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Brixtor:

Policy RAT3; Land north gast of Venn-Farm: There i no objection in principle to the
developmant of 50:dwelllngs and 0:1ha:of emplayment and on this sife.

-'q—-wm

Dartington-

Policy RA14, Webbers Yard arid-Sawmills Fislds: There is no:objsction‘iniprincipleto the:
development of 95,-dwei[mgs and 1haof employment Jand on-this site-provided it meets:local
ne 0es i rate:out commuting slong & Adancy -walcome the
apporiinityto be involvad in the-consideration of thep posals forthe:sHte at the earliest

opport’u‘nity

Diﬁ?forifi

information is ava[lable for us to cons:der the: hkeiy impacts on the SRN

Ermington

_ st i the-potentialfor
mpac - the function-and capaclty af the A3 1 have.
At fliocatlo par’ucularly as the’ vnltage has. l;mited

of the ' heme ; suld expeot this to ke:docun oh,
Furthier comment & resetved untll additiorial avidenceis: provlded demanstratlng the i|kely
impagct;

Harbortonford

Policy RALY, Harbertonford Mills: Thiere is no objection to the pringiple of theproposals.

Policy RA1S, Land to the.riorth of the villdge: There is no: objedtion tothe principle of the:
proposals for:50 dwellings-and 0.1ha of: employment land on this she:

Holbeton

Kingswear-

Polloy KAZ0: Land. at Brixham Road: Thers Isno objection to the principle:of the proposals

:Loddfsweﬂ"

Policy.RA21, Land.north-of the village: There:ls no-ehjection te the principleof the development
of 60 dwellings-and 0.2ha of-employment:land:on-the site,
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have ho objeotlon to: the principle-of the. develo
comment on:the:master plan-as-and when it is:produced for consultation.

ootion‘tothe principle-of the development of 35

Stoke Fleming

Policy RA23: Landropposite Primary School and.Palicy RA24: Land South-of Primaty School
There Is no objection to:the prindiple of the:development of 80:dwellings within this:location.
Stoke Gabris!

Policy RA25, Land opposite-Rowes Farm; There Is.ng objection to the:principle-of the
devaloptnent-of 50 dwellings and 0:1ha: of-emmployment land oh the site.

Policy RA2Z:
davslopm

Thurleston:

Palisy RA28: Land east of-Seaview. Road: Theta is 1o objeetion to the: pringiple.ofthe
developmetitof 40 dwellings-on this site

Ugborotgh

Po!fcy RA29 -Land east of the anery Schooﬁ The village: of Ugborough is-located 1:mile-only

A f lopment within:this Jocation-could have 4 ditect
tio and capacuty of the S . Flowever; | accept the: proposed allocation:is
, tharefore further comment is reserved wntll-the: supporting transport:

| ;evidenee Ie proddced _upplied

Wemﬁuﬂy-
Poliey RAS0; Land to thie-south-of Knighton Road: There is-no objection to: the: principle of thé

development of-30 dWellings on-thissite

Dartitiouth DPD

Thietvigion for. Dartmotith-is supporied, provided:that future development withiin such
ns-isito meet local needs only and:are accessible by:a range of publiciransport, walking

and cyclsng facilities,

Para:B.7: The objectivés for Bartmalth, particllarly. objective DOB, are also supported:

Policy. D1, Townstal, west-of Dartiiouth: Townstal: Giver the distanse ‘of the'sitefrom the A38 |
ht - would Welcome the:opportunity to:
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- Policy D2; Collingwood Road: There isno. objection fo the: prsnc[pte of the development.on the

site an_;\l sofe that planning permission has been:secured for 45 of the 95 dwellmgs prapossd.

Policy D3; Roolc.Park:
and 0.1ha of eraploym

lvybridge DPD

roundabout) tiave the potential toincrease ,uing onthe: eastbounej ‘offslipito; the point where:it
extends baek onto the. A38: main earrlageway This:is both.a safety and operatlonai concern
fuilly mitigate theirimpact thus ensuring:local conditions
develapment than if it hadhot taken place.

of miditional developmient an the
‘commiitihg:to:Plyffiouth: This-could" be achieved fhraugh a balance-cf-housing and emp!oyment
provisjon, or through the: phasmg of developmentso ‘that enmp: oyment leads housing provismn

Para 5.3 Avisionfor vybridgethat: mciudes refsishceto sustainable tiansport liNke 10 serve its
hinferland, making:bespoke reference to an enhanced role for the railway station Is fully
'8 'ported l.élsa: note the refarencéto park and ride:at the ranlWay statron butit s not-clear

' services will b _,d :8h _rg muter

impro Gorinectivity to Plyimouth may be
fravel cholces and It would be: heipfui this could be: ciartfled

Para 6.6: 1 support the objectives farlvybridge, partictlzarly ebjective 101 which seeke-to
enhance self containment-and P 104, whigh seek sure that developmentminimises:
the need totravel and optimises clioloe between travel modes.

_Poifoy !'f Easf of lvybndge l'have previously:ralsed CONCErns re
stiof dge i6 potantlal Impact.

