
Kingsbridge, West Alvington and Churchstow Neighbourhood Development Plan
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Name Q2 Parish Q3 Residency Q4 Like Q5 Improvements Q6 Comments Q7 Not supported policies Q8 Further comments Q9 Agree NPSG Comment Action Taken

1 Andrew Luscombe 3. Churchstow 3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area 

There is perhaps some joy to be taken that brown field sites are being looked at for development, 

however this must not be at the expense of established business which of course it will  be. The car skies 

initiative is worthy but ultimately unattainable, the amount of homes with exterior l ighting being put in 

is quite something, much of the South Hams is l it up like a christmas tree and all  you have to do is look 

West and the dome of Plymouth is a constant feature. Go to Dartmoor and that is joined by the dome of 

l ight from Exeter and on the Southern edge the clearly definable glow of Torbay. 

The increase in green space whilst a good idea is again unachievable, the constant and mostly 

expensive development had encroached right up to parish boundaries, the lack of green space is 

entirely the result of mass tourism and unfettered development. 

I think it could be improved by addressing the main issues, those being over tourism and unfettered development. The plan dances around both 

whilst trumpeting the making of Kingsbridge as a market town. It isn't any more, it used to be and it used to be sustainable but those days have 

long gone and they will  not be returning. Your advocating of local and small business is again a worthy position to hold but you seem to have 

wilfully forgotten that once again Kingsbridge and the surrounding parishes used to have flourishing businesses, bakers, butchers, garages, 

hardware stores amongst much else. But the encouragement of not one but TWO large supermarkets to Kingsbridge and the welcoming of mass 

tourism and second homes made many of these businesses redundant.

These towns and vil lages survived very well in the past because each shop and business offered something to the local community first and 

tourism second, that is no longer the case; tourist and gift shops have nothing to offer locals and any thoughts of recapturing that local 

economy/market town feeling are doomed to fail. The nails on that coffin were hammered home with he arrival of a second supermarket. 

The plan needs to focus on local people, local housing, local business. I'm afraid trying to marry it with a South Hams currently being built over 

and inundated with tourists is nigh on impossible. The time to steer the south hams whilst maintaining the very atmosphere that makes it unique 

has long since passed.

Paragraph 21 whilst worthy is once again trying to encroach on the few remaining areas of the South Hams not tainted by tourism. For example the Primrose Trail, 

the feasibil ity study for which was deeply flawed and thankfully the landowners and much of the local community affected by it has indicated a solid 'no', Devon 

CC and parish councils have subsequently indicated they will  to support. The need for these 'safe' spaces is entirely a result of the current relentless traffic in the 

area that is rapidly becoming an all  year round feature. 

There seems to be a movement to try and force or bully landowners and communities into accepting 10's of 1000's of extra people a year by people who have 

recently moved here and suddenly realised they don't have anywhere to cycle or walk. This is no excuse to think up schemes to encroach on the few relatively 

untouched areas in the South Hams. The issue and has been for many years and will  continue to be the relentless volume and size of traffic. There rural areas 

were to designed for these levels and the quest for continued growth is frankly ridiculous, iy simply cannot be the 'constant growth' is the answer at some point 

not has to be acknowledged that enough is enough. In my opinion that point caste and went years ago. 

Paragraph 21, specifically opening up more 'green' spaces and for the reasons previously given.

Paragraph 22, protecting greens areas and having more authority to implement or control developers is frankly pie in the sky. As ar as I can 

see development is rampant and rubber stamped, those that aren't will  frequently ignore permissions or stops and accept the fines because 

they are nowhere near r the amount of money to be made.

PS the community spirit is sti l l  alive and well as can be seen by the response t the il l  urged Primrose Trail, unfortunately for many who are 

newly arrived this results in call ing those that know better names and thus creating a very clear 'us and them'.

Mitigating against climate change is a good idea but encouraging uncontrolled building primarily for those who already have aa home and 

on top of that encouraging more and more people to the area is hardly a good start. Te pollution levels in the south hams in the summer 

and increasingly through the winter are rising constantly. 

Its sunlit uplands stuff no doubt encouraged by government policies. Its not realistic in its goals, certainly 

with the current levels of development and tourism within the South Hams. I feel it's a wasted opportunity to 

highlight the actual problems this area has which will  take many years if ever to resolve, I'm afraid constant 

expansion and growth simply isn't the way forward. A consolidation of what we have with a view to returning 

some of the peace that attracted people here in the first place would have been a start. It could quite easily 

become quite a destination for tourists but with numbers that are far less than now; this is after all  a working 

landscape with tourism, NOT a tourism landscape with some work.

The damage being infl icted on our infrastructure alone must surely be an indication of some considerable 

problems? The EU did a very useful study in 2018 on overtourism, a clumsy word granted but one that 

describes the problems we're currently seeing here accurately. Perhaps you should read it.

3. I do not support the 

Plan 

Comments noted however, the Steering Group, 

would question that Kingsbridge is no longer a 

market town, that the Plan does not focus on the 

needs of local people and that the Plan is too 

ambitious in terms of environmental policies . 

Although the paragraph references do not match 

the plan it appears the main objection is of Policy 

KWAC T5 for the Primrose Trail, this is noted and 

will  be addressed in the revised Plan.

Delete Policy KWAC T5

2 Gerald Taylor 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area 

There is no doubt that the plan in general captures the essence of Kingsbridge and is a thoroughly 

researched document. I also think it reflects well on the issues and needs of the area. The team should 

be applauded for their work. 

The area of Westvil le appears to have been neglected. No views from the important residential area I’ve been protected and this needs redress.

 There is also no reflection on the impact of the development of Kingsbridge Community College (KCC) to meet the growth in its catchment area on 

Westvil le and Kingsway Park. The school has a poor management and governance history of ignoring its neighbours and frequently rides 

roughshod over the inhabitants of the parts of town.

The residents in Westvil le and Kingsway Park need protection in the plan from the further development of KCC in order to ;protect views; reduce 

parking conflict risk; avoid l itter nuisance; reduce noise risk; reduce light pollution (floodlights); avoid traffic increase in wholly inappropriate 

roads; protection from the construction of school buildings which block l ight and cause privacy intrusion.  

x x The plan is excellent with the exception of the protection of residents of Westvil le and Kingsway Park from the 

inappropriate development of Kingsbridge Community College. 

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses 

Comments noted, views of Westvil le and Kingsway  

Park any expansion and influence of the school 

(KCC) are addressed  by LIVs (KWAC Env 4) WAV 6, 

8  and 9  and the settlement boundaries for 

Kingsbridge and West Alvington under policy 

KWAC Env 1

Review and update  policies KWAC Env 

1 and 4

Martin Johnson  I believe Figure 16 needs to show the K4/Locks Hill  site off Derby Road as it has full  planning approval which will  then dovetail  with the table for 

5.4.5 Market Housing and Figure 21. 

Noted Review and amend policy KWAC Env 1 

and  Fig 16 particularly at Locks Hill   

based on this and other comments

3 T. Russell 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Generally I think there is a good balance across the main themes. Well done to those involved. 

On that note where is the list of Steering Group members? There is ref to a group but no info on who was 

involved? 

 Theme 1 The Natural Environment - agree with the Plan as detailed.

 I l ike the clear physical l imitation of development (settlement boundaries) set out in the plan and I 

hope (l ike many other I'm sure) this will  help restrict the loss of green areas that act to separate our 

distinct communities. This addresses some of my concerns for the future shape of the Town and I hope 

will  be used to ensure that the development underway (e.g. 'K5') is kept to its agreed development 

boundary. 

 I l ike the listing of open green spaces that should be highlighted for 'hands off' development. Might it be 

wise to add a 'provisional' l ist - those areas that have been put aside in areas of new development (but 

not yet established) as these will  become increasingly important for those living in those new homes / 

the wider community?

The plan should be more brave. For example, the picture on P55 shows the historic market town setting in the background and yet features a 

largely defunct seating area in the foreground, which I have never seen used. Should this Plan not be brave and say where buildings or features 

do not sit well in the area, then a more progressive view should be taken to encourage the removal of those buildings/features and a replacement 

by more appropriate development / community resources?  

Focus on the the two key areas for development The Quay and Lower Union Road are going to be the main focus for improvement/development in 

the Town over the coming 5+ years and so I feel this Plan should aim to be more visionary in terms of what the Town needs. If the Plan can detail  

what sort of businesses and enterprise it would like to encourage, why not start to set out some more inspired elements in terms of what 

development might work there? The Plan does not need to be prescriptive but should be a means to invite more forward thinking developers to 

engage with the Town. We want ideas and inspiration not a l ist of what can't be done there.  

Focus on sporting / community / open space / creativity This may well go beyond the brief of the Plan but I was hoping for some more visionary 

statements around what the Town will  look like in terms of community development - sports, areas for young people, community hubs etc. 

Without giving a sense of what might be wanted or invited to happen this feels l ike a wish list of 'stuff'. It follows that is all  the Plan might be 

used for - a wishlist. 

Where's the importance of water quality here? Green corridors, great, managing flooding, great, but there's no mention of helping to mange the 

water that feeds the SSSI. Although arguably much of the impact to water quality might occur upstream, and therefore beyond the scope of this 

Plan, we should recognise that we also have a role to play (in the Town) in protecting our water quality e.g. through appropriate development. 

Good water quality underpins various fundamental aspects e.g. tourism, water sports etc. that are specifically detailed in the Plan. This needs 

including in a Policy statement.

Policy KWAC T5. The Primrose Trail. Why does this project - so much of which does not affect the Plan area - feature so heavily in the 

Neighborhood Plan? I don't think it should be the role of this Plan to support projects which are yet to a) become fully established or show 

they are sustainable (see various info online), b) can demonstrate widespread support and c) do not wholly sit within the Plan area?  

Given my previous comments in Q5, I'd l ike to see much more emphasis on projects / aspiration / vison that affect the Neighbourhood Plan 

area and my community.

x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Comments noted, names of the Steering Group 

members have been placed on the Plan website. A   

l ist of 'provisional' l ist of development  sites has 

drawbacks in that they would need to be fully 

assessed in the Plan and could be subject to 

misinterpretation . The Plan prefers to focus of  

the delivery of brownfield sites under Policy KWAC 

BE1 and Exception Sites under KWAC. H3. The 

Steering Group would disagree that the Plan is not 

' brave or visionary' Community and sports/ 

recreation sites have been identified in the plan 

for either safeguarding or new to address future 

development in l ine with the Town and Parish 

OSSR Plans. Comments on the Primrose Trail  noted 

and addressed in the revised Plan

SG members l isted on website (Reg 14 

consultation page) . Delete Policy 

KWAC T5

4 Tasha Green 1. Kingsbridge 2. I work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

x The inclusion of town council support for The Primrose trail  is surprising and disappointing, given the following points;  

The proposed trail  runs predominantly through 5 other parish wards, none of whom are in support of the trail  and at least 3 in active opposition 

(please contact me for written evidence)  

The proposed trail  runs through 30 landowner titles, we have letters of opposition from 26 of those landowners (from Kingsbridge to south Brent) 

and there is not one in support. 

The primrose trail  group have not adequately consulted the landowners affected, and have not presented an accurate picture of the level of 

opposition and the absence of landowner support for this scheme.  

Without landowner support, we have letters and correspondence from the 3 county councillors, district councillors, our MP Anthony Mangnall 

and Devon County Council cycleways officers stating that they could not support the scheme.  The primrose trail  group has recently been turned 

down for additional funding to develop their feasibil ity study by the county council.  

The woodland trust has written to the group asking that they remove the assertion that they are in ‘full  support’ of the scheme, claiming they had 

no real consultation and could not support any scheme that threatened destruction to veteran trees and ancient woodland.  

The Devon Wildlife trust has written to the group expressing the international importance of the currently untouched areas of the Avon Valley as 

habitat for over 6 critically endangered and legally protected wildlife species, including but not l imited to grey long eared bats (only 1000 

individuals left in the wild), greater horseshoe bats (the Avon valley has what is described as a maternal roosting site of international 

importance, and the largest roost in the UK directly on the proposed route of the primrose trail) , otters, water voles, Barnowl’s, kingfishers and 

more. The Devon wildlife trust has been running the Avon Valley Project with landowners throughout the proposed route for over 10 years, 

encouraging rewilding and human free areas - the proposed primrose trail  would destroy all  that work overnight by carving a cinder/hardcore 

track through areas of absolute tranquility with no human interference, and then encouraging up to 50.000 people to use it.  

The highways and parking implications on quiet rural roads will  be catastrophic. Few people will  cycle the full  40km route from Kingsbridge to 

south Brent, and will  instead cherry pick areas to discover, drive there and park. 

There are no major communities that will  be connected by this route - there will  be no benefits to the environment from a reduction in vehicles 

commuting from Kingsbridge as there are no vil lages directly on the proposed route (all  nearest vil lages are up steep hil ls). The destruction of 

landscape and wildlife will  be catastrophic to an AONB with an internationally recognised habitat for critically endangered species, and one of 

the last few truly wild places in Devon.  

It is already possible for any member of the public to walk from Kingsbridge to south Brent over any of the well maintained public and 

permissive use footpaths - the primrose trail  is not needed to fulfi l l  access to landscape criteria, that is already freely available, just not a 

bicycle.  

Please think long and hard about the catastrophic loss and damage to wildlife, the level of opposition from landowners, Devon county 

x 2. I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made in my responses Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

5, 6 Natasha green 1. Kingsbridge 2. I work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

x x Policy number 5.7.6 the primrose trail   

The inclusion of town council support for The Primrose trail  is surprising and disappointing, given the following points;  

The proposed trail  runs predominantly through 5 other parish wards, none of whom are in support of the trail  and at least 3 in active opposition (please contact 

me for written evidence)

 The proposed trail  runs through 30 landowner titles, we have letters of opposition from 26 of those landowners (from Kingsbridge to south Brent) and there is not 

one in support. The primrose trail  group have not adequately consulted the landowners affected, and have not presented an accurate picture of the level of 

opposition and the absence of landowner support for this scheme.  

Without landowner support, we have letters and correspondence from the 3 county councillors, district councillors, our MP Anthony Mangnall and Devon County 

Council cycleways officers stating that they could not support the scheme.  

The primrose trail  group has recently been turned down for additional funding to develop their feasibil ity study.  

The woodland trust has written to the group asking that they remove the assertion that they are in ‘full  support’ of the scheme, claiming they had no real 

consultation and could not support any scheme that threatened destruction to veteran trees and ancient woodland.  

The Devon Wildlife trust has written to the group expressing the international importance of the currently untouched areas of the Avon Valley as habitat for over 6 

critically endangered and legally protected wildlife species, including but not l imited to grey long eared bats (only 1000 individuals left in the wild), greater 

horseshoe bats (the Avon valley has what is described as a maternal roosting site of international importance, and the largest roost in the UK directly on the 

proposed route of the primrose trail) , otters, water voles, Barnowl’s, kingfishers and more. The Devon wildlife trust has been running the Avon Valley Project with 

landowners throughout the proposed route for over 10 years, encouraging rewilding and human free areas - the proposed primrose trail  would destroy all  that 

work overnight by carving a cinder/hardcore track through areas of absolute tranquility with no human interference, and then encouraging up to 50.000 people to 

use it.  

The highways and parking implications on quiet rural roads will  be catastrophic. Few people will  cycle the full  40km route from Kingsbridge to south Brent, and 

will  instead cherry pick areas to discover, drive there and park. 

There are no major communities that will  be connected by this route - there will  be no benefits to the environment from a reduction in vehicles commuting from 

Kingsbridge as there are no vil lages directly on the proposed route (all  nearest vil lages are up steep hil ls). 

The destruction of landscape and wildlife will  be catastrophic to an AONB with an internationally recognised habitat for critically endangered species, and one of 

the last few truly wild places in Devon.  

It is already possible for any member of the public to walk from Kingsbridge to south Brent over any of the well maintained public and permissive use footpaths - 

the primrose trail  is not needed to fulfi l l  access to landscape criteria, that is already freely available, just not a bicycle.  

Please think long and hard about the catastrophic loss and damage to wildlife, the level of opposition from landowners, the lack of support from Devon county 

councillors, parish councils, the communities along the route, the Devon wildlife trust, the woodland trust and our MP, before making a final decision.  

x x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

7 Mr B Green 1. Kingsbridge 2. I work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

x x Policy 5.7.6  

I'm a keen cyclist and believe the South Hams has a Natural Environment worth fighting to protect. The Local Plan sets out an initial 

analysis of local issues including "threats to avoid" , Encroachments on AONB.

 The Primrose Trail  could not be a better example of an encroachment on our special AONB.  The following points must be taken in to 

account:  

-We have rare species in south Devon that need space from Human traffic. They are protected for a reason. -The plan is not supported by 

any of the 30 land owners along the trail  many of which to my knowledge have not been approached by the Primrose Trail  Organisation. 

-Devon County Council have said without land owner support this is a none starter and they would not support it. 

-The cost would run in to Mill ions, our special town could spend the money much more effectively and help our town thrive. 

-The distance between Kingsbridge and South Brent is beyond range for domestic family leisure riding. There is no parking any where along 

the line. Traffic would be encouraged along single track lanes were people would assume terminals would be available to join the line/ride. 

This is not the case. 

There are plenty of places to ride with your family if you so wish. We currently ride from Malborough to Salcombe, Avon Dam, Along 

Slapton Line. 

-This area is special because it is Hilly and that is what South Hams means. Hills make it tricky for cycling so if this doesn't work for you go 

for a lovely walk on some of the wonderful footpaths available across the area and in the Avon Valley. 

-Bicycles are not just peddled frames any more as a great deal have electric motors. Surely we cant encourage these electric motorbikes to 

be hurtling along cycleways shared with Walkers, children and horses.

x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

8 Richard Barney 1. Kingsbridge I work in the 

NPA and own a 

rental property 

in the NPA

x x x 5.7.6 The Primrose Trail  despite the biased feasibil ity study is totally unsound. It has none of the support claimed by the Primrose Trail  

group and a great deal of opposition from landowners and environmental groups. 

It is possible that the Council has been mislead historically and should carry out due dil igence before including this section in the plan. 

Although brief this section contains untruths which when exposed could damage the integrity of the document as a whole.

x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

9 Andrew Luscombe. 3. Churchstow 3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Not much of it frankly. It seems to me as if this is at least 30 years too late. The damage to the South 

Hams caused by second homes, over tourism and a building drive that doesn't even slightly 

accommodate local people has gone way too far.

The restriction of HGHV's is a very good idea and the sooner its implemented the better, l ikewise 

caravan and motorhome size, these vehicles cause significant disruption to local businesses and self 

employed.  

The idea to streamline transport is a good one but we live in a community where access is difficult and 

there are a lot of small businesses and self employed we simply cannot jump on a bus! I drive a land 

Rover because that's the vehicle I need to get to the places I work and carry the kit I need; If you want to 

grant me £60,000 to convert to electric then please go ahead but until  such times I need to use my 

vehicle. These rural areas are not central London, you simply cannot run an area like the South Hams 

along those lines.

Much of it could be improved by taking a step back. We have far too many people and far too much traffic here, the knock on to that is the area 

once calm and relatively peaceful is neither of those things, to keep on developing is insanity.  

5.8 

The wellbeing drive is all  very well but the locals don't use our open spaces we've got any more, most people I know stay well away from 

anywhere these days simply because of the vast numbers of tourists that treat the area like a dustbin. We've had places to walk and exercise for 

generations we don't need the council to tell  us how to do that, but it would be nice for a least part of the year to get some of those places to 

ourselves thus improving wellbeing...

5.7.2 - The need for better road surfaces is paramount granted, but the reason they are in such a state is the volume and size of the traffic. The roads are in 

constant use all  year round, there is no off season any more. The constant development needs to be fed and so in come vehicles that are frankly far too big for our 

roads; until  that is fixed then the infrastructure will  continue to crumble. Cycle paths are not transport l inks.     

5.7.6    

The Primrose Trail  l ike all  other schemes of this kind need landowner and local community support, this plan does not have that; the trail  is shown through 

private houses, gardens and across working farms, when it isn't travelling through them then its routed along country lanes. The lanes are tricky enough to drive 

down as it is without adding 10's of 1000's of extra people down them on foot, bikes and horses. The Avon valley is one of the few remaining relatively untouched 

areas of the South Hams, the railway existed for 60 years, before and since it has remained a haven for wildlife. Even if you did manage to get landowner 

permission which you'll  not get the upheaval to the environment would be intolerable, just for once lets leave things be.    

30 out of the 33 landowners along the trial have not given permission. The feasibil ity study listed full  support from organisations who in reality gave no such 

indication. All  bar one of the Parish councils have not supported the scheme and neither has Devon County council stating that without landowner support it 

simply cannot go ahead. The only council to support is Kingsbridge and then with the caveat that landowner support is needed.   

The first many of the landowners and locals heard about this scheme was on the front page of the local paper, to say that caused some stress is an 

understatement, if this non starter is further pushed against the landowners wishes it will  cause enormous stress to those who quite rightly wish to be left to l ive 

and work in peace. The Primrose Trail  is not a transport route whichever way it is dressed up.     

To continue to pressurise landowners and local communities along the trail  is tantamount to bullying and hectoring, landowner permission will  never be granted, 

its time this whole proposal was stopped before further damage is caused.

5.7.2 and 5.7.6 for the reasons given above. We need to get out of this cycle of constant growth. Improvement, yes, but sensible improvements that benefit 

local people. Much of the plan is geared towards tourism and we simply cannot take any more.    

As a result of over tourism I can no longer go about my daily l ife unhindered, sometimes I have to abandon 

trying to get to whichever part of the South Hams I'm working altogether, because of clogged roads, 

inconsiderate parking and il l  though out campsites. This area hasn't got any bigger yet the authorities and 

tourism boards and businesses seem to think we can cram in ever more people, how are all  the people going 

get here? Where are they going to stay? Where are they going to park? How is the infrastructure and services 

going to cope?  

The South Hams is fast becoming an unpleasant place to l ive and work, traffic coupled with rising issues with 

l itter, waste , fly camping and air quality. This is not a time to be thinking of increasing numbers, its a time to 

try and put a halt to further damage being caused and to start looking after the long term health of the local 

population, the tourism industry will  have to adapt to that whether they like it or not. This area is facing the 

same issues as areas l ike The Lake District and Snowdonia and its devastating communities.

