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Introduction
This Consultation Statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of
the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012 Section 15(2) which sets out what
a Consultation Statement should contain.
Contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the
proposed Neighbourhood development plan; explains how they were
consulted; summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons
consulted.
Describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and where
relevant, addressed in the proposed Neighbourhood development plan.

Consultation Aims
Kingswear Parish Council (KPC) decided, in accordance with the provisions of the
Localism Act 2011, to produce a Neighbourhood Plan in November 2015. Four
Councillors were nominated to begin to take the initiative forward.
An initial meeting was held with Martin Parkes of Devon Communities Together
to get basic information and a timeline.
As part of the application process for designation of the Neighbourhood Plan
Area with South Hams District Council (SHDC), terms of reference (appendix 2)
were agreed. This provided for a steering group to oversee the production of the
Neighbourhood Plan.
The aims of the consultation process were
“To formulate a plan by consultation with all groups, organisations, businesses

and people in the Parish. To reflect the wishes of the Parish for future
development of the area. To secure the formal adoption of the prepared plan as
soon as possible.”
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The Consultation Process
The formal acceptance of the area designation was received in May 2016. In April
2016, leaflets (appendix 3) were delivered to every home in the Parish, and
letters were sent to major landowners and businesses, (appendix 7) inviting
participation. Details of an introductory meeting in May 2016 were included. An
article was put in By the Dart magazine, the ‘Dartmouth Chronicle’ and Herald
Express Newspapers.
A banner and posters were put up around the Parish advertising the meeting
(appendix, 5 ). At the Annual Parish Meeting in May 2016 attended by 86 people,
a presentation about making a Neighbourhood Plan was given to the Parish by
an officer from SHDC, Mr A Storah. A call for sites was made. A Kingswear
Neighbourhood Planning Group (KNPG) comprising Councillors and members of
the Parish was established. A web site and face-book page were set up. Comment
forms were distributed at the meeting and left in the Village Shop and Post Office
and put in newspapers delivered by the Village Shop.
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Comments from these forms informed the displays for the July and
September open sessions where the community was invited to give further
views and new ideas. To advertise the open sessions, we distributed leaflets
to Hillhead residents and put posters around the rest of the Parish with a
large banner in Kingswear Village and information in the By the Dart
magazine. The information also went out on the Neighbourhood Plan web
site and face book. One open drop-in session was held on the 7th July 2016
at Hillhead attended by 48 people in the morning. Another was held in
Kingswear Village Hall in the evening of the 11th July 2016, attended by 60
people. At the Village Fun Day on 11th September 2016 we had a stall to
promote the KNP and get further feedback. Analysis was undertaken of all
the forms and open session comments (Appendix 9). The decision was taken
to separate the ideas into ones that could be dealt with by KNP and those
that were not concerned with planning matters to be given to the Parish
Council for their consideration. (Appendix 13). We only had one request for
affordable housing from all the feedback forms and open sessions.

Photo Open Session in Village Hall
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During this period the group researched other Neighbourhood Plans and
Government legislation. Local groups such as the Rowing Club, Badminton
Club, 2 to 4 Club were all contacted for their views and feedback by visits from
group members. Bodies such as the National Trust, Church, School and Dart
Harbour Authority, Royal Dart Yacht Club, Noss Marina, Dartmouth and
Kingswear Society, Waterhead Creek Preservation Society, were also contacted.
A meeting was held with Tony Fyson, the Chairman of Dartmouth Neighbourhood
Plan Steering group to investigate possible collaboration between us.
The KNPG obtained funding via a Government grant and appointed a consultant
(Devon Communities Together (DCT)). In conjunction with DCT a questionnaire
was devised (appendix 11) based on the feedback we had already received. The
questionnaire was distributed to all households in the Parish in January 2017.
Date for return was 28th February 2017. The questionnaire sought views on the
community’s attitude to development, the environment, sports and leisure,
footpaths and roads, recycling, public transport and health provision.
Respondents were also able to comment on and raise other issues. Responses
could be returned via email, post (a prepaid envelope was included with the
questionnaire) or the paper response form could also be left at Kingswear Village
Stores and the Village Post Office. An estimated 45% of all residents responded
including at least 50% of adults aged over 16. (A very good return rate which gives
statistical reliability to the results.) We held an advertising campaign with poster
and banners encouraging people to respond.

