relay requirements 
for financial contributions of physical school 

None. 
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space to the local planning authority (District 
Council).  Convenience stores are occupied and 
often funded by the private sector / business 
commercially.  There are not often requirements 
to build such facilities with scale of development 
being a deciding factor, for example for 
“neighbourhood shops” as a result of a very large 
development in a location where facilities and 
services do not exist within a reasonable 
distance.  Our Plan therefore recognises these 
types of limitations of what we can and cannot 
provide for or achieve through the 
Neighbourhood Plan.   
We have sought, in the Plan, to set policies which 
protect, enhance and provide appropriately for 
the type and size of town that we live and work 
in.  However, not all planning policy and 
decisions are set in this Plan and we have to be 
mindful of the strategic policies developed and 
set out in the Local Plan.  It is important 
therefore, for residents to also respond to 
Teignbridge DC public consultations on their 
planning document. 

29  p.43 
Housing 

Local affordable housing is of great importance to the people of Teignmouth especially with 
the current rising cost of housing and the cost of living. There needs to be provision in place 
to ensure that local people are a priority for housing. I would like to see a section on 
community led housing. And of course that needs to be eco housing. As a land trust this 
housing could be kept for the use of local people, and local people would be stakeholder in 
the land. This model of community affordable community led housing and land trusts would 
not have this second 
home problem we are experiencing where young people cannot afford to live where they 
grew up and cannot start new families close to their support network. The council could 
even buy the land and give to the land trust using its powers. To help with concerns over 
over development and ecological impact as well as low impact on the landscape I would like 
to see tiny homes considered in Teignmouth such as in Bristol: 
https://www.tinyhousecommunitybristol.org/. For other excellent examples se see 
https://www.transitiontowntotnes.org/transition-homes/ 

We agree that local affordable housing must be a 
priority locally.   
 
We had considered introducing a policy which 
prioritises those with a connection to 
Teignmouth being prioritised for the affordable 
element within that housing type.  However, 
Teignbridge housing policy already effectively 
prioritises in that way.   
 
Community-led housing is important, albeit likely 
to be a small part of the overall supply of new 
housing.  Control by a local Community Land 
Trust remains the most likely to ensure that 

None. 
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https://broadhempstonclt.com/ 
https://www.communityledhomes.org.uk/success-stories/lilac Find out more here: 
https://www.communityledhomes.org.uk/ 
We had a problem with the Teignmouth Community Land Trust over the years where we 
tried to get land for self-build eco build but because of the neighbourhood plan and local 
plan not being finalised land wasn't being sold in case it could be worth alot to developers. 
And in the case where we in theory we could have gone on the edge as part of another 
development such as the exeter road development but for some reason they didn't want us 
(we were told unofficially it was because our houses were built for cheaper and that ours 
were more spacious - as ours were designed for European and environmental and health 
standards- so ours were so much better it made theirs look bad- which is awful really- surely 
the people of Teignmouth deserve better!). My point is that there is an appetite for 
sustainable affordable eco housing. The problem was in the fact that there was statutory 
responsibility for ensuring self- build, and for affordable but not both at the same time… 
which is ludicrous. So I reiterate please make provision for affordable, eco build and self 
build. 

affordable housing remains accessible for local 
people at low cost / rents / shared equity in 
perpetuity, given the Right to Buy policy for 
tenants of Housing Associations / Register 
Providers. 
 
A policy could be introduced to support both 
community-led and eco-housing, but with the 
Neighbourhood Plan not allocating housing sites 
in addition to those allocated through the Local 
Plan, the policy would likely have little real 
traction and it is not our view that a supportive 
policy such as this would, in reality, provide any 
greater weight for the consideration of eco or 
community led approaches on existing allocated 
sites.  It seems unlikely that a CLT led scheme 
would come through the system given the lack of 
land supply without constraints in the Plan area. 
 
With regard to self-build, TDC has been proactive 
on this issue.  It is one of the first local authorities 
to have a self-build SPD and the Neighbourhood 
Plan is unlikely to be able to provide any 
additional meaningful local guidance in addition 
to this.  
https://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/planning/local-
plans-and-policy/guidance/supplementary-
planning-documents-spd/  

26  Sect 5, 
p.43 
 

It’s really hard to envisage how 725 homes can be provided by 2033 when the developer has 
yet to cut turf on the more modest 225 on TE3 from 2014. Engaging with the community 
(emphasis on Town as opposed to District) on Major Housing Proposals – most welcome. 

We agree that there have been delivery issues on 
this site.   
 
Thank you for support of the policy regarding 
engagement. 

None. 

15   
PCL Planning 
 

5 
Housing 
 

Map for Appx 1 supplied   
Appx 2 - Policy TE2 Teignbridge Local Plan (formerly Core Strategy) Preferred Option – not 
supplied. 
 

The site’s location is noted.  It is useful to have an 
understanding of the respondent’s client’s 
position but as the respondent points out from 
the outset, the site is outside the boundary of the 

None. 

https://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/planning/local-plans-and-policy/guidance/supplementary-planning-documents-spd/
https://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/planning/local-plans-and-policy/guidance/supplementary-planning-documents-spd/
https://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/planning/local-plans-and-policy/guidance/supplementary-planning-documents-spd/
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On behalf of Waddeton Park Ltd (who have an interest in land at Shepherds Lane, 
Teignmouth, as shown on the enclosed location plan) we write to provide representations in 
relation to the above consultation.  
On behalf of our clients PCL Planning Ltd have provided representations to the Teignbridge 
Local Plan and the Bishopsteignton Neighbourhood Plan. This site is situated towards the 
north west of the town of Teignmouth and, whilst within Bishopsteignton Parish, it directly 
adjoins, and is more related to, Teignmouth than Bishopsteignton.  
The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 require Neighbourhood Plans to be 
subject to an examination by an Independent Examiner appointed by the local planning 
authority. Unlike Local Plans (which have to be tested for ‘soundness’) Neighbourhood Plans 
must meet a number of ‘basic conditions’ before they can be put to community referendum.  
The basic conditions are set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B to the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990, and state that a Neighbourhood Plan is required to:  
a) Have regard to national planning policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the 
Secretary of State;  

b) Contribute to the achievement of sustainable development;  

c) Be in general conformity with strategic policies contained in the Development Plan for the 
area; and  

d) Not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU obligations and human rights 
requirements.  
 
National planning policies are set out in the Framework and supporting Planning Practice 
Guidance. 
 
The Development Plan (DP) for the area currently comprises the adopted Teignbridge Local 
Plan (adopted May 2014), not the current review that is being undertaken into that plan. 
Paragraph 2.57 of the Local Plan identifies the strategic policies which Neighbourhood Plans 
will need to be in general conformity with, and this includes:  
• all Strategic Policies, Strategic Places, Prosperous Economy, Wellbeing and Quality 
Environment policies from S1A through to EN12 (in particular policies S1A, S1, S4, S13 and 
S18)  
 
We would encourage the Town Council to carefully consider the comments made in this 
representation in order to meet the basic conditions and ensure general conformity with the 
DP policies set out above.  
Our particular concern with the TNP is its failure to meet to understand the strategic role 
that the town plays within South Devon and the associated housing requirements that need 

Plan area (in point of fact, the vast majority of 
the site outlined in red identified on the enclosed 
map as a “Hybrid Application Boundary” is 
outside the Plan area and Town Council 
boundary, with only a very thin slither of land at 
the very southern point within the red line, which 
is cross-hatched, in the Plan area).  The Plan can 
therefore have no influence with any weight in 
the planning system on the potential uses of the 
majority of the site.  While this is also frustrating 
for the Steering Group and Town Council, given 
the obvious and clear links between this area and 
the town, these are the rules that the Plan is 
bound by. 
 
We appreciate the encouragement by the 
respondent sot carefully consider the comments 
made in order to meet the Basic Conditions. We 
are fully aware of the Basic Conditions and the 
need for the Plan to meet them.  We will 
continue to liaise with the Local Planning 
Authority to help ensure that the Plan meets 
these tests and the Plan will of course be tested 
at independent Examination to ensure that the 
tests are met. 
 
We do not accept that the Plan fails “to meet to 
understand the strategic role that the town plays 
within South Devon” [sic.].  The draft Plan is 
firmly set within the context of the strategic 
policies of the adopted Local Plan and it clearly 
states that.  It is to be expected that the response 
will suggest that the scale of housing in the town 
proposed in the Local Plan is not enough.  An 
area of land is being promoted.  We would 
suggest that the respondent’s issues relating to 
the lack of inclusion of this site in the adopted 
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to be met to underpin that role. As we set out in our representations to the Teignbridge 
Local Plan, Teignmouth is the second largest town in the District and performs an important 
strategic role, with a wide range of services and facilities, serving residents in the wider 
coastal area. Given its sustainability credentials, it is our view that the level of housing 
currently proposed to be delivered at Teignmouth (340 dwellings in the adopted Local Plan) 
is low and additional greenfield land will be required in order to meet identified housing 
needs.  
Due to Teignmouth’s coastal location, the options for future development of the town are 
limited (to the north and west). Land to the west – (on land within Bishopsteignton Parish) is 
considered the most sustainable location. In particular, land at Shepherds Lane (which was 
previously identified by the District Council as a preferred site for development - Policy TE2 – 
see Appendix 2) but was omitted from the current Development Plan at a late stage, without 
clear justification.  
We consider that this is a suitable site for growth that has been overlooked by the Town 
Council, possibly due to cross-boundary issues with Bishopsteignton Parish, with no 
reference to the potential for development in this location.  
The site is adjacent to the built-up settlement boundary of the town and in close proximity to 
local services and transport facilities and is well placed to deliver much needed market and 
affordable housing, public open space and infrastructure improvements. Development of the 
site would represent a natural extension to this predominantly residential part of the town.  
Paragraph 2.16 of the Teignbridge Local Plan recognises the need for a degree of flexibility in 
the Local Plan to allow for increases in demand or delay in sites coming forward. Policy WE1 
identifies the need to monitor the delivery of market and affordable housing in the District 
and states that if housing completions fall behind, development of additional dwellings in 
strategically appropriate locations should be encouraged. This issue is not considered at all in 
the Neighbourhood Plan. On this basis, the TNP is not therefore considered to meet criteria 
a) to c) of the basic conditions outlined above.  
In the examination of the Torbay Local Plan the Inspector raised some important points 
regarding the relationship between Local and Neighbourhood Plans. Torbay Council 
proposed to rely on Neighbourhood Plans to deal with the spatial distribution of 
development in the medium and long term. The Inspector identified (in his Further Findings, 
dated 23rd December 2014) the need for a “trigger point” to be included in the Plan to 
identify when and in what circumstances development sites would be brought forward, in 
the event of Neighbourhood Plans failing to deliver the Council’s strategy. The Inspector also 
stated the need to adopt a flexible and highly responsive approach to housing delivery and 
to allow for reviews whenever necessary.  

Local Plan is taken up with the District Council 
through their Local Plan Review process.  To 
reiterate, the site being promoted is outside the 
jurisdiction of this Plan and is a matter for both 
Bishopsteignton Parish Council and strategically 
for Teignbridge District Council. 
 
There is no requirement for Neighbourhood 
Plans in national or Local Plan policy for their 
content to have to consider anything.  Their 
content is determined by the development of 
aim and objectives and an understanding of key 
issues of relevance to the local community.  The 
respondent is incorrect to conflate policy WE1 in 
the adopted Local Plan with a requirement for 
Neighbourhood Plans to have to consider 
strategic “reserve” sites for housing or that to 
not consider this means that it does not meet the 
Basic Conditions.  Policy WE1 actually reads… “If 
total housing or affordable housing completions 
are more than 2 years behind the trajectory and 
there is continued evidence of local housing 
need, the Local Planning Authority will take 
action to encourage the development of 
additional dwellings in strategically appropriate 
locations…”.  This simply does not signpost any 
implication for Neighbourhood Plans to play a 
role in this – rightly so, the LPA instructs itself to 
do this.  There is, in our view, simply no case to 
answer here and the respondent does not 
present a sound, correct nor compelling 
argument for the Plan to consider this issue. 
 
Further, there is no similarity between the 
situation in Torbay Neighbourhood Plans and its 
Local Plan and the situation in Teignbridge 
between the Local Plan and Neighbourhood 
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Similarly, in this case, the Neighbourhood Plan should include some form of “trigger” to 
allow for additional land to be brought forward for development in the plan period, without 
conflicting with the Plan. It is suggested that the Town Council consider identifying a ‘fringe 
zone’, or similar, for land adjacent to the town, where residential development may be 
appropriate.  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.    Map supplied 

Plans.  The Teignbridge Local Plan’s approach is 
not the same as that of Torbay, a policy position 
not replicated in other local authority area.  The 
model used by Torbay Council has not been 
repeated elsewhere, that we are aware of, 
largely because in Torbay there was certainty of 
producing three Neighbourhood Plans which 
cover the whole local authority area between 
them and agreement, we understand, from an 
early part of the process that Neighbourhood 
Plans should play this role.  In most local 
authority areas, the number of parishes or 
geography covered by neighbourhood fora are 
too numerous to provide complete coverage.  
Other Local Plans elsewhere in the country have 
tried (and largely failed) to have a policy which 
places an onus on local communities to have to 
produce Neighbourhood Plans which deal with 
matters on housing which Local Plans have failed 
to deliver on. Reliability on Neighbourhood Plans 
to deliver where these Plans are produced 
voluntarily and where there is no prescribed 
requirement for their content in national policy 
does not provide sufficient certainty for strategic 
housing delivery across a district (i.e. it is not a 
strategy!) – hence, where Local Plan policies do 
signpost a role for Neighbourhood Plans in 
housing delivery, it is typically presented as 1) 
optional; and 2) principally for local needs 
housing where over and above a minimum scale 
identified in the Local Plan.   
 
The respondent is directed to Local Plan policies 
S23, S1A, S21 and WE5, the only adopted policies 
in the Local Plan that we are aware of which refer 
directly to Neighbourhood Plans. 
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To re-iterate for clarity, any reference to or 
proposal for a “fringe zone” which is outside the 
designated Plan area will simply not be 
acceptable at Examination (and may very well 
not be acceptable prior to that point in the 
process to our neighbouring parish which has its 
own Neighbourhood Plan in place). 

11  p.43 
Housing 

This policy says “It should be remembered that the proposed housing numbers in the Local 
Plan are set as a minimum and that from 2019, the Government requires all local 
authorities to use a new standard methodology to calculate housing numbers, leading to 
an increase in the number that Teignbridge has to deliver (from 12,400 minimum to 14,500 
minimum) and consequently Teignmouth’s number to 2033 increased from 620 to 725 
dwellings minimum. 
 
This simply is NOT TRUE.  The Government DOES NOT require all local authorities to use a 
new standard methodology to calculate housing numbers.  As noted in the attached letter 
from the Secretary of State for Housing.  The standard model is just a starting point and the 
actual local need could be LESS than this.  In Teignmouth we do NOT have the demand, 
available space or infrastructure (schools, roads, etc) to cope with this fantastical number 
from Teignbridge’s fantastical numbers. 
 
Where exceptional circumstances like the greenbelt, constrained site (like by the sea) or 
areas of natural beauty exist this is accepted by a housing inspector why targets cannot be 
met. 
 

It is the supporting text, and not policy, which 
states the text quoted. 
 