'that this proposed urban extensnon Wlll now be dongiderably larget thar op

the DPD now pioposing 100 dwellings:and ha of el ployment iand to thie penQd 21 16,

sadd:iional 275 dwellings and Sha of: employment Iand: fo the period 2026. 1 heve mgmfncant
 about this wo » the opport nvalv_gd;m the

gardlng thezproposed urban

d hy¢ "ob ust tréhsport'si: Y iy imp :
- of m{t;gat;on easuras which will reduce the rieed to fraVel and the reliance on the

Fam disappointed: that.an early assessment:of the liely transport: implications of d
ivybridge ‘hag not-been Gnidertakento démonsirate potentlai transport impacts on il
\ -may be-nitigated. 1h rtlcular oncen in relation:to'the suggestion that'a
proposed new astess on to the A3 Agency Jas: ot received any svidence.td
stipport this proposal-and | thergfore Guestion‘its: nead and deliverability ontit stich eviderice is
Page 7 of 40
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Kingsbridge is

develop

Para 6.6 The:of)
KO3 which seeks 16 ensu alapm
optimises the cholces between travel modes..

growth t

| and less:restrictive:approach to proposals
A38: ) there will stillhe & presumption
-iniportant that:the SRN is ot

. for example:by:proposing

ures withih the-jocal area.

regarded asa convenient g with logal

adlditional Junctions simply to relievé traffic prass

| must:say thatcurrently 1 dotnot conelder this proposaliisfoutided onarobust and credible
svidents baseyanid | have cehcerns ovér'the poteritial.olitaomes that will flow from thié: provision:
of'amew-junction:on the A38.and therefare its effectiveness in defivering the-objectives:of the
plan

Proposal 12; lvybridge: Central Area; | have previously identified the cenfral area-as a preferred
nctvy i dwar site benefits-from an.approved
W : s560lated with sites withiremiiltiple:ownership are:
acknowledged we are:nonetheless congerred af the likely delay ‘hetween the:delivery of the
new central afea dnd theurban-extension '

Kingsbridige DPD

He south:of:ttie A38 and has & range of
Vit | acknowledge this is-some-distance from
the likely impaict.ofadditishal major
recommend that-additional
ch.can be accessead by awide

-

it

developme

Para 5.3; The vision for Kingshridgs is supported, particularly reference to thefoous of the
Fegetieratiof within-the town centre.

actives ldentified for Kingsbridge are-also-supported, particularly objective
1o énsurerthat dev ) \

prigntis located to minimise the needt to travel andt

Polioy. K1, Notth West of Kingsbridge:Whilst | would have preferred futiire development to
come forward:on brownfleld sites; It ls-agknowledged that this site is one of the best options for
o accommodated in terms of avallability-and:sustainabllity. would welcome the
opportiiiity to:comment.on the Masterplan as It becofies available; and | resétve further
comment until the. necessary transportevidence Is:available;

Policy K2, The Quayside: Thers Is ho ohjection in principle to-the redevélopment of central
brownfield land at the:Quayside.

Policy:K3, Union‘Road Aréa: Thére is no objection Th principle to'the redevelopmaent of-céntral
brownfleld land at Union Road:

Policy K4, Garden Wit Arsa: Thigre:1s no-abjection in istiriciple to the fedevelopment-of central
brownfisld Jand at Garden:Mill.

Policy <5, West Alvington Hill: Thiete:sihio objection In pririciple to tharedevelopriient of Gantral
brownfisld land at Aivington:Mitl,

‘Page:b of 10




Policy K6, L:slgh. Cmss I'ivi-enicoliragad that the stipporting text réquires the provigion of-a
Tr teallf'—"lara and improved: pedestrian: and oycle links due-to:the:sites detached lacation from the
central area;

Policy K7, Avon Genre: There s no objestionin-principle-to the proposls for the Avon Centre.

Totnes:DPD

My previous response to the: South Hams' ‘Regulatio
concerns that there i__s‘seme‘po il fqr deve_lq_,, _

Para 6.4 The vision ferTotn_ |s—gsupperte" inparticularreferer needo
ohtainment and the:Ased to reduge transpoﬂ de]oendency

Policy T1, Ba!t;c Whart: Thets s wo ohjection tothe principle of the-developtent at Baltis:Wharf
diié fo:lts-ceritral location and previously developed:nature: :

Policy ¥2, King Edward™Vi Commuanity Collage Thére:is:no-objection to the pririciple of the
proposals for the site.

lioy T4 Totnas Confral-Area: There'is no-abjection to the principle of the proposals forthe

'Central Atéa.

Srast: There:ds rio.objection fo: the priniciple of the' propasals for the:gite; ahel I'm
& bespoke:requirement:for the-provisionzof. sustainable transport links: as‘part

igea by
of the a[locat{on

Puofiey TS, Land at Darthgton:Lane: Thére Is no objectio to:the principle-of the proposals for
the snte_ How er; given the:out-of cen freJocation: It may:encourage: dditional trips on theread

stwork, including the- AB8, unless carefllly managed. | wolld welogme sight of the:Masterplan
:prewousfy approveci bythe Coungil.

hie principle of the proposals for
' 'tlon it may ﬁncou;age )
' f‘nanaged Tawould

Po[fcy Té‘ Larid at. Ashburton Road Thera is no: ob actionitot
: ) _ ] 'given g i ntIe

Poliey T7, Riverside: There {s:ho ia‘b}aciibn to fihfe’.:;pﬁh_ei}:iiﬁé: of the priq;;‘esal}s;fan' the Rivarside
site: ) -

Policy: T8, Borough-Park: Thete is no objectionto the inclple of the proposals for the Boraugh
Park site, parﬁcu!arly glven {his sites close proximity-to Tothes' Railway Statior.-

Polloy: T9; Bourton Laie: There:isno: eb;ectlon to the principleofithe proposals-for the Bourfon
Lanasité.
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Ifully support therole: of the Infrastructure Delivery Group and wi

:weicorhed Theresmay’ beﬁs_ome.. iabillty-issues:with the:dellvery

rthe:Country §.etononiy. As-such:I'm Keetrto seek positive éngagement

Delivery; Monitoring and Flexibility

; welcome the opportunity
plating to the: hen:require _
it of development will heed to be funded b the developsi s:
-of som e larger

strlicture-retjuifed-as-acte

Browinifisld:sites Within the District and: [-agree with the Goungil that-any:re
¢ofifiibution as & result:ofviability i |ssues should he:demonstrated: bya robUSt evidence- base..