3. I do not support the 

Plan

Concerns over future growth noted however more 

sustainable tourism and transport are addressed 

in policies KWAC Em 5, T1, T2, T3 and T4. Concerns 

over the Primrose Trail  will  be addressed in the 

revised Plan.

Delete Policy KWAC T5

10 Sarah Montague  x I am in the 

Loddiswell 

Parish (one of 

the Parishes 

affected by 

Primrose trail  

proposal)

I was pleased to see more public transport is being encouraged. I feel for this area this would be the 

most effective way to lower carbon emissions and to encourage people to use cars less. This would also 

in turn make our roads safer with less traffic on them.

Primrose trail  should be removed- see comments below 5.7.6    Primrose trail      The route is not flat as stated in the plan     It would not be environmentally friendly- see my reasons below 5.7.6   

 Primrose Trail

  I feel the wording on the Primrose trail  is misleading and I do not think it should be supported as part of this for the neighbourhood plan. 

My reasons for this are the following:    The route would not be flat (as stated in the plan) - one of the bridges they plan to rebuild is near 

the top of the hil l  just about aune valley so there would definitely be hil ls involved, not to mention any detours along lanes where it would 

not be possible to go along the old track    

From an economic point of view the only way this might boost the economy would be by bringing more people into the area…however this 

would lead more cars on the road to get to the trail- so actually increasing air pollution, causing havoc with parking both in town and 

along the route- baring in mind the most popular time to use it would be peak season when car parks are already full, this could also have 

a detrimental on local shops as cycle route users would be taking up spaces in the car parks, stopping people from using the shops in 

town, there would also be visitors who will  try and park in residential areas especially ones that are near the trail. As far as 

accommodation is concerned in peak season there is no issue trying to fi l l  holiday properties infact more than ever there are many 

properties being turned into holiday homes rather than for residents as demand is already so high so there would be no financial gain to 

be had in an industry already thriving. There are no businesses on route of the trail  that would benefit from this, if anything it could detract 

from their business as visitors may well try to take advantage of their car parks. I also cannot see how encouraging more tourism to this 

area is actually beneficial to economic growth. Tourism is valuable to an extent, however if we encourage it too much we could reach a 

tipping point where incredibly busy during peak times and then dead in the winter, pushing out local residents which would not be 

sustainable to local businesses during the very difficult winter months. As a young person who has l ived in the area all  my life and worked 

here for over a decade I myself cannot afford to l ive here anymore and if we continue to operate the way we are and encourage more 

activities l ike this to try to boost our economy it will  in the long run infact have the opposite effect as the town will  loose valuable workers 

and a steady income.

This route is not practical from a commuting point of view so would be purely recreational so again not really a greener alternative. 

Majority of surrounding vil lages are on very steep hil ls and people would have to go down/up very steep and dangerous backroads to get 

to trail  if they wanted to use it. As they plan to use the quay car park in Kingsbridge as the car park for the route that would also involve 

many people going right across town with their bikes etc through busy roads and once again hil ls.

Parts of the trail  they plan to use are along back lanes which are used by working farms, residents for commuting etc. It would be highly 

irresponsible to actively encourage using those lanes as a cycle route as they are not safe to do so and could lead to many serious 

accidents- they also involve hil ls, so not flat.

Some of the public footpaths they intend to use go through people’s gardens.

x 3. I do not support the 

Plan

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

11 Catherine Paterson x Diptford Parish, 

which would be 

affected by the 

Primrose Trail

x x 5.7.6 The Primrose Trail.

There is a huge threat to protected species, wildlife, habitat and environmental pollution from encouraging 50,000 people to use an area that is currently one of 

the last hidden and undiscovered river valleys in the county. There are protected Horseshoe bats, dormice, otters, barn owls, dippers, kingfishers and migratory 

fish using the currently undisturbed privately owned habitats on the proposed route.

The Devon Wildlife trust has been working with smallholders and farmers for nearly 10 years to rewild and encourage protected species and other native wildlife 

back into this valley, precisely because it has escaped from development and remains one of the last hidden areas for wildlife to thrive. It has also successfully 

created a community of l ikeminded farmers and smallholders committed and dedicated to restoring wild spaces for wildlife. This scheme plans to impose a 

recreational motorway right through the middle of a sanctuary for wildlife.

There has been no consultation with us as near neighbours/land owners on the proposed route. The first that was heard of it was from a facebook post and 

subsequent front page of the local Gazette newspaper. This has caused enormous upset and stress amongst those affected, and was both insensitive and reckless 

of a group that would seek collaboration from those living nearby or owning the land. Having spoken to or been contacted by 20 other affected landowners on just 

the Kingsbridge to Bickham Bridge section of the proposed route, this is a familiar story for all  parties.

Note that all  the land featuring on the proposed route is in private ownership, and that the group would have to get agreement from all  these landowners to be 

able to proceed. All  landowners I have approached for their position on this route are vehemently opposed to it.

There is no benefit to the communities l iving on the proposed route, there are no schools or shops that can be accessed on the route, and this is clearly a path for 

recreational use only. This replaces peace and tranquill ity for our communities with a huge increase in traffic, parking issues, people behaving in anti social 

ways, l itter and waste, noise etc..

It must be noted that much of the valley that is not in private hands, already has many, public footpaths and bridleways, enabling the general public to access 

these areas. The paths and bridleways are well used, but of a natural flooring. The Primrose Trail  would seek to create a hard 'cinder' surface. It might be called 

'cinder' but it is in actually fact a hard surface, with a hardcore base and gravel on top.

Those of us that currently enjoy walking quietly along the public footpaths of this proposed route, will  have instead a route that will  have to be made wide enough 

to safely accommodate horses, groups of cyclists and walkers with pushchairs , with all  charm removed and with the likelihood of having to share a peaceful 

walk with the suggested 50,000 others that may decide on any given day to walk/cycle etc on the route.

Where will  people park on the various sections of the route (how many people will  really start at Kingsbridge and cycle the 40km route to South Brent and back to 

Kingsbridge?) – this brings increased traffic, parking etc into some of the narrowest lanes in our county with absolutely no provision for car parking. South Brent 

its self has l imited parking.

Devon is a county with more national parks, coastal paths, cycling route and open spaces than almost any other county in the UK – why can we not keep some 

areas wild and hidden so that wildlife can flourish.

The Avon Valley its self is narrow and totally unsuitable for a scheme of this scale

5, sustainable transport, The proposed Primrose Trail.

Arguments as above

Please DO not support the Primrose Trail. For all  the reasons cited above. 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

12 Mr M G and Mrs E C 

Montague

x we live in a 

parish which 

will  be affected 

by the Primrose 

Trail

x x x Policy KWACTS The Primrose Trail

Although we are not residents of the Kingsbridge ward, our parish of Loddiswell will  be directly affected by the Primrose Trail  which is why 

we are commenting on this plan.

We are very disappointed to see that Kingsbridge Town Council are continuing to support this proposed trail, despite the many letters of 

objection they have received, the lack of support from the majority of landowners along the proposed route, all  the other parish councils 

have either opposed it or are not in support and the withdrawal of support for it by SHDC.

We are not landowners along the route, our main concern is for the wildlife and fragile ecology of the valley which would, without doubt, 

be adversely affected by this proposed trail. The predicted visitor numbers of 50,000 a year (which, looking at statistics from other cycle 

trails, would appear to be very conservative) would turn this peaceful valley into a busy recreational thoroughfare causing much 

disturbance to the wildlife. With the increased visitor numbers would come the inevitable l itter problem (as already seen on other cycle 

routes) and the need for car parks and other facil ities to cater for them along the route. You state that the the route "shall not harm the 

x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

13 Kate Marshall-Evans x I l ive nearby x x I wholeheartedly oppose the Primrose Trail. It will  be disastrous for wildlife. It will  be dangerous for all  as the lanes are not suitable for cycling and there is no 

car parking. The vast majority of landowners on the route are completely against the possibil ity of ever sell ing or giving land to the scheme and this proposal to 

support the scheme are making those people who live along the routes l ives misery. Much of the route is already a quiet and beautiful place to walk.

I wholeheartedly oppose the Primrose Trail. It will  be disastrous for wildlife. It will  be dangerous for all  as the lanes are not suitable for 

cycling and there is no car parking. The vast majority of landowners on the route are completely against the possibil ity of ever sell ing or 

giving land to the scheme and this proposal to support the scheme are making those people who live along the routes l ives misery. Much of 

the route is already a quiet and beautiful place to walk.

x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

14 Danielle Sherring 1. Kingsbridge 3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

x x x Policy 5.7.6 The Primrose Trail

I would like to voice my opposition towards this policy. Not only is one of the proposed totes for this trail  directly behind my home it also 

runs through both my parents and sisters property. The PT group have not engaged with landowners and residents to gain support for the 

scheme. There is a huge opposition to this trail  and nearly all  the landowners on the proposed route didn’t have a clue until  they saw a 

story in the front page of the gazette!

If the trail  goes ahead I believe that this will  cause a huge problem for the residents of Northville park. Our privacy will  be lost as the path 

runs right behind our gardens, the road will  become a car park (we already have to compete with people parking who drive into town to 

work) and this will  also affect our house prices.

x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

15 Anna Kirton x I l ive in the 

Avon Valley

x x I would like to express my strong opposition to the proposed Primrose Trail  in section 5.7.6 - it does not have any support from nearly all  of the affected 

landowners on the old railway line, nor are many of the parish councils in support. We are in urgent need of protecting our already very fragile environment and 

this will  not happen with a recreational bicycle trail. Other trails such as the Wray Trail, the Plym Valley Trail  and the Camel Trail  show signs of the negative 

impact from careless use that cannot be monitored at all  times.

See above Please consider very carefully the negative impact the Primrose Trail  would have on already critically 

endangered wildlife habitat. We humans have to stop being so greedy and presumptive that this planet 

belongs to us - it doesn’t.

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

1
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16 Steve and Shirley 

Bradley 

x We are in 

Loddiswel. 

Parish but 

seriously 

affected by 

Primrose Trail  

proposal

x x KWAC T5 The Primrose Trail.

We have farmed in the area of The Avon Valley between Topsham and Gara Bridge for 31 years and know this section of the valley intimately and the disastrous 

effect greater visitor numbers and traffic increase would have on this long, steep sided stretch of the valley, on residents both animal and human, in an area 

stretching from Avon Mill  and going on up to Bickham Bridge and beyond .

Traffic and highways.

The topography of this large valley section is very different from around Kingsbridge or South Brent, , we have tiny twisting access lanes, with blind bends and 

luckily the traffic use is ,at,present , very low and consists mostly of residents accessing their homes and the occasional walker. The spectre of risking 

encouraging 50 000+ extra visitors a year into this Trail  would ,without any doubt , mean a substantial increase in visitor car use as we are sure that for every 

person wishing to walk or cycle the whole trail  there would be many, many others who would dip into the route to walk or cycle parts of it, causing a traffic and 

parking nightmare in all  these little lanes near the beauty spot hotspots. Anyone who has tried to drive down these lanes or find a parking spot will  see our fears 

are justified.Summer days would become a nightmare for the residents of blocked gateways, cars reversing, meeting cyclists and horseriders in tiny lanes that are 

totally unsuitable for higher user numbers.

In the frankly naive PT feasibil ity study we are supposed to believe that everyone will  be cycling or walking this trail  with no extra pressure on the roads, all  along 

a flat riverside route which we can assure the Kingsbridge council has no chance of happening due to the almost universal refusal ( 30 + private landowners)to 

grant such a route over their railway track or private riverside land.

Landowners support for this route.

It was one of the extremely misleading statements in the Primrose Trails Feasibil ity statement that most landowners had been consulted and were in support. 

Most, and we mean most, had no knowledge until  recently of this proposed trail  as they were not on facebook or had read the local paper, and were horrified at 

the proposal due to many reasons, and rightfully angry that a route had been drawn over their private property with no consultation, knowledge by the organisers 

if they would indeed agree or had thought of the distress, and indeed financial problems , this might cause the residents and landowners affected. Remortgages 

have been refused when this route turned up in searches even though the landowners had never given approval over their private land. It has caused enormous 

distress and is an example of how cavalierly the organisers have behaved.

We have personally requested on 2 occasions this depicted route be removed from their map where it is shown all  along our private riverbank between Topsham 

and Gara Bridge and our request has been ignored. The Primrose trail  have been fundraising using this map as a depicted route, which we will  never give 

permission for, nor will  other landowners and residents on the route, and in fact it has been causing us trespass problems, animals straying, etc and improper 

use of a farm footpath by cyclists trying to find this non existent riverside path.

Statements of support quoted by PT organisers.

As mentioned before, we now find on asking them that most of the landowners and residents along the proposed route were not consulted, most , in fact nearly all, 

are vehemently against this proposed trail  on various valid grounds. They never objected before this last year ,( innocently enabling the PT organisers to make 

x x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

17 Ian Kirton x The Plan affects 

me and my 

neighbourhood

x x x Policy KWAC T5. The Primrose Trail

The proposed primrose trail, if it were ever to go ahead, would spoil some beautiful and environmentally sensitive areas. There is currently 

access to various paths that follow some of the proposed trail  route and as such people can already enjoy access. If the proposed trail  is 

built, the numbers of people and their associated mess will  spoil one of the wonderful wild valley areas will  sti l l  have left.

x 3. I do not support the 

Plan

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

18 Adam Green 1. Kingsbridge 4. I own a 

second home in 

the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan Area

x x x Pages 98 and 99 - We object to the Primrose Trail  - having in no way been consulted as local landowners.

No evaluation of impacts upon the conservation and enhancement of natural beauty, in addition to being silent on the protection of 

vulnerable wildlife and achieving net gain for biodiversity.

x 3. I do not support the 

Plan

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

19 Debby Hyde x I l ive in Diptford 

and the 

Primrose Trail  

impacts me

x x x Item 5.7.6

I completely object to the OT proposal. I am a landowner that would be impacted by the proposal and do not support it any way. We would 

not give permission for our land to form part of the trail  and cannot support the unnecessary damage to habitat, wild l ife and the peace 

and tranquill ity of this area, that would be ruined by thousands of visitors.

Debby Hyde

Brushford

Diptford

TQ9 7LU

x 3. I do not support the 

Plan

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

20 Mrs sue Franklin x Resident of 

Diptford parish 

which could be 

adversely 

affected by your 

support of the 

Primrose Trail.

Generally very well researched and presented. Disagree with the Plan's support of the proposed Primrose Trail. This is not envisaged to be purely for cyclists but would include provision for 

walkers and horse riders. However, at the last count at least 23 major landowners in the middle section of the proposed trail  are vehemently 

against it and none have been consulted by the proposers.

Your Plan quite rightly supports CROW's purposes to enhance the natural environment.

However, virtually none of the landowners in the middle section of the proposed Trail  have been consulted and at least 23 of these are vehemently against it.

Section 5-7-1-4 The Primrose Trail  would not be sustainable in any way.

Although potentially a low carbon option, there are no facil ities along the proposed route.

The Trail  could not deliver any sort of Town Centre regeneration.

It cannot be deliverable without the support of affected landowners and local Councils enroute, most of which have come out against the proposal.

The Trail  differs significantly from say the Camel Trail  and Tarka Trail  in that the Primrose route is situated in a very steep and narrow valley whereas the former 

are flat and wide.

There is significant wildlife along the middle section of the trail, including kingfisher and dippers whose habitat would be destroyed in perpetuity.

I cannot support your support of the Primrose Trail  initiative when none of the local landowners along the trail  have been consulted and 

their agreement obtained.

Most of the local Councils, including Diptford, have withdrawn any support they may initially have provided. This was some years ago in 

response to an in principle agreement with the proviso that all  affected landowners would be consulted and their agreement obtained.

County Council and local MP have stated that the Trail  cannot go ahead without local support.

x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

21 Susan Lucas x I own land 

covered by 5.2 i

x x 5.2

i)

I noted that the route affected 5 other parishes, none of whom were in support and 3 in opposition, therefore it was relevant for non Kingsbridge residents to 

express their opposition. I also noted that the affect on wildlife and biodiversity would be catastrophic, and that the PT group’s feasibil ity study upon which the 

Kingsbridge town council was basing its’ decisions was inaccurate and cited support from many parties (the woodland trust, MP, County Councillors, 

landowners, AONB etc) where no official support had been given. I also noted that Devon County Council officers had advised that without landowner support the 

scheme would not be in any way viable.

The Primrose trail  is not in accordance with the purported aims of conservation and enhancement of the current AONB. They drew a l ine across our land without 

even knowing who owned it yet alone consulting us.

5.2

i)

I noted that the route affected 5 other parishes, none of whom were in support and 3 in opposition, therefore it was relevant for non 

Kingsbridge residents to express their opposition. I also noted that the affect on wildlife and biodiversity would be catastrophic, and that 

the PT group’s feasibil ity study upon which the Kingsbridge town council was basing its’ decisions was inaccurate and cited support from 

many parties (the woodland trust, MP, County Councillors, landowners, AONB etc) where no official support had been given. I also noted 

that Devon County Council officers had advised that without landowner support the scheme would not be in any way viable.

The Primrose trail  is not in accordance with the purported aims of conservation and enhancement of the current AONB. They drew a l ine 

across our land without even knowing who owned it yet alone consulting us.

Please stop the Primrose Trail  and ask them take their website down and not put another up until  it was 

agreed with everyone involved.

3. I do not support the 

Plan

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

22 Karen Oldrieve x Live in 

neighbouring 

parish

x I would like to object to the Primrose trail  portion of the plan

This is not supported by the many landowners along the proposed route.

It is not necessary as there are plenty of quiet lanes and bridle paths that can be util ised already, without a new route through the Avon Valley.

This would disrupt wildlife, cause untold and irreparable damage to a quiet and unchanged valley.

We object to this part of the plan, and access is already there for those on foot.

No cinder 3m wide track is necessary for cyclists and horse riders.

This should remain as footpath only, and only on designated footpaths as we have them already.

As above re The primrose trail The primrose trail x x Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

23 Will Hoare 1. Kingsbridge 2. I work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Policy KWAC T5 Primrose Trail

This is an excellent ambitious and life changing policy. As roads become ever busier and cars bigger 

and faster, safe cycling and walking routes are more and more important. Sustainable methods of 

transport are equally important, as is health.

This policy addresses all  of these issues through the support for a simple safe trail  for all  to use.

I am a regular user of many of the other cycle and walking trails around the south hams and they are all  

making an enormous difference to the lives of those who use them. We cannot let Nimbyism and 

privatisation of the countryside prevent projects such as this coming to fruition.

The railway line was originally for public benefit, put it back into use as a public benefit, and give us all  

a beautiful safe cycling and walking route to and from kingsbridge.

The rest is fine as it is x No No 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5 against this 

and other comments 

24 Dr&Mrs DGAnsley 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

x x

We object outright to Policy KWAC T5. 5.7.6Primrose Trail  and have sent an extensive email with our reasons relevant to the primrose trail  feasibil ity study to all  

councillors town clerk and other relevant bodies. The devastating effect upon wildlife corridors, the wild flowers ,rare species from flora and fauna not to 

mention impact of erosion, noise pollution, lack of privacy for residents and increased traffic and footfall  in an AONB. This very area which has been severely 

affected during lockdown with vast increase in traffic and visitors increasing damage to areas adjacent to the footpath on and off road, increased volumes of dog 

excrement in abandoned bags,litter and damage to private verges and trespass.

See paragraph above x 3. I do not support the 

Plan

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

25 Alexandra Tsang 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

I l iked the emphasis on the issue of sustainable, affordable housing for the local population whilst 

sensitively protecting our stunning green areas & surrounding countryside. Developing existing 

brownfield sites seems very logical and ensuring our fantastic town, doesn’t become a hub of 

unaffordable 2nd/holiday homes is vital to keep Kingsbridge thriving.

I was unclear what powers the local community has to oppose unwanted development (such as the Locks Hill  development), especially with the 

planning reforms the government wants to introduce?

x No x 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Noted, however the Locks Hill  Development that 

has already received planning permission is 

outside the scope of this plan and is a matter for 

SHDC to manage under the constraints of the 

existing permission

No change proposed.

26 Mr Gavin Angliss 1. Kingsbridge 3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

x See section 8 x x Having read the plan I do not see any reference to the old Ropewalk Centre and what is proposed (unless I 

missed it).

I also note a brief mention of the Kingsbridge Fire & Rescue but no mention of any of the other services in town 

or the fact that HM Coastguard has approached yourselves and SHDC regarding their requirement to relocate a 

station into Kingsbridge.

The local team has seen a 100% increase in incidents this year so far, many of them in the Kingsbridge and 

surrounding areas. Coastguard rescue teams (l ike the fire service) rely on local "volunteers". In the past these 

volunteers have consisted of vil lagers close to the station. The current local station at East Prawle has seen a 

significant decrease of locals due to second / holiday home ownership. The team consists of 15 on call  rescue 

officers, many of whom now either l ive or work in the Kingsbridge area

Currently the town has a Police station of which only half the building is used, and, a Fire station on a one 

way street with an exit route down Church Street which becomes heavily congested at certain times.

With HM Coastguard actively looking for a Kingsbridge site, would this not be an opportunity for Police, Fire, 

Ambulance, Coastguard to be housed in a bespoke "joint services" station (this has been done before in 

Wales).

https://www.glamorgan-

gem.co.uk/article.cfm?id=131723&headline=Emergency%20Services%20come%20together%20in%20Llantwit%

20Major&sectionIs=news&searchyear=2020

All the services can then share the facil ities and running costs, therefore reducing individual overheads. 

Maybe the Ropewalk site / part of the Trebble Park (TTV12 development) / lower part of West Alvington Hill  (K5 

development) could all  could be considered.

The current Police and Fire stations would then lend themselves to in town residential redevelopment.

This Plan sets out an increase of 351 homes, and promotes the area to visitors and locals with regard to 

outdoor leisure activities. This steady increase in development and therefore local and visiting population, 

increases demands on the areas emergency services. It is therefore important for the Town Council to have the 

foresight to be able to support and accommodate these vital services that serve the community.

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

The Ropewalk Centre site is included within Policy 

BE2 (Kingsbridge Quayside) and the supporting 

Development Brief (Appendix B34) Provision for 

the Coastguard could be made within this.