The wording used was based on informal 
comments and wording suggested by the district 
council.   
 
It is a useful point of clarity made by the 
respondent, although the text quoted is not 
intended to suggest that the housing 
methodology is the “be all and end all”.  
However, the text currently omits the point that 
the respondent has raised.  We will adjust to 
make it clear that the methodology is the starting 
point.  Thank you for raising this important 
nuance.  (We are also conscious that the 
Government’s proposals in its White Paper 
(2020) for planning system reform suggested that 
housing projections should be binding but that 
reports suggest that it is now reconsidering this 
proposed policy position.) 

Amend 
accordingly. 

30  HO2 
 

The Plan should be read as a whole.  This point is 
covered by Policy BE2. 

None. 

 6 SPORTS LEISURE AND RECREATION   
16  6.2 p.48 

SLR 
Local Green Space: Suggest including the Old Cemetery  
 

The Old Cemetery is designated as an important 
local heritage asset in Policy BE1.  It is considered 
as an appropriate designation given the presence 
of the structures on the site which are of historic 
importance.  The site could equally be designated 
as Local Green Space but as the site is not under 

Amend policy and 
text in Plan as 
necessary and 
add cemetery to 
evidence base 
assessment of 
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threat from a change of use, it seems more 
appropriate to designate it under BE1 than SLR1.  
The key issue is to protect the area rather than 
which designation it has. However, considering 
the site against the qualifying criteria for LGS in 
the NPPF, the Old Cemetery does qualify and 
there is therefore justification to designate it as a 
LGS too. 

potential LGS 
sites to ensure 
testing against 
NPPF criteria is 
shown. 
Add reference to 
work being done 
by Friends of 
Teignmouth 
Cemetery  
https://teignmout
hcemetery.wordp
ress.com/a-
natural-place/ . 

16  6.3 page 
59 SLR 

Suggest including the library and theatres in Teignmouth  
(this page and section do not refer to this – possibly SLR2 list on p.55 – p.59 is Community 
Actions and Project) 

We agree that the library and Ice Factory could 
be added to the list of assets requiring 
protection.  However, The Pavilions are 
considered commercially viable and is unlikely to 
need such protection.   

Add Ice Factory 
and library to 
COM1 assets. 
 

11  SLR, p.49 Questions to help us refine the policy:  
Are there any other green spaces, which are publicly accessible and meet the criteria explained on the 
previous page, which you think the Local Green Space policy should seek to protect? Are there areas 
that we have named which should not be protected?  
ALL the green space including TE3. There is no necessity to build on green field sites.  

 

TE3 is allocated by the adopted Teignbridge Local 
Plan.  This Neighbourhood Plan cannot de-
allocate as national planning policy does not 
allow it to do so. 
It should also be noted, as we have explained in 
the supporting text for the policy, that the LGS 
designation has to pass specific criteria set in 
national policy for it to be designated as such.  
Not all green space will pass the criteria. 

None. 

30 SLR1 

 

Devon County Council has confirmed that DCC 
have the freehold, but land is on a 125 year 
(academy) lease to Teignmouth Community 
School and they sub-lease the cricket pitch to 
Teignmouth & Shaldon Cricket Club. On this basis 
it would be pragmatic to seek protection for the 
part of the playing field used by the cricket club. 
LEAs typically object to LGS on school playing 
field sites given their right to utilise the land for 

Amend extent of 
playing field to 
cover the area 
leased to the 
cricket club. 
Also amend the 
evidence base 
paper 
accordingly. 

https://teignmouthcemetery.wordpress.com/a-natural-place/
https://teignmouthcemetery.wordpress.com/a-natural-place/
https://teignmouthcemetery.wordpress.com/a-natural-place/
https://teignmouthcemetery.wordpress.com/a-natural-place/
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school use, including additional classrooms etc. 
The failsafe to protect the playing field, however, 
is Sport England’s playing field policy of 
protecting playing fields in their entirety subject 
to replacement or other mitigation for example. 

21 Terence 
Stone Devts 
Ltd c/o 
Fowler 
Architecture 
& Planning 
Ltd 

SLR1, 
p.51 

Identification of Kingsway Meadow and Park as a Local Green Space (LGS). 
The landowner has received no communication of the draft Teignmouth NDP consultation 
and the proposals to designate their land as LGS.  The approach is contrary to the PPG which 
states:  
A Local Green Space does not need to be in public ownership.  However, the local planning 
authority (in the case of local plan making) or 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.  Landowners will have opportunities to 
make representations in respect of proposals in a draft plan. 
Meaningful consultation is therefore required with all affected landowners of any proposed 
LGS prior to the Regulation 14 Draft Pre-Submission Plan consultation. The draft NDP 
consultation is accompanied by a very short document titled ‘Teignmouth Local Green 
Spaces Assessment Report (‘the Report’) dated 7 May 2021.  
 
The report identifies, when taken collectively, great swathes of land around the settlement 
and environs as LGS, particularly to the west in the environs of Broadmeadow.  This is not 
the intention of the NNPPF, which makes clear that the green area will need to meet the 
criteria set out in paragraph 100.  The Planning Practice Guidance confirms the intention of 
NPPF paragraph 100, in that Local Green Space designation should be used where the green 
area concerned is not an extensive tract of land.  Consequently blanket designation of open 
countryside adjacent to settlements will not be appropriate.  In particular, designation 
should not be proposed as a ‘back door’ way to try to achieve what would amount to a new 
area of Green Belt by another nae.  This is essentially what is proposed by a reference to the 
Report.  The Report is not justified as the consideration of whether a parcel of land or field is 
‘not an extensive tract of land’ is considered in isolation from the adjacent or nearby sites. 
 
The Report identifies our client’s land under proposed LGS Kingsway meadow and park 
extending to 4.4 hectares.  Our client’s land is the majority northern section of the proposed 
designation and to 4.04 hectares. 
 

We acknowledge and thank the respondent for 
their comments.  It had been assumed, based on 
local knowledge, that the site was in public 
ownership and so the Steering Group apologises 
for not seeking to contact the landowner in 
advance. However, the first draft of the Plan was 
only for informal consultation and we consider 
that this process constitutes a form of contact at 
an “early stage” in the Plan’s development.  
While all areas in the draft Plan identified as 
potential LGS do meet the NPPF requirements 
and we do not agree with the criticism levelled 
by the respondent about “great swathes” of land 
being designated as LGS, which is simply 
incorrect and not supported by evidence of LGS 
designated in made Neighbourhood Plans 
elsewhere, we do, however, recognise the wishes 
of the landowner that the part of the site at 
Kingsway Meadow that is in their private 
ownership is not designated as a LGS.  
 
However, in relation to the comments on policy 
NE2, while it is recognised that the presence of 
trees does not preclude development of any 
wooded site, the climate change and ecological 
emergencies we face change the previously 
perceived value of even small areas of trees and 
woodland and their setting. We do not agree that 
the area which is sought to be protected should 
be removed from this protection. While no 
specific biodiversity surveys have been 
undertaken, such areas must not be considered 

Remove the 
element of the 
LGS proposed in 
the draft NP in 
private ownership 
identified in the 
response.  Also 
amend the 
evidence base 
paper 
accordingly. 
 
Amend policy NE2 
to introduce 
policy tests and 
criteria to allow 
landowners the 
opportunity to 
mitigate against 
loss. 
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The test for whether a proposed LGS may be designated is where those spaces are 
‘demonstrably special’.  This is a very high bar and the evidence underpinning the reasons for 
designation must be clear and justified. 
 
The Report states the land is a ‘park for recreational use’.  This is wholly incorrect.  While the 
far southern 0.4 hectares in public ownership is a park associated with the Meadows Centre, 
the majority of 4.04 hectares is in private ownership, with no public access and no 
recreational value, except for the definitive and defined route of the public Right of Way 
running north to south along the western boundary. 
 
The Report continues to state reasons ‘for tranquillity and for its richness of wildlife’. There is 
no tranquillity to be enjoyed within the 4.04 site, which is in private ownership with no 
public access.  There is no justified reasons and evidence presented within the Report to 
explain why the site holds any wildlife value of demonstrable value.  The inclusion of the site 
within the wider Bishopsteignton County Wildlife Site (CWS) should not be confused with 
attributing any great value to this parcel of land within the CWS.  The CWS is locally 
designated as mixed farmland with bird interest as it includes one or more cirl bunting 
breeding territories.  Cirl bunting surveys undertaken in 2017 revealed there is no evidence 
that this bird uses the site for breeding, furthermore that the site habitats are generally 
unsuitable for this bird as it does not comprise prime scrub and grassland habitat. 
 
In terms of the appropriateness of the use of a LGS designation, the PPG confirms that 
designating any LGS will need to be consistent with local planning for sustainable 
development in the area.  In particular, plans must identify sufficient land in suitable 
locations to meet identified development needs and the LGS designation should not be used 
in a way that undermines this aim of plan making.  This is of great relevance because the 
4.04 hectare site has long been considered as a suitable candidate for meeting local housing 
needs.  Furthermore, the NDP does not seek to propose policies and sites to meet housing 
needs and therefore the expansive use of LGS will restrict the availability of suitable land. 
 
In November 2011, Teignbridge District Council first proposed a new neighbourhood to the 
west of Teignmouth to provide open space, homes and jobs for local residents as well as 
community facilities and a green buffer to soften the visual impact of the urban extension it 
also proposed to provide new pedestrian and cycle routes and a new road to help relieve 
traffic in the town and improve air quality along Bitton Park Road.  This new neighbourhood 
was proposed in three phases:  Phase 1 (TE1) at Broadmeadow to Headway Cross was for 

as islands or in isolation from their wider context 
or setting in relation to providing habitats for 
biodiversity.  They play a much wider role.  The 
recent changes to the NPPF also elevate the 
emphasis on the role of trees and the planning 
system’s treatment of them.  However, we 
recognise the Tree Officer’s comments about 
protection not preventing future development.  
To that end we suggest amending the policy to 
introduce requirements already stated in the 
policy for testing and mitigation to be 
demonstrated through ecological assessments.  
 
The policy is not a “blanket” restriction on all 
development and proposers of development 
have the opportunity to demonstrate how their 
proposal can mitigate loss. 
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about 269 families including 80 or more homes subsidised by the developer to be affordable 
for local people. 
 
The urban extension proposals, as w hole, were subsequently withdrawn.  The matter of 
whether site TE1 should be reinstated was considered by the local Plan Inspector who 
concluded:   
“55.  Earlier proposals for new housing on sites TE1 and TE2 were withdrawn from the 
Preferred Options version of the Plan after viability studies indicated that the quantum of 
development was not able to fund a necessary link road.   Finally, further housing would add 
to the current imbalance in the provision of employment land in the town.  I conclude that the 
amount of development in Teignmouth shown on the Plan is sound and that the 
reinstatement of the two sites is not justified. 
 
56.  A small part of TE1 enclosed by existing development has been put forward as an 
affordable housing development proposal.  On the evidence to the examination, significant 
doubts remain that adequate access can be obtained and that the scheme would be viable.  
Given these doubts about effectiveness, I consider the site should not be included in the Plan 
at this stage.” 
 
In relation to the Inspector’s remarks at paragraph 56 it was very much left open that the 
site was potentially suitable and could be put forward for consideration as part of a future 
plan.  The Vision Statement submitted to the Teignbridge District Council Call for Sites in 
2018 represents the starting point to address the doubts about the effectiveness of the 
scheme.  Further work is ongoing with the project team to bring forward the site for an 
affordable-led development in-line with Government policy to boost affordable home 
ownership.  The LGS designation is therefore inappropriate given the suitability of the suite 
to offer a choice of afford able homes, and flexibility of supply of land is long established.  A 
LGS designation will therefore constrain the delivery or=f sustainable development and runs 
contrary to the NPPF and PPG. 
 
In summary, the 4.04 hectare site does not meet the criteria at paragraph 100 of the NPPF.  
There is no evidence that this site is in any way demonstrably special to a local community 
and holds a particular local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic 
significance, recreational value (including as a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its 
wildlife.  This is the policy test for designating Local Green Space.  There is no public access to 
the land, which is hemmed in by housing to the east and south, with commercial 
developments to the south west - ensuring there is no tranquillity.  There is no evidence that 
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the site holds any wildlife or biodiversity value to distinguish it apart from the wider CWS.  
The Site also forms part of an extensive tract of land proposed for LGS designation to the 
south west of Teignmouth and as such, when considered in conjunction with the wider land 
it is not local in character. 
 
Local Green Space Policy 
The draft Policy SLR1 continues to identify six criteria to assess proposals on LGS  (i – iv). 
 
In order to designate land as LGS, the tests set out in paragraphs 99-101 must be had regard 
to in accordance with the statutory basic conditions for making a neighbourhood plan.  
These require, inter alia, a local planning authority to decide whether it is appropriate to 
make the neighbourhood plan having regard to national policies and guidance issued by the 
Secretary of State (Schedule 4B, para 8(2) of the Town and County Planning Act 1990), 
primarily contained in the NPPF and PPG.  Importantly, the NPPF states that policies for 
managing development within a Local Green Space should be consistent with those for 
Green Belts (NPPF para 101). 
 
In this case, the draft policy for managing development within a LGS in SLR1 defines six 
criteria.  Criterion (i) states development will only be supported where they “maintain or 
enhance the existing use and amenity value of the space”.  Criterion (iv) states developments 
will only be supported where they “do not change the purpose for which the space is valued 
and the reason for designation”.  Such criteria are substantially more restrictive than policies 
for managing development in the Green Belt as there are no categories of appropriate 
development and no exception for development for which there are very special 
circumstances (NPPF paragraphs 144-145). 
 
There is a basic condition that a neighbourhood development plan must have regard to 
national policies.  Advice contained in guidance issued by the Secretary of State requires a 
decision maker not only to take national policies into account but also to observe them and 
depart from them only if there are clear reasons for doing so. 
 
As stated above, paragraph 101 of the NPPF says policies for managing development within 
LGS should be consistent with those for Green Belts, this means that national planning policy 
providing the policies for managing land within an LGS should be substantially the same as 
policies for managing development within the Green Belt. 
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Policy SLR1 is more restrictive than national policies for managing development within the 
Green Belt and consequently it is not consistent with national Green Belt policy. 
 
I would refer the Steering Group to the Court of Appeal (LewisonLJ giving judgement) in the 
case of Lochailort Investments Ltd, R (on the application of) v Norton St Philip Parish Council 
(2020).  The circumstances are analogous with the draft Teignmouth NDP and your approach 
taken to identify land as LGS and the wording of your proposed policy. 
 
Our client’s site is identified on Map 25 under Policy NE2(1)(viii) as Kingsdown Biodiversity 
Habitat’ (Woodland). 
 
Part (2) of the policy states: “These areas will be protected as areas critical in supporting 
wildlife habitats, biodiversity and geodiversity and their role within the wider network of 
green infrastructure.  Their loss will not normally be supports.” (my emphasis) 
 
The identification of sites under Policy NE2 of habitat or biodiversity value must be 
supported by evidence to justify any protections, as required by paragraph 174 of the NPPF. 
 