I would expect fo be consulted on:any-changes to the:spatial strategy for the Distrlet:
Summary

The.efficient movement of people and:goads on the SRN has & key partto.play
your-LDF
il stage nsurethe:SRN remains available for its strategicirole butalso supports the
economie viability and sustamable growth of the area. If youhave any quisries pleage feel free
to-cofitact:itie.

\allo supportlng

Youts faithfully

)

lan Parsons

Network Manager

Netiwerk Delivery & Development Sauth West «Planning
Email: ian, parsqns@hrghways‘gs__.:g”‘ Gk

co:  ‘Simon Bayliss, GVA Grimley
Jorilovatt, AECOM

Pagen0of10:
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South Hams Distriet C'o'u'hc:t

| :Tetnes TQQ 5NE -

' _Deaer Swms :

:'E_'3;consldared in ﬂiéSA-but' ild hay
' SA thecﬁves For mstan e:this:mag

Date: - 23 June 20‘10 x | R
Ourref:  Case SW09/10-985 Site Allocatlons DPDS SJD o
Your ref; CH/GS/LDF‘/SADPD -

. Floorg" .
Renslade House -
~Bonhay. Road

T Exeter '

EX4 3AW

M Graham SWISS

Planning & Bullding Control
Follaton. House, Piymouth Road

South Hams LDF Site Ailecat;ons Deveiopmem F’Ian Bocuments S
' (E)PE.)&) accompanymg Habitai F?eguiatlons sessmenis (HRAS) and :

'Horseshoe bats, Us h' 7
faraging, commuting to:feragmg:;sﬁes_-anci"traveifmg between the

constituent roosts of the SAC. Some allocated sites could have adverse
impacts-on the SAC if the developments do- not consider:Greater

Horseshios bats during the-design and: plannmg of the sites, Quidance has
Been-provided tothe Planning Authority-on the ' _wlecige of How

' Greater He;rseshse bats use: and tia\fel ihz@ugh the wdemoun 'a-.;cle and.

Ppl’ats e 'ﬁ. " “’"'me' f;f_‘the sneg in the
ocatlans_:EZ)PD with: some performing poorly against:the

.Sates which raase conc@m are

703000801110
~F 0800 060 4120

8A Idbjectn‘fes‘ These frequently relate to transport and ehergy usage and
~ need caretul attentionin terms’ of the sztes !ong derm: sultabuiity o

'F&AB Stokenhamzf thisis a relatlveiy Iarge development wnh severai |ssues

. raased Also the { uture ef the A379 asa through road between Daﬂmouth '
scale;

was- et
site. meetiﬁg

severance B




tranaport Eeadmg to mcreased use af cars. Hence the potentla lmpaot onz:f"':_'_

' fSA obj e(}’{EVGS of a oloser (:n‘ the eoact at_SIapton'n' S

- :_'RATQ B!ackawtaﬁ = the sewage traa’cme p__
- Blackawton sewage treatment works currantiy &or r;b' e to the

, Hence' there may well be a ._Onﬂ[c’(

| i-ob;eotwes and cu rrently has go s

< ~“bean conaldered

 AONBs have been conflrmed by the (aovernment as havmg the hlghés’t
status of protection:in relationi to landscape-and

“scenic beauty. Consequentty development: w1thm the A@NB should

- consider the objectives of the AONB. managemeni*plan indthe: -

conservation of the natural beauty of the landseaps an
should be'given ‘great weight* m.‘;plan- \g-pol
cohtrol; PPS7 gaction 21°." The folk wmg ailsaj_

' —':.havmg a nEQatlve impact on th'

' RA28 Thurlstone- This-did rot pe
- generally. In particufar, it 15 withir
: impacts on: the iandscape of

Ime below

* Yours smc&rgly_ L

' .:DI Stmon BIVRE (oo I
“Consewvation & F’Eann ing: Adviger
'.Devon Hearttand and Culm Team

o :-eutmphma’aon of Slapton Ley'SSSl which Is.a qualifying water body underi R

~impagts or transport from the severance of;theiASTQfa‘c apton hasnot S

Cten - @3@0 060 2020 (dtrect!““e)ﬁﬁi"? e S i e EI
- Email: . simon, dunsford@naturalengland org uk L
§ Web‘si‘te B ht’cp f/www naturaiengland org ul{/
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STOKENHAM PARISH COUNCIL

Clerk: Mrs Gill Claydon Highfield,

Telephone: Kingsbridge (01548 581185) Kiln Lane,
Email: clertk@stokenham-pe.gov.uk Nr. Kingsbridge,
Website: www.stokenham-pe.gov. uk Devon TQ7 2SF.

Messrs Lee Bray and Graham Swiss,

Forward Planning, . -
South Hams District Council, :i} E% @ @ ﬁ %? @ L
Follaton House, ‘ 4 151
Plymouth Road, _ 1 £ 2% JUN 2010 |¢
Totnes, TQY SNE. * e
21%June, 2010.  aceews ——————————

Dear Lee and Graham,
Site Allocation DPD — RA6

Following the attendance of approximately 78 residents at the last full council meeting
held on 17" June 2010 I have been asked to write setting out concerns raised.