Reference to the Coastguard  and need 

for a base in the Plan area  added in 

the Plan text.

27 Keith Little x I l ive in 

Woodleigh 

which is part of 

the broader 

catchment area 

as described on 

Page 13 para 

1.11

I object to the inclusion of the Primrose Trail  in the Plan x Para 5.7.6 The Primrose Trail

In addition to Chuchstow PC; Loddiswell, Woodleigh, North Huish and Diptford Parish Councils have also either objected or otherwise do not support the 

proposed trail.

The introductory statements in this paragraph are untrue and misrepresent the facts

Communities north of Kingsbridge up to South Brent have not been establishing the feasibil ity of a multi use non motor vehicular trail  from Kingsbridge to South 

Brent along the course of the former Primrose Trail.

The trail  does not have the support as claimed.

Many landowners, who will  be affected by the trail  proposals, have stated that they object to the proposals.

Churchstow P C have stated that they are unable to support the PT until  such a time as all  landowners are in support and systems are shown to be in place to 

protect the wildlife and natural environment.

In addition to Chuchstow PC; Loddiswell, Woodleigh, North Huish and Diptford Parish Councils have also either objected or otherwise do not support the 

proposed trail.

South Devon AONB have stated that they cannot at this time be satisfied that the conservation and enhancement of natural beauty and the protection of 

vulnerable wildlife can be achieved by the proposal.

Devon Wildlife Trust (DWT) have stated in writing that they would not support changes to the right of way network that would result in detriment to the 

biodiversity of the valley, and that did not secure a net gain in biodiversity.

The Avon Valley has been described by the DWTas a site of national importance in terms of wildlife habitat and the species it supports.

The DWT has been running a collaborative project for over 10 years trying to restore habitat and re-wilding the Avon Valley. The DWT have identified the presence 

of several species of extremely rare bats. Primrose Trail  if constructed will  run directly through one of the most important habitats in Europe for the critically 

endangered (and protected) Greater Horseshoe and Grey long eared bats, in addition to crossing the nesting habitats of 4 otherPage 93 Policy KWAC T1 i 

endangered and protected mammals and raptors including Otters, hazel dormice, water Voles and Barn owls.

The Primrose Trail  construction and envisaged use by walkers, cyclists and horse riders conflicts with the following Policies:

Page 47 Theme 1 The Natural Environment

Para 5.2.1

Page 56 Policy KWAC Env3

Page 93 Policy KWAC T1 e

x x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

28 Sasha Holden 1. Kingsbridge 2. I work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

x x x I do not support the Primrose Trail  policy and strongly believe it should be removed from the Plan as it is not deliverable. Ignoring this fact 

and leaving it in the Plan regardless will  cause continuing significant distress to landowners along the route who are already finding 

difficulty in obtaining mortgages as a result of plans showing the Trail  potentially running through their property.

The Primrose Trail  is undeliverable for the following reasons:

- It runs through 5 other parishes including Kingsbridge, 3 of which have stated they actively oppose the Trail.

- Roughly 30 landowners would need to agree to the Trail  running through their land and at least 26 actively oppose it making any 

rerouting impossible.

Many of these landowners have been working with the Devon Wildlife Trust for the last 10 years to improve the environment for local 

wildlife, including 5 protected species and it is for this reason they are in opposition - not because of misplaced 'Nimby' accusations

- The AONB says it is not viable

 The Woodland Trust are not in support as it runs through protected ancient woodland

 The Devon Wildlife Trust are not in support - the Trail  runs through the home of a nationally important group of Greater Horseshoe Bats 

and would affect the environment of another 5 protected species in addition to all  the other wildlife that would be affected along the Avon 

Valley.

- Devon County Council have recently (and informed the Primrose Trail  Group in writing) that the Trail  is not viable without landowner 

support

I work in Kingsbridge and live in Loddiswell and walk or run along the footpaths of the Avon Valley every day. The Primrose Trail  proposals 

would bring significant disruption along small local lanes along the route where there are already parking and safety issues. It would not 

provide solutions to any transport issues as no-one's going to commute by bike along a dark woodland floor. In terms of leisure, some 

hardened cyclists might travel the whole route but realistically families will  'drop in' along the way using their cars to get there. High speed 

cyclists destroy the enjoyment of footpaths for all  other users as it's impossible to let dogs and small children roam free without the risk of 

serious accidents happening.

The central relevant fact, however, is that the Trail  is undeliverable and should not therefore remain in the plan.

x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

29 Neil Titford 2. West 

Alvington

3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Traffic concerns West Alvington

Increased traffic volume in the summer actually assists flow as the average speed is reduced due to 

congestion. Many other vil lages in the area have a 20 mph limit.

West Alvington is going to see more traffic due to residential development on the Kingsbridge side. This 

will  undoubtedly create more danger for residents as well as congestion and frustration for motorists. 

There are two schools within half a mile of each other.

Construction work will  l ikely create increased flow from the upper side of the vil lage causing more 

pinch points.

I think the traffic plans could go further.

Slower free flowing traffic I believe causes less air pollution.

I would like to see speed matrix signs at the top and bottom of the vil lage and a reduction to 20 mph from West Alvington Butts down into 

Kingsbridge.

I think that the speed limit from West Alvington Butts (towards Salcombe) to just passed the junction with the A379 should be lowered to 30 mph.

The Cricket Club entrance is actually on a National Speed Limit road and this is frequented by people of all  ages throughout the week in the spring 

and summer.

The A381junction with West Alvington Hill  is offset with l imited visibil ity. I believe consideration should be given to improving the layout here to 

prevent a serious accident. Through traffic should be encourage to enter Kingsbridge via the A381 as the road down towards the hospital is wider 

and safer.

Traffic calming measures incorporating on street parking would assist this so that through traffic from Salcombe would be encouraged to enter 

Kingsbridge via the hospital side where there is access to two large car parks prior to entering the town centre area.

A simple speed reduction in the area suggested would be simple to implement as it would only require existing street furniture to be upgraded.

Rumble strips at the A381 junction would also slow traffic as it approached but I also feel a roundabout at the location would be the safest 

option but perhaps not the cheapest.

Na Na No 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted, however traffic calming through West 

Alvington and  other area within the Plan coverage 

are addressed in Policy KWAC T4 (Traffic Calming) 

It would be difficult to go further without 

challenging the responsibil ities of Devon CC and 

the Highways Authority

No change proposed.

30 Richard Fone 1. Kingsbridge 2. I work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

I have looked over the plan and am impressed with its scope, range and ambition. Affordable housing is 

a key issue and I welcome this as a priority - I am interested in what the terms ‘truly affordable’ and 

‘genuinely affordable’ mean which are used in the plan. As well as providing employment opportunity, 

this is key to holding onto younger residents many of whom otherwise are forced to leave. I am also 

interested in the move to promote active travel. The idea of improving cycle/footpath connections to 

surrounding settlements is most welcome and the creation of a safe multi-use path from Kingsbridge to 

South Brent, providing a safe and green link for residents of Kingsbridge and in the settlements along 

the Avon valley, is particularly exciting.

N/A 5.7.1.4 I am a keen cyclist and whilst the lanes of the South Hams do offer some great cycling, by their very nature can be quite dangerous at times. I also 

understand that this too is a problem for walkers and equestrians. Kingsbridge and it’s surrounding area are also quite isolated and whilst there is public 

transport, people inevitably fall  back on their car to get around. If we could improve the safety of active travel in and around Kingsbridge, the health and 

environmental benefits would be incredible. This would of course have to be done with careful consideration to the special environment of the South Hams but I 

am confident that working with local people, groups and environmental bodies then this can be achieved. Indeed, evidence shows that as people connect with 

nature more their understanding and respect grows so the environment benefits.

N/A Great work and vision - thank you. 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Noted, the challenges of truly affordable housing 

within the Plan area are addressed in supporting 

Appendices A7 and A8 and these have informed 

the policies of the Plan.

No change proposed.

31 Mrs Vanessa Mills 1. Kingsbridge I also have 

properties I rent 

out to local 

working 

families.

x x 5.7.1.4 The primrose Trail  - Against it's development

There is a huge threat to protected species, wildlife, habitat and environmental pollution from encouraging 50,000 people to use an area that is currently one of 

the last hidden and undiscovered river valleys in the county. There are protected Horseshoe bats, dormice, otters, barn owls, dippers, kingfishers and migratory 

fish using the currently undisturbed privately owned habitats on the proposed route.

The Devon Wildlife trust has been working with smallholders and farmers for nearly 10 years to re-wild and encourage protected species and other native wildlife 

back into this valley, precisely because it has escaped from development and remains one of the last hidden areas for wildlife to thrive. It has also successfully 

created a community of l ikeminded farmers and smallholders committed and dedicated to restoring wild spaces for wildlife. This scheme plans to impose a 

recreational motorway right through the middle of a sanctuary for wildlife.

There has been little or no consultation with us as near neighbours/land owners on the proposed route. The first we heard of it was from a facebook post and 

subsequent front page of the local Gazette newspaper. This has caused enormous upset and stress amongst those affected, and was both insensitive and reckless 

of a group that would seek collaboration from those living nearby or owning the land. Having spoken to or been contacted by 18 other affected landowners on just 

the Kingsbridge to Bickham Bridge section of the proposed route, this is a familiar story for all  parties.

Note that all  the land featuring on the proposed route is in private ownership, and that the group would have to get agreement from all  these landowners to be 

able to proceed. All  landowners That have had communication from for their position on this route (currently 22) are vehemently opposed to it.

There is no benefit to the communities l iving on the proposed route, there are no schools or shops that can be accessed on the route, and this is clearly a path for 

recreational use only. This replaces peace and tranquill ity for our communities with a huge increase in traffic, parking issues, people behaving in anti social 

ways, l itter and waste, noise etc..

Those of us that currently enjoy walking quietly along the public footpaths of this proposed route, will  have instead a route that will  have to be made wide enough 

to safely accommodate horses, groups of cyclists and walkers with pushchairs , with all  charm removed and with the likelihood of having to share a peaceful 

walk with the suggested 50,000 others that may decide to use it on any given day.

Where will  people park on the various sections of the route (how many people will  really start at Kingsbridge and cycle the 40km route to South Brent and back to 

Kingsbridge?) – this brings increased traffic, parking etc into some of the narrowest lanes in our county with absolutely no provision for car parking.

Devon is a county with more national parks, coastal paths, cycling route and open spaces than almost any other county in the UK – why can we not keep some 

areas wild and hidden so that wildlife can flourish.

The report suggests support from the Woodland Trust, but the route does not run across any land owned by the Woodland Trust… so why have they been 

contacted? Our understanding is that the Woodland Trust has no official position on this scheme, and was surprised to find themselves cited as ‘in full  support’.

I feel the feasibil ity study has been misleading, as it seeks to gloss over the key issues that make this plan unfeasible, ie the objections of landowners, the lack of 

support or consultation of the communities this scheme would affect, in addition to wildlife groups and environmental groups and charities. No consideration for 

the immense impact of increased traffic on our narrow roads, no provision for or consideration of the parking issues this scheme would create, the limited 

5.7.1.4 The primrose trail- Against it's development-

There is a huge threat to protected species, wildlife, habitat and environmental pollution from encouraging 50,000 people to use an area 

that is currently one of the last hidden and undiscovered river valleys in the county. There are protected Horseshoe bats, dormice, otters, 

barn owls, dippers, kingfishers and migratory fish using the currently undisturbed privately owned habitats on the proposed route.

The Devon Wildlife trust has been working with smallholders and farmers for nearly 10 years to rewild and encourage protected species 

and other native wildlife back into this valley, precisely because it has escaped from development and remains one of the last hidden areas 

for wildlife to thrive. It has also successfully created a community of l ikeminded farmers and smallholders committed and dedicated to 

restoring wild spaces for wildlife. This scheme plans to impose a recreational motorway right through the middle of a sanctuary for 

wildlife.

There has been little or no consultation with us as near neighbours/land owners on the proposed route. The first we heard of it was from a 

facebook post and subsequent front page of the local Gazette newspaper. This has caused enormous upset and stress amongst those 

affected, and was both insensitive and reckless of a group that would seek collaboration from those living nearby or owning the land. 

Having spoken to or been contacted by 18 other affected landowners on just the Kingsbridge to Bickham Bridge section of the proposed 

route, this is a familiar story for all  parties.

Note that all  the land featuring on the proposed route is in private ownership, and that the group would have to get agreement from all  

these landowners to be able to proceed. All  landowners I have had communication from for their position on this route (currently 22) are 

vehemently opposed to it.

There is no benefit to the communities l iving on the proposed route, there are no schools or shops that can be accessed on the route, and 

this is clearly a path for recreational use only. This replaces peace and tranquill ity for our communities with a huge increase in traffic, 

parking issues, people behaving in anti social ways, l itter and waste, noise etc..

Those of us that currently enjoy walking quietly along the public footpaths of this proposed route, will  have instead a route that will  have 

to be made wide enough to safely accommodate horses, groups of cyclists and walkers with pushchairs , with all  charm removed and with 

the likelihood of having to share a peaceful walk with the suggested 50,000 others that may decide to use it on any given day.

Where will  people park on the various sections of the route (how many people will  really start at Kingsbridge and cycle the 40km route to 

South Brent and back to Kingsbridge?) – this brings increased traffic, parking etc into some of the narrowest lanes in our county with 

absolutely no provision for car parking. Car parking in kingsbridge will  no cope will  the extra load either, plus they will  have to cycle up 

narrow public highways to get to the start or through private housing estates.

Devon is a county with more national parks, coastal paths, cycling route and open spaces than almost any other county in the UK – why can 

we not keep some areas wild and hidden so that wildlife can flourish.

There should be more affordable houses and less houses used as holiday homes or holiday businesses. 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

2
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32 Helen Bolt/ Bil l ington x My property is 

in Loddiswell 

parish but is 

directly affected 

by your planned 

policy KWAC T5. 

The Primrose 

Trail

Do not presume to comment KWAC T5. The Primrose Trail  - a policy which impacts beyond the bounds of the Kingsbridge, Churchstow and West Alvington parishes. See below KWAC T5. The Primrose Trail  - Para 5.7.6

The concept and policy as presented are wholly misleading and are enticing residents to support a fanciful scheme that would harm, not 

enhance, the environment and local amenity, and waste considerable sums of money deliberating a multi-use trail  that, it is clear now, can 

never be a reality. The lack of support for the ‘Primrose trail’ from bodies l ike the AONB, parishes along the route, the Woodland Trust etc 

(on which the plan is silent), is based on the environmental harm that both the infrastructure development and multi-modal use would do.

Just as fundamental is the absolute opposition of landowners of permissive paths along the way, l ike ourselves. We welcome walkers, 

maintain the paths, and invest in a number of environmental stewardship and species protection programmes on our land and through the 

Avon Valley. We are keen cyclists too, but the primrose line and Avon Valley are wholly inappropriate settings.

When first approached by the group in 2018, we objected in writing and were adamant we would not support the scheme nor ever sell  or 

make available the former trackbed which crosses through our land. It is characteristic of the way the scheme is being progressed and the 

other affected parties are treated, that the feasibil ity study nevertheless proposes that route. The December 2020 document itself came to 

us not directly but via parish councillors surprised by our support that the plan implied. The group is riding rough-shod over affected 

parties l ike ourselves in total contradiction of any aspiration that the scheme should ‘not harm the residential amenity of those living 

close to its route’ as advocated in policy KWAC T5.

The tranquil landscape of the AONB, home to a number of rare species, and the green corridors already established for walkers cannot 

conceivably be enhanced by a widened, surfaced thoroughfare to accommodate non-vehicular travel (including co-existing cyclists and 

horse-riders) between Kingsbridge and South Brent. The character and nationally important eco-environment would be trashed and the 

quiet enjoyment currently experienced by walkers would be destroyed.

The neighbourhood plan is totally unbalanced and does not give residents a fair or complete picture. Any support expressed through this 

consultation is therefore meaningless.

Given the selective presentation of matters in relation to KWAC T5 about which I know a considerable amount, 

it is a real concern that similar distortions elsewhere in the plan invalidate it as a basis for community 

decision making.

3. I do not support the 

Plan

Noted Delete Policy KWAC T5

33 Ellie Verrecchia 3. Churchstow 3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Sustainable transport

Particularly the proposed traffic free route from Churchstow to Kingsbridge (Fig 29).

I think there should be consideration made for the safe crossing of the road at the end of Pump Lane to reach the Thurlestone/Bantham lanes. 

This would truly 'complete the loop' allowing all  the vil lages to be connected safely via traffic free and lane routes. Currently crossing this road 

is extremely dangerous especially when the verge grasses are long and there is plenty of room both sides of the road for a public 

footpath/cyclepath.

Given the new and very exciting community space development happening in Bantham lane I think this consideration is essential for the safety of 

young people who will  want to reach the space on foot or with skateboards.

Proposed traffic free route Churchstow to Kingsbridge

Since moving here we have been struck by the lack of safe walking routes - not just towards Kingsbridge, but indeed anywhere from the vil lage. Note Fig 28 C - we 

must be one of the only vil lages in the UK with NO SINGLE public footpath anywhere. It is frustrating to l ive amongst beautiful countryside, but not to be able to 

access it without driving away. I struggle to complete simple daily exercise without meeting a busy road. I also worry for the safety of my young teenage children 

who want to independently explore the area but are road-locked in a vil lage, with very l ittle to do.

We are desperately in need of local landowners to allow this very reasonable request to go ahead, for the good of all  in the vil lage and to connect our vil lage to 

the town of Kingsbridge and other vil lages along the coast/Coastal Path. I believe this would change the culture of our area and allow younger people more 

access to social activity in other vil lages connecting us all  together successfully. It would also benefit the town centre and South Hams Business Park businesses.

x x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted, however traffic calming through  

Churchstow and  other area within the Plan 

coverage are addressed in Policy KWAC T4 (Traffic 

Calming) It would be difficult to go further without 

challenging the responsibil ities of Devon CC and 

the Highways Authority.

No change proposed.

34 Juliet Morton 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

All of it. Very clear. A good number of matters considered. Those involved have clearly l istened to 

concerns and done their own thinking as well.

We are facing unprecedented climate change. More recent projections show much worse flooding than predicted. Development plans around the 

Quay may need to be re-thought.

I am not confident that any neighbourhood plan has enough power to protect the area in the light of the current Government's dropping of many 

building regulations. This has given builders more power to ignore local people, and to ignore the needs for high quality, carbon neutral housing 

in the light the climate emergency.

I could not find a way to check back on the policy numbers without loosing my earlier responses and having to restart fi l l ing in this questionnaire.

Policy relating to Sustainable Transport

KWAC T1 Thoroughly support increasing safety for cycling and pedestrians. In particular

(i) putting in re-active speed reminders at the edge of Kingsbridge, as there are in some surrounding vil lages - cars speed round the bend between Warren Road 

and the cemetery (do we really need a death before something is done?)

(ii) instituting virtual pavements, as there are in some surrounding vil lages for pedestrians, for example, it is hazardous for walkers heading out to Bowcombe 

Bridge on account of the high hedges making deep shadows across the narrow road. On the edges of Kingsbridge there is often nowhere to go when a car does not 

appear to see you.

KWACT T3 Is it necessary to allow parking for 3 cars for a 3 bedroomed house? Surely we are trying to increase humans walking and cycling on roads (and 

children maybe being able to play on some of them, as they used to), and the use of public transport? With the climate emergency we have to think more of l iving 

as we did in 1950s - entirely possible to do.

None No, thank you.

Good wishes for a good outcome.

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted however It would be difficult to go further 

e.g. speed limit signs without challenging the 

responsibil ities of Devon CC and the Highways 

Authority. Virtual pavements are no longer a 

policy supported by DCC Highways. The parking 

standards align broadly with SHDC Supplementary 

Planning Guidance (SPD) so it would be difficult to 

challenge this in a Plan

No change proposed.

35 Kate Amphlett 1. Kingsbridge 2. I work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

The sensitivity to the natural environment I think far more affordable housing is required. I think covenants need to be applied to housing developments to ensure local people can live in 

the area.

For example: I am a teacher in the town and and partner is RNLI. Our children were born in the south hams. We’ve moved around south Devon so 

much because of unstable housing and currently l ive over the border in Teignbridge. The round trip to KB is 80 miles a day. This has a profound 

effect on family l ife. We feel left behind as house prices are far too high for local wages. We both provide valuable services and feel there should 

be provision made for people with local connection to stay in the area instead of being priced out - or worse evicted as landlords try to make 

money out of air bnb instead of long term renters. Housing is a disaster in the south hams and needs urgently addressing.

x x x 3. I do not support the 

Plan

Noted, the challenges of truly affordable housing 

within the Plan area are addressed in supporting 

Appendices A7 and A8 and these have informed 

the policies of the Plan in particular KWAC H1 

(Affordable Housing) H3 (Rural Exception Sites) 

and H4 (Principal Residence)

No change proposed.

36 Philip Cridland 3. Churchstow 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

I consider the overall  content of the plan to be well referenced, with the resulting themes and policies 

clearly defined.

The Principle Residence requirement is a key point for the future, and the weighting considerations for 

new housing to be available at realistic rents is important.

Protection for the AONB areas and the aim to preserve the overall  local character, including influencing 

appropriate building designs, has been well flagged in the policies.

There appears to be little reference to the control of Noise. Many of the policies and aims of housing, employment, built environment and 

increased marine activity promotion, may have a detrimental effect on local noise levels and quiet enjoyment, and should be considered. A 

policy to promote Environmental Impact Assessments, would cover this and many other key points.

Policy KWAC5 Prevention of Light Pollution

It is good that this is included, however I would like it to be referenced to suitable standards. The standards and Guidance as promoted by the International Dark 

Sky. Org could be adopted as an appropriate model for all  types of development.

Policy KWAC H3 Rural Exception Sites

The policy in support of Exception sites does have criteria to be met which are comprehensive, however I am concerned that this Policy presumption will  override 

a local councils ability to object to individual applications.

x Everyone involved in the compilation of the plan should be commended. Thankyou 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted,  noise pollution has not been addressed 

specifically other than  where Policy Env 3 l inks to 

policies within the AONB. It would also be difficult 

to go beyond National Planning  Policy. We shall 

l ink the policy and supporting text of policy KWAC 

Env 5 to the recommendations of the Institute of 

Lighting professionals. 