The NDP at paragraph 11.3.1 states their identification has been “Using local knowledge, 
aerial mapping, Devon Environment Viewer and Natural England’s habitats data, areas of 
habitat and green corridors which link these areas of biodiversity have been defined…” Site 
(viii) is not identified as being of biodiversity or geodiversity interest on the Devon County 
Council Environment Viewer. 
While Site (viii) is identified, in part, as broadleaved woodland on DEFRA mapping, however 
this does not infer that such land use is ‘critical’ to biodiversity and habitats. From the 
evidence of various historic images the site was formally three agricultural fields, separated 
by hedges – that are still evident. The site fell out of agricultural production sometime after 
the last war and the trees and scrub have since developed as a result of lack of management 
rather than any planned silvicultural decision. The woodland that is in places quite dense, 
including sycamore, oak and ash, generally thins out towards the east and south, where the 
site is more ‘open’. 
 
Much of the area south and east of the denser tree cover is ‘dense blackthorn scrub’ and 
‘largely overgrown’. The area that has a different character from the wooded area extends to 
some 1.2Ha. The area that was cleared was an extension of this dense growth. While a 
‘woodland’ can include discrete areas of scrub and even open space, the predominant cover 
should be ‘trees’ and this area is not predominantly trees, it is predominantly dense 
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blackthorn, goat willow and bramble ‘scrub’. Within the scrub area there are distinct trees 
but the over-all 
character of the area is not woodland. The boundaries include significant amounts of elm, 
particularly the western boundary, that is almost entirely elm that has already started to die 
off (from Dutch elm disease). It is most likely that all the elm will die within the next few 
years, including the larger elm adjacent to the apartment buildings to the east. All of the 
recorded plant species on site are common and widespread within the local area and do not 
distinguish the site as above the ordinary. 
The biodiversity or habitat value, or otherwise, of the trees at the site played no part in the 
reasons for the withdrawal of TE1 by the LPA, as Examined by the Inspector – enabling the 
site to be reconsidered for housing at a future date. The felling of trees would have no 
significant negative impact on the local environment and its enjoyment by the public and this 
matter has been tested at Examination. 
The Steering Group are referred to the Tree Officer’s response to the Regulatory & Appeals 
Committee on 18th June 2019. This confirmed that the purpose of the TPO was to prevent 
the further felling of trees. In terms of the restrictions of the TPO on the future development 
of the site, including as an exception site, the Officer stated: “The making of a tree 
preservation order does not prevent future development of a site. The protection of trees is 
considered alongside the design of any proposed scheme and the public benefit provided by 
the proposed 
development.” (First bullet point on page 4 -see committee document via link TPO 
Broadmeadow Committee report Final.pdf (teignbridge.gov.uk)) It was agreed between 
Teignbridge District Council and our client that the trees do not prevent the future 
development of this Site given its important role to deliver much needed homes in a 
sustainable location that would be unfairly effected by the proposed Policy NE2 designation.  
In relation to biodiversity habitat, the NDP is unsupported by any site surveys and evidence 
to demonstrate Site (viii) is a critical habitat. While the site is part of a wider County Wildlife 
Site (CWS) and within breeding territories for cirl buntings, surveys have established no 
evidence of breeding cirl buntings was found within the site edboundary. This is not 
unexpected given the absence of suitable breeding (and summer/winter foraging) habitat 
within the site (as defined in the RSPB ‘Breeding Survey’ methodology, June 2017). These 
results indicate the site is of ‘no significant value’ to cirl buntings and there is no public 
records of any value. 
There are no grounds to designate Site (viii) under Policy NE2. 
Plan attached to this submission attached separately 
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18a  SLR, p.42  I would like to see the standard of beach huts improved & ferries to Newton Abbot via 
Coombe Cellars. 

Noted. 
 
We will refer the comment on beach huts to TDC, 
which currently operates these facilities. 
 
The provision of a ferry service is a commercial 
one, but, this decision in itself is likely to be 
influenced by how the tide affects the operation 
times and frequency of such a service. 

Forward beach 
huts comments to 
TDC. 
 
No changes to the 
Plan. 

11  p.51  SLR 
1 

Coombe Valley will not be protected if TE3 is allowed. It will have a huge adverse impact. So 
there is no point to include it if TE3 is allowed  

We disagree.  The development of TE3 makes it 
all the more important to protect Coombe Valley. 

None. 

26  SLR 1  
pp48-52 

6.2 Local Green Space. There is increasing interest from volunteers for community gardens, 
orchards and rewilded plots. 

Thank you and noted. None. 

26  Section 
6.2/3 

6.2 Sports Leisure and 6.3 Marine Related and Water Sports. There is real opportunity for 
development here. There is a public right of way from the Quays to the Riverside Boat Yard. 
This should be enhanced with a boardwalk for multi user access at any state of the tide and 
the whole area of Polly Steps and the mudflats to Shaldon Bridge should be considered for 
Marine Sports and Leisure (Teignbridge TE5). 

We agree with the suggestion that a footpath (all 
weather) would be a good addition in this 
location. The suggested route could be added to 
our Transport Plan aspirations.  

Amend Transport 
Plan accordingly 
to indicate that 
the Teign Estuary 
Multi-use Trail 
could pass along 
this route. 

27  Section 
6.1 Aims 
& 
Objective
s 10(ii) 

Although section 10.2 states that the Town will “Protect the use of existing sports, leisure 
and recreation facilities”….., there needs to be particular reference to the Lido and the need 
to restore it to its former glory.  
The Lido is such a special facility both for the residence and visitors to Teignmouth and it’s 
seems quite stark omission within the Town Plan, that it seems not to have specifically been 
highlighted as essential. 

The Lido is included in policy SLR2 as a facility 
which will be supported with regard to 
improvements.  We agree that a long-term 
strategy for the Lido, which includes 
refurbishment in-keeping with the architecture 
of the facility, would be appropriate and this 
could be referenced in the Plan, for example in 
6.6. 

Amend text 
accordingly. 

30  SLR2 

 

There is a list within the policy.  The list is not the 
sole part of the policy, otherwise we would agree 
that it is not a policy.  SLR2 1 defines the facilities 
to which 2 applies.  Neighbourhood Plan policies 
are required to provide specificity over and 
above that provided in the Local Plan’s strategic 
policies.  This policy, and others, do that by 
defining and designating specific facilities or 
places within the policy.  However, we agree that 

Amend 
accordingly. 
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the policy could be adjusted slightly to merge 1 
and 2.  We do not agree with the need to remove 
the named facilities outside of the policy 
although recognise that, in planning policy terms, 
it is largely a matter of style as to whether they 
should or should not be included. 
 
Additional typo re Map numbers will be adjusted. 

11  SLR 2 
p.53 

Questions to help us refine the policy:  
Are there any other sport, leisure and recreation facilities which you think we should seek to 
protect? Are there facilities that we have named which should not be protected?  
Holcombe Beach must be protected  

Comments are noted.  Holcombe Beach is 
outside the Plan area and Town Council 
boundary.   

None. 

13  SLR 2, 
p.55 

SLR2. We need to provide more and better facilities for young people. We also need more 
small meeting rooms for the many (especially non-sport) interest groups. 

The Plan seeks to improve facilities for young 
people in sections 6 and 7.  The need for small 
meeting rooms is noted.  However, it is 
considered that there is sufficient capacity for 
meeting rooms across the Plan area, although it 
is noted that there is a cost attached to these.  All 
community facilities and meetings rooms need to 
demonstrate viability in the long-term and this 
usually means that there is a cost attached to 
their use, even if part subsidised by community 
organisations or the public sector.  However, the 
Plan does support proposals for such facilities in 
section 7. 

None. 

18  SLR2, 
p.55 
Improvin
g ops for 
SLR (land 
/ water) 

SLR2 No mention of the Cave music hub.  Replacement essential for many young people and 
not so young, people in the town.  Music has put the town on the map. 

We understand that negotiations for a suitable 
facility are ongoing at the current time.  The Plan 
supports provision of additional community 
facilities and facilities for young people in 
principle. 

None. 

19  SLR 2 -
altho DD 
only 
seems to 
have 
lookedat 

Unless I've missed it, this Plan says nothing about provision of a swimming pool in 
Teignmouth – a stipulation of the Local Plan.  The Lido is a major asset to Teignmouth and it 
would be nice to think that ultimately it will be open all year round.  Heating wouldn't be a 
problem if swimmers are allowed to wear wetsuits.  The local sea swimming community is 
familiar with this technique and it should readily spread to those who like swimming in an 
outdoor pool.  Provision of a swimming pool is an essential component of the Plan. 

Policies TE4 and S18 of the adopted Local Plan 
refer to seeking to enhance swimming pool 
facilities at the Lido.  This is already referenced in 
part of the statutory development plan and there 
is not therefore a formal need to reference it 
again in the Neighbourhood Plan.  However, for 

Amend text 
accordingly. 
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the 
Design 
Code 
where it 
doesn’t 
appear 

 completeness, the Neighbourhood Plan could 
cross reference back and to ensure that should 
the policies which reference the Lido in the Local 
Plan change when the Local Plan is reviewed 
there remains coverage in the Neighbourhood 
Plan. Current reference in section 7.2 is not 
explicit about enhancing the Lido but could be 
made so or a community action could be 
introduced as in 6.6. Policy COM2 enables 
enhancements to take place. 

30  SLR3 

 

We assume that the comment is in relation to 
SLR2 rather than SLR3.   
 
We agree that the policy criteria could be 
reworded. However, we do not agree that the 
wording should be swapped in the way 
suggested.  Logically, a proposal should not 
exacerbate existing constraints before being 
asked to mitigate if adverse impacts arise from 
the proposal.  It would seem appropriate to 
divide the criteria into two given that they are 
two slightly different things.   
 
Reading through, other parts of the policy could 
also be better worded and will be revised 
accordingly. 

Amend criteria 
SLR2 3. iv) to “do 
not exacerbate 
existing identified 
constraints or 
challenges on or 
associated with 
the site; and,”. 
 
Add new criteria 
v) “satisfactorily 
mitigate any 
adverse impacts 
which could arise 
from the 
proposal.” 
 
Amend 3. By 
removing “deliver 
or contribute” 
and adding these 
words to i) and ii).  
 
Amend 3. iii) by 
deleting “to 
securing or 
improving” and 
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replace with 
“secure or 
improve”. 

30  SLR3 

 

We disagree with some of the suggested changes 
to wording.  The first part “There is a 
presumption…” is superfluous (and out of date).  
The NPPF asserts a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development.  On that basis this 
introduction to the policy is unnecessary as it is 
implicit throughout the planning system.  To 
introduce it here would necessitate repletion of 
the same phrase in many other policies.  
 
Reading back through the policy, however, some 
minor amendments will improve the wording. 

Amend policy 
accordingly. 
Suggested change 
to “The 
development of 
new (and 
extension of 
existing) facilities, 
on or adjacent to 
the beaches and 
Estuary, and 
which support 
marine-related 
leisure and sport 
activities will be 
supported in 
principle where 
they demonstrate 
benefits to the 
local economy 
and do not have 
significant 
adverse impacts 
on:…” 

18  SLR 3 
Marine 
Related 
Activity 
p.58 

No mention of guaranteeing the water quality by restricting the dumping of Exmouth dock 
waste/mud. 

Noted.  Water quality is not something which is 
regulated through the planning system.  The Plan 
cannot achieve what the respondent suggests. 

None. 

13  SLR 3, 
p.58 

SLR3. We should make better use of the Back Beach. This could be an important attraction to 
visitors - especially at high tide when much of the seafront beaches are under water. 
An identified path all the way from the Point to New Quay would help. 
Also, could we reserve a few areas clear of boats for sitting and playing. 

We support use of the Back Beach and support 
improvements which would enhance the area 
but only those which do not spoil the 
attractiveness of its current mix of uses and open 

None. 
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I do not want this area to be too sanitized but I do feel this area could be made more 
attractive to families without distracting from its obvious charm. 

access.  There is already access between the 
points referred to in the comments. 

16  6.5, p.59 
SLR 

Supporting provision for gymnastics: The Gymnastics Club is not relevant content for a draft 
Plan. Whilst I agree offering gymnastics would be a good service for people of Teignmouth, I 
don’t see why this above all other activity for young people has been specified in this draft 
Plan.  
 
One part of the plan mentions that the Gymnastics Club folded due to costs and the other 
part talks about lack of space, therefore I am confused – which is it, or both? Teignmouth 
and Teignbridge councillors could have supported the Gymnastics Club financially or 
connected with relevant charitable funding and supported the Gymnastics Club to explore 
this. In terms of space – Broadmeadow and Alive Sport are ample sized to support this 
activity.  

We agree that the reference to gymnastics is 
very specific but perhaps not as flexible as it 
could be.  We will amend the focus of the policy 
to be more about support for a viable multi-use, 
multi-sports community space, but retain the 
example of gymnastics in the text. We will also 
add reference to potential for the Community 
College to potentially play a greater role in 
supporting such a facility.  

Amend policy and 
text accordingly. 

30  SLR4 

 

We disagree with some of the suggested changes 
to wording.  The first part “There is a 
presumption…” is superfluous (and out of date).  
The NPPF asserts a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development.  On that basis this 
introduction to the policy is unnecessary as it is 
implicit throughout the planning system.  To 
introduce it here would necessitate repletion of 
the same phrase in many other policies.  
 
The suggested wording “can be shown to comply 
with Planning Policies” is superfluous.  The 
development plan must be read as a whole and 
so cross-referencing to all other planning policies 
is unnecessary.  Cross-referencing of specific 
policies is acceptable where there is a need to 
emphasise requirements, give reassurance where 
a policy states support, for example, “in 
principle”, or to link to other policies for the 
benefit of applicants and the local planning 
authority – but should be used sparingly in our 
view. 
 

Amend 
accordingly. 
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The intention is to support one such facility.  
However, this does not have to be at Polly Steps. 
We will amend the policy accordingly and re-title 
it to “SLR4: Water Sports Centre”. 
 
In response to the suggestion to better define 
“public access” this could be done in the 
supporting text. 
 
In response to the suggestions for ii), we agree 
that moving parking provision to ii) from i) is 
appropriate but also to add “public” as i) as 
drafted signposts that car parking should be for 
public use.  In relation to the other suggestion 
about other uses, while SLR3 should then also be 
applied, but we recognise the point that the 
respondent is making as an important one and 
will introduce additional wording to SLR4 to more 
specifically define parameters for the site and 
supported development. 

29  p.56 6.4 
and SLR 
4 

Concerns over the development of polly steps car park. Currently this is the only affordable 
parking for those that live in town (with an annual permit). Development of this would put a 
strain on parking which is already under pressure when there are already plenty of spaces for 
watersports with current provision on the back beach and in shaldon. We also have the yacht 
club which could be developed instead making use of the east cliff car park. Not very in 
keeping with stopping unnecessary development due to climate change either. The way the 
plan makes it sound is that it has already been decided or consulted on like some business 
wants in. 

Please see response above and the intention to 
amend the policy. 

Amend 
accordingly. 

13  SLR 4, 
p.58 

I am in favour of developing Polly Steps for water sports but there must be sufficient storage 
for the various types of craft and associated equipment. Adequate parking is also obligatory  
(boats are often brought in on the top of large cars, or worse, on trailers and these require 
larger spaces than the typical car parking slot). 
Ideally there should also be meeting room(s) for the various water sport clubs that would use 
these facilities. Is Polly Steps really big enough? If done properly this could be a big attraction 
for the town. 
Can consideration be given to finding additional space near New Quay or Gales Hill? 
 

Please see response above and the intention to 
amend the policy to remove specific reference to 
Polly Steps. 