Those attending did so because of posters and leaflets created and distributed by Eric
Heavisides and another resident. Those in attendance were given 30 minutes during open
forum where Mr Heavisides stated his concerns and Dist. Cllr. Baverstock was allowed to
respond before the Chair opened the discussion up.

Firstly Mr Heavisides feels that Parish Council should have received a detailed response
to the concerns raised in an email addressed to you both on 22™ January 2010, a copy of
which is enclosed.

Others in attendance asserted that they had not been aware of the Site Allocation
proposals and, for those that were perhaps aware initially, they felt that the STA matrices
had highlighted that these two sites were not suitable. Due to the fact that that the site
matrices noted the environmental constraints of the AONB and effect on the visual
character and landscape it was felt that such development would spoil this area. Also
with the building of the new houses already permitted in Chillington and the increase in
traffic movement along the A379 already encountered, most feel there to be no
infrastructure to support another 100 houses and in fact believe such will affect the
wellbeing of the present community.

QUALITY
PARISH
COUNCIL




SA/0286

Of the residents of Stokenham concerned they assert that there should have been further
publicity locally and in the local papers, radio media etc to finally announce all the
chosen sites for inclusion in the DPD and invite further comments before such goes to the
Inspector.

Therefore a request has been made that a formal response is made to this letter and the
Parish Council email dated 22™ January 2010 together with the Inspector being made
aware that: )

e A large proportion of the residents of Stokenham do not feel they have been given
~ enough avenues of participation in this consultation at relevant times

e The land in question is visually prominent and in an area where the landscape is

sensitive
o A few areas included within the RA6 are in private ownership and would not be
("\ released for development and thus are not deliverable
-7 o With the lack of availability for an increase in road structure and not enough

drainage and sewerage facilities there is no sound infrastructure to support 100
houses and extra vehicles.

I look forward to your response at your earliest,

Yours sincetely,

—GII Claydon
Clerk

)

QUALITY
PARISH
COUNCIL
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Graham Swiss

RASZ O

From: Gill Claydon [clerk@stokenham-pc.gov.uk]
. Sent: 26 June 2010 17:57

To: Lee Bray; Graham Swiss

Subject: Site Allocation DPD Consultation

Hello Both,

Just for a point of clarification please could you take Stokenham Parish Council's
letter hand delivered yesterday together with my earlier email therein enclosed of the
22nd January 2010 as a whole part of the responses to this current consultation and
ensure that the Inspector is aware of all points contained within both.

Kindest regards.
Gilly

‘\‘/.‘

Q)




Graham Swiss SA/0286

From: Gill Claydon [clerk@stokenham-pc.gov.uk]
Sent: 22 January 2010 10:02

To: Lee Bray; Graham Swiss

Subject: Site Allocation in Stokenham

Hello Lee and Graham,

At Stokenham Full Council last night a member of the parish attended to voice concerns
with regard to one of the two favoured sites, Plot 9 on the original map.

The assertion was that this land by virtue of its AONB designation is totally contrary
. to District's own Development Policy DP2 May/June 2009, Pre-submission publication
“Appendix 3. Added to this the plot in guestion was shaded 'orange' in the .
Sustainability Threshold Assessment and thus held up as having 'sustainability issues
and mitigation considered problematic'.

It is put forward by the residents adjacent to this plot that any development would
have an adverse visual impact and such would be isolated from key services and
facilities and be a poor integration in relation to adjacent land uses. Apparently at
fgpe time of the proposals these residents were content that with many other plots
(_/pdicated and scoring higher in the Sustainability Threshold Assessment that they had
-fittle to worry about and the District Policies would protect their area.

Parish Council have advised that the consultation is to take place in March but it is
felt locally that by the time March comes these plots will be the chosen ones and only
consulted on to add to information and highlight any matters that require
'mitigation’'.

Therefore please could T ask you to address the point that such choice of plot goes
against your Development Policy and perhaps address some of the concerns and issues
that this site will be detrimental to the AONB,

I apologise in acknowledging your workload at present but feel that if we do not
respond to this point now then the process and consultation will be challenged rather
than addressing sites.

On a completely different point please could we revisit the parish wish to join
Stokenham and Chillington Parish halls on the field on entering Chillington, as

'“-_mentioned in Mike Cozens email. Formerly Forward Planning had concerns with

coalescence but this site is between the two villages wilh easy access and less likely
. due to visibility to suffer vandalism as present. Development is now being suggested
(mdn the other site at Carehouse Cross and locally it is felt that with the woods and

~Jield in between there is no visual problem., Please could we ask you to consider this
again in order that such is highlighted in the LDF. ’

Kind regards,
Gilly

If AONB status is virtually meaningless (according to Councillors) the main arguments
we have against the selection in the LDF, of the land adjacent to Meadow Court Barns
are 1/ totally contrary to SHDC Development Policy DP2 May/June 2009--Pre submission
publication Appendix 3 2/ Site Allocation Development Plan Documents (DPD's) May/June
2009, The Sustainability Threshold Assessment Identified the site as area 9 shaded
'orange' ({orange was defined as "sustainability issues and mitigation considered
problematic” Further comments on this area were a) AONB/DNP Adverse visual impact
Iisolated from Key services and facilities Poor integration in relation to adjacent
land uses
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SA/0700

* From: Jill Bottomley
Sent: 02 July 2010 15:21
To: Forward Planning

Subject: Rural Areas Site Allocations DPD Publication Stage
Attachments: sa_dpd_representation_form_—_revised_date-z. pdf

Steven Bottomley Planning Consultant
Windhover

Barracks Hill

Totnes

Devon TQ9 6DG

01803 865980
enquiries@stevenbottomley.co.uk

05/07/2010
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South Hams Local Development Framework For Officlal Use Only

Publication Stage Representation Form Reference No.
Dartmouth Site Allocations DPD [ S~oseo o
Date Acknowledged

Ivybridge Site Allocations DPD
Kingsbridge Site Allocations DPD
Totnes Site Allocations DPD

Rural Areas Site Allocations DPD ggﬁm (l;!,?,mﬁ

Please read the guidance notes before completing this form.