Policy KWAC Env 5 updated

37 Louisa Harvey 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Not really any part generally More community housing and provision for locals. Generally shallow, nothing of substance, not enough future proofing. x Second home owners should pay full  council tax to subsidise local, housing needs, and pay a green tax on 

every square inch of ground they cover, including drive ways and patios. They should also not be allowed to 

make alterations without making provision for PV or ground source energy.

3. I do not support the 

Plan

Noted, however the suggestions go beyond the 

remit of a Neighbourhood Plan and should be 

addressed at officers and members of Local and 

National Government 

No change proposed.

38 Catherine Koo 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Policy KWAC Env3 Impact on the South Devon Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), green 

corridors and green infrastructure.

Policy KWAC Env 5 Prevention of l ight pollution; - Light pollution and the current vogue for enormous 

glass and steel Grand Design style homes are causing havoc for migrating birds who are confused by 

light pollution and fly into invisible expanses of glass with tragic consequences. Given the proximity of 

important bird watching sites at Wes Charleton marsh and the whole of Kingsbridge and Avon Estuary - 

proper consideration must be give to the impact of l ight pollution and its causes in the NP.

5.8.8 St. Edmunds Church - this site AND ITS GROUNDS ( not to be sold off separately for development) to 

be kept as both a place of worship and reserved as a much needed community meeting space. Excellent 

idea.

4.0 Key challenges, themes, aims, priorities and objectives- agree with all  of these particualrly the need 

for footpath between Kingsbridge and Churchstow to link up to the Avon Estuary Trail.

Policy Kwac Env 9, Allotments - no mention has been made of the Wistaria Place Community Allotment revitalized from an old walled garden at 

the rear of Lloyds bank in Kingsbridge. This allotment provides ground for town centre residents to grow their own vegetables and is well used. It 

was given a KTC grant to buy water butts in 2018 and was part of the Open Gardens scheme in 2018. These important town centre allotments 

ought to be included in the NP, even though they are held on a leasehold basis from the private landlord they are an important amenity for the 

community and are important for town centre biodiversity. Hegehogs breed in the garden.

Policy KWAC Env 10 Promotion of tree planting - better planting of trees and shrubs could be employed in Duncombe park around the edges of the 

green space.

Policy KWAC Em5 Promotion of innovative tourism businesses - a estuary and water based activity : this definition must be much more carefully 

worded - to differentiate between different types of activities and crafts used. IN 2010 a well organized campaign was organized by a group 

called SKEWA Salcombe Kingsbridge Water Skiing Association to allow power boat water skiing to take place in the upper reaches of the 

Salcombe Kingsbridge Estuary at Widegates. There was widespread local opposition and over 1000 strong petition raised in opposition - which 

fortunately won the day. Please please consider a clause suggesting that water based activity in the upper reaches of the estuary are wind 

powered wherever possible. Multi use, high powered estuary activities such as water skiing, jet skiing, power boat racing have no place in the 

quiet nesting and breeding grounds of the upper reaches of the ria. Water sports such as kayaking, stand up paddle boarding SUPPing, dinghy 

sail ing etc are to be encouraged in the tranquility of the creeks and inlets of the estuary while powered craft should be very carefully restricted. 

This policy must be redrafted to avoid future conflict.

THE PRIMROSE TRAIL :

New coast to moor cycle path from Kingsbridge to South Brent; the Primrose Trail  sounds laudable but is in fact highly contentious. Much vaunted as a multi - use 

trail  throughout its length - on closer inspection it is l isted as a cycle path for much of the route - any provision for horse riders is omitted for large sections of 

the route. This seems disingenuous and misleading.

Policy KWAC Env3 Impact on the South Devon Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), green corridors and green infrastructure.

PAGE 57 of the NP shows a diagram of Figure 18 of Green corridors - but CRUCIALLY omits the foreshore between at Blanksmill  Creek and Gerston Point. The parish 

boundary cuts down the head of Blanksmill  Creek but the foreshore with the Lime Kiln on it is now shown highlighted in green. This must be addressed. Planning 

Applications ( heavily opposed locally) have been submitted by the new second home owning landowner on the opposite foreshore which would strongly suggest 

that this site is vulnerable to development. Please check this map and ensure the foreshore on both side of Blanksmill  Creek is clearly identified as a green 

corridor right up to the parish boundary l ine.

Policy KWAC Em5 Promotion of innovative tourism businesses - a estuary and water based activity : this definition must be much more carefully worded - to 

differentiate between different types of activities and crafts used. IN 2010 a well organized campaign was organized by a group called SKEWA Salcombe 

Kingsbridge Water Skiing Association to allow power boat water skiing to take place in the upper reaches of the Salcombe Kingsbridge Estuary at Widegates. 

There was widespread local opposition and over 1000 strong petition raised in opposition - which fortunately won the day. Please please consider a clause 

suggesting that water based activity in the upper reaches of the estuary are wind powered wherever possible. Multi use, high powered estuary activities such as 

water skiing, jet skiing, power boat racing have no place in the quiet nesting and breeding grounds of the upper reaches of the ria. Water sports such as kayaking, 

stand up paddle boarding SUPPing, dinghy sail ing etc are to be encouraged in the tranquility of the creeks and inlets of the estuary while powered craft should be 

very carefully restricted. This policy must be redrafted to avoid future conflict.

Policy KWAC Em5 Promotion of innovative tourism businesses - a estuary and water based activity : this definition must be much more 

carefully worded - to differentiate between different types of activities and crafts used. IN 2010 a well organized campaign was organized 

by a group called SKEWA Salcombe Kingsbridge Water Skiing Association to allow power boat water skiing to take place in the upper 

reaches of the Salcombe Kingsbridge Estuary at Widegates. There was widespread local opposition and over 1000 strong petition raised in 

opposition - which fortunately won the day. Please please consider a clause suggesting that water based activity in the upper reaches of 

the estuary are wind powered wherever possible. Multi use, high powered estuary activities such as water skiing, jet skiing, power boat 

racing have no place in the quiet nesting and breeding grounds of the upper reaches of the ria. Water sports such as kayaking, stand up 

paddle boarding SUPPing, dinghy sail ing etc are to be encouraged in the tranquility of the creeks and inlets of the estuary while powered 

craft should be very carefully restricted. This policy must be redrafted to avoid future conflict.

I think the plan is a credit to all  who have worked on it. More mention should be made of the Estauries and 

their importance to biodiversity and carbon reduction.

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Thank you for your comments, the SG will  research 

Wistaria Place community allotments for l isting 

under Policy KWAC Env 9. Duncombe Park is 

designated as LGS under Policy KWAC Env 2 but 

this should not preclude further tree planting as 

outlined in KWAC Env 10. We shall review the 

wording of KWAC EM5 to exclude activities that 

are harmful to the estuary. We shall review figure 

18  with a view to including the foreshore up to the 

top of Blanksmill  Creek within the NP Boundary

KWAC Env 9 and Em 5 to be reviewed 

and figure 18 within Env 3 to be 

reviewed.

39 Joe Verrecchia 3. Churchstow 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

The connection of the local vil lages and towns by sustainable and traffic free routes is particularly 

appealing. With areas being developed for the young people in the area such as the yard, parks and 

shopping in Kingsbridge and access to these areas if there were traffic free routes not only ypoung 

people but people with out access to vehicles would open up the whole area. It would enable young 

people to meet independently and benefit their well being and the environment as a whole.

The idea that the outlying vil lages could be access both the main town Kingsbridge but also potentially 

the coastal path etc by l inking in with cycle routes and foot paths is something that I feel would be of 

huge benefit physically, environmentally and for the mental health of the whole community. The ability 

to reach friends, community spaces and shops would also benefit the local trades and opportunities for 

young and older people to engage with work and friends.

The environmental issues discussed are of great interest and generally the sense of creating core values 

for the area are very positive and inclusive of all  ages, backgrounds and interests.

Perhaps looking at funding and external organisations to assist with encouraging landowners and businesses to get behind the plans. if 

Landowners felt they had professional organisations involved with managing projects such as the linking of traffic free routes and funding to 

support this perhaps they would be more inclined to accept the benefits to the community as a whole.

x N/A Sustainable and traffic free routes to l ink in the vil lages are of great importance for now and the future! 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thank you, the identification of funding streams to 

support policies such as  those relating to 

sustainable transport is outside the scope of this 

plan however, the reference to such initiatives 

within NP planning policy may help secure 

funding from a number of sources 

No change proposed.

40 Coral Cotton 1. Kingsbridge 3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Aspects of keeping views and beauty sites around the town, skatepark and building more affordable 

housing.

Keeping housing for locals. But this has to be done. I don’t feel I’l l  ever own a home in the area I’ve 

always l ived in and it’s pretty sad.

“It was identified as a major local issue in 2003 in the Kingsbridge and Salcombe Area”

It’s concerning that it was addressed as an issue 18 years ago, yet the housing has got worse. I have family who had to move away, buy a house, 

waited for market increase, sold and came back to Devon, in a much, much smaller property. There is not enough housing around here for the 

growing community. I had to move back in with my mum (two years ago) and we stil l  cannot afford to move out. The affordable part needs to be 

seriously re-looked at. I earn about £700 a month, just enough to get buy, but not enough to l ive on if I want to move back out of my mothers 

home!

x x x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

The challenges of truly affordable housing within 

the Plan area are addressed in supporting 

Appendices A7 and A8 and these have informed 

the policies of the Plan in particular KWAC H1 

(Affordable Housing) H3 (Rural Exception Sites) 

and H4 (Principal Residence)

No change proposed

41/43 Philip Medway 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

I agree with the expressed priorities. In particular, all  decisions need to be made against an 

understanding of sustainability and environmental impact. New jobs, improved tourism and affordable 

homes will  only be achieved through safeguarding our natural environment

x x x x 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thank you No change proposed.

42 Peter Everitt 2. West 

Alvington

1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

The Neighbourhood plan is very well put together a thorough. I particularly l ike the fact that West 

Alvington is identified as it's own centre with its own challenges and opportunities which have been 

well recognised within this plan.

Nothing to note Policy KWAC T3 Car Parking - I would like West Alvington to have the opportunity to expand parking provision, should a traffic calming measure along the main 

road result in the loss of a few parking spaces if possible please?

Policy KWAC T1 Sustainable Transport routes - I would like to see a safe pedestrian / pushchair /wheelchair route along the South side of the main road through 

West Alvington to connect the housing to public amenities (pub, vil lage hall, school, post box, play park), and safest crossing point to the footpath to Kingsbridge. 

At the moment there is no way to safely traverse the South side of the vil lage without stepping into the road around parked cars.

I think they are all  well considered None to note 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Sustainable transport routes are identified within 

Policy KWAC T1 however detailed  routes have 

thus far not been agreed other than Churchstow to 

Kingsbridge so further work to agree routes (e.g. b) 

and f) ) is needed by the Parish Council . Traffic 

Calming in West Alvington  and  other areas 

within the Plan coverage are addressed in Policy 

KWAC T4 (Traffic Calming). There are no specific 

sites for a car park for West Alvington  however 

other parts of KWAC T3  may help parking 

challenges in the vil lage. It would be difficult to go 

further on these issues without the identification 

of specific sites or challenging the responsibil ities 

of Devon CC and the Highways Authority.

No change proposed.

44 Stephen Lees 2. West 

Alvington

3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

x x x x x 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thank you No change proposed.

45 Mrs S Jane Balhatchet 1. Kingsbridge 3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

I think the housing proposals are necessary. It seems extraordinary that so many properties have been 

planned and then not built.

Parking - we need more parking in the area, to free up part of the Quay. The Quay should be an asset as well as a car park. x x I am writing both as a resident of Kingsbridge (since 1978) and as clerk to the local housing charity 

Dodbrooke Feoffees.

1. Housing

There is a huge need for affordable, permanent rented accommodation in the area. I am sure that both 

Kingsbridge Feoffees and West Alvington Feoffees would agree with me that when our property becomes 

available, we are swamped with local individual and family applications.

There is also a need for 50% ownership property, to help those who wish to climb the property ladder to get a 

leg up.

2. Parking

I am aware that this is earmarked as flood prevention. However, I do think that the area on the Cookworthy 

Road, the other side of the Tresil l ian Community Garden and private gardens on Fore Street, could be used. I 

think that a car length, at 45 degrees (approached by the Plymouth Road), keeping an unraised pavement on 

the Cookworthy Road, could provide a lot of local parking, while stil l  keeping most of the flood prevention 

area and green space on the Fore Street side.

This could encourage visitors to approach Fore Street from the top end and stil l  give access down Cookworthy 

Road to the Quay.

3. Hotel

It is such a shame that there is no longer a hotel in Kingsbridge. However, I think that the Ropewalk idea is a 

non-starter. It is in the wrong place! It should be on the Quay car park at the boat end overlooking the water 

that is always there. Surely such an asset should have a beautiful view!

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

The challenges of truly affordable housing within 

the Plan area are addressed in supporting 

Appendices A7 and A8 and these have informed 

the policies of the Plan in particular KWAC H1 

(Affordable Housing) H3 (Rural Exception Sites) 

and H4 (Principal Residence). The principle of 

shared ownership is also supported in the Local 

Housing Strategy. Although Policy KWAC T3 is 

supportive of sufficient car parking  your 

suggestion is contrary to the Green Corridor 

identified under KWAC Env  3 (figure 18) A hotel 

has been excluded from around the Quayside by 

SHDC and this is supported  under KWAC BE 2. An 

alternative hotel site. has not so far been 

identified although some brownfield sites 

identified with KWAC BE1 could be suitable.

No change proposed.

46 Elizabeth Chin 2. West 

Alvington

3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

In the Housing and homes section I l ike the emphasis that is put on provision of homes for local key 

workers. KWAC H 1. So many jobs here are low paid and people I know have to do a couple of jobs as so 

many are only part time work. Even finding affordable rental property is hard here!

I also approve of policy KWAC H4.

Right now second homes are not a big problem in West Alvington ( although we have some) . I think we 

should indeed engage in forward thinking and protect our vil lage from becoming an overflow from 

Salcombe and the other very popular areas for second homes.

We must make sure houses are available for local workers.

I also really l ike the Natural Environment section.

It’s so important that we stop the 3 built up areas merging and ensure that their individual iconic views, 

historical buildings, footpaths and surrounding landscapes are maintained.

The highlighting of all  our green corridors is bril l iant, they need to be protected so they continue to 

provide wildlife routes through our parishes.

x Policy KWAC Em2

This is a great idea!

The area on Lower Union Rd is so tatty and sad looking. It has plenty of nearby parking and could become any kind of development. Even maybe have a motel 

there??

Anything has to be better than it’s present state.

KWAC T3

Such a relief to read this!

However,

the pressure on the WA vil lage car parks are huge.

Parking is a massive problem. I wonder how rules will  affect the possibil ities of us trying to extend our parking lot.

KWAC T4

I really l ike the idea of a pedestrian crossing in West Alvington and the whole idea of traffic calming through the vil lage is very welcome!

x x 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thank you No change proposed.

47 Mr Alwyn Milburn 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Item 5.4 theme 2. Housing & homes.

I am pleased to see the suggestion of introducing the Permanent resident policy to New Build properties, 

however this will  not prevent existing housing stock becoming second homes.

5.4 theme 2

Second homes which are let for more that 140 days a year require permission and to be registered as a business. Generally most second home 

owners have just the one property.

The rapidly expanding business of Air BnB has fuelled the purchase of local properties to be let as a business venture.

I know of one person who has purchased four properties to date in the area expressly for this purpose. It would appear however that an Air BnB 

does not require specific permission or 'Change of Use' despite being a business and what must be considered a "Material change' in the use of 

the property.

Recently Oxford City Council won a Court case which allowed them to require all  short lets including Air BnB to have planning permission for 

'Change of use' as they were concerned at the loss of valuable family homes.

Should SHDC introduce a similar requirement for this area as it is another factor driving up the price of local property?

x x x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

The establishing of Use Classes and a policy that 

considers a second home to be a separate use 

from a Principal Residence is outside the scope of 

a Neighbourhood Plan. Policy H4 is based on the 

evidence and advice from housing specialists.

No change proposed.

48 Hilary Winter x Other (please 

specify):

The Devon 

Countryside 

Access Forum 

(DCAF) is a local 

access forum 

under the 

Countryside and 

Rights of Way 

Act 2000 (CRoW 

Act). Its 

statutory remit 

is to give 

independent 

advice “as to 

the 

improvement of 

public access to 

land in the area 

for the purposes 

of open-air 

recreation and 

the enjoyment 

of the area…” 

Section 94(4) of 

the Act specifies 

bodies to whom 

the Forum has a 

x See answer to question 6. The Devon Countryside Access Forum supports the wording in 5.7.2. (Theme 5 - Sustainable Transport) but advises that changes to wording in the accompanying 

policy, Policy KWAC T1 Sustainable Transport routes, would make it clearer. (Page 93 of the Plan). Suggestions are below.

"New and existing footpaths should promote their use as cycleways, where permitted..." Proposed change to - “Opportunities will  be sought to upgrade footpaths 

to bridleways to allow cycling and horse-riding, in consultation with landowners.”

"d) Include improved footbridges and stiles where required;" The Devon Countryside Access Forum would encourage removal of stiles and replacement with 

accessible gates, where the landowner consents. This is in accordance with the Forum's position statement on Disability Access.

Figures 28a, 28b and 28c on pages 94 and 95 are a very useful addition to the Neighbourhood Plan and show public rights of way in the parishes. The Forum 

advises that a key to indicate which colours refer to footpaths, bridleways and byways would be helpful.

Figure 29 refers to the proposed multi-use route between Churchstow and Kingsbridge. This aspiration would be a valuable route of benefit to the community. 

However, if the landowner(s) have not agreed the route, the Devon Countryside Access Forum advises that the line on the map should be removed. The Forum 

supports improvements that will  create safer routes for users.

5.7.6. Primrose Trail. The Devon Countryside Access Forum supports the overall  aspiration. However, the text for this section includes the wording "Some sections 

of the line are already public footpaths and will  not require planning permission." The Forum advises that this should be amended to state that "Some sections of 

the line are already public footpaths. Although planning permission may not be required, Public Path Orders will  be needed to upgrade these footpaths to multi-

use."

The Devon Countryside Access Forum has a position statement on Neighbourhood Plans and also one on Disability Access and advises that the Kingsbridge, West 

Alvington and Churchstow Neighbourhood Plan is cross-referenced against these. The position statements are l isted on the following webpage 

https://www.devon.gov.uk/prow/devon-countryside-access-forum/newsletters-and-reports/

x x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Re-Fig. 28 a, b and c, these define PROWs and we 

are unable to differentiate which are footpaths, 

byways  and bridleways . The route on figure 29 

has only l imited  support from the multiple land 

owners and as a result has been deleted. We shall 

review the text of KWAC T1 as suggested. KWAC T5 

to be reviewed.

Review policy KWAC T1, delete figure 

29  and delete policy T5 and amend 

supporting text as suggested . 

49 Malcolm Dicken 1. Kingsbridge Other (please 

specify):

NHS Provider

The NHS is pleased that health has been recognised as a key theme in the Kingsbridge and West 

Alvington Neighbourhood Plan and are keen to engage with plan makers to provide additional 

information about the state of healthcare across plan areas.

It is important that affordable housing is prioritised for key workers as stated in Policy KWAC H1 

Affordable Housing on page 67 and the NHS appreciates that this has been recognised as a priority. 

Providing affordable housing to local key workers hopefully encourages people to enter the profession 

as well as supporting a more productive workforce who are more likely to stay in their local area and 

contribute to the workforce needs.

The neighbourhood plan highlights that healthcare facil ities (KWAC HW1) Community facil ities are 

important to the vitality, health and wellbeing of the community. Without a good provision of health 

services in the local area, it becomes more difficult to maintain the populations health.

x There is currently physical capacity at Norton Brook Medical Centre to take on more patients, however if all  the developments l isted in the table in 5.4.5 on page 

69 are built, Norton Brook Medical Centre will  exceed its patient capacity which could result in increased waiting times for patients to see a GP. The NHS cannot 

turn patients away unless under extraordinary circumstances nor can they dictate where patients register and as this is the nearest GP practice, it is l ikely that 

the majority of patients will  register there. Additional development would require an increase in capacity in order to safeguard the existing facil ities.

x The NHS welcomes all  opportunities to engage with Neighbourhood and Local Plans and to provide any input 

into these as and when required. A single team across Devon has been formed with responsibil ity for 

providing consultation responses to planning applications and to engage in Neighbourhood and Local Plan 

creation for both Primary Care (GP Practices) and Secondary Care (Acute and Community).

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Thank you No change proposed.

50 Manda Peebles 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

I l ike the suggestion of expanding the Area of Natural Beauty - there is a' triangle' incorporating 

Ledstone, Goveton and East All ington which isn't included in this and I think it should be. I agree that 

transport infrastructure needs significant improvement for the benefit of local people, especially in 

improving job prospects. I l ike the suggestion of agreeing a boundary beyond which buildings will  not 

be considered. This is clearer for everyone, and would mitigate many concerns of those living in 

beautiful areas.

I think the areas outside Kingsbridge desperately need superfast broadband. People are being left behind without this, as so much of modern life 

is dependent on excellent internet speeds. Is there anything the neighbourhood plan can do to put pressure on BT about this? BT have been 

promising improvements for years, without any action. This also applies to mobile phone signals. I have literally no phone reception in my home 

whatsoever. It makes l ife difficult, as so much of 2-factor authentication to get into bank accounts etc. relies on receiving a secondary code by 

text, for example.

x x x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

The Plan does not make reference to expanding the 

South Devon AONB and such a change would be 

outside the scope of Neighbourhood Plan. There 

currently is not a policy on improving broadband 

in the parishes although this could be added if 

there is community support.

Steering Group to add a policy on 

improving the infrastructure for 

broadband (KWAC Inf1)

3
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51 Lee Bonham 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

1) The plan is a very thorough document which balances the many competing objectives for various 

residents, businesses and visitors. It set out a positive and clear vision and policies which seem to be 

fairly based on the input and research undertaken.

2) I l ike the vision statement (p12) and I agree with many of the policy statements.

3) I really l ike point 2 in the Vision: Development is supported where it helps sustain the settlements 

and does not

compromise the area’s historic and natural assets.