Amend 
accordingly. 
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27  SLR 6.6 
Comm. 
Action 
p.59 

No mention of the Lido. We support an intention for a long-term strategy 
to be developed for the Lido, which includes 
refurbishment in-keeping with the architecture 
of the facility, and this could be introduced as a 
Community Action, working with TDC. 

Add community 
action re a long-
term strategy for 
the Lido. 

     

 7 COMMUNITY FACILITIES and SERVICES   
11  p.60 

section 
7.1, Aims 
13 

AIMS 13 : Then you can withdraw the PSPO?  
 

This is not the intention of the Aim, at all.  The 
PCSO provision is not a responsibility of the Town 
Council, but a member of staff employed by the 
Police Service. 

None. 

30  7.1 and 
COM1 

 

The section will be reviewed to ensure that 
wording used is consistent and clear.   
 
However, the respondent misses a clear 
distinction.  There is a difference between 
services, which the planning system (concerned 
with land-use matters) cannot have control over, 
for example the library service or service 
provided by a Post Office, and the building within 
which they operate where the planning system 
does have a relationship, for example, through 
protection from change of use (loss). 
 
In relation to the comment on COM1 2., we 
agree that the wording could be tightened a little 
and suggest a minor change to respond to the 
comment made. 

Review 
supporting text 
section’s wording 
accordingly. 
 
Amend COM1 2. 
First sentence to 
“Existing 
community 
facilities and 
amenities will be 
protected from 
loss, unless 
redevelopment or 
change of use 
demonstrate 
that:…” 

30  COM1 

 

The list introduces local specificity to the policy, 
making it Teignmouth specific.  The list is part of 
COM1 and not a separate policy in its own right.  
It therefore needs to be read with the other 
clauses in the policy. 
 
The College is on an education site likely to be 
owned by the LEA.  As such the Neighbourhood 
Plan is restricted with regard to policies it can 

None. 
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have which could interrupt the responsibility of 
the LEA for education.  Such matters are 
commonly called “excluded development” or 
“County matters”.  The Plan cannot introduce 
policies which might restrict future development 
needs on the site, for example, if the facility used 
by community groups was to be changed from a 
communal space to classrooms etc.  We will, 
however, raise the possibility of identifying the 
College’s use as a community facility outside of 
the school day to determine whether we can 
include it in the policy. 
 
The position in the Plan on the hospital site is 
clear and reflects the position at the current 
time. It is not a community facility, even if used 
by the public, rather, it is in ownership of NHS 
Estates. 

St Michael’s 
PPC 

COM1 

 

On the basis of the comments, it would be worth 
adding St Michael’s Parochial Parish Church into 
the COM1 list of community facilities. 

Amend COM1 as 
necessary. 
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16  7.7 p.70 

Comm. 
Facilities 
& 
Services 

Community actions and projects:  many groups are missing from this section. This section identifies community actions or 
projects that will be pursued and / or 
investigated, outside the planning system.  It is 
not intended to be a list of groups or identify an 
action for every group in the town.  However, we 
are open to include additional projects where the 
Town Council are likely to have a role in some 
way if these are identified to us.  The respondent 
has not identified to which groups the comment 
refers and so we cannot suggest a change to 
address the comment at this stage. 

None. 

16  Section 
7.2, P.61  

Protecting, maintaining and enhancing community and health facilities, amenities and assets:  
Perhaps Teignmouth library and buildings for youth work could be included here?  
Also Sports facilities, shops etc.  

The library can be referenced in COM1.   
 

Amend COM1 
accordingly. 
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Some community assets used by youth / young 
peoples’ groups and organisations are referenced 
in the section. 
 
Sports facilities and shops are included in other 
sections in the Plan.  Planning themes and topics 
are cross-cutting by nature and we cannot cross-
refer and identify all links between land, facility 
and building uses in all sections. 

25  COM 2, 
p.63 

Health facilities, amenities & assets should be enhanced but at worst maintained. Any 
enhancement should avoid land that is liable to tidal flooding – within 10m in elevation of 
MHW – see comment above (BE4 & BE6). 

The bottom line for the policy is to maintain what 
we have, and enhance where possible. 
 
With regard to flood risk, we have introduced 
some policy requirements but flood risk is largely 
dealt with through national and Local Plan policy 
within the planning system. 

None. 

13  COM 2, 
p.64 

COM2. (see SLR2). Especially out of the centre of town where facilities are very limited The policy applies across the Plan area. None. 

18a  COM 5, 
p.68 

 I feel very strongly that there should be further youth provision for all the young people with 
nowhere to go; especially the facility removed from Eastcliffe car park should be re-instated 
somewhere else. This would help to reduce crime. 

We agree that there need to be improvements in 
facilities for young people.  The Plan seeks to 
support improvements to existing provision and 
to new facilities for young people. 

None. 

11  COMM 1, 
pt 2 

You DID allow the loss of the Cave Community Amenity, otherwise I would suggest adding it 
to this list.  
 

Cave is the responsibility of Teignbridge DC and 
not the Town Council.  The TC has not “allowed” 
loss of the facility.  It is understood that 
negotiations are continuing to resolve needs. 
Section 7.7 does include an action to engage with 
arts / culture / drama interest groups to 
determine needs. This includes music and we can 
make this more explicit by adding the word to 
this action. 

Amend action in 
section 7.7 by 
adding the word 
“music”. 

18  COM 1, 
p.62,  
7.6.1, 
p.70 

Protecting Community & Health Facilities, Amenities and Assets: A new health centre in the 
town will exacerbate the problem of parking and poor air quality.  Why not keep the hospital 
and develop a new centre in East Cliff Park? Parking, as mentioned in the Plan, can be 
extended by addition additional levels. 

Plans are still in flux for the hospital, health 
facility and East Cliff Park.  The Plan has policies 
which seek to balance the need to retain and 
increase parking capacity while recognising the 
related challenges posed by climate change. 

None. 
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30  COM2 
 

There may be several options which could be 
explored and which we could reference in the 
supporting text or community actions. 

Add a community 
action to reflect 
this. 

30  COM3 

 

Contrary to the respondent’s view, we consider it 
appropriate to have a discreet policy on this 
rather than multiple references.  There are other 
references to issues such as amenity etc across 
other policies. 

None. 

30  COM4 

 

Use of the word “protect” relating to loss is 
common in planning policies.  
 
Re 2 ii), yes, agreed.  TDC will be asked to 
respond to the revised draft of this Plan prior to 
the next formal consultation stage and have 
already had sight of the draft set of policies and 
provided informal comment to help shape prior 
to the community consultation. 
 
We agree with the reference to inserting 
“disabled” into iv). 

Amend 
accordingly. 

30  COM5  We agree with the reference to inserting 
“disability”. 

Amend 
accordingly. 

26  Section 
7.6, p.70 

7.6 Hospital Site. The plan should emphasize the considerable benefit to the Neighbourhood 
of this site remaining in public ownership (whatever the outcome of CCG arrangements for 
primary health care). 

The statement included in the Plan about the 
hospital sets out the Plan’s position on the site.  
It is not in the control of the Town Council nor 
the Plan to fully determine its future. The Plan 
already recognises that the site should be 
considered for other community uses if 
redeveloped and not used for continued or 
alternative healthcare provision. 
We will continue to monitor the position with the 
hospital site and adjust section 7.6 accordingly as 
the Plan evolves if necessary to reflect any 
update on the position. 

None. 
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30  Section 
7.6 

 

The statement included in the Plan about the 
hospital sets out the Plan’s position on the site.  
It is not in the control of the Town Council nor 
the Plan to fully determine its future. The Town 
Council will, however, including through this 
statement, continue to seek to influence the 
future use of the site. The Plan recognises that 
the site should be considered for other 
community uses if redeveloped and not used for 
continued or alternative healthcare provision. 
We will continue to monitor the position with the 
hospital site and adjust section 7.6 accordingly as 
the Plan evolves if necessary to reflect any 
update on the position. 

None. 

13  COMM 5, 
p.68 

COM5. Agreed - see SLR2 and COM2 above Noted. None. 

18  COM 5, 
p.68 
Devt of 
Facilities 
for 

No mention of the Cave music hub.  Replacement essential for many young people and not 
so young people in the town.  Music has put the town on the map .(As per SLR2)  Also crucial 
for mental health of the young 

Cave is the responsibility of Teignbridge DC and 
not the Town Council.  It is understood that 
negotiations are continuing to resolve needs. 
Section 7.7 does include an action to engage with 
arts / culture / drama interest groups to 

Amend action in 
section 7.7 by 
adding the word 
“music”. 
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children 
and 
young 
people 

determine needs. This includes music and we can 
make this more explicit by adding the word to 
this action. 

29  COM 5, 
p.68 
Or 
possibly 
Section 
9, arts & 
culture 

There is a distinct lack of mention of The Cave music project which has been supporting 
young people for over 15 years and in recent years has become an intergenerational project 
supporting people over 90 years old in building community, wellbeing and opportunities for 
people to develop their talents. They need a venue to practise and to store a drum kit and 
with good access to a parking bay so that kit can be dropped off and picked up. It needs to be 
a soundproof room that can fit a band and instruments in so a residential area would not 
suit.   
I see that you have a whole section on bringing back gymnastics without even a working 
project so it is certainly much lower on the list of priorities of people in the town yet to miss 
out on The Cave despite the well documented support for it on social media alone and 
outcry from the town when their building was knocked down for a measly 8 parking spaces. 
It feels very shortsighted and a let down to not have included The Cave especially for all the 
service users and parents of those who have written letters of support for it to continue as a 
project to be supported by finding or building a new venue. 
Music is the lifeblood of Teignmouth and is indeed part of the town's legacy not least 
because we have Muse as a multi award winning, million dollar band selling 20 million 
records worldwide but also because of the folk festival and other music events. For 
musicians to thrive they need an affordable place to practise having these spaces is vital for 
Teignmouth to continue being a creative hotbed. But the Cave is more than just that it also 
channels 
musicians towards nearby production studios and other music industries in the town that 
were once young musicians at the cave, it also supports up and coming talent with getting 
booked at up and coming music events as well as organizing its own showcases. The Cave 
helps the creative industries in the area thrive and a huge value for money. It seems sadly 
this has gone unnoticed because perhaps the councilors or those writing the plan have 
misunderstood or undervalued this asset. 
Without support the people who keep the project and social capital alive may very well 
move on and you would lose an experienced youth worker as well as a well loved project. 
Then the legacy of the town council will be like that of the mayor that threw Muse’s album in 
the bin all those years ago right in front of them, if that councillor had recognised the value 
of young musicians back then perhaps now there would be a famous album to sell to pay for 
some of the cost towards a new venue for up and coming musicians and retired lonely ones 
who need 

Cave is the responsibility of Teignbridge DC and 
not the Town Council.  It is understood that 
negotiations are continuing to resolve needs. 
Section 7.7 does include an action to engage with 
arts / culture / drama interest groups to 
determine needs. This includes music and we can 
make this more explicit by adding the word to 
this action. 
 
Policy reference specifically identifying 
gymnastics will be amended in light of other 
comments made. 

Amend action in 
section 7.7 by 
adding the word 
“music”. 
 
Amend policy 
which references 
gymnastics in line 
with other 
comments and 
suggested change 
in these 
comments. 
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a place to be. 

29  COM 2 
and 5, pp 
60-65 

The most important thing when designing spaces for young people is to speak to them first, a 
proper consultation where they are spoken to and listened to utilising community 
engagement techniques to not just a survey- youngsters rarely fill them out. 

We agree and have used other ways of trying to 
discuss issues with young people.  We will 
continue to engage in a variety of ways to help 
ensure that their needs are recognised.  This 
approach will help to overcome challenges faced 
securing input from young people. 

None. 

29  Pp 60 – 
65 
COM 2 

Please put in a basketball court on near the den. Several young people have said they would 
like this. Some have suggested to put it where the tennis courts are. This makes sense to me 
as the tennis courts are rarely used whereas from what the young people have said this 
would be. 
Several young people have said they want a place to practise and play music. If you want to 
see the several letters evidencing this written by young people and parents speak to Robin 
Brown of the Cave Music project. 
Several young people/ teenagers have also said that they would like a covered area with 
benches to hang out. They need safe places where we know they are where they are out of 
the rain where they can just do their own thing. Lots of teenagers don’t always want 
activities, they want a place to just be where they don't get made to feel unwelcome by 
adults, a place they can call their own. Perhaps they could have some free sessions with 
graffiti artists to paint such a space and have a wall as part of it that they are allowed to use 
to paint on when they like. 

The comments will be passed to Teignbridge DC 
as the body responsible for the MUGA on The 
Den. We agree that it would be sensible to put 
basketball hoops up in the MUGA. 
 
Cave is the responsibility of Teignbridge DC and 
not the Town Council.  It is understood that 
negotiations are continuing to resolve needs. 
Section 7.7 does include an action to engage with 
arts / culture / drama interest groups to 
determine needs. This includes music and we can 
make this more explicit by adding the word to 
this action. 
 
There is an action in section 7.7 to continue to 
work with others to seek the introduction of 
spaces for young people to congregate and “hang 
out”.  The need is recognised. 

No changes to the 
Plan re the 
comments on the 
MUGA, but 
comment to be 
passed to TDC to 
seek action. 
 
Amend action in 
section 7.7 by 
adding the word 
“music”. 

17  6.6 
Commun
ity 
Actions 
& 
Projects? 

1 Install a petanque (boules) pitch preferably in the Den area or possibly Bitton Park 
area.  This is an inexpensive attraction which would be popular with both visitors and locals 
and can be played by all age groups and in all seasons. Very little maintenance is required, 
own personal equipment used (or purchased from local shops) and the possibility of locals 
playing with other villages in the area who already have these facilities. 

We are not yet convinced that the demand 
would exist for such a facility, which would still 
represent a cost to install and maintain.  
However, the Plan’s policies would not prevent 
such a facility coming forward as a planning 
proposal if it can be demonstrated by an 
applicant that there is indeed a need and 
business case. 

None. 

     

 8 TOWN CENTRE AND RETAIL   
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22  TCR 
Section 8 
Town 
Centre 
and 
Retail 

What Teignmouth lacks are covered socialising areas.  The town of Altrincham in Greater 
Manchester has been held up as an example of the difference these make to town centres.   
They were fortunate to be able to convert an obsolete  trade hall, with seating and meeting 
facilities.  We have no such drill halls or exchanges so we must improvise.  Here are a few of 
my suggestions: 
Waterloo Street is a dead area, mainly access to the backs of the large stores.  It could be 
developed as a natural link between the Triangles and the Arts Quarter by glazing most of its 
length, and setting out seats and tables on the “pavement” strips, leaving the centre free for 
delivery vans, etc.  Partial baffles at each end could protect from strong sea breezes.  Key to 
this project is the similarity of roof lines and parapets. 
 
Other possibilities involve the railway.  Over many years photographing locomotives, I have 
noticed how railway cuttings near stations have been decked over, for such use as car 
parking.  The stretch between the station and the Rugby field had potential.  Alternatively, 
now that we have lost the Cave, clubs could meet for practice in a fairly basic hall, infilling 
this cutting. 
 