This form has two parts: Part A - Personal details and Part B - Your representation(s)
Please fill in a separate form (part B) for each representation you wish to make.

Please note: the consultation period has been extended to 4.00pm on 2" July 2010.

PARTA .

- Title |mr | mr ]
First Name |Mark | [steven |
Last Name |Brooking |  |Bottomley |
Job Title (where relevanty | | [Planning Consultant |
gﬁgpelsgllgcant) Owner
Address Line 1 [Windhover |
Line 2 [Barracks Hill |
Line 3 |Totnes |

»>Lme4 | |
Post Code {TQ9 6DG - B
Telephone Number | |  [01803 865980 | |
E-mail | | [enquiries@stevenbottomley.co.uk |

Please Note: Following the Publication Stage consuitation on the five Site Allocations DPDs, if you wish to be
notified by the Council of submission for independent examination, publication of the Inspector's report
following the examination, or adoption of the DPDs, please tick this box.

Data Protection

Please note that comments cannot be treated as confidential and will be made available for public inspection
at the Council offices, available to view on the Council's website (www.southhams.gov.uk) and via the
Council’s consuitation portal (http:/consuit.southhams.gov.uk/portal). Your personal information will be held by
South Hams DC for the above purpose, in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998 and will be held
securely at all times.
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PART B
YOUR NAME: |Steven Bottomley BSc MCD MRTPI

Partmouth Totnes
lvybridge Rural Areas |¥ | (please specify which settlement below)
Kingsbridge Stokenham

Paragraph No. Proposal No. |ras Other

Do you consider the DPD is: - If you have selected No to
question 4(2), please continue to
(1) Legally Compliant * Yes| v | No section 5
= |n all other circumstances,
(2) Sound ™ Yes | ¢ | No please go to question 6

Do you consider the DPD unsound because it is not:

(1) Justified (2) Effective (3) Consistent with National Policy I___I

* Please see the guidance notes that accompany this form for an explanation of Legal Compliance .
and the Tests of Soundness.

Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you wish to make.

! 3% b+ wWEISWLY

Give details of why you consider the Development Plan Document is not legally compliant or is
unsound, or if you consider the Development Pian Document to be legally compliant and sound,
please also use this box to set out your comments (please be as precise as possible).

Mr M Brooking is the owner of the land on the west side of Carehouse Cross identifled as site RAB. He is supportive
of Proposal RAB. He is also the owner of Stokeley Farm Shop between Stokenham and Torcross. He is presently
preparing engaging planning and transportation consuitants to prepare relevant planning, highways and infrastructure
information prior to consulting with the Council on the submission cof a planning application for a mixed use
development of the site for housing, employment and retail uses. This will include play provision.

He also owns a triangular parcel of land on the west side of site RAG which is amenity woodland. There is a
permissive footpath across his land which he will be willing to upgrade to a combined footpath and cyclepath in
respect of the section of path which crosses his land.

Proposal RAS should be clarified to ensure that the requirement for a cycle and footpath provision does not create a
ransom situation for any landowner owning the remaining length of footpath to connect to Chillington. Preventing the
development of site RAS until a fully connected combined path would not be justified and it would be a
disproportionate requirement given the need for the development for Stokenham in its own right and the separate
provision for development at Chillington under Proposal RAbS.
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PART B
YOUR NAME: [Steven Bottomley BSc MCD MRTPI DPD:

Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the DPD legally compliant or
sound, having regard to the test you have identified at 5 above where this relates to soundness.
You will need to say why this change will make the DPD legally compliant or sound. [t will be

helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please
be as precise as possible.

Amend the last bullet point of Proposal RAS to include the words:-
as far as this can be achioved within the ownership of the landowners of the land designated as site RAG.

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary fo supportjustify the representation and the suggested change, as
there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

If you are seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to participate at the oral part of the

examination?

No, | do not wish to participate in the oral examination }v

I

) ) Yes, | wish to participate in the oral examination

Titis important to note that written and oral representations carry exactly the same weight and will be
given equal consideration in the examination process.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider this
to be necessary:

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.




Signature

Date

02/07/2010 -
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i
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Environment, Economy & Culture
David Incoll ' strategic planning
Chief Executive . County Hall
South Hams District Council Topsham Road
Follaton House Exeter
Plymouth Road _ ' EX2 4QW

Totnes _ :
Devon Tel: 01392 382253
TQ9 5NE o Emait: joe.keech@devon.gov.uk
_ Fax:

N 30 June 2010 .

Dear David

Re: Site Allocations DPDs Publication Stage — April 2010
South Hams Local Development Framework

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above Site Allocations DPDs.

Devon County Council welcomes these as a positive step towards the adoption of a set of
District wide allocations in support of the adopted LDF Core Strategy.