4) Also agree with point 7: A broad and balanced resident population by age and occupation is fostered 

to maintain

the much valued, rounded and all-year-round resident community, which is also needed to

sustain the capability of the town to provide services for the whole area.

5) Agree with much on p 20, 21, 22, especially regarding the quay and town square as Jewel in the Crown 

at the head of the estuary, which needs some additional green spaces/planting, and some seasonal 

“pop-up” food and retail  outlets, and toilets need removing or changing to another use.

Point 1 of the Vision should be changed: The surrounding countryside, water and farmland are celebrated as the natural setting for the town and 

vil lages, a source of produce, recreation and biodiversity, WHICH MUST BE PROTECTED AND ENHANCED FOR ALL TO ENJOY

Point 10 of the Vision should be changed: The town centre is re-imagined as retail ing evolves; vacant retail  units and other

properties are redeveloped for employment, residential and community use, SO LONG AS THE CHARACHTER AND APPEAL OF THE TOWN CENTRE CAN 

BE MAINTAINED

KWAC Env1: Agree with this. But the Settlement boundaries for Kingsbridge should not include the Recreation Ground or the Rugby club land. This leaves the sites 

open to potential future development.

KWAC Env2: Agree. But could we add an ambition to find ADDITIONAL local green spaces, if and when these become available as the town grows. KTC should work 

with landowners and builders to identify these.

Not sure why West Alvington Woods and the adjacent field with a footpath (to the North) that is used by many locals not included in local Green space? Can these 

be added?

KWAC Env3: This seems weak, and gives developers several ways to get approval to build on AONB. NEEDS REWRITING TO BE STRONGER. Green corridors seem a 

good idea, and need more protection

KWAC Env 6: Policy to protect against further flooding seems weak. Says that proposals should have "due regard to flooding incidents". What does that actually 

do to stop things getting worse??

KWAC Env 7 seems weak. What standards does that town actually want.?

KWAC Env 8: What about tree planting on agricultural land - is there any way to encourage suitable sites?

KWAC Em5: Yes, good idea

KWAC T1: Good, but what resources are available to do this??

KWAC T5. The Primrose Trail  - yes, but can't the town help a bit more with this??

KWAC H1: Is good. But ACH4 should not include the Scout Hut land.

KWAC H3; I don't agree that exceptions should be made for housing outside the settlement boundaries, unless all  other sites and 

brownfield sites have already been used.

KWAC Em1: As employment changes, and we move more to a service economy, I am not sure that this policy is justified. The town needs to 

keep up with the changing world..

KWAC BE2: Most of this is good, and the WC certainly needs removing. But I would like to see more green areas, trees and planters on the 

square and quay area. I think some car park spaces could be removed, say 20-30, which would allow much more attractive space to 

develop. This would hardly impact the parking in the town, so long as Cattlemarket was better signposted as an alternative car park.

A park and ride option should be considered..

Overall  the plan is good. But I feel it lacks some ambition to improve the environment and the townscape. For 

example:

Could we identify more green / amenity space on the edge of town and encourage more tree planting inside 

and on the edge of town?

Could we look at a park a ride option and remove the pressure on parking at the height of the season.

Can the town square be made more attractive, with trees and planters. Could we have a covered area for the 

winter months?

How do new service businesses grow and develop in the town?

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

The principle of exception sites is established in 

National and Local Plan policy, we believe KWAC 

EM1 is justified and together with the other 

employment policies will  help the town keep up 

with the changing nature of employment. 

Comments on BE2 noted although the desire to 

maintain the existing number of car parking 

spaces on the quayside has been a long held view 

by many in the town. The concept of a park and 

ride for the town is a good one however a site 

would need to be allocated and as yet none have 

been identified. We do not agree that the plan 

lacks ambition but has to strike a balance 

between development and safeguarding the 

natural and built features of a town. There is 

provision in the plan to improve existing spaces 

however it is not within the scope of a Plan to 

propose 'future' LGS.

review vision as suggested, review 

approved boundary of ACH4 in figure 

21

52, 53 Anne Bonham 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

The plan gives a good detailed summary and history of the 3 areas which will  provide an excellent 

record and foundation as we move forward.

I particularly l ike reference to preserving landscapes, green areas and views to ensure any development 

within Kingsbridge area is well managed without detracting from what makes the area special.

Whilst very detailed, I found it hard to be inspired by a vision for the areas future that wasn't more of the same. There is l ittle that is 

controversial, and much that requires resources to be achieved....

I will  make a few points but cannot trawl through the docement to identify the specific numbered paragraphs. Sorry.

1. The Quay is in need of a more radical plan in order to enhance the key beauty spot and attraction of the area. There are several references in the plan to not 

reducing car park spaces which I do not support. There seem far too many spaces at the Quay with very few times that spaces are not available. There seems an 

opportunity to develop a part with green space, cafe and sitting areas. Many visitors can be seen stroll ing the length of the Quay on car park side with no 

attraction.I would propose reducing car park spaces at one end. Not sure which.

2. Public toilets. Yes please do move them. They are an eyesore and dominate the key place in Kingsbridge. An eatery with outside seating would be ideal. Been 

there years though.....

3. Community Hall..... Seems a priority for the town. And I'm not convinced by increased use of St, Edmunds Church. If there were an investor, lower union Street 

would seem a good location.

4. The plan seems to include the scout hut in K4 housing development. I hope that this us an error, given the history of Locks Hill , the wild l ife and aesthetics of 

green space for both residents and the public visiting the park. No more building here please.

5 sports field for young seems key priority too.. Eg football

See above Thanks. A lot of hard work gone into it. 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Policy BE2 is supported by a development brief as 

Appendix B34 and goes into more detail  along the 

lines you suggest. Please refer to the Kingsbridge 

OSSR Plan Appendix B25 for a detailed 

explanation of the existing and planned future 

sports provision in the town/ vil lages. This plan 

links to this. Suggestions for a community hall  

noted however no specific site has been identified 

in Lower Union Road

review approved boundary of ACH4 in 

figure 21

 Martin Johnson 1.   Pages 43 & 44 – Themes, aims and objectives

Checking the policies some of them are not actually mentioned within the Summary Objectives bullet points, which is reported to have informed the former, and 

maybe they should be?

The Natural Environment: Allotments and Tree Planting

Affordable Housing: Principle Residence

Business and the Economy: Training

The Built Environment: Design Quality 

(and a bullet point is required before Development considerations etc.) 

(a development brief is mentioned for Lower Union Road and Western Backway but it is not included as a policy)

Sustainable Transport: Traffic Calming

(new car parking is reported for the vil lages but it affects Churchstow only)

(an integrated transport statement for the area is reported but it is not included as a policy)

2.   Page 49 – Settlement boundary for Kingsbridge

The Scout Hut and 2 fields for the K4/Locks Hill  development should be included within the perimeter red line.

3.   Page 68 – Affordable housing sites map for Kingsbridge

ACH4 for K4/Locks Hill  development red perimeter should exclude the Scout Hut.

4.   Page 69 – Summary of the allocated sites

ACH4, K4 Garden Mill  – total no. of affordable homes is 4 rather than 3 i.e. 3 affordable rent and 1 shared ownership (S.106 agreement 2017).

Noted thank you Themes, aims and objectives to be 

reviewed. SB in figure 16 to be 

reviewed. Boundary of allocated sites 

especially ACH4 in figure 21 to be 

reviewed

54 Linda Monk 1. Kingsbridge 4. I own a 

second home in 

the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan Area

Affordable housing for obvious reasons.

Care is being taken to preserve the beautiful natural environment.

Flood prevention is being considered.

Parking and sustainable transport is being considered.

Not enough emphasis on improvements for the disabled.

Most of Kingsbridge is inaccessible to wheelchair users (l ike myself) due to the age of the buildings and it’s topography. Every effort, however, 

should be made to remedy this when planning new buildings or alterations to existing ones.

Mention was made of a possible development in Rope Walk. This location is great for those who can’t drive through age or disability.

Provision was being made for storage for surf boards for residents but accessible charging facil ities for mobility scooters was not.

Please ensure buses can accommodate powerchairs ie. have suitable ramps. That is an issue I have encountered elsewhere.

Page 45 Health and Wellbeing

• A healthy community;

• Better outside recreation

activities and improved

access; Does this include access and facil ities for the disabled?

• Maintain and enhance

access to the water for recreation Does this include access and facil ities for the disabled?

No Please ensure that any new facil ities such as accessible toilets for the disabled are checked after businesses 

have opened.

In my experience, the temptation to block access with tables or furniture occurs. Sometimes they are used as 

extra cupboards.

I struggled to find anywhere to go for an evening drink, overlooking the sea, which was truly disabled friendly!

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

The requirement to make all  facil ities and 

buildings accessible to all  particularly those with 

disabilities is a national requirement e.g. NPPF 

110 and the Building Regulations. However more 

reference could be made

Review housing provision for those 

with special needs

55 Deborah Board 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

I l ike the Primrose Trail  project. There are many reasons why such a facil ity would add to the attraction 

of the local area. Its creation chimes with so many government and council initiatives to improve 

health, access to nature and non-motorised transport.

I l ike the idea of St Edmunds Church being turned into a community hall  with multiple functions, 

including a concert/performance venue. I am not religious and do not require a place of 'worship' but I 

do miss the facil ity of an obvious venue for local groups - music, drama, lectures, meetings - to meet or 

convene. St Edmunds is ideal with its central location and adjacent car parks.

None In the case of the Primrose Trail, one reference in the plan is inaccurate. The project is to create a 'multi-use trail ' for walkers, cyclists and, where possible, 

equestrians. It is not, as suggested on page 92, only a cycle path/trail. Paragraph 5.7.1.4.

No Well done to everyone involved in creating the plan. It's an excellent and comprehensive piece of work. I hope 

it is adopted and properly applied in the future.

1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Noted support for Primrose trail Review and correct para. 5.7.1.4 with 

reference to the Primrose Trail  and 

that it will  be multi-use. Policy KWAC 

T5 deleted based on other responses.

56 David & Carol Horton 2. West 

Alvington

3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

The principle of the neighborhood making comment on how we grow and develops make prefect sense 

but there should be a good does of common sense and reading the plan I don't see that.

Some of the goals that are wanted to unachievable and stuck in historic wants

for example :-

Lower union road- This area has so many owners no one will  agree to everything that is required to achieve low cost housing. Development 

should be managed as areas become available and they will  individually.

The Quay Car park area- is a lost leader on the bases that it is made up of reclaimed land- such a waste of money when they could of already 

achieved

building low cost accommodation.

The time spent looking at these sites is a shambles.

Moving the commercial elements out of town & dream not solutions past.

Correct discussion with will ing land owners would end in deliverable site that can provide low impact homes for low cost housing and 

commercial developments ares are being over look.

When you read the plan the land attached to Kingsbridge in West Alvington parish is a total no development situation see page 21 & 22. It shows 

a total braise.

We have two/three sites that could provide many of the Towns wishes. One in Kingsbridge known as K9, Some in West Alvington attached to low 

cost housing development around Brookside . Said to be close to a flood plain but then they talk about the Quay car park development.

I think I have answered this above.

Pages 20,21,22 show there is a more not in my back yard going on. However we allowed Applegate to have high intrusive impact on the AONB.

The housing in West Alvington know as Home field after a great struggle has sat into the vil lage superbly. Mixed with both rental / permanent homes. There is no 

second home on the development at the moment but a mixture of local families and new incomers who add to the community.

Kingsbridge & West Alvington are already joined and the same goes for Churchstow when you look at Archery Close in their Parish.

This corridors of green belt are a l ittle misleading to whats actually on the ground now. The Town & vil lagers are l inked. West Alvington gives people the ability to 

work to work in the Town.

Churchstow is cycle ride away. Kingsbridge is a fantastic place to l ive and work and should be applauded for being a working Market Town. We have many 

diverse working opportunity and especially since covid and people bringing their work to our environment.

I am not a fan of localism being force onto housing however main home is maybe a more reasonable option.

The statement 3.4.6 as a blanket statement I disagree with.

The comments on housing for young people is sweeping and I am aware of many youngster who have homes.

However they have a different perception as to their wants. They expect a fully serviced house- They wont start off in rented ,coin metered 

electric, no washing machines etc using launderette etc, They want pets,gardens and children straight away.

Times and standards have moved on.

I find the younger generation with a logical head on their shoulders do save and make good. It the ones from the families that have not 

done that in their l ives and have raised people expecting its their right to have it all  given to them. That's a society statement.

I disagree with point 3.6.4.

It refers to a document created by a small number of residents with their own agenda not a impartial body. I have been to many meeting 

when the Parish Council has been advised their is no provable traffic issue in WA but they continue to ignore this and push their own 

agenda.

I have been advised that making representation to the local plan is not going to change any boundary issues 

as they are sticking to the JLP controls.

It feel l ike a waste of time but I appreciate that people have tried to be fair on many points but requires a dose 

of realism

The JLP is due to be reviewed 2022 so is this document relevant at this stage?

We would welcome dialogue with Forward planning on Kingsbridge and West Alvington side. We are a will ing 

partners who live and want to continue living in such a lovely area.

3. I do not support the 

Plan

The comments on pages 21,  21 and 22 are l ike 

many are taken from discussions with the  local 

community and have informed the Plan. The 

Applegate development precedes the production of 

this Plan. Many would disagree that West 

Alvington and Kingsbridge have already joined 

and that it is important to retain some separation. 

The principle of Localism underpins the 

Neighbourhood Planning process and this plan is 

not being forced or imposed on the community. 

Paragraphs 3.4.6 and 3.6.4 were written by 

members of the local community  the latter West 

Alvington residents. Your representation has been 

recorded with all  others and will  inform the final 

Plan and once adopted will  become part of the 

Development Plan for the area and should be in 

general conformity with the Joint Local Plan but 

with greater local detail  , we believe it to be very 

relevant . The Steering Group set out to engage all  

local land owners however you are welcome to 

engage directly with SHDC.

No changes proposed

57 John Rawlinson x I l ive in South 

Brent, which is 

the other end of 

the Primrose 

trail  to 

Kingsbridge

I am please to see the overall  recognition of the need to plan for a sustainable future and respond to the 

challenges of climate change, and minimising harm to the environment.

I am very happy to see the positive support for the Primrose Trail  being developed between Kingsbridge 

and South Brent, for all  the reaons given in Section 5.7.6 and para 5.7.1.4. and for the Health and 

Wellbeing reasons outlined in Theme 6 / section 5.8. Similarly Policy KWAC T5 is important and entirely 

consitent with other national and local 'green'/carbon reduction transport priorities.

x x x x 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thank you, points noted no change

58 Claire Boyt 1. Kingsbridge 3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

I am writing to support The Primrose Trail  Project.

As a mum with three children I am disappointed by the number of safe places for my children to cycle I 

feel that the Primrose Trail  would bring huge benefits to the local community not just through giving 

wider opportunities for my children and family to exercise safely but also it would bring addition 

benefits for tourism and jobs.

Kingsbridge is a wonderful place to l ive but is lacking in bike trails and currently we have to drive to 

Plymouth if we want to find anywhere safe for our family to cycle.

I also support the improvement of a better skate park for our young people within the town.

x x x x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted No change

59 Vivienne Mugford 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Congratulations to the Steering group for a thorough and excellent plan.

I l ike the ethos and tone of the plan.

The parts that I l ike include:

Emphasis on Nature and Green corridors - the natural world must be allowed to thrive despite our 

dominance of the environment.

The Definition of a Market Town - Kingsbridge can and will  fulfi l  this role to everyone's benefit

Local self-sufficiency/ sustainability/ supply chains - to create jobs and food security and reduce 

carbon emissions.

Reinforces AONB

Keeping Villages separate with a significant Green Gap to allow them to keep their distinct identity

Ensuring any settlements have safe pedestrian routes to Kingsbridge to reduce the need for motorised 

travel.

The need for a community space - St Edmunds Church could be ideal for this.

Free toilets - good for tourists and residents

x P 34 Local Nature reserves are not clear

P.44 Don’t develop the Quay in any way - it works perfectly as it is.

P. 57 I would like to add a Green Corridor that is on my land and a consenting neighbour's land. - shown to be used by hedgehogs, otters, foxes, grass snakes, 

greater horseshoe bats etc and will  supply a map to the Town Clerk.

P.67 Building of affordable housing should be a priority and not include 'market' houses to subsidise - there are enough 'market' houses now and in the pipeline. 

Developers have proved to reduce the number of affordable homes from their original plans. Another way needs to be found.

P. 68 The land of the Scout Hut is incorrectly included in the outline of the Lock's Hill  Development.

P.69 The Built environment should not be allowed on Greenfield sites, even in exceptional circumstances - 5 sites have already been given planning approval 

creating more 'market' houses that Kingsbridge needs, to the detriment of wild l ife, farm land and green spaces.

P.72 Reduce to 10% the 'household spaces with no usual residents' - to keep a strong caring community.

P.76 Western Backway is in the centre of a business regeneration area. This must be kept as a public right of way as it is a valuable pedestrian route around the 

town.

x P. 57 I would like to add a Green Corridor that is on my land and a consenting neighbour's land. - shown to be 

used by hedgehogs, otters, foxes, grass snakes, greater horseshoe bats etc and will  supply a map to the Town 

Clerk.

I have put to support the plan but please change P. 68 -The land of the Scout Hut is incorrectly included in the 

outline of the Lock's Hill  Development.

1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thank you, points noted. a 10% threshold for 

Principle Residence requirement would be 

considered too low. 20% is based on precents 

elsewhere e.g. St Ives. Maintaining the link to the 

Western Backway is included in the Development 

Brief (Appendix B33)  for the area referred to in 

KWAC Em2

Include suggested green corridor. 

Review locks hil l  boundary as drawn.

60 Mark Funnell x Conservation 

charity and 

landowner

x x x x The National Trust owns land adjacent to the Kingsbridge Estuary, just to the south of the Plan area. Having 

reviewed the emerging Neighbourhood Plan, we do not anticipate that it would bring forward issues for NT 

land or its setting. We would like to congratulate the steering group on the work they have undertaken, the 

quality of the output and offer best wishes in the next stage for taking forward the Plan.

1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thankyou no change

61 Elizabeth Green, 2. West 

Alvington

3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

My personal opinion is that, in the main, this draft NP delivers for West Alvington within each of the six 

themes. Some more so than others simply because the theme may not be highly applicable to West 

Alvington such as industrial estates, brownfield sites etc.

I’m satisfied to note that several themes reference and stress the value and importance of West 

Alvington’s AONB land, conservation area and settlement boundary since the avoidance of coalescence 

with Kingsbridge ranks as a high priority amongst the residents of West Alvington vil lage.

Paragraph 3.6.1. Clarification should be made that the 2011 Census resident population figure of 2,042 refers to Westvil le and Alvington; not 

just West Alvington. This needs to be amended to ensure accordance with paragraph 3.10.1 later.

Figure 21 does not i l lustrate any allocated housing sites within West Alvington parish. I am unaware of any such sites. Therefore, should West 

Alvington be removed from the wording in the final sentence in paragraph 5.4.1?

There are several errors within Figure 26 displaying proposed new local Non Designated heritage assets for West Alvington.:-

Where possible, red dots need inserting to indicate a) the hitching hook on Lower Street, b) the footpath sign at the bottom of Wood Lane and c) 

the beech trees within West Alvington Wood. The following red dots require deletion:- Two along the A381 to the west of West Alvington vil lage, 

one at Woolston, one at Blanksmill, one at Collapit Creek House, one at Gerston Point, three on the west side of the estuary (Tacketwood) and the 

one just to the south of Westvil le.

x x The title for Theme 3 differs in some places. It’s called either “Employment, Economy and Training” or 

“Business and the Economy”.

Examination of the recent 2021 Census data may give quite a different figure of properties not occupied as a 

primary residence compared to the 2011 Census; which would mean that the Primary Residence Policy might 

require instigation sooner rather than later. These figures should be sourced ASAP since they would influence 

the sell ing of the high number of new properties currently being, or about to be, constructed within the NP 

area.

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Thank you Text to be amended as suggested and 

figure 26 updated

62 George Mahood 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

A safe, family-friendly walking and cycling route is much needed in the area. The Primrose Trail  is a 

wonderful project and is fully deserving of its place in the Neighbourhood Plan.

x x x x 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thank you, points noted Delete Policy KWAC T5 based on this 

and other representations

63 Paul Noone 2. West 

Alvington

1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

I support all  parts to the plan. I particularly support the proposal for a local cycle route as proposed by 

the Primrose Trail.

x x x x 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thank you, points noted Delete Policy KWAC T5 based on this 

and other representations

64 Patricia Gaya, 2. West 

Alvington

1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

I l ike the plan and I hope it will  help create a more inclusive community spirit. I do think Kingsbridge 

town could be greatly transformed as a really good regional hub; a market town with a warm welcoming 

community spirit. I am in support for a local cycle route as proposed by the Primrose Trail.

I would like to see more emphasis to sustainable inclusiveness within the community. Perhaps the creation of a sustainable futures plan, 

including addressing greener issues and community renewable energy projects. Also more emphasis should be given to one of our greatest 

natural assets, the estuary. And I wish there was more access to off road cycle routes, as proposed by Primrose Trail.

x x x 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thank you, points noted No change proposed

65 Simon Vassall 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

The critical need for affordable, local housing is l ikely the most pressing and urgent issue. I understand 

that this must be balanced with the environment considerations and work financially for a deveveloper 

as part of the overall  strategic plan.

The primrose trail  initiative would bring a much needed safe space for cyclist and walkers. Huge 

benefits to the community and encourage visitors to enjoy the diverse landscape.

It has never made any sense to me that the biggest asset for Kingsbridge is the estuary and surely using the majority of the space as a car park is 

a missed opportunity. Why can't we make it a fantastic place to eat, shop and stay?

x x x . I support the Plan but 

subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Delete Policy KWAC T5 based on this 

and other representations

66 J B Day 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Particularly interested in The Primrose Trail, and a multi purpose trail  from Kingsbridge to Salcombe x KWAC T1, I

A multi purpose trail  l inking South Brent to Salcombe would be of great benefit to local residents, and visitors.