Being realistic, we must accept that for half the year, the town is cold, wet and windswept, 
and that the two Triangles offer little comfort.  Mediterranean they are definitely not, and 
the café tables are harassed by seagulls.  I suggest that the Council adopts the ground floors 
of town centre premises that and standing empty and unsold, and opening them up as bus 
shelters, tourist information points, taxi waiting points, etc.  Two obvious ones are the 
former Barclays Bank and Fulford estate agents . 
 
Shops are far more interesting if the customers can watch through the windows at the goods 
being made – remember seaside rock?  This would emphasise the quality of locally made 
produce, instead of unwrapping crates from China.  Rents on business properties ay have to 
reflect this modified use. 
 
Another change of use which would benefit shoppers is that of making Station Road 
pedestrianised, sending through traffic via Hollands Road.  Shops in Station Road would do 
better.  As it is, the road is gloomy and traffic doesn’t stop to shop.  I t would be a natural li 

We welcome these positive suggestions and will 
pass comments on to Teignbridge DC for further 
discussion. 

Pass comments 
on to TDC for 
further 
discussion. 
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30  Section 
8.1 

 

We will review 8.1. 
Comments on the 5th paragraph are noted but 
the situation with the Premier Inn requires 
updating anyway and so the text will be revised. 

Review and 
amend 
accordingly 

30  p.73 

 

Use of the word “protect” in the supporting text, 
as a descriptor, is considered appropriate. 
 
Do not agree with removal of “compared”. 

None. 

30  p.75 

 

Re Objective 15, we could elaborate / clarify. 
 
Objective 16 is sound as such.  It has no statutory 
weight in the planning system. 

Amend Objective 
15 accordingly. 

30  Para 
8.2.1 

 Text will be reviewed to clarify. Review and 
amend text 
accordingly. 

5  TCR 1. 
P.76 

I found the ideas put forward by the school pupils encouraging and positive. Particularly 
agreeing that the pier needs a revamp sensitive to its historical nature. 

Thank you and noted. None. 

7  9.7, p.90 
TCR1, 
p.76 

I believe the Pier is in private ownership.  Whilst I believe  it should be protected I do not 
think it should be the first priority in this section and some onus should be put on the owners 
to properly maintain it 

Thank you and noted.  Policies and potential 
projects in the Plan are not prioritised. 

None. 

30  TCR1 
 

It is a policy.  All clauses in the box which 
delineate the policy wording form a single policy 
under TCR1.  The individual parts of the policy 
are then numbered accordingly. 
 
In this instance, “safeguards” could be a better 
term to use. 

Amend the use of 
the word 
“protect” in the 
policy. 

9  TCR1, 
p.78 
Section 
8.2 

We think that improvements to the pier are very important. Clearly, this will benefit the 
town as a tourist destination and at the same time improve the environment for the 
residents. 
 
Currently the pier could hardly be termed an ‘attraction’. We would think that visitors are 
likely to be very disappointed to discover what the advertised ‘grand pier’ amounts to. On 
the positive side, it does contain the ‘amusement arcade’ amenities of the town in a 

We agree that the Pier is an important asset 
which should be improved and the Plan has 
policies and community actions which seek to 
protect it from loss and improve it. 

None. 
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confined area, so that the rest of the town is not spoilt by similar facilities (à la Paignton!) so 
we would be happy for this to continue. 
 
The side of the building facing the Den could be made more attractive at relatively low cost? 
 
The big issue, is the actual pier out to sea, which at the moment is not in use – we expect the 
cost of refurbishing this would be quite high, and it would be difficult to make a business 
case based on the pier alone, or to identify the additional benefits to business in the town?  

25 TCR 1 The Pier is referred to as “The Grand Pier”. It is anything but. Funding must be found to 
either 1) restore it to its former glory so that it justifies the name OR 2) remove it 
completely.  

We agree that the Pier is an important asset 
which should be improved and the Plan has 
policies and community actions which seek to 
protect it from loss and improve it. 

None. 

11 TCR 1 Protecting the Pier.  It sounds like you are waiting for a development proposal (which might 
never come).  It would be better if you would Pro-Actively seek to protect the pier.  
Regardless of who “owns” the pier, it needs to be protected as a piece of heritage.  We 
cannot wait for someone else to put in a proposal - it needs rescuing now. 

We agree that the Pier is an important asset 
which should be improved and the Plan has 
policies and community actions which seek to 
protect it from loss and improve it. 

None. 

14 TCR 1, 
p.76 

Could the pier be enhanced to provide a terminal for visiting cruise ships - rather than 
blocking off the Back Beach 
 

We agree that the Pier is an important asset 
which should be improved and the Plan has 
policies and community actions which seek to 
protect it from loss and improve it.  The starting 
point is to encourage improvements for it to 
serve as a traditional pier. Any other more costly 
options could be considered as part of any work 
done on feasibility. 

None. 

16 9.7, p.90 
TCR1, 
p.76 

Teignmouth Pier is identified in the draft Plan. This is also mentioned in the Joint summary of 
young people's response to Young People Survey Aug 20. Whilst I agree that Teignmouth Pier 
is relevant to the draft Plan, it is not clear from the draft Plan how Teignmouth Town Council 
will engage with the owners of the pier on this.  

We agree that the Pier is an important asset 
which should be improved and the Plan has 
policies and community actions which seek to 
protect it from loss and improve it. 

None. 

18a TCR1, 
p.76 

I totally support protecting and enhancing the pier, I have often suggested that I think the 
community would contribute to this as was done at Clevedon Pier in Somerset. 

We agree that the Pier is an important asset 
which should be improved and the Plan has 
policies and community actions which seek to 
protect it from loss and improve it. 

None. 

28 TCR1, 
p.76 
8.2.1. 

The pier is desperately in need of investment and repairs to address long-term deterioration 
and the risk of partial or complete loss of the historic structure.  It is one thing to state that 
community ownership is being explored, but a firm plan is required to address the state of 
disrepair of the pier in the short-term.  How will works be funded? 

We agree that the Pier is an important asset 
which should be improved and the Plan has 
policies and community actions which seek to 
protect it from loss and improve it. 

None. 

https://www.teignmouth-devon.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/Joint%20summary%20of%20young%20peoples%20response%20to%20Young%20People%20Survey%20Aug%2020.pdf
https://www.teignmouth-devon.gov.uk/_UserFiles/Files/Joint%20summary%20of%20young%20peoples%20response%20to%20Young%20People%20Survey%20Aug%2020.pdf
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30 TCR2 

 

The comment relates to TCR3 rather than TCR2, 
we assume.  We will review the policy wording to 
consider amending in light of the respondent’s 
comments. 

Amend 
accordingly. 

18 TCR 2, 
p.80 

Change of use from Commercial to residential in Town Centre.   Residential dwellings must 
include low cost housing – please don’t put this just in Bitton Park Road. 

This cannot be a requirement (i.e. “must”) – 
however, Local Plan policies cover affordable 
homes and low cost properties in policies. 

None. 

28  TCR p.17 
Section 
2.2 
Item 16 

The appearance and amenity of the town centre and seafront definitely does need 
improving, but the plan is lacking in detail as to how this might be achieved, bearing in mind 
that this is largely down to private sector investment and the appeal or otherwise of the 
town centre as a place worthy of investment.   

The Plan is not a blueprint or detailed action plan 
and is not intended to be.  The community action 
and projects identify where further work is 
required, outside the Neighbourhood Plan 
process on various important issues and projects. 
The Plan and the planning system has limitations 
with regards to what can be achieved through 
planning and these limitations, such as improving 
the external appearance of buildings is noted in 
the Plan. 

None. 

28  TCR, 
Intro 
p.71 8.1 

The plan is lacking in detail as to how the quality of the shopping experience and 
regeneration might be achieved, bearing in mind that this is largely down to private sector 
investment and the appeal or otherwise of the town centre as a place worthy of investment.  
The town needs one or more “anchor” retailers (like the former Waitrose), but how can that 
be achieved, as the run down nature of parts of the centre is not appealing.  If the 
Teignmouth hospital site redevelopment is in doubt, how does that affect the proposed new 
Health and Wellbeing Centre? 

The Plan is not a blueprint or detailed action / 
delivery plan and is not intended to be. It sets out 
the policy framework to enable change to 
happen.  The community action and projects 
identify where further work is required, outside 
the Neighbourhood Plan process, on various 
important issues and projects. The Plan and the 
planning system has limitations with regards to 
what can be achieved through planning and 
these limitations, such as influence over the 
private / commercial market, is noted in the Plan. 
 
The Town Council will continue to liaise with 
Teignbridge DC and Devon CC about town centre 
enhancements. 
 
As and when there are updates about the 
position in relation to Brunswick Street 
redevelopment, this will be reflected in the Plan 
accordingly. 

Update the Plan 
as necessary if 
and when the 
Brunswick Street 
plans for 
redevelopment 
change. 
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30  p.79 

 

The Design Guide is intended to appropriately 
guide design of development. 

None. 

30  TCR3 

 

The planning system cannot impose changes to 
existing shopfronts where they either have 
permitted development rights or just need 
improvements in external quality.   We are also 
concerned about existing property external 
quality but the Plan can do nothing in a formal 
sense to ensure that such enhancements are 
made. 

None. 

18  TCR4 Trees and therefore shade will be increasingly important with the warming climate and 
ageing population.  This is sadly limited on the Den and the Triangle. 

We agree about the importance of trees but also 
recognise that planting them will not be practical 
or appropriate in every location. 

None. 

14  TCR 4, 
p.82 

TCR4. To be encouraged both for the enrichment of residents and also to attract visitors. We agree. Section 8.1 already recognises this and 
is the context section which introduces all 
policies in the section. 

None. 

28  TCR 8.5 
pp.82/3 

The word encourage is used a number of times in the context of improvements to the 
townscape and civic spaces, which means that the improvements are optional.  If they cost 
money (which of course they will), what incentives will be offered to implement 
improvements?  Why not use the word require rather than encourage? 

There are limitations to what the Neighbourhood 
Plan can do and is allowed to do within the 
planning system.  We cannot change that, but 
this is one of the reasons we have introduced 
community actions which can be moved forward 
outside of the planning process.  Neither the Plan 
nor the Town Council can “require” many of the 
actions and projects listed as it is outside the 
jurisdiction of the Council to be able to do so – it 
has limited “powers”. 

None. 

30  Para 8.5 

 

We agree that it is indeed difficult but this should 
not stop us from trying!  We cannot impose the 
design guide on permitted development and the 
action recognises this in the choice of words 
used. 
 
The Plan is seeking to achieve a balance between 
improvement and protection when it comes to 

None. 
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heritage.  We are looking for balance and not to 
over-ride concern for the protection of heritage 
assets.   

30  Objective 
18 

 

These were paid for by Teignbridge DC and not 
the Town Council. However, the Town Council 
will continue to liaise with Teignbridge DC to help 
ensure appropriateness is retained.  In the 
example given, however, the colour of lights in 
this location is not something that the Plan could 
control. 

None. 

30  Objective 
19  

This minor amendment reflects the “direction of 
travel” of the Plan’s policies and so could be 
added to the objective. 

Amend objective 
accordingly. 

 9 TOURISM ARTS AND CULTURE   
18a  TAC2 2, 

p.87 
I think that the Beachcomber should be re-opened as soon as possible; it is such an asset to 
the seafront and must be a goldmine. 
I also suggest that the skatepark could be expanded into the empty space next door; it might 
then be possible to separate provision for teenagers & tots! 
It is also essential that the Bay Hotel is brought back to being a hotel. 

Re the first and third comments, the Plan has no 
control over commercial decisions. 
 
We welcome the positive suggestion about 
extending the skatepark and support this idea.  
The Town Council will continue to liaise with 
Teignbridge DC to seek that the proposal is 
brought forward.  In addition, the Town Council’s 
new Youth Committee is actively exploring this 
idea further. 

Add reference to 
the skatepark in 
Policy TAC2.  
Amend the 
community action 
in 6.6 and 9.7 to 
reference 
extension of the 
skatepark. 

5  TAC3.p.8
8 

I think the town centre particularly Bank Street needs refreshing, the paving always looks a 
bit dirty. In view of the fact that retail shops are hard to fill some good quality 
accommodation could replace empty shops, this is common sense when people can not find 
housing. May be lower rent and rates might also encourage small retailers. 

We agree on the need for continual 
improvement of the centre and the Plan supports 
this. 
 
It is likely that some vacant town centre 
properties will be converted to dwellings and the 
Government has introduced policies to support 
this. 
 
The Plan, nor the planning system, has any 
control over rates and rents. 

None. 
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7  TAC 3, 
p.88 

Priority needs to be given to improving pavements throughout the town centre.  In places 
they are dangerous e.g. outside Boots, outside Subway and in bad weather they all become 
swamped with big puddles.  Pavement improvements in Dawlish lifted the town no end and 
it went from Teignmouth’s shabby sister to being a far more appealing town.  Visitors I know 
now prefer to shop there. 

We agree on the need for continual 
improvement of the centre and the Plan supports 
this. 

None. 

18a  TAC 4, 
p.88 

I strongly object to the loss of the TiC in Teignmouth; I have done some volunteering pre 
Covid in the Pavilions TiC point but it needs a paid employee to work for at least 2 half days 
per week to co-ordinate the service including the volunteers. It was a very well used facility 
& is in the interests of the town's economy. 

We agree with the sentiments of the loss of the 
TiC.  However, it is a facility in control of 
Teignbridge DC.   
 
We have sought to support the refresh of the 
Love Teignmouth website to help develop the 
town’s online visitor offer to help mitigate the 
physical loss of the TiC but recognise that it is not 
a like-for-like replacement. 

We will refer the 
comments on to 
TDC. 

22  TAC Photograph supplied of a Sydney Opera House style building  on a vista across the back 
beach, locating it at the Point Car Park -   her accompany text:    Wouldn’t it be lovely?   Lift 
the building on piers above flood risk and retain the parking at present level. 

Thank you for the suggestion. 
 

None. 

30  TAC6 
 

Typo will be amended. Amend 
accordingly. 

     

 10 TRANSPORT ACCESSIBILITY AND PARKING   
28  TAP, 

p.92, 
10.1 

A passing comment in section 10.1 on page 92 has been made regarding Network rail 
resilience and a desire to protect beaches, but there is no detail as to what the aims and 
policies are. 

We do not consider that we can or need to say 
any more in the Plan about the Network Rail 
proposals than the Plan already says.  Section 
10.2 includes further details and it is not a 
process that the Neighbourhood Plan can control 
or have any influence over. 
However, the Town Council will continue to 
engage with Network Rail to try to achieve the 
best outcomes in the circumstances.  Our 
engagement so far has already resulted in 
changes in the proposals from Network Rail and 
the latest proposals are eagerly awaited. 

None. 

30  Para 10.1 

 

Paragraph will be reviewed to take account of 
comments. 

Amend 
accordingly. 
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28  TAP, 
p.93, 
A&O 20 

How will infrastructure be supported which enables an increased use of electric and plug-in 
hybrid vehicles?  The increase in use if from a very low base.  Surely it is a transition rather 
than increased use 

EV charging is something that is wider than our 
Plan and wider than a planning issue.  The Plan 
seeks to offer support for increased use of EV.  
We would suggest that it is about increased use 
and transition. 

None. 

30  Objective 
21 

 
We agree that this or something similar could be 
added to the objective. 

Amend 
accordingly. 