However, there a few areas in which the County Council wishes to make representations
and some specific site related objections which are included in the appendix. These
include some sites where sole residential or employment use may be preferable on
highway grounds.

The documents were pbviously approved for publication prior to the General Election and
the subsequent formation of the coalition government, which has begun the process. of
abolishing the Regional Spatial Strategy. Whilst it is assumed that the District Council is
intending to continue to allocate development in accordance with the adopted Core
Strategy, advice will need to be included to confirm this. From its perspective, the County
Council is reaffirming the policies set out in the adopted Devon Structure Plan and these
strongly support focussing development not located at the main urban areas at the market
towns. Similarly it supports the broad scale of development being proposed in the context
of the most recent assessments of housing need within the south west Devon area.

The documents would however benefit from advice as to the status of representations to
these documents, are the District Council intending to submit these documents as are
they together with representations, or are they intending to make changes in response to
them and then make a formal submission? :

DCC has no strategically significant specific policy objections to the proposals other than
to raise objection to the inclusion of site K& at Leigh Cross, Kingsbridge which is
considered to be unsustainable in transport terms, as well as being in the countryside
covered by an AONB national designation.

ﬁ{ji Textphone 0845 1551020 SMS Text 0777 3333 231 o
gff GWﬂde : www.devoin.gov.uk : ‘Vy
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DCC has no overall objections to the proposals as Education Authority and increased
housing development is not anticipated to require action except where appropriate

- requirements have been properly included in the Infrastructure Delivery programmes
attached to each document. .

Transport as a whole needs to considered holistically across the whole District as well as
for each settlement and site, minimising the use of the carin new developments.

A number of sites have potential environmental and/or archaeological interest which will
. heed to be considered when applications for development or the production of
Masterplans are proposed.

We hope that the detailed comments set out in the appendix to this letter are beneficial in

" moving towards a sound set of Site Allocations together with the supporting Infrastructure
Delivery Programme as attached to each. We would be happy to discuss in more detail
the comments we have made in this representation.

Yours Sincerely

lan Harrison

Deputy Executive Director, Environment, Economy and Culture Directorate

()

Textphone 0845 1651020 SMS Text 0777 3333 231
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DCC representations to the South Hams Site Allocations DPD SA/0995

June 2010.
DARTMOUTH

An explanation of how the development of these sites will alter thé issues about industrial

‘traffic in the town would help make the plan clearer.

D1 — Townstall, West of 'Dartmouth
The roundabout accessing the current park and ride site should be the main point of entry.

Access to residential, retail, healthcare and other community facilities should be separated
from that for commercial elements and the re-located Park and Ride.

D2 — Collingwood

Given the currently approved development, it would be beneficial if employment uses were
removed from the area and the whole given over to residential in order to avoid heavy
goods fraffic in a residential area. : '

D3 — Rock Park

Access should be from Archway Drive. The site is not suitable for employment purpose in
order to avoid heavy goods traffic in a residential area.

KINGSBRIDGE

K1 — North West of Kingsbridge

The site should be accessed off Treble Park.
K2 - 'fhe Quayside

The site is considered to be suitable for residential development but not employment due
to the quality of access. The historic Quay will need archaeological assessment and

“evaluation prior o any consents.

K3 — Union Road area

As this area can be accessed without entering the town, it would be better used as
employment allowing other areas to be developed as residential. '

- K4 —Garden Mill area

This area is not suitable for any additional development because of the poo'r access.

K6 — Leigh Cross

Unsuitable for development OWing' to its unsustainable location in the open countryside
within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, a national designation.

K7 — Avon Centre
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| As the surrounding area are completely residential with the serving road network not SA/0995
conducive to commercial traffic, this site would be better allocated as residential with the
existing use relocated.

IVYBRIDGE

I1 — East of lvybridge

The masterplan will need to address the transport issues as a high priority given that any
traffic generated will, at present, haveto go through the town. The provision of
employment is more desirable in order to reduce the daily commute (especially to
Plymouth). .

TOTNES -

A holistic approach to transport in Totnes is supported.

- T2-KEVICC

A link road should be provided between this site and T4 (Dairy Crest) granting an access
to Ashburton Road, which would help ameliorate traffic difficulties in this area. ' )

T4 — Dairy Crest

See T2.
The Brunel Pumping House is a significant historic structure requiring particular care.

T7 — Riverside
Any employment land will need to be accessed via Steamer Quay Road.
T9 — Bourton Lane

This site is not supported due to the difficulty of providing a suitable access that would not '
exacerbate existing traffic dlfﬂcu[tles

RURAL AREAS -
- | ()
Modbury — RA2 South of Poundwell Street
This site is not supported because of potential traffic impacts.
Salcombe — RA3 Bonfire Hill
The Park and Ride should be located fo the North of the site,
' Stokenham — RAG South of Carehouse Cross.

Neither of the sites have safe footpath links. As these would be very difficult to rectify
these sites are not supported. :

Diptford — RA15 Wheatpark
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Any footpath provision along the existing road would narrow the road to an unacceptable SA/0995

"~ degree.

Holbeton — RA19 North of Church Hill

An alternati\fe site next to Orchard Cottages Would be more suitable in transport terms.
Marldon — RA22 Land at Five Lanes

From a highWays perspective, land at Westerlénd Green Farm would be preferable.
Thurlstone — RA27 Land south of Coombe Shute |

This sife is u'nsui.table on highways grounds.