In particular young children with their parents would be able to use the trail, free of motorised traffic, either on foot, or bicycle

x x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Delete Policy KWAC T5 based on this 

and other representations

67 Ben Freeston 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

x x x x Strongly supportive of improving cycling and walking l inks in the area. Strongly support the primrose trail  

initiative.

x Delete Policy KWAC T5 based on this 

and other representations

68 Cllr Denise 

O’Callaghan

1. Kingsbridge 3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

I think this is a really impressive NP, one which the town and vil lages can be proud of. I am interested to 

see that St Edmund’s Church might be able to be used as a much-needed community centre, right at the 

heart of Kingsbridge. There was talk of a community centre at Ropewalk ten/15 years ago but I think the 

right approach is for this site to be used for affordable/social housing which SHDC has agreed to after 

dropping the Premier Inn plan thankfully, and allowing the town council to explore working with a 

Community Land Trust. I hope this can be done with some speed as we are in the middle of a housing 

crisis in Kingsbridge with locals on low wages struggling to afford rocketing rental prices, if they can 

find anywhere to rent in the first place, as people move in from outside the area looking for more space 

and often with a lot of money to spend.

In addition homes are being sold to second homers and for holiday lets/airbnb, which also reduces the 

rental housing stock. I am pleased to see that a Primary Residence Policy is proposed for new builds, 

for when the number of second homes reaches 20 per cent - at the rate we’re going it may already have 

reached that point. Using a 106 Agreement to achieve this is a good idea, rather than planning 

condition.

I hope we can manage to achieve a safe route to walk from the town to New Bridge. It is becoming 

x x x x 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thank you, points noted No change proposed

69 Nicholas Hilder 1. Kingsbridge 3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

x I think that not enough thought has been given to the risk of flooding and the drainage (foul and run off). You mention the areas at risk but no 

mention of the bottom of Duncombe Street where the Dodbrook goes into a pipe to go under Duncombe Park along side the drains . Most of the 

year the stream or brook is low and there is no problem. In times of prolonged wet weather it rises to almost the full  capacity of the pipe. With 

increased developement upstream the run off in times of heavy rainfall  will  increase due the nature of the terrain and the speed of runoff putting 

great pressure on the capacity of the pipe risking flooding at the bottom of Duncombe street and then lower down Church Street and Windsor 

Court. The water cannot be Funnelled into such a narrow conduit without it becoming a serious flood hazard. Add to that the considered view of 

all  cl imate experts is that rainfall  is going to increase.

Any new developements should be positioned where there is no risk of fooding

x x x x Your concerns relating to flooding are addressed 

in policy KWAC Env6  and the accompanying flood 

map (figure 20).Further work is being carried out 

by DCC and the Environment Agency as outlined in 

para. 5.3.6

This comment and those of DCC and 

the Environment Agency to be 

addressed including adding further 

evidence and mapping of flood risks.

70 James George 3. Churchstow 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Overall, the plan is in l ine with my own hopes for the future of the plan area. Excellent summary of the 

major positive attributes of the region - and the need to conserve these, particularly the year round 

diverse and thriving town, and the relative remoteness of the town and the benefits this brings.

Great summary of the environmental/natural importance of the area and existing protections in law.

Point 4.3 - challenges for churchstow really accurate (as a resident) these are our major concerns!

Settlement boundaries preventing coalescence (5.3.1) of settlements are an excellent idea I strongly 

support.

5.3.2 Local Green Space (LGS) superb idea - however I would suggest that further spaces could be 

proposed and protected. Could these be added to over time (e.g. with approval of relevant councils)?

5.3.4 Locally Important Views - strongly support

5.3.9 allotments - support

Strongly support polic BE1 - reusing brownfield sites first in keeping with protecting the enviroment and 

compact nature of settlements

BE3 Design Quality - really excellent idea to improve building design quality and improve confidence in 

the planning application process.

T4 Traffic calming - this is really important - reducing traffic speed and flow through churchstow, 

avoiding pump lane and providing safe crossing would really improve life and safety in the vil lage.

HW1 Community facil ities - really really great to see recognition of these unique, vital places.

KWAC HW2 Open Space - fantastic opportunity to improve life with more open spaces. This would really 

Applegate is complete eyesore and totally unsuitable for the town - both as not very affordable, negative environmental impact and high visual 

impact on the landscape. How would this be avoided in future? Plan is too vague on specific criteria that would need to be met for building.

Plan focusses extensively on 'conserving' the natural enviroment - I believe it should be looking to actually enhance it much more actively (e.g. 

rewilding areas, replanting once forested areas, setting up exclusion zones for maritime traffic etc), especially given the role this can play in 

mitigating climate and the declaration of a climate emergency.

You will  note many of the above ultimately relate to protection and enhancement of the natural environment. Like many young people this is my 

highest priority and I would like to see this really strongly reflected in the plan.

Not entirely clear how many of the enviromental protections would be enforced - is this just through denial of planning applications? What 

about if someone damages a green corridor, causes excess l ight pollution etc? How would this actually be dealt with?

"EM1 - changes of use resulting in the loss of employment land to the plan area will  not be supported". I actually think where loss of employment 

land will  provide significant benefit to the town (e.g. valuable housing, amenity, industry) development should be allowed on balance, promotin 

brownfield first approach policy BE1 - i .e. the above quoted statement should be removed from BE1.

5.3.3.3 Green corridors - how will  these actually be promoted and further established? It is again insufficient to protect those already in place.

Policy H4 - could it be clarified this would not apply to existing homes, only new builds? In support, if only applies to new builds.

5.4.7 - ability to build on settlement boundaries, for whatever reason, completely undermines the point of settlement boundaries

BE2 Kingsbridge Quayside and town square - mostly good, but strongly oppose development of additional housing on the quayside.

x Comments noted. Policy H4 does state that it 

applies only to new builds in para (b). The quality 

of future built environment is addressed in Policy 

KWAC BE 3 and Env3. The enforcement of all  

policies of the Plan will  be the responsibil ity of 

SHDC/LPA however this will  be monitored by the 

Parish and Town Councils. The statement on the 

loss of employment sites is qualified in the second 

para. of KWAC Em1.

Reference to re-wilding and 

enhancement of the natural 

environment to be considered based 

on this and other comments from 

Natural England and the Devon 

Wildlife Trust.

71 Kim Gentle 3. Churchstow 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

-to prevent Churchstow overspill ing it's boundaries/merging with Kingsbridge

-prevent new second homes being built if the number of second homes exceeds 20% (currently 13)

- protect the view from my house

- try and limit the use of pump lane and manage traffic calming in Churchstow

- new green space and community centre for Churchstow

- protect green corridors and spaces (e.g. green in front of the church)

- to develop a walk/cycle route from Churchstow to kingsbridge

Nil Traffic through Pump Lane is far too fast and the litter can be really bad despite residents l itter picking each week. Cars roar though there, I think because they 

forget that they’re stil l  in the vil lage.

I would really l ike to be able to walk from Churchstow to Kingsbridge. I believe there used to be a right of way which is now closed? Is there any way this could be 

reopened?

No No 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Noted thank you No change proposed.
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72 John Lapthorn 2. West 

Alvington

1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

x x x x x 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thankyou No change proposed.

73 Nick Cotter 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

This is an extremely thorough but long document, which ma be part of the reason why so few comments 

have been listed.

The major focus upon providing truly affordable housing, l imiting the second home market, developing 

the local economy, and creating pedestrian and cycle routes between communities and to popular 

locations such as Bowcombe creek.

Not sure how these aspirations will  be realised.

I also l ike the focus upon increasing pedestrian access and more pedestrian friendly. We all  know what 

the shop keepers think about restricting or eliminating day time traffic in the town, but has anyone 

asked the shoppers what they want. Falmouth has most of it’s high street pedestrianised except for 

taxis, special needs vehicles and buses, and it is a thriving and vibrant retail  area.

Also the short term parking in Fore Street may offer some visitors an advantage, but other than disabled 

badge holders and delivery drivers, who really needs these short term parking slots. The negative 

consequences of this free parking encourages some drivers to circumnavigate the town via Church 

Street again and again, and not always the older cars. Not good for the eco friendly objective. More free 

short term spaces in Fore Street car park by the toilets.

Also Kingsbridge Quay car park is an eyesore, and does not make the most our the “jewel in the crown” 

estuary. The green and tree planted strip needs to be widened along the waters edge, more 

seating/picnic tables and as suggested pop-up kiosks to make this all  part of encouraging visitors to 

spend longer (and more money) staying the town. There is currently no reason to walk the length of this 

side of the estuary 

other than idle curiosity. I am sure that the few lost car parking spaces could be added to where the 

skate park is and elsewhere.

I also agree with relocating the toilets at the estuary head, but I can’t see where it’s proposed that they 

go.

The consultation period must be extended to have the support of the local community, and I would suggest that the plan is broken down into bite 

size chunks to make feedback easier. Say an executive summary for each key chapter, with l inks to more in depth information if required.

In the SWAT analysis weaknesses are well documented, but I am concerned that some of the key issues to be address here are not then restated in 

the opportunities box.

I would also say that the plan is strong on aspiration, but weak on how these aspirations will  be funded, or changes to housing stock monitored 

and implemented.

The analysis of important views does not include the first views of Kingsbridge when driving from the Churchstowe direction, this iconic view of 

out roll ing countryside context is now marred by the first view of Kingsbridge being the hideous development off Belle Hill , with three story single 

design properties looking like a row of barracks. This development that ruins the skyline is also visible from West Alvington Hill , the lane 

between the A379 and West Alvinton, and from several lanes towards Buckland Tout Saints, and the footpath above Norton Farm. So why have 

these views been omitted?

More importantly how can you deliver “the estuary and beautiful roll ing landscape they sit within…Development is only identified where 

necessary to ensure the current and future wellbeing of all  sections of the resident community, local businesses and visitors.” I have no 

confidence that the AONB either has the resources or the will  to fight a developer lead planning system.

I support your aims but I’m not convinced that they are deliverable

I support the principle of settlement boundaries, but again they seem to have little bearing on planning control, Locks Hill  housing development is outside the 

settlement boundary. It’s also within the AONB, the Undeveloped Coast designation, yet no one could prevent this contentious development which is unlikely to 

benefit the local economy or contribute to the real housing needs.

As for Applgate Park they claim that “…resulting in a collection of modern homes that sit sensitively within their surroundings.” Currently the properties on sale 

here range from £450 to over £600k, how does that deliver one of the core aims of the plan, and more importantly how will  you be able to resist developers who in 

this case are going to generate sale of at least £45,000,000 on this one site.

x See above 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted, however both the Locks Hill  and Applegate 

developments have already received planning 

permission and are outside the scope of this plan 

and is a matter for SHDC to manage under the 

constraints of the existing permission. The 

consultation period ran for 8 week, two weeks 

longer than the period required by the legislation 

we do not consider it needed to be extended. We 

consider the proposals and policies of the Plan to 

be deliverable however funding proposals are 

outside the scope of a Plan. The plan links and 

refers to the SD AONB Planning Guidance  which 

will  add weight to controls within and impacted 

on the AONB

Opportunities to be reviewed. 

Additional LIV from Churchstow 

towards Kingsbridge to be considered.

74 Karen Gibbins 3. Churchstow 3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

In relation to Churchstow Parish I particularly support the following:

Finding space for additional car parking for residents and visitors;

Establishing a new motor traffic free foot/cycle path as a safe route to Kingsbridge away from the A379.

I feel both of these would be well supported and used by the vil lage residents.

Page 42 of the Plan

4.0 Key challenges, themes, aims, priorities and objectives

4.3 Additional challenges for Churchstow

Under the Additional challenges for West Alvington (4.2) the statement ‘Working with Highways Authority to find better ways of managing the 

traffic through the vil lage to reduce nuisance and increase safety for pedestrians’ applies equally to Churchstow where increased volume of 

traffic and increased instances of speeding traffic are making it unsafe for pedestrians who have to walk on the main road through the vil lage as 

there is no pavement (for example to access the shop and post office).

Therefore the statement ‘Working with Highways Authority to find better ways of managing the traffic through the vil lage to reduce nuisance and 

increase safety for pedestrians’ should be included under 4.3 Additional challenges for Churchstow and would be an improvement to the Plan.

x x x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted Para 4.3 to be updated concerning 

traffic flow through Churchstow 

however there are l imited powers 

within a Neighbourhood Plan to 

implement these.

75 Roger Smallridge 1. Kingsbridge 3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

We are very supportive of the proposed regeneration area identified at Lower Union Road and Orchard 

Industrial Estate. Clearly Coast Nightclub falls within this draft allocation and fully support the 

regeneration of this site and the surrounding area. Given the landscape constraints that surround 

Kingsbridge it is important that under-util ised previously developed land is put to beneficial use and its 

potential maximised. The employment activity located around the Lower Union Road area is obviously 

important to the local economy, but there is clearly the potential to intensify and regenerate the area 

through redevelopment of a mixture of uses.

Policy KWAC Em2 the regeneration and intensification of employment sites at Lower Union Road and Orchard Industrial Estate.

The policy states: “Ancillary retail  and residential uses forming part of l ive work or small infi l l  developments will  be permitted providing the 

employment uses are not compromised. In such mixed use developments only user class E (commercial, business and service) employment 

related uses will  be permitted. In order to consider improvements on a comprehensive basis rather than piecemeal development a development 

brief for the regeneration of Lower Union Road , Orchard Industrial Estate and the adjacent Western Backway has been prepared and included in 

Appendix B33. All  development in the area described in figure 23 should respect and respond to this brief.”

We support this policy on the understanding that it supports some residential development and allows small residential schemes (with home 

working/office space) to come forward. However, we think that support for residential development could be more explicit for the avoidance of 

doubt should the plan be adopted. We would suggest that first sentence of the policy could be amended with the insertion of the word 

'residential' to read:

"...Ancillary retail  and residential uses forming part of l ive work or small residential infi l l  developments will  be permitted providing the 

employment uses are not compromised..."

A site l ike Coast which is immediately attached to residential properties within The Square needs flexibil ity to come forward for residential use 

to remove a bad neighbour use and be compatible with existing neighbours. We note that residential uses were supported for the site in the Roger 

Tym Report (2007).

KWAC H2 – Market Housing

We support this policy – it supports the delivery of market housing on infi l l  sites but account needs to be given to housing mix in NP Housing Market Assessment 

which emphasises some need for 2 bed and more need for 3 and 4 bed.

KWAC EM1 – Employment Land and safeguarding of employment land

This policy requires employment land to be marketed for 1 year where it is to be lost to development – whilst this is accepted, we would suggest the policy needs 

to define the term of employment land – and for consistency this should be the same definition as set out on page 76 at Section 5.4 of the Joint LPAs 

Supplementary Planning Document.

Policy KWAC Em2 the regeneration and intensification of employment sites at Lower Union Road and Orchard Industrial Estate.

The policy states: “Ancillary retail  and residential uses forming part of l ive work or small infi l l  developments will  be permitted providing the employment uses are 

not compromised. In such mixed use developments only user class E (commercial, business and service) employment related uses will  be permitted. In order to 

consider improvements on a comprehensive basis rather than piecemeal development a development brief for the regeneration of Lower Union Road , Orchard 

Industrial Estate and the adjacent Western Backway has been prepared and included in Appendix B33. All  development in the area described in figure 23 should 

respect and respond to this brief.”

We support this policy on the understanding that it supports some residential development and allows small residential schemes (with home working/office 

space) to come forward. A site l ike Coast which is immediately attached to residential properties within The Square needs flexibil ity to come forward for 

residential use to remove a bad neighbour use and be compatible with existing neighbours. We note that residential uses were supported for the site in the Roger 

Tym Report (2007).

Policy KWAC BE1 - Brownfield first

We strongly support the redevelopment of previously developed land and the ‘brownfield’- first strategy before any greenfield sites other than those allocated in 

the JLP can be considered for development.

KWAC H4 – Principal Residence

Whilst we fully respect and understand the intention behind the principal residence property, we would note a word of caution with this.

We note that restrictions on second homes will  only be brought in if the 2021 census data shows that over 20% of housing stock are second 

homes, and that such restrictions will  be secured via S106 on new planning permissions. However, such restrictions can only be placed on 

‘new dwellings’.

Therefore, we do wonder if such a restriction will  have an adverse effect by forcing up the price of existing housing stock which will  sti l l  be 

available to second home owners, causing further affordability problems for local residents.

1. This is a good plan - we are supportive of the general thrust of policies subject to some modest refinement.

2. We note the inclusion of the Roger Tym Report (2007) within the appendix documents for the NP - given there 

has been a lot of work undertaken to establish a regeneration area along Lower Union Road in the past, we 

wonder if more emphasis/use can be made of this in the plan.

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted. The plan policies support a 'brownfield 

sites first' strategy which would include the Lower 

Union Road area. Concerns over  KWAC H4 noted 

however the intention if the policy is implemented 

is not to push up the price of existing housing 

stock but to build more appropriate and 

affordable housing on allocated development 

sites. Your comment on the definition of 

employment land is noted however since the 

adoption by SHDC of the JLP SPD there has been a 

change of user classes at national level bringing 

in user class E, this is reflected in the Plan. The 

Roger Tym report is in referred to in Appendix B33 

and included as Appendix B35 so forms part of the 

Plan.

No change proposed

76 Ms Justyna Ziegler 3. Churchstow 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

4.0, 4.3 point 3 - great idea to have a possible pedestrian connection to Kingsbridge. That would have a 

positive impact on the environment and would enable us to walk/cycle instead of having to drive.

Page 42 4.0, 4.2, 4.3

While the plan acknowledges challenges for West Alvington (4.2), it does not reflect the actual situation in Churchstow (4.3). The main problems 

in Churchstow are: dangerous and ever increasing traffic on A379. The narrow stretch of the A379 through Churchstow has no proper and 

adequate signage prompting drivers to respect the 30mph limit. The only VAS does not work! There is no traffic silencers at all. Local authorities 

are not interested, are not cooparting not l istening to residents' concerns. The A379 through Churchstow is totally unsafe. The traffic is not 

managed at all  by the Highways Authorities; the safety for pedestrians, residents and drivers is only ever decreasing. The majority of drivers 

totally ignores the 30mph limit, not to mention complete disregard to pedestrians attempts to cross the road in the vil lage. Another issue is lack 

of parking. The residents is older properties rarely have any parking space. The space is so scarce that attempts to park in Scott's Close are met 

with Scott's Close residents opposition and unneighbourly behaviour. Another problem is some residents running holiday businesses and using 

the very l imited possible parking spaces for their guests. All  these issues are not acknowledged in the section 4.0, 4.3 at all.

4.0, 4.3

- A379 traffic through Churchstow needs to be properly investigated by th Highway Authorities

- adequate signage needs to be installed to provide residents with basic road safety

- speed limits have to be imposed and monitored

- residents need to be provided with at least some parking

- there need to be some regulations ensuring that vil lage parking is not used by residents running holiday let businesses and, therefore, the parking spaces are not 

taken away from the residents by the holidaymakers

x x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Para 4.3 to be updated concerning 

traffic flow through Churchstow 

however there are l imited powers 

within a Neighbourhood Plan to 

implement these. The parish Council 

will  be able to introduce controls of 

the new car parking once 

implemented.

77 Bridget Kirke 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

x I do not think we need any more new houses as the ones currently being built will  either end up as second homes or owned by rich people. 

Kingsbridge is a working/farming community and as such needs houses to home these families. Terraced cottages with parking and gardens at an 

affordable price to buy or rent is what is desperately needed in all  communities/vil lages in the South Hams. My first home was a 2 up 2 down 

farm workers cottage and was affordable to buy albeit interest rates were at 15% in 1980! With the addition of working in a pub and a lodger as 

well as a full  time job, I was able to pay the mortgage. Couldn't afford a car but my £15 Edwardian bicycle got me to most places!

Any new houses should have a covenant attached that it should be owned by someone who lives and works in the area.

I would love to see a community centre (preferably with a cafe) where I could go to to weave or learn other crafts. Harbour House is lovely and I 

support the cafe but it would be impossible for me to carry a weaving loom up those stairs to do a class or just weave with my friends.

Better transport is needed to connect to Totnes railway station.

x x When a developer is given planning permission, ensure that they do as asked and not behave like a bully (as 

in the case of John Freeland of Blakesley Estates)

Look after the wildlife in the area. Not enough is being done to protect it.

See my other comments above

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Comments noted and we hope our proposed 

housing and environmental  policies do address 

your concerns

No change proposed

78 Angie Greenham 1. Kingsbridge 3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Really delighted to see the inclusion of Community Land Trusts in the Neighbourhood Plan. I think the 

Committee's work has had a clear and demonstrable impact on a change of approach by the District 

Council for existing site(s) in Kingsbridge. Every day there is a new story of someone who is losing or 

about to lose housing, often times people who have lived and worked locally for a long time. The 

opportunity to bring forwards genuinely affordable housing is critical and it's a bold move to advocate 

for this in the Neighbourhood Plan. Well done.

Also very pleased to see the inclusion of a full  time principal residence policy - this won't achieve 

everything that the community needs for long term sustainability but its inclusion is an important 

marker.

The emphasis and importance placed on enhancing wildlife, biodiversity and tree planting is also 

welcome.

The inclusion reflecting the community aspiration for more renewable energy is good.

References to energy efficiency are good, but l imited.

References to sustainability of existing and new development are made in the inclusion of a full  time 

principal residence policy but there is more to say about sustainability than the plan includes.

The ambition to make Kingsbridge a Sustainable Transport hub is very welcome and an important 

aspect of the town's longer term opportunities for thriving and flourishing.

Could we have a more proactive statement overall  eg the Neighbourhood plan supports policies that have a positive effect on the environment, 

including those that remove or minimise flood risk, mitigate climate change and reduce our carbon footprint. I think this is inherent in the plan, 

but could it be drawn out more upfront in the vision?

Design Quality

Re Policy KWAC BE3 Design Quality, 3 is good but could go further, l ike Cornwall and Bridport - this is important because developers will  alway 

seek to "offset" - here's Bridport Draft Neighbourhood Plan - Regulation 15 Submission, Policy L2 Biodiversity and net gain as an example:

"1. Development proposals will  be expected to demonstrate how they will  provide a net gain in biodiversity and, where feasible, habitats and 

species, on the site, over and above the existing biodiversity situation.

2. If significant harm to biodiversity resulting from a development cannot be avoided (For example through locating on an alternative site with 

less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission will  not be supported."