30  Para 
10.2.1 

 

Ownership does not have to be identified in the 
Plan, but the text could be amended to identify 
which ones are in different ownerships 
particularly as there seems to be much confusion 
over parking responsibility.  TTC only control 
parking at the Bitton House site; we understand 
that the Station Car Park is First Great Western 
rather than Network Rail; the parking area at the 
main road side of Lidl at the bottom is DCC as is 
the Upper Den Carriageway and all other 
restricted on-street otherwise the rest are 
Teignbridge: Point, Lower Point, Quay Road, 
Teign Street, Eastcliff . Some like Saxe Street, 
Myrtle Hill and Gales Hill are TDC Permits only.   
 
Other comments noted, thank you.  The 
replacement car park for loss has been built at 
East Cliff. The Premier Inn redevelopment is now 
understood to not be proceeding.  The Town 
Council is exploring opportunities for temporary 
parking on the site until redevelopment takes 
place. 
 
We will discuss opportunities to “pool” developer 
contributions towards additional parking needed 
as a result of new developments in the centre. 
However, not all developments are now subject 
to section 106 planning obligations, instead being 
subject to the Community infrastructure Levy. 

Amend car park 
references 
accordingly. 
 
Pooling of 
contributions or 
alternative 
mechanisms to be 
discussed with 
TDC. 
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28  TAP, p95. 
10.2.1; 
p.107, 
10.8 

How are electric charging points to be funded? 
This places the onus on Developers for new development, which is excellent, but this won’t 
address the massive increase required in charge points over a fairly short timescale. 

The funding of EV charge points are not 
something that the Plan can introduce a policy 
for / about. 
 
EV charging is something that is wider than our 
Plan and wider than a planning issue.  The Plan 
seeks to offer support for increased use of EV. 

None. 

28  TAP, 
p.93, 
A&O 
23(ii) 

The plan mentions concerns about the impact of congestion on air quality, particularly along 
Bitton Park Road.  But this is a very major issue for the town and fairly fundamental to any 
plans to encourage more visitors, tourism and housing – Bitton park Road cannot cope now.   
The Draft design code p108 discusses the Potential to reduce traffic speeds to improve 
pedestrian experience, although I am not sure how the speed can be reduced any more than 
it already is.  20mph would be a marked improvement on now!  How does narrowing this 
road make sense when it is the most congested road in the town by a large margin and the 
main route in from the west?  See also comment below on section 10.3. 
 
It is fine stating that a Working Party looking at possible remedial measure with Teignbridge 
District Council, but what form might they take, will they be implemented and at what cost?  
And if it is a priority to improve air quality, what timescale is involved?  I wondered about 
knocking down the eyesore empty buildings and having a diversion route over the railway 
and then under Shaldon bridge to emerge the other side of Morrisons near the boatyard.  
This needs a drastic solution. 

The Design Code offers possible solutions which 
will need further detailed exploration. While 
Bitton Park Road would be narrowed, other 
enhancements mean that the existing traffic 
island can be lost and so the amount of road 
space would remain the same. 
 
Air Quality Management is the responsibility of 
TDC.  A proposal was recently put to the 
Highways and Traffic Order Group at Devon CC 
asking that the levels of air quality be addressed 
by improved traffic management and a report 
from officers has been requested for the 
November 21 meeting.   Officers have already 
advised that traffic management options could 
be limited on the main arterial route through 
Teignmouth see HATOC Minute5, 29 July 21. 

Add reference / a 
footnote to the 
responsibility for 
air quality 
management in 
the Plan 
accordingly.  

30  TAP1 

 

The policy is not set out on a map.  The policy is 
contained within the policy box and refers to the 
map, just as other types of development plan do 
– it is common practice.  The way that the policy 
wording and map are presented achieves exactly 
what the respondent suggests should be the 
case. 
 
“Relevant” provides flexibility as not all criteria 
will relate to every proposal.   

None. 

25  TAP 1 
and 10 

Devon has declared a climate emergency! We should do everything we can to enhance and 
promote public and active transport. The idea of preventing car park loss goes against this. 
The recent work in East Cliff Car Park where the foot path parallel to the railway line on the 

Our Plan seeks to provide a measured balance 
across several issues.  This is also the role of the 
planning system and it would be remiss of the 

None. 
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south side was removed to make way for more cars is a tragic recent example of how the 
right words are spoken but the actions do not support them. This behaviour must stop!   

Plan to introduce policy requirements which do 
not respect current behaviours and uses, even if 
the desired outcome is to see change in line with 
net zero ambitions.  Many of the changes 
necessary will come forward through national or 
District planning policy and via measures which 
will need to be introduced through other 
regulatory processes and sectors, and not just 
the planning system.  We will continue to reflect 
on the Plan as a whole as the forthcoming 
Planning Bill, Environment Bill and Climate 
Change Bill proceed through Parliament. 
 
In order for our local businesses to flourish there 
is a need to ensure that visitors and local people 
can still park near the beach and the town centre 
area when they come and residents who live in 
that already high-density populated area are also 
catered for. 
 
We agree that a degree of behaviour change is 
necessary to reduce use of cars.  However, as 
more cars transfer to part of fully EV from petrol, 
diesel and hybrid, the number of cars will be 
likely to remain. 

28  p.18, 3.1 Climate Emergency:  Whilst aiming to be carbon neutral by 2030 is laudable, there is no 
detail in the plan as to how Teignmouth will achieve this objective and how this could be 
addressed via appropriate planning policy and investment. 

Section 3.1 of the Plan considers the climate 
emergency and the Plan’s role within that 
context.  Not all actions are within the gift of the 
planning system to resolve. We can add 
reference to the Climate Change Bill as well as 
the Environment Bill in the text of the section. 

Amend 3.1 
accordingly. 

29  Pp 18-19 The golden thread of climate change is excellent. Thank you and noted. None. 

20  TAP 
9/10, 
104-6 

The plan does not sufficiently reference the circa 100 on-street parking spaces available on 
the closed Den carriageway during summer. It is a waste of resources to build more carparks 
when these spaces stand empty. While on-street parking is a County responsibility, section 
10.10 should include an action plan for this to be addressed  
 

A proposal has been passed to Devon CC who is 
the controlling authority to open up the Upper 
Den Carriageway for parking all year round but 
there is polar opinion on this – many locals think 
this will be disastrous for the resort as one of its 

Reference the 
work that the 
Council is doing 
on a scheme that 
is acceptable to 
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strengths is the safe, flat seafront area  and the 
fact that children do not have to take account of 
moving traffic there.  Others are of the same 
opinion as this respondent.  The Council is 
working on a scheme that might be more 
acceptable to all. 

all as one of the 
community 
actions. 

18  TAP9/10/
11 
Pp 104-
106 

A new health centre in the town will exacerbate the problem of parking and poor air quality.  
Why not keep the hospital and develop a new centre in East Cliff park? Parking, as 
mentioned in the Plan, can be extended by adding additional levels. 

It is really important to separate the two issues:  
creation of a merged surgery health centre and 
some clinics from the hospital and the possible 
closure of the hospital.  It is also really important 
to understand that this is all in the hands of the 
local NHS Clinical Commissioning Group who 
have consulted on it all repeatedly.  Many 
respondents to them have pointed out the 
shortcomings of their proposals for both 
proposals and we await decisions from the 
Secretary of State re the hospital since that will 
impinge on the plans for the health centre. 

None. 

20  TAP 11, 
p.106 

TAP11 only references the impact of an additional deck at Quay Road on Luny House. 
However an additional deck would block the current ability of the public to view the rear of a 
range of heritage assets including Teignmouth House, Britannia House, 27-28 Teign Street, 
Thomas Luny Cottage and Luny House. This streetscape is an important heritage asset in 
itself showing the previous coastal boundary before the dock area was reclaimed.  
 
If a carpark is to be decked (noting the existing availability of circa 100 spaces on the closed 
Den carriageway), East Cliff would be the least damaging option on the basis that: 

• The natural slope greatly minimises the visual impact of a deck 

• It is separated from the conservation area by the railway line 

• The railway line provides further screening and distancing from the townscape 

• Map 6 (page 25) indicates that the nearest properties to East Cliff carpark are 
‘neutral or negative’ in their character, rather than those adjoining Quay Road 
which are rated as ‘outstanding’  

There have been myriad ideas discussed and 
abandoned re how parking facilities could be 
improved for Teignmouth, including park and 
ride.   The biggest stumbling blocks are whether 
you should create more car parking at all (with 
the Climate Emergency Agenda) and then: where 
(there are no vacant flat sites of any size, decking 
is hugely expensive, even at Eastcliff) and 
probably will not pay for itself since much of it 
will be unused out of season.  We continue to 
work with both TDC and DCC to try to devise 
some way of dealing with the numbers of cars 
wanting to come into Teignmouth. 
 
The policy recognises that any new parking 
solution at Quay Road would need to take into 
account heritage assets.  The policy states “such 
as” in reference to Thomas Luny house and does 

None. 
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not preclude consideration of other heritage 
assets in the setting of the car park. 

18a  TAP 13, 
p.108 

The Teign Cycle Path need to be introduced asap. Thank you and noted.  We agree that the delivery 
of this project is important for the town and 
were hoping that the Planning Application would 
be passed and a “spade ready” scheme be able to 
jump on funding if it became available.  Sadly, 
the application is already beset with objections 
so yet again we have to wait for the process to 
be completed. 

None. 

4a    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9.3 TAP 2 
p.99 
TAC 3 
p.88 
 
 

I read about the thirty aims of the Neighbourhood Plan for Teignmouth. I noted one of the 
aims is to continue to improve the appearance and amenity of the town centre and sea 
front.  That is a worthy intention but I continue to wonder that after at least six years why 
the empty buildings opposite Tesco shop and filling station in Bitton Road remains a 
unsightly entry to the town. Every now and then a councillor has commented that something 
needs to be done but still nothing has transpired. I would be interested to know why not 
?  Will this matter be finally addressed within this plan ? 
 
Also an aim that new developments should have a positive impact on the area and more car 
parking is suggested to encourage more visitors by car. With more houses built so even more 
cars will travel along Bitton Road causing more congestion and making the local environment 
here unhealthy and potentially more hazardous.  Maybe some of the unsightly buildings 
opposite Tesco in Bitton Road should be compulsory purchased and knocked down to at 
least improve traffic flow in this busy area.  
Also agree that your aim to improvements to tourism facilities should be encouraged as 
Teignmouth is heavily dependent on tourists visiting for its economy. But returning visitors 
ask me why is the restored and improved Beachcomber restaurant still lie empty after 
almost three years . Hopefully this can be resolved this year. 

Thank you for your observations.   You will be 
pleased to know that Cllr Atkins has involved the 
TDC Planning Enforcement Team who have 
written to both the owners of the One Stop Shop 
and the old Golden Lion pub requiring them to 
carry out work to offer a “tidy site” in the next 
month or so. See WAVELENGTH TTC’s newsletter 
for full details on the TTC website.  But the fate 
of the One Stop Shop and neighbouring sites may 
well be, in part, tied into mitigating the air quality 
issues. But Teignbridge is responsible for Air 
Quality Management so the Town Council cannot 
and would not be able to compulsorily purchase 
either property. 
 
Again, TDC is responsible for the Beachcomber 
and has not yet facilitated its reopening as a 
restaurant – currently TAAG is using it until 
November for a pop-up gallery and it will be 
marketed as a restaurant concession, we believe, 
next year. 

None. 

29  p.98-9 
TAP 2 

Suggestion of removal of mention of tesco express as this may not be a tesco express in 
several years time. How about instead we say that any building not in use for more than 3 
years automatically gets put into a community purchase order. And any building not in use 
must be used by the community in the interim period. 

The respondent possibly means compulsory 
purchase order?  However, there are conditions 
attached to use of this and is not a mechanism 
that can be used by the Town Council, only by 
the Local Planning Authority (TDC), County 

None. 
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Council as Highways Authority and the 
Government. 
 
The are various community rights in place 
though. The regulations re community purchase, 
right to regenerate, etc, are still being 
disseminated by Government and digested 
locally but all will involve funding which the Town 
Council does not have. 

28  TAP 2, 
10.3 p.98 

For such a major issue there is again no detail as to how congestion might be addressed.  
Clearly not by some tree planting and road narrowing.  And how is the run down row of 
shops on the south side of the road being addressed, as surely that would be an integral part 
of environmental improvement?   Is there an option to compulsory purchase by the Council? 
 
First impressions of the town are indeed poor at the bottom of Exeter Road, but other than 
some minor improvements, signage, tree planting and some green paint on a high rise block 
the plan seems to lack ambition to resolve the low quality streetscape.  Ultimately the whole 
of this area needs redeveloping to reverse the damage done in the 1960s – in conjunction 
with the Hospital site? 

We will need to continue to work with the 
Highways Authority (County Council) and TDC to 
seek to resolve the challenges.  It is not 
something that the Plan can tackle on its own, 
nor is it something that the planning system 
alone can change.  The Plan goes as far as it can 
do at the current time to seek change and we will 
continue to work with these bodies to seek 
solutions. 
 
Funding would need to be made available – we 
might seek a “spade ready” solution so that if 
funds targeted this problem we were able to 
proceed but even the fees involved in such a 
scheme may be out of reach currently. 

None. 

30  Section 
10.3 

 

 

We do not agree with the sentiments of the 
respondent made on 10.3. 
 
The minor change from “should” to “could” in 
this instance can be made. 
 
The word “appear” is key here.  The intention of 
the illustration is to show what can be achieved 
through enhancements.  A narrowing of the 
amount of space for vehicles on the highway is 
not suggested, changes to how the space is used 
and perceived is.  We could introduce wording in 
the text which clarifies this.  The use of design to 

Amend 10.3.1 
accordingly. 
 
Clarify in the 
supporting text 
under 10.3.1 that 
while the highway 
layout will 
change, the same 
vehicle space will 
exist as the island 
would be 
removed. 
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help traffic calming clearly has an impact on 
perceptions of space and this is one of the things 
that such a redesign aims to do, to slow and 
better manage traffic and pedestrians’ us of 
available space. 

6  TAP 1, 8, 
9,10, 11 

I am worried about the Neighbourhood Plan relating to access from Parking to the Triangle. I 
live in Fountain Court and have walking difficulties due to Arthritis and Multiple Sclerosis. At 
present I park in Wellington Street, Hollands Road and the parking area off Regent Street as 
these are closest to my home. Pedestrianisation of these roads will make access to my home 
a longer travel distance on foot. I am concerned as both my conditions are incurable and will 
therefore get worse. Please consider Disabled parking in these areas and consult with 
Disabled People or Groups before implementing any changes. 

Disabled parking, on-street, is via Devon County 
Council.   Near you, there is a bay outside the 
Pavilions and one on the end of Den Road and 
numbers of others around the town.  You need 
to consult with Devon to see if you are eligible 
for your own disabled space as nearby as 
possible – details on the DCC website. 

Refer respondent 
to DCC. 
 
No change to 
Plan. 

21  TAP 1 
p.96 

Traffic: At this address (Dawlish Road) our absolute first priority is to improve traffic flow on 
the A379 corridor because:     (1) long back-ups occur frequently from Dawlish Road to 
Morrisons; 
                     (2) Backups inconvenience residents and encourage the use of “rat-runs” through 
residential areas; 
                     (3) Tourists are deterred from visiting Teignmouth with consequent losses of 
revenue; 
                     (4) East-West commercial traffic is disrupted; 
                     (5) Pollution from stationary traffic affects the town. 
Also, speed limits:  when traffic is free flowing  (unusually) much of it exceeds the 30 limit, 
particularly on Dawlish Road.  Please consider traffic calming measure and/or a 20 limit 
through Teignmouth 

Thank you and noted.  We are aware of these 
issues that the respondent has raised and these 
are amongst the reasons we have been 
considering the transport problems that the 
town faces. 
 