Ugborough - RA29 East of Primary School

Notwithstanding ownership issues, the provision of a suitable access would be very
difficult. , :
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Environment
LW Agency

'creating a better place

Mr Graham Swiss  Ourref: 'DC/2006/00033OISL-_

South Hams District Council - 01/PO1-L01

Follaton House Piymouth Road Your ref: CR/GS/LDF/SADPD

Totnes : ' o

Devon - : - Date: 06 July 2010 :

TQ9 5NE : ' : - ‘ N R AT
L o d@@&%%am

Al -9 oL 20

A D B 0D W G5 ) T D R 63 4 D O S

Dear Mr Swiss

' 'South Hams Local Development Framework — Dartmouth 'I\'ry-bridge,
" Kingsbridge, Totnes and the Rural Site Allocatlons Development Plan -
Documents (Publtcatlon Stage) :

Thank you for the recent consultation with regards to the above Development Plan -
“Documents. We apologise for the lateness of this reply but this has been due to a
reduction in staff over the last two months. We generally support the allocations
presented within the DPD’s and have taken this consuitation to reiterate the
environmental constraints and opportunities present on the sites. We hope to have
.some further dISCUSSIOI”I regardmg flood risk in Totnes at a later stage

ngsbrldge- '

_Groundwater and Contammated Land :

" -The site areas proposed for development are located on a geological formation
classed as a minor aquifer and a groundwater vulnerable zone. Therefore, there may
be a risk of potential contamination to controlled waters from previous, current or
existing site uses (eg. industrial buildings, timber yards, former railways etc) within
some of the areas proposed for development. Requests for further detailed
investigations which may be reqwred will need to be addressed at the planning

' lmplementatlon stage :

Habitat and Blodlver5|ty

Allo¢ation K2

Site is adjacent to Salcombe- Klngsbrldge Estuary SSSI Opportunities for settmg

~back the development to increase the inter-tidal area should be explored in line wnth
the Shorehne Management Plan and Biodiversity Actlon Plan.

A!Iocatlon K4

Environment Agericy :
Sir John Moore House; Victoria Square Comwall, Bodmin, PL31 1EB. _ . .
Customer services line: 08708 506 506 . L '
Email: enquiries@environment-ageney.gov.uk { § \@

www . environment-agency.gov.uk ; ' - L
CO nt/d ' IXVESYOR TN PEOPLT
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s!l)pportunltres to enhance the watercourse and pond should be explored A suitable
" buffer should be left between these features and the development (usually 7m for
watercourses). An assessment of the ecological value of the pond may be -
necessary. Wildlife corridors should be conserved in line with relevant policies
(PPS9, NERC Act, Green Infrastructure). |

‘Allocation K7 - ' '
Opportunities to enhance the watercourse on-the western boundary should be
explored. A suitable buffer should be left between the watercourse and the
. development (usually 7m). Wildlife corridors should be conserved in line wrth
relevant poI|C|es (PPS9, NERC Act, Green Infrastructure)

Flood Risk
Allocation K1. '
All flood risk issues covered in6.12

' Allocatton K2
Flood |ssues referred to in 6. 18

Allocation K3
~ All Flood Risk issues covered in 6.21

‘Allocation K4 '
Development of thls S|te should provide opportunltles to. rmprove the flood risk in the

- area.

Allocatlon K5 | . : : :
Will need to ensure that there is no increase in run-off as. a result of the
development, taking into account the potential impacts of climate change.

~ Allocation K6 '
Will need to ensure that there is no increase in run- off asa result of the
development, taklng into account the potential impacts of climate change.

AIIocatlon K7
The Kingsbridge North Watercourse runs North to South along the Western edge of
the site. This is a ‘Main River’ and any works within 7m of this will require consent.

Totnes o

Biodiversity -

T1 Baltic Wharf _ - _ ,
There must be no encroachment into the river Dart or leat buffer zone and

. opportunities for increasing this buffer/wildlife corridor should be explored i in line with

relevant pohc]es (PPSQ NERC Act Green Infrastructure)

T2 West (Kewcc)

This site is an Unconfirmed Wildlife Slte contammg semi-improved neutral grassland, -

wet grassland, streams, wildlife corridors and bat flightpaths. An Ecologlcal
Assessment was to be prepared.-Please see our previous comments

There must be no encroachment into the river Dart buffer zone and opportuhities fo'r

increasing this buffer/wildlife corridor should be explored in line with relevant policies -

(PPS9, NERC Act, Green lnfrastructure)
Cont/d.. _ 2
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T4 Dalry Crest

There must be no encroachment Into the |V|l|| Leat buffer zone and opportumtles for
increasing this buffer/wildlife corridor should be explored in line with relevant poI|C|es
(PPSQ NERC Act, Green lnfrastructure)

T5 Land at Dartlngton _ : '
This site appears to be wooded. We would require |nformat|on relatlng to the
ecolog:cal value of this woodland to enable us to comment:

A suitable buffer zone should be retained between the waterco'urse and the

., - development (usually at least 7m). The Environment Agency will need to see details
~'of these proposals as flood defence consent may be required. Waterside wildlife,

corridors should be conserved and enhanced in line with relevant policies (PPSQ
NERC Act and Green. Infrastructure)

T6 Land at Ashburton Raod

A suitable buffer zone should be retained between the watercourses ‘and the
development (usually at least 7m). The Environment Agency will need to see details
of these proposals as flood defence consent may be required. Waterside wildlife

~ corridors should be conserved and enhanced in line with relevant policies (PPSQ

NERC Act and Green Infrastructure)
Ivybndge

| 1 East of Ivybrldge

~ Will need to ensure that there is no increase in run- off as a result of the

development taking into account the potential impacts of climate change.