Also see Cornwall Chief Planning Officer's note on this - https://www.cornwall.gov.uk/media/gkxls2ba/draft-chief-planning-officer-note-

biodiversity-net-gain.pdf; we need one of the policies to include "minimum 10% biodiversity net gain achieved within the application site 

boundary" - it's simply not enough to offsite via Council owned sites, so a policy which pushes back on SHDC's intention and sets the bar higher 

would be welcome.

Carbon Reduction and Renewable Energy NP Policies :

It's great that the draft plan supports renewable energy in principle, particularly identifying types of energy projects that will  be supported. Can 

we say more in Policy KWAC Env 7 Carbon Reduction about sustainable construction in the plan eg "All new housing development is sustainable 

in its design and construction, highly energy efficient in use and* incorporate on-site renewable energy production (e.g. PV solar panels installed 

on residential roofs).” *prob have to say something about "where viable" but better if it can be stronger ask? Can we also be more explicit in this 

policy about giving specific support to community energy projects - and can we identify suitable locations for potential renewable energy 

projects too within the policy?

It is poss for the Plan to include the objective to explore the feasibil ity of setting up KB's own community renewable energy project - a community 

can set up a company, eg form of cooperative, to develop these projects and raise funds through running share offers with the NP area. As an 

example, Frome has this objective in its NP:

please see above - hope it's not too tricky to follow! have added explanations in 5 Thank you so much for all  the work you've done to get the plan together - sorry my comments so late in the 

day!

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

The requirement for biodiversity net gain will  be 

added to the Natural Environment rather than the 

Built Environment policies

KWAC Env 3 to be revised to include 

the requirement for biodiversity net 

gain. KWAC Env 7 and 8 to be updated 

on the lines you suggest.

79 Jo Lapthorn 2. West 

Alvington

We live in the 

area and also 

own a holiday 

let .

I think the team have produced a bril l iant and comprehensive plan.

I particularly agree with the idea that Kingsbridge should be supported to be a hub for the area while 

stil l  protecting the individuality of the vil lages of West Alvington and Churchstow.

I have a particular interest in the support of the Kingsbridge Hospital, being secretary of the League of 

Friends so was pleased to see that the importance of the survival of the hospital is recognised.

Well done team - you have done a great job.

x x x x 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Noted, thank you No change proposed

80 Julie Taylor 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

I l ike most of it however there are a few points that I feel i  should mention.,

1. The area of Outstanding natural beauty should be extended around Kingsbridge to include more of 

the farmland and areas where trees, wildlife and their habitat should be protected. Locks Hill  might not 

be going through this now if it had been included into that area of outstanding natural beauty and 

maybe we would not be watching the destruction of wildlife and their habitat.

2. I worry that with so many already living here that the developments that have been given permission 

in the last few years are not going to do anything to help our housing crisis. With many on low wages 

even the affordable housing is not affordable to them and there is no social housing being built. 

Developments l ike Applegate have been approved and built - they are having lots of viewing very few 

likes. People from here on low wages can not afford them and it is moving more people into the area 

already struggling and under pressure. Doctors surgery and schools are at capacity yet we stil l  continue 

to move people into the area when we can not look after those already here. Lots under section 21's that 

are going to be homeless within weeks/ months to come with no solution to this problem. One property 

at Applegate has been bought and is being rented out as a holiday home although there could be many 

more doing this that you are unaware of. It transpired during lock down, that it is legal for one home to 

be registered in one partners name and the other one in the others name, both then being their principle 

home and allowing them to transfer between the two homes without breaking the law and not being 

registered as second home. This could account for the so called number of second homes in the area 

which I personally feel is not actually the true figure due to this method of registering the homes as 

previously mentioned. Furthermore, I am in agreement that our road structure and our lanes are not 

suitable for added traffic and this is another reason we must keep developments only for our locals, 

that are affordable to them not developers making massive profits that will  do nothing for Kingsbridge, 

in fact cause more problems as outlined above.

3. I am in agreement that we must do all  we can for the natural environment such as woodlands, trees, 

hedgerows etc mentioned therein because if we do not start protecting and looking after them then we 

are going to have more flooding issues, global warming etc. We must share our environment with nature 

and be one together.

1. I am annoyed that the ACH4 being Garden Mill, can be put through with only 3 being affordable housing when none of the other sites have been 

allowed to have such a low number. Surely if they can build there - then they can build affordable not expensive houses to make the developer 

lots of money.

2. I am in agreement of a proper skateboard area for the youngsters of the town, after all  they raised money to get the one they originally had in 

the recreational grounds and I can understand that due to noise levels it was not the best place for them, however nor is the bottom of the quay 

car park as it looks l ike everyone wants to get rid of them and shove them out of sight. So they need a designated place that can be seen and got to 

in case of an emergency but also does not upset residents, maybe land behind the cattle market or placed together with the BMX / dirt bike track 

as outlined. However, the location of Rack Park Amenity space would not be a good place to site this as if there was an accident, medical staff, 

ambulances would have issues getting to them and would also add to the traffic on Derby Road which is also going to be under pressure with 

Garden Mill  development, Kingsbridge Feoffees development of Allotment Gardens let alone Jades, Vets, Overleats, Recreational Grounds, Garden 

Mill  Units, Rugby Club and emergency vehicles trying to get to Rugby field for Devon Air Ambulance.

3. I do not have objection to using St. Edmund's Church for events meeting etc but would worry about disabled access and toilet arrangements.

4. Kingsbridge and SHDC must now adopt a Local only connection to housing and stop developments being built other than wholly for social 

housing to end our housing crisis. Firm and strong decisions now have to be made to protect Kingsbridge and keep it able to run as a market 

town, having a tourist trade but also having local people in proper housing to run shops, hotels and holiday homes etc before we end up like 

Salcombe a few years ago, when they could not get a fire service together due to lack of people able to do it.

5.6.1 This clause specifies brownfield sites so why has developments been allowed on so many green field sites that are not for locals or affordable by people on 

low wages or helping deal with the current housing crisis that is getting worse with so many with Section 21's that will  be homeless within weeks and that the 

SHDC social housing has not got any properties they can house them in. All  these people coming to our area are only going to make matters worse. Valuable green 

land has been destroyed together with wildlife trees, and habitat which we can not afford to lose. Developers have profited from their high prices and our housing 

crisis has become worse. Families born and raised here will  not be able to l ive here and will  be forced to move away. It is also worrying that should the parents 

die renting their properties from social housing, their children are immediately homeless and there is no where for them to go. This has to be tackled now without 

delay.

KWAC HW1 S) l ists Barclays Bank which is closing 17th September, which is very annoying as it is the only bank on the flat for disabled people to be able to go to 

and sort issues out. Offering Plymouth and other places do not help when you want to be able to go into a branch and deal with that issue. This is starting to be a 

worrying trend as there are many shops closing down, staying empty as people are enable to pay the rents, high business rates etc.

5.8.5 Site of Rack Park for BMX/dirt bike track although the kids need something like this, it is in the wrong area and emergency vehicles would not be able to get 

access although I do agree for the youngsters to have one. This site is also where dog owners l ike to let their dogs off a lead to have a run, not being able to do so 

in the recreational ground and thus would cause problems with dogs then chasing bikes trying to bite their tyres.

Most of it will ing to support but building must now be for locals only, at affordable prices for the low wages people earn here not the high 

wage earners that we seem to be accommodating for now.

Well done to all  those people who have worked hard to try to put all  this together and I hope you get the help 

/support you need to get this through with a few minor amendments with regard to the site for BMX/ 

Skateboard park and community hall. All  of which are very important to the community, but obviously needs 

to be in the right area to be effective and not cause issues l ike it did previously , when the skateboard park 

was built in the recreational grounds and the neighbours did not l ike the noise levels, before being moved to 

the end of the Quay car park.

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

A new location for an improved skate park is being 

sought by KTC. The BMX track at Rack Park is 

supported by the Town Council as part of their 

OSSR Plan (Appendix 25)  and this Plan is 

generally in support of this. Any proposal to 

extend the South Devon AONB is outside the scope 

of a Neighbourhood Plan. The situation at 

Barclays Bank has changed since producing this 

draft.

Reference to Barclays Bank in KWAC 

HW1 s) to be removed.

81 Gemma and David 

Marshall

1. Kingsbridge 3. I l ive and 

work in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

The entire Neighbourhood Plan is really detailed and will  contribute massively to the future 

development of Kingsbridge and the surrounding area. Huge credit to those people involved in 

producing it.

We are very focused on Section 5.4 "Housing and Homes" and believe this is the single most important 

part of the Plan.

Policy KWAC H1 - There are some interesting ideas regarding the supply of "First Homes" for young 

families (e), along with local connection requirement and key worker suitability (f) and perpetual 

discounts on affordable housing (g). These have the potential to be really good ideas that will  help 

people out.

Re Appendix A7 on Affordable Housing - we have already supplied our comments to the team via email 

to KTC Reception address on 13/04/2021. It is fair to say that, as of mid-July 2021, the situation hasn't 

improved.

Re Section 5.4 as a whole, the Plan needs to be more vocal regarding the current state of play with the local housing market. The private rental 

market is, in our opinion, totally out of control. A new build 3 bed market property on the Applegate Park estate has recently been posted for 

£1500pcm (it is sti l l  advertised on Rightmove as of 19/07/2021). The inflationary pressure brought on by the pandemic and the associated spike 

in demand for people to move to the area is totally unsustainable for many parts of the local working population. This will  have massive social 

and economic consequences if it is not resolved.

The Plan needs to appeal to all  stakeholders - councils, councillors, politicians, estate/letting agents, landlords, businesses and public services - 

to come together now and find solutions in the short term. Point 5.4.3 highlights the fact that not enough has been done in this regard. The need is 

described in the Plan as "long recognised" - this very much sums up the lack of joined up thinking that unfortunately has led us to where we are 

now. With luck, the Plan will  be able to make a difference and learn from the failures of the past 30-40 years in terms of affordable and social 

housing provision.

On a general level, it is recognised that there is not enough engagement from younger generations. We would support any further measures that 

can be taken to improve this situation, l ikewise we would be will ing to offer support and ideas.

N/A N/A N/A 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

The current situation regarding the existing 

housing market referred to in para 5.4.1 and .2 is 

expanded in considerable detail  in Appendices A7 

and A8 we agree that this is a very important issue 

but do not agree that this should be expanded 

further plan. The Housing Needs Assessment (App 

A8) produced by independent consultants is a 

valuable resource to support the argument for 

better consideration of truly affordable homes by 

council members, officers, land owners and their 

agents. 

No changes proposed

82 V Taylor 2. West 

Alvington

1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

The plan is very good. The background information and analysis is comprehensive and well presented 

which makes it easy to follow the logic behind the detailed policies.

The definition of Settlement Boundaries for the three settlements included in the plan is good as it is 

very important to maintain open countryside between them.

Inclusion of information on AONB and Undeveloped Coast area is good as maintenance of these is very 

important to the future character of the the three settlements.

The inclusion of a section on Sustainable Transport is very important as the road network is currently 

not suitable for cycling, which will  become increasingly important, and safe walking routes are very 

l imited.

The objective of increasing affordable housing is very relevant at present and will  become even more 

relevant as residents in the three settlements get older (thus requiring more support) and we endeavour 

to reduce travel requirements - how long will  it seem acceptable for carers travel from Ivybridge to 

Kingsbridge because they cannot afford to l ive nearer?

Possibly historic rights of way could be identified as it may be possible for them to be restored to assist developing safe pedestrian routes.

Establish the age profile in the three settlements - it maybe possible to make existing housing stock available by designating land to provide 

sheltered housing for current residents.

x x It may not be within the brief 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thankyou, points noted. The age profile of the Plan 

area is included in Appendix A10 and A8. Existing 

Rights of Way are covered in figure 28

No changes proposed

83 Crystal Colebrook; 

Tim Colebrook

3. Churchstow 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Very informed; good research; too much information to comment on all  areas. Thorough.

I work around policy in the NHS, and i had problems with answering this information; there was no easy 

read section for inclusion for all.

You are now asking me in number 6 to state what part of the plan i support with paragraph and policy 

numbers. This is very laborious and time consuming, and takes cross referencing; how can this be 

inclusive. Why not not have paragraphs in the plan to comment on. COME ON, how is this INCLUSIVE to 

all  education attainments!

x Page 42; Key Challenges for Churchstow

Traffic calming which is included in West Alvingtons plan and not ours. My husband is registered blind, and trying to cross the road for buses is very dangerous 

for all, not just the disabled.

No parking on pavements, for the elderly and the disabled.

I support the parish council in getting footpaths to and from Kingsbridge. We can get a footpath to Loddiswell, but not Kingsbridge, this is ludicrous and not 

environmentally friendly.

We have a teenager who cannot get to work on a Sunday in Churchstow as there is no public transport.

2.4.5.

No development of the Quayside to developers for housing or commercial, its part of its charm, leave it alone! Work on the high street to increase the economy 

not the Quayside.

Housing and Homes: Page 21

Affordable housing needs COVERNANTS to stop second home owners. This is how our shops, hospitality and public services survive, and why the tourists visit us. 

Without these key workers, we cannot survive, and you will  have another plan in 10 years as there is no sustainability. Our lovely town of Kingsbridge will  die 

without affordable housing that stays affordable and stays with Devon ownership.

Kingsbridge needs a hotel; one that serves a community, not a franchise. Keep big corporations out please.

Development of the Quayside. I do not trust the Devon Council with their proposals 4 years ago. They were a disgrace in their planning of 

the Quayside, they were il l  prepared for the backlash from the community. Well done the Kingsbridge town council for taking the Devon 

Council to task!

x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

All paragraphs are numbered. We are sorry The 

Plan has proven difficult to follow, we held 4 

events (two online) to help clarify any points . 

Policy KWAC BE2 with supporting appendix B34 

outlines proposals for the Quayside. This builds 

and developed from Local Plan Policy TTV 10. A 

Neighbourhood Plan must be in general 

conformity with the Local Plan so it is not possible 

to remove all  forms of development from the 

Quayside. Housing policies H1 to H4 address the 

specific concerns you raise on affordable housing 

and controls on second homes. An additional 

hotel in the town was not supported in recent 

consultation led by SHDC  (with a preference 

expressed for housing) so was therefore removed 

from the proposals on the Quayside in this Plan. 

Para 4.3 to be updated concerning 

traffic flow through Churchstow 

however there are l imited powers 

within a Neighbourhood Plan to 

implement these. 

101 William Neil Walker 3. Churchstow 4. I own a 

second home in 

the Plan area

x x 4.3

A traffic free route from Churchstow to Kingsbridge would be much appreciated.

A beter footpath from the Reeves development past pub and shopsand connected to new route to Kingsbridge would be an advantage.

Car park in Churchstow with easy access to shop, pub and church

x Very well presented 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

A car park is proposed in Churchstow in Policy 

KWAC T3and Figure 30. This will  help connect 

Reeves Way safely to the vil lage centre.

Para 4.3 to be updated concerning 

traffic flow through Churchstow 

however there are l imited powers 

within a Neighbourhood Plan to 

implement these. 

102 Liz Playle 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

A great deal of work has gone into this plan.  Well done to all  concerned!

I've been in Kingsbridge since 2005 & chose to l ive here as it is a small town, with great community & 

not all  second homes (yet!!). It's a great place to l ive but in danger of getting swamped by too many 

extra add on housing development & second homes!

Sorry but these are general comments

Sorry only general comments but important, I feel Kingsbridge needs a Nursing Home - so many elderly residents too fat to travel to them.

Toilets  - Please keey ALL (top car park threaened to close??) & they should be free to all.

Hospital  - Please let's not lose this vital service (l ike Dartmouth has).

Day Centre - Kingsbridge really needs a proper one Tumbly Hill  almost non effective - closing it would be a real backward step.

W Alvington - great vil lage now it has solar signs of mileage but shouldn't it be 20 mph not 30?

Affordable Housing - more, vital for essential workers

Cycle/Walk Routes - not for Primrose line - so many walkers up Avon valley now - cycling & walking don't fit well together,  separate OK

Recreation Ground - we do not needto spend a fortune on old house (for tennis & bowls) but can the Cafe get reopened and the toilets be 

available all  the time??

Sorry, general comments above and over Main concern is the planned housing @ ACH1. I l ive in Hurrell  Rd by the bridge  by the allotments.  To lose these fields on the edge of K 

would be devastating.  Access across the bridge would be madness -n the state of parking in Hurrell  Rd & the Redfors estate currently also 

would be crazy is manic already! Very narrow bridgealong to E Redford - or even access rear Drs (Norton Brook) also would be crazy (nearly 

as bad as Locks Hill  for access (& steepness here).  Let's not lose any more fields on the edge of town.  Such a shame K5 is almost 

completely joining up K & W Alvington & such a busy road!!

x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Housing site ACH1 is an allocated site (formerly 

K1) however once approved this Plan will  inform 

any subsequent  development proposals on this 

site

No change proposed

103 Roger Simcox 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

KWAC H1

Affordable houses or flats for young working people especially in extra roles, health or firemen, given 

priority and the houses retained for locals as they come and go. Also self build plots where possible.

8.94 I think second homes should be il legal!

5.2  The Natural Environment

The estuary is the focal point of Kingsbridge and needs every protection

x KWAC BE2

I would be dead against any building on the Quay carpark or slipway.  The skate park could be removed - l ittle used

The three main housing developments in kingsbridge at the moment, Westvil le, Locks Hill  & Dodbrooke shoud cover all  local needs providing the affordable 

percentage does not disappear at the end of the build

x x 2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Policy KWAC BE2 with supporting appendix B34 

outlines proposals for the Quayside. This builds 

and developed from Local Plan Policy TTV 10. A 

Neighbourhood Plan must be in general 

conformity with the Local Plan so it is not possible 

to remove all  forms of development from the 

Quayside.

No Change proposed.

104 Philip B Yates 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

- protection & help to Fore St retail

- Development of St Edmonds Church as a Community Centre

- Dev of Quayside with high qulity design

- Dev of brownfield sites, particularly Lower Union Road & Orchard House

- Proposed cycle/pedestrian routes

- Improved employment opportunities

- Protection and improvement of the AONB areas

- Improvement to estuary & facil ities provided

Improvement to transport system particularly assiciated with some of the business useage & control of heavy vehicles in primarily residentiak 

areas

x Not that I could find Every effort should be made to protect what we have & improve where possible - historic buildings, water, 

footpaths, the Quayside as examples

1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thankyou No Change proposed.
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105 Ann Yates 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

Recognition of the need for affordable homes for buying and letting

Edmphasis on use of local produce

Encouragement of small businesses

Agree with no coalescence of boundaries

Would have liked reemergence of original plan of a 'retirement vil lage' near to hospital as this could free up some of the existing housing stock 

for uoung couples whilst fiot elderly could remain in town

Also think better transport l inks to Exeter could be proposed

Living in the Waterside development, we regurlarly see enormous HGV's using residential roads in order to avoid lanes. These roads are not 

designed for this usage.

x Policy KWAC BE2

How can around 60 homes be built on this site whilst retaining the existing car park

Very comprehensive and a lot of work

I would have liked some mention of transport to Exeter

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Noted, transport and connection routes to 

strategic centres l ike Exeter are addressed in para 

3.11.Policy KWAC BE2 with supporting appendix 

B34 outlines proposals for the Quayside. This 

builds and developed from Local Plan Policy TTV 

10 which included 60 homes. A Neighbourhood 

Plan must be in general conformity with the Local 

Plan so it is not possible to remove such form of 

development from the Quayside.

No change proposed.

106 Mrs Greta M Wills 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

I l ike the comprehensive coverage of the history, present and possible future of the 3 areas It would have been useful to have included the wider 'catchment' area 6. Sustailable development - worthy ideals but how can it be financed? And who is to deliver?  And when? x Are there any plans to include additional ideas fro the community (and not just digitally)?

Can the areas of responsibil ity for development be designated & with a time scale & financial plan?

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

  This plan is specifically for Kingsbridge, West 

Alvington and Churchstow. The wider economic 

catchment area is addressed in Appendix A6. 

Community facil ities are proposed in the Health 

and Wellbeing section of the Plan pages 100 to 

105. We consider all  policies of the Plan are 

suitable and deliverable (see section 6 page 107). 

A more detailed funding and delivery programme 

is outside the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan.

No change proposed

107 Mary Bourne 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

p58 locally important views because this is a very important aspect of l ife in the South Hams

p83  Brownfield First with flexibil ity to change from industrial to residential because this is preferable 

to developing greenfield sites

p99 The Primrose Trail  Reinstating a railway line to Kingsbridge is vital considering the poor road 

connections to the rest of the country - not just a cycle track

p105 A Community Centre for Kingsbridge as there is none so far

p96 Non fossil  fuel vehicle hub Living on double yellow lines I would but an electric car if I could charge 

it

p101 Community facil ities item S) Banks  does not include HSBC which is sti l l  here, but does mention Natwest which closed some mmonths ago

Alse there is too much use made of impersonal number and letter codes e.g. on p 101 where it starts KWACHW1 community facil ities.  Why do 

you need KWACHW1?  Why not just say Community facil ities and refer to them by the page or paragtraph number.  This would improve the 

digestability of the whole document

p94/95 Many of the diagrams and maps are confusing because the most prominent features ar the parish boundaries which should be more low 

key.  Alse p90 & 91 Keep the place names and roads brighter as people can see them on the ground whereas parish boundaries are invisible abd 

do not help people identify where things are.

This document is called a Neighbourhood Plan, but it is just describes the existing situation.  It doesn't actually propose anything new so there is nothing to 

oppose.  A bit of a waste of opportunity. It makes lots of suggestions but nothing definite to comment on.

There is no mention of a policy to control the type of builders and developers to be used in any development projects.

Points to consider should be:

1 Are they local so that they have a personal interest in the project?

2 Is the profit margin firmly known in advance?

3. is BEAUTY one of criterion used?

The plan only mentions development areas already being built.  Why doesn't it put foreward new ones for 

discussion?  May I suggest, in case there is no beauty involved, somewhere round Churchstow near the main 

road where housing would not be visible from other places.

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

The plan policies support ' brown field sites  first' 

when considering new development. There is a 

policy on design quality (KWAC BE3) however the 

Plan cannot control the types of developers and 

builders which is not a land use policy and 

outside the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan. There 

are over 30 policies in the Plan. We are sorry you 

found the referencing system  difficult to navigate 

and plans difficult to read. Churchstow Parish 

have requested that no further housing 

development be included in the Parish.