DCC has been trialling a 20mph blanket speed 
limit in Newton Abbot but will not be drawn into 
a commitment elsewhere until the results of its 
trial have been reported.  A blanket lower limit 
would be very difficult to enforce. 

None. 

20  TAP 1, 
Map 22, 
p.97 
 
 
p.95 

Map 22 shows proposals for cruise ship tender disembarkation on back beach, but this is not 
adequately referenced (or justified) elsewhere in the plan.  
Map 22 shows an indicative route for the Teign Estuary through town train that is impossible 
due to steps. Cyclists should not be expected to dismount. 
Improvements for cycling need to address the issue that the town traffic layout is currently 
very cyclist-unfriendly because of the combination of pedestrian-only areas and one way 
streets 
 

We will consider further work to provide 
additional context to the suggested cruise ship 
tender reference.  However, it is not a proposal, 
just a suggested improvement to infrastructure 
which the community actions will look to pick up.  
This is why we have used wording such as 
“possible” and “indicative” as detail has yet to be 
worked through.  The same applies to the 
suggested cycle route.  No detail has yet been 
worked-up but we are keen to include such 
projects in the Plan as a marker of intent. 
Without such markers, these types of projects 
could be more difficult to deliver. 

Amend 
supporting text to 
better 
contextualise the 
reasoning for the 
suggested 
disembarkation 
option.  
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30  p.99 

 

Minor wording change can be made. 
 
The Parish Sweeper (DCC) regularly works in this 
area; our PCSOs regularly clean up or get 
community help to clean up here. Unless people 
regularly report the problems no staff can be 
tasked to address them either by the police, DCC 
or local councillors.  Possible CCTV monitoring 
might be considered on an intermittent basis. 
 
Re access to the train station, a pedestrian 
request set of traffic light has been installed this 
year. 
 
Re French Street, we are not sure of the issue 
being referred to. However, if flooding, Ward 
Cllrs are working with DCC to try to resolve the 
problems in this area. 

Minor wording 
amendment to be 
made as per the 
comment made. 

26  10.5.1 
p101 

10.5.1 Traffic Arising from Major Developments. There is no evidence that this has ever been 
give adequate attention in the past. Witness Moor View Drive estate accessed through Mill 
Lane Junction. The proposed TE3 / Buddleford site will add 10% to Teignmouth population 
and at least 300 cars with no mitigation of traffic. 

Thank you and noted.  These types of concern 
are one of the reasons that we have introduced 
this policy. 

None. 

30  TAP4, 
p.100  

We can explain the term in the supporting text to 
clarify. 

Amend 
supporting text 
accordingly. 

25  TAP 4, 
p.100 

Enhancement of connectivity from the station to town centre is needed to support the above 
TAP1 to make rail the preferred method for travelling to Teignmouth.  

We agree and this is one reason why the 
proposed opportunity areas are in the Plan and 
Design Code. 

None. 

25  TAP 6, 
p.101 

Any dedicated cycle and multi-use route must join seamlessly to the proposed Teign Estuary 
Trail linking Teignmouth with Newton Abbot. Ideally this is entirely off road. Solutions will 
need to be found for the area around the Shaldon Bridge but this is not insurmountable, the 
benefits would be enormous.  

We agree with the point made.  The delivery of 
this is something which will be discussed with 
TDC and County Highways moving forward.  
Reference to LTN1/20 could be made in the text, 
guidance published last year on good design of 
cycle routes. 

Add reference to 
TCN1/20 in 
supporting text in 
relevant part of 
section 10. 

30  TAP 6, 
p.100  

We agree that the wording can be improved.   Amend policy 
TAP6 2 by 
deleting “were 
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appropriate” at 
end of sentence. 

22  TAP 2, 
p.98 

As to the pollution in Bitton Park Road, the solution must be drastic, and tackled at county 
level, if not national.  Schemes have been proposed involving Upper Exeter Road, Venn Farm 
area, descending Shepherd’s Lane – and then what?  The river end must surely rely on an 
elevated span running over Morrisons car park, out over Newton Road and the railway, and 
filtering in around Humphrey’s Yard.  But would they agree to this? 

Thank you.  We agree that it will take partnership 
working with the Highways Authority being key 
to development and implementation of any 
changes. 

None. 

28  p.17, 2.2 
item 23. 
TAPs 1-2 

Measures to address traffic problems and their implications should be introduced: 
Traffic problems are a major issue, primarily Bitton Park Road which has stationary traffic 
most days and I cannot see anything in the plan to alleviate the situation, which will worsen 
with an increase in traffic, for example by promoting Teignmouth as a tourist destination. 

The Plan seeks possible solutions across modes 
to help alleviate issues currently experienced, but 
the Plan can only do so much in proposing 
potential changes.  Significant change will take 
more than the Plan or planning system alone to 
deliver. 

None. 

12  10.5 
(?)Air 
quality/tr
affic 
Bitton 
Park Rd 
p.109 
TAP 1 

I have lived on Bitton park road now for 6 years. Since then, I have been involved in trying to 
get a 20mph speed limit from Shaldon bridge to the bottom of Exeter road. I have knocked 
on every door on Bitton park road and the response from residents was overwhelming. We 
all suffer the speeding early in the morning and late at night by lorries, bikes and general 
traffic. This stops us from enjoying the rooms at the front of our houses in the evening and 
being woken up unnecessarily in the morning. Not only do we have to put up will the 
dreadful fumes, it seems putting a 20mph speed limit in place is too difficult too. The traffic 
would flow better there would be a dramatic noise difference, less stopping and starting of 
traffic meaning less fumes. The maintenance on the road is clearly un-resourceful and a 
lower speed limit would reduce this. 
The high volume of traffic in the daytime means the traffic is slow anyway so I cannot see 
any reason why by in forcing a lower speed limit would do anything but please everyone.  
The residents and I see no other option than to protest by stopping the traffic and disrupting 
the road to get something done. We did draft a letter for a meeting at Bitton house just 
before lockdown last year, to my knowledge this was not received so we are hoping for a 
response to this comment. Regards Kim Evans   

The Plan contains several projects and 
aspirations which we would hope can have a 
positive impact on these issues.   
 
There is no knowledge of such a letter having 
been received by the Town Council but the issues 
here are well known.  Direct action is unhelpful in 
these circumstances when there are many 
people trying to create some sustainable solution 
for a very difficult problem.  DCC is currently 
trialling a blanket 20mph limit in Newton Abbot 
and results of this are awaited as are a report 
going to HATOC in November by Highways offices 
re AQM and traffic flow measures. Until road 
users realise that they are part of the problem 
too then it is insoluble. 

None. 

1  Air 
quality 
p.109 
/traffic 
manage
ment   
TAP 1 p. 
96 

 However the one big problem revolves around access, transport and traffic (not to mention 
parking!). One often hears it said that Teignmouth has been taken hostage by traffic in the 
form of Town generated commuter and shopping traffic, through traffic coming from 
settlements outside of Teignmouth, tourist traffic, lorry traffic delivering to and transporting 
from Teignmouth Docks, and a new variety which might be called recreational, or motor-
sport traffic more suited to out of town Los Angeles. This latter is totally unsuited to 
Teignmouth road conditions and poses great danger to pedestrians, cyclists and particularly 

The Town Council has been working on Air 
Quality Management issues with the appropriate 
Teignbridge Officer and the result of this have 
now been passed on to DCC HATOC – an officer 
report on traffic management and AQM will be 
made to their November meeting. 
 

Add a community 
action to 10.10 re 
the Town Council 
looking to work 
local schools and 
DCC re safer 
journeys to 
school.  
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to children walking to and from school [no wonder we are seeing more and more parents 
resorting to delivering their children to school by car]. 
 
Effective management of traffic is the major challenge affecting local amenity, business and 
the visitor economy. Overlay that with issues around domestic/on-street parking, visitor 
short and long term parking, business parking and we begin to see just how deeply affected 
we are by our  involvement with motorised transport, and, less readily appreciated, by the 
deleterious health effects of exhausts (gaseous emissions) and micro particles (brake and tire 
wear) giving rise to more instances of asthma and COPD (Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary 
Disease) and even brain and other sensitive organ damage.  The serious medium and long 
term harms and dangers associated with exposure to road pollution are well documented, 
see 2018 Health Matters GOV.UK www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-air-
pollution. 
  
  
2.1   Under the terms of Part IV the Environment Act 1995 the dangers and pressures arising 
from cars, vans and lorries were recognised more than 25 years ago leading to the 
designation in 2005 of specific Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA’s) within Teignbridge. 
Subsequently, in Teignmouth the requirement was to create Air Quality Action Plans(AQAP) 
to deal with particular problems area. Despite a comprehensive 71 point Action Plan drawn 
up and published in 2010 Bitton Park Road has proved to be one of the more intractable 
cases in point. In consultation with DEFRA the number of action points was refined down to 
25 in 2020. 
  
2.2  In October 2020 the Town Council was asked by TDC to select priority actions from the 
revised list. I suggest progress may be assisted from within the Neighbourhood Plan by the 
delineation of 3 priority action areas. 
  
2.3.1  Priority 1.  Implement traffic calming measures - P1 
          Priority 2. Create and assure safe green pedestrian and cycle routes - P2 
          Priority 3. Rationalise Town centre access and visitor parking - P3 
  
2.4. P1 measures are all indicated in the Air Quality Action Plan 2010 and include speed 
limits, traffic light synchronisation, possible filter in turn options for turning right (across on-
coming traffic). Clear signage will be required as will enforcement in the ‘settling in period’ 
for what would essentially be a new regime. The objective is ensure smooth (and assured) 
traffic flows. 

The point that this is a major challenge is well 
made and the split of responsibilities between 
councils does not help this.  The fact that the 
Town Council has not got TDC to talk with DCC 
may help to offer some mitigation and solution 
to the problem and address the 25 Climate 
Change Action points.  The Town Council is 
hoping to work with schools re education and 
safer and healthier journeys to schools in due 
course. This could be added as a community 
action in 10.10. 
 
However, the NHPlan is not able to deal with 
these issues other than by addressing parking 
associated with housing and commercial 
development (e.g the hotel and health centre), 
EV points, accessibility for public transport, use 
of cycles (though being on such a hilly site is one 
of the most influential factors re use of bikes….. 
 
Until the District Council relents from its view 
that there is sufficient parking in Teignmouth, 
unfortunately, there is little the NHPlan can do 
although our policies seeks to set out positive 
responses within the wider context. 
 
Much as cycle paths/green routes are an 
aspiration, the width of the existing 
thoroughfares do not lend themselves to this 
separation without extensive change (the path to 
Bishopsteignton for instance).   
 
The established view re regeneration of seaside 
towns is to make them work for their residents 
first and then “if you build it, they will come” 
tends to be the knock-on effect with visitors.  
There has to be something for people to come 

http://gov.uk/
http://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-air-pollution
http://www.gov.uk/government/publications/health-matters-air-pollution
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TAP 10-
11 p. 106 

  
2.5  P2 measures - essentially the separation of pedestrians and cyclists from vehicle traffic. 
This is particularly important with regard to safe access/green routes to schools and for the 
encouragement of healthier and less polluting access to Town Centre and Seafront. 
  
2.6. P3 measures - with regard to both local and visitor access to town centre shopping, cafes 
and amenities, including the new Health Centre and Sea Front, it would seem a priority to 
establish control over access to parking, if for no other reason than to avoid the queues of 
circulating traffic searching out opportunities for parking. Exhaust fumes and frustration in 
equal measure must be avoided. Furthermore, the last thing Teignmouth’s Visitor Economy 
needs is a reputation that says “... it’s not worth visiting Teignmouth, there’s nowhere to 
park and the place just gets gridlocked... “. 
  
2.7. In summary, the above suggestions for priority actions are for a community response to 
the problems associated with unconstrained individual, competitive use of a finite public 
resource ie. road space. 
 

here for.  We try to tap into government funds 
and initiatives to support seaside towns, but 
these are normally in the gift and organisation of 
Teignbridge and with such constrictions in 
eligibility and time that little has been possible to 
obtain financial support for. 

28  p. 17, 2.2 
policy list 
20/22  
refer to 
TAP 9 
/11 

Surely sustainable transport and more parking are conflicting aims. 
 

In the Plan we have tried to achieve a balance 
across aims and objectives.  Parking will 
inevitably continue to be part of the solution for 
transport unless national policy and regulation 
change significantly.  We aim to help and 
encourage movement of people up through 
transport modes in a sustainability pyramid and 
this is something we could better capture or 
articulate in the supporting text of the Plan.  The 
Plan supports the movement towards lower 
carbon vehicles and with cars here to stay, we 
will need to continue to support it as a key mode 
of transport used by people in reality.  We aim, in 
the Plan, to encourage greater use of other 
modes such as bicycles (pedal and ev) and by 
foot for shorter trips in and around town. 

Introduce some 
text to 10.2.1 to 
be clearer on the 
balance, support 
for use of more 
sustainable 
modes of travel 
and that the 
planning system 
cannot solve all 
issues on its own. 

18  TAP 12, 
p. 107 

Charging points are essential for everyone plus, hiring facilities for both electric bikes and 
cars. 

Thank you.  We agree and the Plan supports such 
measures in principle.  Hiring facilities are outside 
the scope of the Plan and have been identified as 
options to explore in the community actions. 

None. 
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18  TAP 13, 
p.108 

Again the footpaths, bridleways and cycle paths are essential for a leisure and work network. Thank you.  We agree and the Plan supports such 
measures in principle.   

None. 

4   Have received your newsletter. Referring to Policy TAP13 section, before any new 
construction considerations , the paving slabs in parts of the town centre are in poor 
condition and settlement and cause accidents to walkers and mobility scooter users.  

Paving issues such as this should be reported to 
Devon County Council as they are the 
responsibility of the Highways Authority in this 
case. 

None. 

3  p.101/TA
P 6  
TAP 13 
p.108 

TAP6 & TAP13 
‘The Teignmouth gap’ 
I am pleased to see a suggestion (TAP6) that a dedicated cycle path through the town is 
envisaged. There is a cycleway from Exeter to Dawlish and further cycle ways from 
Kingsteignton to Newton Abbot. Plans for a cycle path between Teignmouth and 
Kingsteignton have existed for over two decades. I wrote to our MP last year to ask what 
progress was being made. She told me that meeting continue to be held. Well that’s 
encouraging. The route seems obvious to me. Just stand at the passage house and you can 
see all the way along it. The route from Teignmouth to Dawlish is perhaps less obvious, 
although I’m sure it’s partly catered for by the planned changes to the railway. 
In short progress on cycle paths in this town is dismally slow. The Teignmouth gap persists.  I 
am hoping this NHP can produce more demonstrable action. Would the councillor 
responsible for these sections please respond.  

Thank you.  The Plan supports such measures in 
principle.   
 