_I2 Ivybridge central

There must be no encroachment mto the river Erme buffer zone and opportunltles for

increéasing this buffer/wildlife corridor should be explored in line with relevant policies

: (PPSQ NERC Act, Green Infrastructure)

‘ Dartmouth

BIOdlveTSIty

Where sites contain watercourses or wetland features opportunities to restore
natural features and enhance biodiversity value should be explored. A suitable buffer
zone should be retained between the watercourse/feature and the development
(usually at least 7m). The Environment Agency will need to see details of these
proposals as flood defence consent may be required. Waterside wildlife corridors
should be conserved and enhanced in- Ime with reIeVant policies (PPS9, NERC Act

and Green Infrastructure)

Where proposals fall wrthln nature conservation designated sites (eg. RA3 & RA4.
- are County Wildlife Sites), Devon Biodiversity Records Centre should be contacted

for more details to ensure that there are no adverse impacts upon interest features.
Ecologloai assessment and mrtlgatlon/compensatlon may be necessary if protected
spemes or BAP habitats are present

_ Flood Risk

Cont/d.. . -3
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1, D2 and D3 '
~ Will need to ensure that there is no increase in run-off as a result of the
development, taking into account the poten_tlal impacts of climate change.

Ground Water and Contaminated Land
D1 and D2 :

. Will need to ensure there are no significant i issues relating to contamination from
" previously developed (brownfield) industrial sites. The area proposed for
" development lies within a groundwater vulnerable zone. :

Rural

RA 1 ' ,
Will need to ensure that there is no increase in run-off as a result of the
development, taking into account the potential impacts of climate change.

RA 2
There may be some flood risk associated with the watercourse Wthh runs through
the local area. This has not been assessed.

RA3

Wil need to ensure that there is no increase in run- off as a result ofthe ,
development, taking into account the potential impaets of climate change.

RA4
Site should be laid out sequentlally according to vutnerablllty to flood risk and |
provision of safe access and egress..

RA5 . -
There are some serous flood risk issues associated with the Southern part of the site
which have not been addressed or assessed as part of the Strategic Flood Risk

- Assessment.

RA6 .
Will need to ensure that there is no increase in run-off as a result of the

. development, taking into account the potential impacts of climate change.

| RA 9 - Part of the area identified is within Flood Zone 3-and there is one record of

historic flooding. A Flood Risk Assessment will be required to determine the full level
of risk. Any development would need to be laid out so that the most vulnerable
development is within the lowest risk area. Will need to ensure that there is no

" increase in run-off as a result of the development, taklng into account the potentlal

impacts of climate change

RA 10 — A Watercourse runs along the western edge of the site, a Flood Risk
Assessment will be required to determine the flood risk at the site.

RA 11 — No Known flood ris_k issues

RA 12 - Will need to ensure that there is no increase in run-off as a result of the

development, taking into account the potential impacts of climate change.

Contid. . . 4
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RA 14 - No Known flood nsk issues. Will need to ensure that there is no increase in

* run-off as a result of the development taklng into account the potent|al |mpacts of

climate change.

RA 15 - l-\lo Known flood rlsk'lseues Will need to ensure that there is no increaee in

- run-off as a resuit of the development taklng mto account the potentlal |mpacts of
_chmate change.

RA 16 - Flood risk issues covered in 6.104

| " RA 17 — Flood risk not covered should be as 6.112

RA 18- Flood risk covered in 6. 112

RA 19 — No known flood nsk issues. o
Will need to ensure that there is no increase in run- off as a result of the

developm_ent_, taking into account the potential impacts of climate change.

" RA 20 - No known flood risk issues. Will need to e'nsure that there ls no increaee in _

run-off as a result of the development taking into account the potent|al lmpacts of

: climate change. -

RA 21-No known' flood nsk issues. Will need to ensure that there is no increase in

run-off as a result of the development, taking into account the potentlal impacts of

- cllmate change.

_ RA 22 --No known flood risk- 1ssues Will need to ensure that the-re is no increase in

run-off as a result of the development taking into account the potential impacts of

cllmate change

RA 23- No known flood risk issues. Will n’eed to' ensure that there is noincreasein

run-off as a result of the development, taklng into account the potentlal impacts of

climate change

RA 24 - No known flood risk issues. Will need to ensure that there is no increase in
run-off as a result of the development, taking into account the potentlal impacts of -
cllmate change. - . '

"RA 25 - No known flood risk issues. Will need to ensure that there is no increase in

run-off as a result of the development, taking into account the potential impacts of
climate change.

RA 26 - No known flood risk issues. Wlll need to eneure that there is no increase in

run-off as a result of the development taking into account the: potentlal impacts of
cllmate change. : :

RA 27 — Flood risk issues covered in 6.156

Cont/d.. , 5 -
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w’ RA 28 - No known flood risk issues. Will need to ensure that there is no increase in

~ run-offas a result of the development, taklng into account the potential impacts of
. climate change.

RA 29 — A watercourse runs North to South along the Eastern boundary of the site.
. There is an area of Flood Zone 3 associated with this watercourse. A site specific
~ Flood Risk Assessment will be required to identify the exact rood risk issues and to
- lay the site outto address the issues. \

Yours mné@relv |

Shaun Pritchard 3
_ Planning Liaison Officer

Direct dial: 01028 265047
Direct e-mail: shaun. pntchard@envnronment agency gov uk
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