No change proposed

108 Sally Anne Britton 3. Churchstow 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

I'm afraid that I an unable to read through all  the paperworkand details as I have just had my second 

cataract operation within 6 weeks of the first one. My only comment would be that I am totally against 

any further houses etc being built in Churchstow. It would totally spoil t for the people taht l ive here. 

They chose to l ive here as it is semi-rural and would feel disappointed and let down if this changed.  

Beautiful Kingsbridge and surrounding areas are being spoilt pluswhat about the wildlife, there will  be 

no wildlife left soon, please think about this and not money etc

x x x x x Noted. No change proposed

109 John & Helen Hibbard 3. Churchstow 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

We generally agree with the aims and objectives.

5.3.1 The Settlement Boundaries for Churchstow are excellent because they prevent development

5.3.4  Maintenance of local views

5.3.5  Reduction in l ight pollution to protect wildlife and maintain gark skies

5.6.2.3  The development of brownfield sites is desirable to avoid encroachment on open spaces

5.7.1.4  A traffic-free path Churchstow to Kingsbridge is urgebtly needed and must be for cyclists as well as pedestrians

We also support development of the Primrose Trail  for cyclists and pedestrians

5.4.5  Affordable housing is desperately needed but is of l ittle value unless it is a legal requirement to make it genuinely affordable for ordinary people.  It must 

be il legal for developers to alter the affordable housing agreements.

5.6.3  The Quayside and Town Square area with its tree-lined path is one of Kingsbridge's greatest assetts.  No permanent buildings should 

be allowed to intrude on this wide open pleasant space.  Any building development should be confined to the area west of Ropewalk.

Figure 28c shows that Churchstow has no Public Rights of Way connected to the vil lage.  Traffic-free paths to 

access the surrounding countryside are urgently needed.

We would like to see the development of employment opportunities for our young people so that they don't 

have to travel far to find work.

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

This aspiration for a traffic free path from 

Churchstow to Kingsbridge is noted in the Plan 

under the Sustainable Transport Routes Policy - 

KWACT1.  Other comments have been noted.

Para 4.3 to be updated concerning 

traffic flow through Churchstow 

however there are l imited powers 

within a Neighbourhood Plan to 

implement these. 

110 John Dodwell 1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

ENV10  Agree with treeplanting but should also be done on housing sites which, in Kingsbridge, are 

extraordinaril ly bleak viz Saffron Park and the new Belle Hill   development.

THEME 2  Housing & Homes

Agree wholeheartedlyabout need for truly affordable homes, but please note the hopeless position of 

single people or households with only one income.  Lots of talk on this but no effective action thus far.

Strongly support a Residential Restriction (but this might push up market prices)

On housing, more needs to be done to be challenge excessive land prices. Developers work their viability calculations backwards, so to speak.

At least set higher quality standards in items of room sizes, gardens, garages etc.  Refer back to the old PARKER MORRIS standards, sadly long 

since abandoned.

5.4.1  Strongly support affordable homes but please not l ittle boxes with no room for families.  Establish real quality standards along PARKER MORRIS principles. 

Do not accept the high price of land arguament.  Push prices down.  If necessary use COMPULSORY PRUCHASE powers.

5.4.8  Agre 20% RESIDENTIAL RESTRICTION limit

5.6.3  Do not agree to build 60 units on Quayside,

I think an appropriate COMMUNITY CENTRE is important

The ROPEWALK site looks ideal

I do not agree with the (hint) that a suitably rearranged St Edmunds Church would be suitable. We need a substantial, prestigous centre 

appropriate for Kingsbridge and surrounding district, purpose designed and built.

I was born in Kingsbridge.  Throughout my lifetime Kingsbridge has had to put up a succession of poor quality 

housing development, both in terms of design and location.  The latest on Belle Hill  is a typical example - l ittle 

square boxes on a windswept skyline which will  do nothing to enhance the natural beauty of the scene.  I 

realise SHDC are largely to blame so please make quality and location priorities and try to avoid yet more 

monstrosities.

I think the Plan is a good piece of work - but will  its hopes be furthered

2. I support the Plan 

but subject to the 

comments I have made 

in my responses

Comments noted. Policy KWAC BE2 with 

supporting appendix B34 outlines proposals for 

the Quayside. This builds and developed from 

Local Plan Policy TTV 10 which included 60 

homes. A Neighbourhood Plan must be in general 

conformity with the Local Plan so it is not possible 

to remove such form of development from the 

Quayside. Two alternative sites are proposed for a 

community centre under policy KWAC HW3

No Change proposed.

111 Diana Ji l l  Klee (Mrs) 

& Chris Klee (Mr)

1. Kingsbridge 1. I l ive in the 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area

x x x x x 1. I Support the Plan in 

its current form

Thank you No change proposed

200 Historic England 1.               Policy KWAC Em2 (p77): the regeneration and intensification of employment sites at Lower Union Road and Orchard Industrial Estate.  Appendix B33 

provides the brief for this policy, which is essentially one of criteria and parameters for governing future change and therefore doesn’t generate any issues we feel 

the need to comment on.

2.	Policy KWAC Em3 (p79):  Support for the central shopping area of Kingsbridge.  This is similarly supported by a criteria-based brief in Appendix B32, and also 

doesn’t generate any concerns for us.

3.	Policy KWAC BE1(p83): Brownfield first.  This policy promotes development on brownfield sites which have been identified as suitable for intensification or 

redevelopment in Appendix B36 and B14 (map only).  While one of the sites is promoted for development within the current Joint Local Plan and would therefore 

have been subject to individual assessment, other sites are mostly those identified within the Feasibil ity Study carried out in 2004, details of which we assume 

may be contained within Appendices B28, 29 & 30.

While the policy and its evidence base refer to broad use types only for the sites in question and do not identify specific quanta of development, there is no 

reference to how an understanding of relevant heritage considerations has informed these provisions.  This is not to automatically suggest that any of the sites, 

being brownfield, is unsuitable for intensification or redevelopment, but that an appropriate level of heritage evidence is necessary to ensure that each can be 

delivered in the manner proposed without causing harm to heritage assets.  This would allow the Plan to demonstrate conformity with overarching national and 

local policy for the protection and enhancement of the historic environment as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Local Plan.

4.	Policy KWAC BE2 (p84):  Kingsbridge Quayside and town square.  This policy does propose specific quanta of development in the form of 200m2 of small scale 

tourist related employment, and in the order of 60 homes.

Evidence to support the policy is set out in Appendix B34 but there is no reference to heritage and no information concerning the basis for the homes or how it has 

been demonstrated that the area can accommodate them without causing harm to heritage assets.

Appendix B9 is the Kingsbridge Quayside Project Development Study Masterplan Report of October 2017, and although this isn’t specifically cited in the Plan or 

Appendix B34 it may have informed the policy.  However, this doesn’t appear to suggest specific quanta of development beyond concept options, and does not 

provide detailed enough heritage evidence to substantiate the policy’s proposals.  It is also not clear what the formal status of this document might be, or the 

extent to which previous consultation exercises associated with its preparation allow it to assume any formal status (for example, it is not clear whether Historic 

England was involved).

Thank you for your comments Reference to heritage , the need for 

historic assessments , understanding 

the constraints and safeguarding 

identified features to be added to 

Policies KWAC BE1 and BE2 and 

supporting Development Brief  B34.

201 Devon Wildlife Trust Overall  Vision

We welcome the inclusion of the natural environment within the overall  vision, however believe it is important to go further. *‘and enhancing’ should be inserted 

into the following sentence: “It is built on the need to maintain a balance between protecting * the beautiful natural and the much valued historic environments…” 

We would recommend the inclusion of a specific sentence relating to biodiversity, for example “The natural environment of this area underpins its landscape and 

natural beauty. Enhancing the natural environment and restoring lost habitats and species is critical to our vision of a beautiful landscape rich in wildlife.”

Para 1.1

We support the inclusion of text pertaining to the natural environment from the beginning of the document “It also identifies where natural and historic features 

affected by development should be * protected and conserved.” However, we would recommend the inclusion of “enhanced” *here. It is essential that wildlife and 

environmental decisions are tackled at the earliest possible stage of the planning process. Previous experience tells us that where this is pushed back, poor 

outcomes for wildlife and the environment are the result.

Para 1.10.3 A Vision Statement for the Plan area

“2. Development is supported where it helps sustain the settlements and does not compromise the area’s historic and natural assets.” Should be reworded to read 

“enhances” rather than “does not compromise”.

Para 4.4

Under Summary Objectives for the Natural Environment, current objectives could be more ambitions, for example ‘to create numerous, extensive areas of local 

green spaces which

include a diversity of habitats that are of high value to both people and wildlife’.

Policy KWAC Env1 Settlement Boundaries and the avoidance of coalescence

We highlight the role of the Devon Nature Recovery Network currently being developed by the Devon Local Nature Partnership as a key mechanism for identifying 

and prioritising natural infrastructure and biodiversity network features. It is intended that this will  form the Local Habitats Map, part of the Local Nature 

Recovery Strategy.

Policy KWAC Env2 Local Green Spaces

More ambitious aspirations should be provided in the supporting text for this policy. Areas of green space should be targeted for enhancement, not simply 

retained. Opportunities for creating new areas of nature-rich green space should be central to this policy in order to both create a more resil ient natural 

environment and to provide better access for nature to all  communities. The policy should include recommendations for surveying each area of green space, with 

the provision of recommendations for how these areas could be enhanced. Works to improve areas of green space are often cost effective e.g. reduced mowing 

regime and there are frequently grants/schemes available to help with costs of habitat creation e.g. Saving Devon’s Treescapes. Aspirations should be included to 

increase community involvement in the management/use of green spaces, which is valuable for reducing the costs of works and providing an array of benefits for 

the health & wellbeing of the local community.

All  of the photos provide are submitted by the 

community including the Kingsbridge in Bloom 

Team, these reflect these qualities the community 

are proud of, it would be inappropriate to replace 

these.  Policy KWAC Env designates spaces that 

have existing special qualities (see appendix) that 

deserve LGS status, it would not be correct to 

recommend enhancements in this policy. KWAC 

Env 3 identifies existing components of GI and 

Green Corridors it would not in our opinion be 

appropriate to suggest that they are compromised 

or enhanced. We consider that external l ighting is 

discouraged and designed appropriately and to go 

further would not be enforceable. similarly some 

of  the comments on KWAC BE3 would not be 

enforceable .

Text added to promote biodiversity Net 

Gain through the document. The vision 

to be updated based on these 

comments. 1.1 'enhanced' added. 

1.10.3 /2 to be updated as suggested. 

4.4 Natural environment theme 

updated as suggested. KWAC Env 10 to 

be amended to advocate native and 

locally sourced  trees from Devon and 

preferably within the South Hams.

202 DCC Historic 

Environment

Neighbourhood Plan Comments

Overall, the policies are well covered and there is a good use of maps and photos.

Title Page

The images here lack impact, particularly the bottom two, one of which is quite dark. Perhaps create more of a montage of differing aspects of each parish. Is the 

end date for the NP 2035?

Forward

Para 5 Suggest insert a comma after ‘fortunately’. A proof check of the document is generally advised as there are a number of grammatical and typing errors 

throughout.

p3, Overall  Vision

Line 2 The space between ‘distinct’ and the comma should be after the comma - ‘..the distinct, separate vil lages…’ As suggested above, please do a read through to 

correct these sorts of errors.

p4

Beautiful images but would be useful to caption them with location etc.

Introduction

1.8 Line 3 Suggest put what SWOT stands for in brackets, to make for an easier read. It is not included in the list of acronyms.

1.9 The Six themes of the Plan

Suggest that The Natural Environment theme be renamed The Natural and Historic Environment (see below). Alternatively, all  aspects pertaining to the historic 

environment within this theme could be moved the The Built Environment, the latter renamed The Built and Historic Environment (again see below).

1.9.1 Line 3 Suggest a full  stop after ‘objectives’.

2.6 Community survey responses

2.6.6. Table

p20 Suggest add Kingsbridge to each of the street names eg Fore Street, Kingsbridge. Many readers of the NP will  not know if it is Kingsbridge or West Alvington.

p22 AONB The meaning of point 3, ‘Encourage LPA to enforce unconsent development in the AONB’ is not clear.

3. About Kingsbridge, West Alvington and Churchstow Parishes

The histories and profiles could be reworked slightly so that the entries for each parish are consistent with each other (see below).

3.2 Early history

Actually the history of the parishes stretches back into prehistory and there is also some evidence for Roman activity in the area (see attached pdfs).

3.3 History of Kingsbridge and its wider role

Include current l isting information and pick out some key buildings (see West Alvington history). Also include examples of non-designated heritage assets that 

Some of the comments are very general in nature 

and more about the role the HE team undertake. 

The cover pictures were provided by members of 

the community we will  see if we can get better 

ones. The end date is 2034 in l ine with the JLP. 

Page 5 sets the background for the Vision we, do 

not agree that these images require captions. The 

sections produce about the parishes were 

produced by each parish based on a simple 

framework, they interpreted this slightly 

differently, the general tone is consistent so we 

are reluctant to rewrite- please remember this is a 

community plan.3.5.2; the history of the WA  

church has been discussed / checked at length by 

parishioners in discussion with the HE team we 

are reluctant to go further without specific 

requests for changes. 3.5.3 Non Designated 

Heritage Assets are l isted in Appendix A5 and 

policy KWAC BE4 we think this is sufficient.3.5.5 

we believe the section as written is sufficient 

without specific requests to add or change items. 

Pre-history added in 3.2 to cover all  parishes. 3.8 

see earlier comment. 3.12.2 please refer to 

Appendix B13.  Section 5.1  refers to cross cutting 

themes, The Historic Environment and its relation 

to the NPPF is covered in the  Built and Historic 

Environment Sections of the Plan and will  be 

included in the Basic Conditions Statement at Reg 

15. The NDHAs we nominated by members of each 

Review photos on cover. Amend text 

and grammar as suggested. Will  add 

explanation of SWOT, and include the 

Built and Historic Environment.  Will  

add reference to Kingsbridge etc. in 

street names. Will  elaborate table 

2.6.6 page 20. 3.2 pre-history added. 

3.9 add reference  to the Historic 

Landscape Characterisation with web 

link. 3.12 update text as suggested. we 

shall change all  references to the 

'Built Environment' to the 'Built and 

Historic Environment'

203 Natural England Settlement Boundaries: We acknowledge that the boundary for Churchstow has been amended from that which was established in the Plymouth and South West 

Devon Joint Local Plan (JLP), and understand that this has been amended to accommodate residential development since the adoption of the JLP, and there are no 

parcels of unallocated land included. We do however encourage the KWAC NDP to justify the approach taken to deviate from the JLP boundary, perhaps with a 

settlement boundary review paper that sets out the criteria used to, for example, exclude the properties on the eastern edge of the vil lage. Whilst the settlement 

boundary for West Alvington has been amended to incorporate development since the publication of the JLP, there are also two small parcels of undeveloped and 

unallocated land included within the boundary, south west of ‘Homefield’. Due to the presumption in favour of development for land included within the 

settlement boundary, we recommend removing this area land from within the outline. Similarly, the settlement boundary for Kingsbridge differs from that 

established for the JLP, by including a parcel of undeveloped land to the north. We acknowledge that the extension takes in the Croft Lane Piggeries Site, and is 

presumably not therefore a site allocated for development, however due to its inclusion within the settlement boundary there is a presumption for development 

on this land. The principles used to define these borders state that where agricultural land is located on the edge of a settlement, the “Buildings that are used for 

residential purposes should form the furthest extent of the settlement boundary.”1 On this basis, we recommend removing the agricultural land from the 

settlement boundary.

Theme 1 – Natural Environment:

We note and welcome the consideration given within the NDP to the natural environment. The emphasis given to safeguarding green spaces, conserving and 

enhancing biodiversity and acknowledging the historic

impacts that development has had on water quality in the surrounding environment, is essential in developing policy that contributes to sustainable 

development. We have outlined below some

recommendations to add strength to your policies, which may help to achieve the noted theme objectives.

Policy KWAC Env 3: We recommend that in addition to the “…AONB, green corridors and green infrastructure.”, this policy should also reference the ‘natural 

environment’. For clarity we would also recommend removing “…where necessary due to the size and scale of the development…”. Parish boundaries covered by 

the policies outlined in the KWAC NDP fall  within the impact risk zones (IRZ) for the following designated sites:

We recommend that reference is made within Policy KWAC Env3 to JLP Policy DEV26, which outlines the JLP’s commitments to protecting designated sites. It may 

also be advisable to provide reference to the South Hams Special area of Conservation (SAC) Greater Horseshoe Bats Habitats Regulations Assessment Guidance 

(2019)2, in the supporting text for the policy. Biodiversity Net-Gain: A noted purpose of the ‘Natural Environment’ theme is “To conserve and enhance the 

biodiversity value of the area…”. To support this objective, and to demonstrate support for South Hams District Council’s commitments following the declaration 

of a Climate and Biodiversity Emergency, we recommend making reference within Policy KWAC Env3 to biodiversity net-gain. We suggest adding wording to show 

that the NDP supports development that follows the Mitigation Hierarchy, and demonstrates a netgain in biodiversity. Further to referencing JLP Policy DEV26 

The justification for  setting SBs and guiding 

principles ate set out in para 5.3.1. We do not 

consider a review paper is justified however we 

shall respond to specific questions. We think the 

areas in question for WA are South East of 

Homefield (not South West)  The plan text to delete 

reference to the allotments and community garden 

at WA. The Plan is allocating the carparking in 

Churchstow as figure 30 and policy KWAC T3 . The 

provision is included within the red line of  in the 

Reeves Way housing development (consented and 

built and the subject of  S106 agreement) so 

should not need to be assessed. The Churchstow 

boundary i l lustrated in figure 15 is based on the 

earlier adopted (2011) Development Boundary for 

the vil lage and adjusted to include consented 

development. The principles applied follow the 

guidance set within the draft JLP TTV Topic Paper 2 

November 2017. Churchstow  Parish Council have 

determined there is no need or desire to extend the 

boundary further and  wish to keep it as tight to 

the main vil lage as possible. Any existing 

development/ farms outside the boundary are 

considered to be within the open countryside 

under the provisions of the Neighbourhood Plan 

and Development Plan  and as such safeguards 

the green infrastructure and intrinsic character 

and qualities of the South Devon AONB.

Justification for excluding the  

properties to the East of Churchstow 

from the SB to be provided to NE. 

WAPC to review and update Eastern 

boundary of SB. KTC to review and 

update SB for Kingsbridge in 

particular Northern boundary. KWAC 

Env 3. and supporting text amended as 

suggested, biodiversity net gain 

added,  KWAC Env 5 amended as 

suggested, KWAC Env 6 amended as 

suggested. Allotments/community 

garden for WA deleted. KWAC Env 10 

amended as suggested. 

204 DCC Planning, 

Transport & 

Environment.

Local transport provision                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

The plan includes aspirations to provide off road cycle routes between settlements on third party land. It should be noted that there are a number of issues which 

are l ikely to cause deliverability and funding barriers. Firstly, there is no requirement within the Plymouth and South West Devon Joint Local Plan to provide such 

routes and the majority of the allocated sites within the plan have already been granted consent; it will  therefore not be possible to seek funding from the 

developments nor expect delivery in association with these sites. Secondly, the land required to deliver the identified routes is outside of the ownership of the 

developers which contributes towards deliverability issues as a result.

 Local education provision (including early years) 

Paragraph 3.6.4 of the Plan states, in relation to West Alvington School, that “the present CofE Primary School, built in 1864, has seen many alterations over the 

years. It attracts children from Kingsbridge and the development could add to pupil numbers, which providing space can be found would be welcome”. It should 

be noted that the County Council does not have any plans to expand provision at West Alvington Primary School based on known cohorts of children living within 

its catchment area. Whilst it may attract Sent by email www.devon.gov.uk some children from Kingsbridge, there is sufficient education provision within 

Kingsbridge to mitigate the planned development in the area. 

Surface Water Flooding  

4.4 – Themes, aims and objectives. Themes 1 and 4 (The Natural Environment and The Built Environment) should identify that SuDS should be used to drain any 

new housing development in accordance with DCCs SuDS for Devon Guidance (2017).

Policy KWAC Env6 – Prevention of Flooding Development proposals should incorporate SuDS in accordance with DCCs SuDS for Devon Guidance (2017) and any 

sites located in a Critical Drainage Area, as defined by the EA, should abide by the stricter drainage requirements within planning.

Figure 20 and Appendix B19 Figure 20 is based on Flood Zone 2 and 3, but would benefit from including all  Local Flood Risks, such as surface water and 

groundwater. ‘Risk of flooding from surface water’ mapping has been developed for Devon to inform where there is a surface water flood risk. This dataset 

indicates the surface water data that best represents local conditions and was reviewed, discussed, and agreed between DCC (as Lead Local Flood Authority), the 

Environment Agency, and other local partners. It is to be used alongside the Environment Agency Flood Zone Maps by Local Planning Authorities in the planning 

process, assessing flood risk and reducing potential risk from any new developments.

 Sustainable Drainage Systems,     The Neighbourhood Plan Group may wish to consider Sustainable Drainage Systems as green infrastructure and discuss this 

within the Neighbourhood Plan. In particular, references could be made to above ground surface water drainage features within brownfield and new 

developments, such as tree pits, rain gardens and swales (see the SuDS Manual C753), which could be incorporated into Local Green Spaces. Additionally, 

reference could be made to the re-use of rainwater and to the incorporation of green roofs and living walls, to help achieve sustainability goals across the 

parishes. I hope these comments are useful in determining the above application. If you have any questions please do not hesitate in contacting me.

The Plan runs until  2034, the  sustainable 

transport routes go beyond the JLP however  they 

would be in general conformity of the Local Plan. 

Including routes in the plan gives them greater 

weight once delivery and funding is agreed. 

Comments on West Alvington School noted 

however there is no policy in the Plan to extend 

the school. NPG requested further information of 

DCC on Local Flood Risks.

Policy KWAC Env 6 updated on the 

lines suggested by DCC to 

accommodate SUDs.  Figure 20 will  be 

updated if information forthcoming 

from DCC.
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