The Teign Estuary Trail Plan is now subject of a 
Planning Application but already, despite huge 
amounts of ground work being done with 
landowners over many years, there are 
objections.   Time will tell on the outcome of this 
whether it becomes “spade ready” to jump on 
any eligible funding should it become available. 
The path across town depends, again, on 
numbers of landowners agreeing a way forward 
and linking in with the latest Network Rail revised 
proposals which are currently being put together.  
The NR website is not the most user-friendly to 
find the current status but rest assured the Town 
Council is doing what it can to achieve the best 
outcome it can for the town. 

None. 

18  TAP 1, 
p.96 

School routes such as Buckeridge Road are lethal at school times when families struggle to 
walk up/down the road (no pavement) whilst racing cars are eager to get to work/home.  
Could there be a restricted speed limit at certain times or chicanes built on  the road, would 
be ideal.  Perhaps a painted line to indicate to car users that people need room and being 
squashed into the hedge is not an option.  There is also a problem where this road joins New 
Road, with the addition of cars from Trinity.   Please check out other school routes – many 
families have to walk. 

Thank you for the suggestions.  The Town Council 
will follow these up with DCC Highways via our 
County Councillor and with school re Travel 
Plans. 
 

None. 

18  TAP 4, 
p.100 

There is no incentive to use the underground route (if you should notice it).  Cars again 
dominate. 
There is a real opportunity to do something major underlining our welcome to rail travellers 
and our sustainable/healthy lifestyle, e.g an overhead walkway at the bridge level at the 
station going over the road and arriving in the Triangle either by slope or spiral.  Please check 

The Plan seeks to resolve some of these sorts of 
issues, for example through the suggestions 
made through TAP1 and Map 22.  We have to 
bear in mind potential costs of major structural 
changes and infrastructure additions. 
 

None. 
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out New York’s High Rise.  Alternatively, redesigning the subway so that the entrance is 
apparent and welcoming as you leave the station. 

18  TAP 6, 
p101 

Teignmouth will be left behind if the dedicated cycle route isn’t a priority and I fear that 
there will be more road accidents if this is not addressed, especially given the increased 
population.  Bold action needed please. 

Thank you.  The Plan supports the scheme and 
we are sympathetic to your views but until the 
landowners and adjoining landowners can 
support the planning application for approval 
then we are unable even to look for funding.   

None. 

14  TAPs 1, 
6, 7 
 
Pps 96, 
101/2 

TAP1. Teignmouth needs a joined up policy to consider traffic circulation and parking. 
Can we not have a bypass for traffic from Newton Abbot wishing to go direct to Dawlish. This 
could be achieved by putting a new road (or improving the existing road) that starts at the 
Morrison's traffic lights north towards the Vineyards and then round the top of the current 
developments to join the Exeter road somewhere near Breakneck Hill. (I assume this would 
be out of the Town Council's control but is something that they could be pushing for through 
Teignbridge and Devon Councils.) 
Adequate town and seafront parking is essential for our visitors. As the town expands we 
shall need additional parking for local residents which will automatically reduce visitor 
parking. This must be part of the consideration when any new development for anywhere in 
Teignmouth is being considered. 
We require sensible plans and rules for parking in the older, narrow side roads. With 
residential parking already restricting the width of these roads they immediately become 
blocked when any maintenance of the road or services or even tradesmen's vehicles are 
added to the mix. The Google rat run from the Exeter Road to Mill Lane is a particular 
nightmare which is only going to get worse. 
 
TAP6. When considering the design of pedestrian/cycle paths through the urban areas these 
should have priority over driveways and minor roads. This must be clearly marked on the 
roads 
 
TAP7. This must apply to both the building phase and ongoing traffic once construction is 
finished. 
 

The aspiration is appreciated, but look at the 
opposition there was to the Shepherds Lane 
development and associated highway. 
Government housing targets always demand 
more building.  The Planners don’t seem to 
appreciate that the lack of convenient public 
transport within the town (which seems to be 
reduced year on year anyway) and the 
topography encourages locals to resort to their 
cars when visiting the town centre.  We suffer as 
a seaside town that is a sort of terminus but is 
also a rat run for many commuters to Exeter, 
Torquay and beyond. The problem with a bypass 
is that it would need to be over agricultural land 
and need a new river crossing if it were to make 
any real difference and this would be 
prohibitively expensive and arguably there is the 
A 380 and the new Kingskerswell bypass anyway. 
Re parking, the current administration at 
Teignbridge is firmly against providing more 
public parking space. 
 
Re the TAP6 comment, we will introduce 
reference to the latest cycle guidance (TCN1/20) 
in the Plan’s text in section 10. 
 
Re TAP7, we can amend the policy to emphasise 
this point. 

Amend TAP7 
accordingly and 
an addition in the 
supporting text to 
TAP6 re the latest 
cycle guidance. 
 
No other changes. 
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30  TAP9, 
p.104  

We will add reference to the Lower Brook Street 
car park. This is a DCC on-street car park at the 
bottom of the Lidl site (P & D) using old highway. 
 
As with other comments from the respondent, 
the list of assets is not the only part of the policy. 

Add reference 
accordingly. 

17  10.7, TAP 
9 p/103 
 
TAP 13, 
p.108 

 2 Put an extra level on the Quay Road car park. This would not spoil the coastal views from 
the town. 
  
3 Ensure that cycle/walking tracks, pavements etc have access and ability to be used by 
mobility vehicles, push chairs etc and that yellow lines are painted on the road where 
pavements are lowered to prevent vehicles parking across them. 
 

Noted.  There is support for this in Policy TAP11 
subject to overcoming any constraints, for 
example, re heritage assets and their setting. 
 
The Plan has no control over road markings or 
enforcement of parking restrictions, the remit of 
Devon County Council. 
 
The Plan support good, accessible paths for 
pedestrians, mobility vehicles and cycles. 

None. 

30  TAP10 

 

We will amend the policy (TAP10 1 i) and ii) ) to 
add the first suggestions.  The second suggestion 
would only introduce superfluous wording. 

Amend 
accordingly. 

18  Parking 
overview 

MAJOR CONSIDERATION AND BOLD ACTIONS NEEDED HERE PLEASE.  It is delightful to car 
along the coast road from Exminster to Torquay but it is a route which is historic rather than 
viable for our current situation   This route causes major problems for all the main 
settlements along the route for not just the users but also the locals   We need a park and 
ride situated on Haldon with busses going to Dawlish and Teignmouth.  This is effective in 
Dartmouth and St Ives plus other town s and cities.  A feasibility study would be useful. 

It is our understanding that work has been done 
previously to understand the potential for a park 
and ride but it is not a viable solution financially 
or logistically for the town.   
 
Logistics is a good word since the problem is that 
people want to park at the town centre to get to 
the shops, the beach, etc, all of which involve, for 
many, organising children and associated 
paraphernalia.  A park and ride does not facilitate 
this if there were any site suitable anyway.  It 
should also be noted that a trial to use the TCS 
site one summer was just not utilised. 

None. 

30  TAP11 
 

 

Re the Pellow suggestion, the public element is 
all part of Teign Street Car park to either side of 
Pellew House– there is a small separate bit 
associated with Pellew Arcade but this is private/ 
associated with shops. 

Amend policy 
TAP11 4. 
accordingly. 
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We will add in the suggested text to the policy 
relating to residential amenity. 
 
We agree that removing the word “practically” 
will strengthen the policy. 

30  TAP12 

 

Suggested change to policy wording seems 
sensible.  We will amend the policy to take the 
proposed change into account. 
 
We had not considered public charging points to 
include those at filing stations.  While they are of 
course used by the public, they are offered on a 
similar basis as petrol as superfast charge while 
you wait.  Other EV charge points in car parks 
and on the highway are likely to charge at a 
slower rate.  However, we recognise the need to 
recognise this distinction in the policy. 
 
Safety issues are recognised, some of which are 
beyond the remit of the planning system. Policy 
TAP12 purposefully introduces pedestrian safety 
as one of the criteria to draw attention to the 
issue, although, as the respondent says, it is an 
issue which the local authority(ies) should pick up 
if planning permission is required for such 
infrastructure. 

Amend 
supporting text 
and policy 
accordingly. 

30  TAP13 
 

The policy relates to new footpaths too and we 
will therefore not amend the wording as 
suggested.  “Future” is not considered an 
improved term as it implies at any point that the 
footpath will not be delivered until a later date 
rather than as part of a proposal. 

None. 

 11 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT   
30  Objective 

25  

The Plan has no jurisdiction outside the Plan area 
and such a reference is likely to be struck out at 
Examination.  We can, however, refer to other 

None. 
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areas outside the Plan area in the supporting 
text. 

18  Section 
11 
Natural 
Env. 
P.110 

All the policies are crucial, if we and our grandchildren want to thrive and survive till the end 
of the century.  This needs to underpin everything. 

Thank you and noted. None. 

30  Para 
11.2.1, 
p.112 

 

TTC will monitor it closely at any Local Plan 
review (e.g the recent Call for Sites response) and 
through any individual Planning Applications. Our 
policy designation provides greater weight than 
reference in the supporting text. 

None. 

26  Natural 
Env. 
Section1
1 pp 117 

Map 26 p.118 The two southernmost fields shown in the Teignmouth / Holcombe Local Gap 
are already scheduled for house building as part of 2014 Local Plan, TE3 

Noted. The map will be amended to exclude the 
allocated site. 

Amend map 
accordingly. 

29  p.110, 
Section 9 
(11 
actually) 
nat. 
environm
ent 

Bitton park could be i,proved for biodiversity by adding in more trees and plants that attract  
more wildlife whilst keeping its character and as a space for the community to enjoy 

The Town Council has plans in the pipeline to 
upgrade the area at the bottom of the site and is 
exploring orchard/tree planting with the 
appropriate specialists.  It should be noted that in 
this public space these trees will require regular 
inspection and maintenance which all involves 
cost and the gradient of the site could prove a 
problem. 

Add as a 
community action 
in 11.7. 
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30  NE1 

 

These are interesting points and we will review 
the policy and text to strengthen the policy and 
reasoning.   
 
We could also add a community action re the 
TPO and tree planting suggestions. 
 
The ideas for wording changes are useful 
pointers although the suggested wording will 
need to be shaped further prior to applying to 
the policy. 
 
A TPO is not a protection which is sacrosanct and 
may not give the protection the respondent 
expects. However, we are supportive of trees 
being protected as set out in the policy 
protecting them from loss. 

Review and 
amend policy and 
supporting text 
accordingly. 

30  Para 
11.3.1  

We will review the text to ensure clarity. 
 
Re the second point, this can form a community 
action and be referenced in the text. 

Review and 
amend if 
necessary. 
 
Insert new 
community action 
for TDC to co-
ordinate a 
strategic policy 
with 
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neighbouring NP 
areas if possible. 

30  NE2 

 

The Old Cemetery is protected as a heritage asset 
and also now, as a result of consultation 
responses, a Local Green Space. Further 
protection is considered unnecessary with the 
principal reason for its protection being covered 
by these two designations. 
 
The list is part of the policy and not a standalone 
list.  It is therefore policy. 
 
Re the NE2 4 policy element, it is meant to be 
difficult to meet.  On the one hand it introduces 
the opportunity to mitigate which the planning 
system supports and no the other makes it 
difficult to develop these sites to the extent that 
they will result in loss.  However, there are 
examples elsewhere of whole habitats being 
compensated as a result of unavoidable loss. 

None. 

30  Para 
11.4.1  

Minor text amendment can be made. 
 
The SG took the decision to include page 
numbers within policies to enable readers to find 
things referred to in text easily – otherwise they 
don’t know where to look.  A proof read by the 
SG will ensure that they are correct prior to sign-
off of future versions of the Plan. 

Make minor 
amendment as 
suggested. 
 
Re-check map 
numbers as 
necessary prior to 
next version 
being published. 

30  NE3 

 

No planning policy criteria can be applied to 
permitted development. That is implicit in the 
planning system.  However, we have added 
“which require planning permission” for the 
avoidance of doubt given experience observed 
with local gap policies elsewhere. 
 

None. 
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30  NE4 

 

The policy could be amended to clarify that this 
policy is in relation to proposals for development.  
As it is worded it could be misinterpreted by the 
layperson as protecting all trees at all times. 
 
This could be added, although it is really only a 
statement of intent and is better placed as a 
community action.  It will, as suggested, probably 
provide some support to the implementation of 
the policy. 

Amend 
accordingly. 

 12 ECONOMY EMPLOYMENT AND BUSINESS   
30  Para 12.1 

 

The map is intended to be indicative / descriptive 
of main employment uses as context for the 
section.  No policy refers to the map and it does 
not therefore have to be definitive. 

None. 

30  Map 29, 
p.124 

 

The map is reproduced from another source and 
we have no control over its colouring.  However, 
the Estuary and sea are coloured a different 
shade of blue to areas on the land using a blue-
green colour scheme.  We agree it appears a little 
confusing but feel that it is obvious that they are 
indeed the sea and Estuary! 

None. 

18  EEB 1, 
p.126 

Our town must keep its youngsters so this policy is again essential.  Procurement from local 
businesses needs to underpin all our local council transactions. 

Thank you and noted. None. 

5   EEB1-3 
 
 
Also HO1 
p.45 
 

As far as the housing plan goes, I note that considerable expansion is proposed over the next 
20 years, although I do not object to this in principle we need to make sure that 
infrastructure keeps up with it. More Doctors Surgeries, Schools and convenience stores 
(near the houses). 
If we are going to have more working age people living here then we need to provide work 
locally otherwise we will have more cars travelling to the large towns where work is 
available. 
Time moves on but I hope councilors will be careful not to spoil our lovely town and peaceful 
environment with over population and insensitive developments. 

See earlier comment (this is a duplicated 
comment due to cross-over between sections). 

See earlier 
response to this 
comment. 

30  EEB2 and 
EEB3 

 

While we do not agree with the sentiments that 
the policies would lead to every shed and garage 
being converted, the point being made is 

Review and 
amend policies 
accordingly. 
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accepted.  We will review the policies to reflect 
the comments made. 

11  EEB3 
 
 
 
EEB4 

Provided these development proposals are not on Green Field sites - the reason why creative  
(people?) would want to come here in the first place. 

Please define Live-Work units.  Does it mean somewhere you Live and work (homeworking) 
or does it mean a work unit with alive things (e.g fish)? 

The policy (EEB3) relates to proposals being 
supported within the settlement boundary and 
proposals will be subject to other policies guiding 
where appropriate locations would be for such 
proposals. 
 
“Live-work” has been defined in 12.3.1. 

None. 

30  Para 
12.5.1 

 

We will review the text to ensure clarity. Review and 
amend 
supporting text 
accordingly. 

30 EEB5 
 

We can amend as suggested. 
 

Amend 
accordingly. 

     

 13 RENEWABLE AND LOW CARBON ENERGY AND WASTE   
18  RLC 1, 

p.133 
Small 
scale 
renewabl
e low 
carbon 
energy 

Again, essential. Thank you and noted. None. 

30  RLC1  Yes, this could be introduced although not 
completely necessary. 

Amend 
accordingly. 

     

OTHER COMMENTS   

31  I must admit having read through the document, a nice easy to follow plan, it doesn't seem 
to impact neighbouring wards at all. 

Thank you. This is encouraging. None. 

10   Additional comments provided for context re the natural environment, some of which related 
to areas outside of the Plan area.  The respondent was alerted to this and that the comments 
are perhaps more relevant to the TDC Local Plan Part 2 Review consultation. 

Comments noted and thank you for providing 
wider contextual information.  

None. 

 