Photo KNP Stall at Village Fun Day
6
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A report was produced by DCT in March 2017 entitled ‘Kingswear
Neighbourhood Plan Community Questionnaire Report’ (appendix 12) which
looked at the responses given to the questions in the questionnaire and drew
broad conclusions. Details of the results were presented to the Community by
Dawn Eckart from DTC at the Annual Parish Meeting May 15th, 2017. The Annual
Meeting included a wine and cheese social.
Open sessions were held in May 2017 and enabled the Community to view and
comment on the report. The results of the questionnaire were also displayed on
the KNP stall at the Village Fun Day on the 2nd of September 2017.
Examples were given of the percentage of support for various topics, raised by
the Kingswear Community Questionnaire Report. Full details are in the report
(appendix 12)
96% of responders to the questionnaire were in favour of protecting landscapes
94% or responders were in favour of protecting mature trees and woods
63% of responders were against development outside the Parish development
boundaries
67%of responders agreed low rise infill development should be allowed
95% agreed new developments should provide off road parking
74% of responders support a percentage of affordable housing in any new
developments
64% of responders were in favour of preventing new developments becoming
second homes
83% of responders prefer new developments to use brownfield sites
96% of responders were in favour of protecting landscape vistas
67% of responders agreed that allotments should be provided
56% supported creation of a community orchard
7
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92% agreed Jubilee Park should be protected from development
80% agreed the playing field should be protected from development.
64% were opposed to commercial development of commercial wind farms
Responses for individual/domestic wind turbines or solar panels were evenly split
between those in favour and those against.
These results formed the guide for the development of the KNP
During this early period of our plan the SHDC were involved with the production of
their own Local plan. Initially, our village was assessed as being able to provide an
indicative number of 30 houses however this was altered after the consultation
stage to 10. Then in 2018 the Government Inspector of the Plymouth and South
West Devon Joint Local Plan completely removed the indicative number of
housing from Kingswear because of its sensitive position within the AONB.
The KNPG did an analysis of the report on the Questionnaire Survey and Our
Vision and Objectives were formulated. (Appendix14) February 2018 Visions and
objectives were presented to the village at the Parish meeting in May 2018 (wine
and cheese). The group contact five planning consultants before interviewing
several and appointing Liz Beth of ‘LB Planning’ as a consultant to assist with the
detailed drafting of the Neighbourhood Plan. A further grant to cover these costs
was obtained from the government in March 2018.
Gathering evidence continued. We worked with the AONB on a programme for
improving footpaths and trails in the area (Brixham Kingswear Peninsular Plan).
Research was carried out on the existing provision of affordable housing in the
Parish and the Devon Home Choice records. Support for the Designation of the
Local Green Spaces was investigated. The possibility of a business hub in the village
was also investigated.
From the start of the work to produce the KNP, monthly reports have been given to
the Parish Council detailing progress and seeking approval as the Draft Plan has
progressed.

8

Page |9

These monthly reports are available on the Kingswear Parish Council web site in
the minutes of the Parish Council meetings. When the process of developing the
NP was started the Parish Council did not have a functioning web site. This has
since been developed and we have used this for communicating with residents as
well as our own Neighbourhood Plan web site which we set up in early 2016. We
also established an email address early in the process to enable residents to send
us feedback. The email address was displayed on the web sites and on all the
notice boards in the Parish. Contact details were displayed at every open session
we held, along with a postal address for use if anyone did not have computer
access.
The Draft Plan was displayed at the Parish meeting 20th May 2019 and at two
open sessions. One on 6th March 2019 6-8pm and one Saturday 9th March 10 12am. (Posters appendix 15) These were very well attended by 77 people for the
two open sessions. Support for policies was given verbally and on 31 response
forms. There were no forms returned that did not support the policies but
several comments about the parking situation and play facilities at Hillhead
were made. Parking problems were again raised. These being outside of the
scope of the KNP were passed on to the Parish Council.
The pre regulation 14 version of the plan was submitted by SHDC for SEA and
HRA screening opinion in May 2019. Full screening for SEA (Appendix 16) was
not required nor any further assessment under HRA.

Regulation 14 Consultation
To comply with Regulation 14 a six weeks consultation took place between 23rd
September 2019 to 4th November2019
The consultation was announced on the Parish web site and on the
Neighbourhood Plan web site and on face book. Details of how to comment
were given. (Reg 14 Consultation Response form appendix 17) Responses could
be emailed or posted. The full plan and response form were available on our
web site. There was a link to it from the PC web site.
Copies of Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan were sent to all formal consultees
(Appendix 18)

9
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In order to inform as many people as possible about the consultation the
following actions were taken.
Letters/emails informing about the consultation were sent to all major
landowners and businesses not resident in Parish.
Banners (appendix 19) and 20 posters displayed around the Parish
Paper copies of the full Draft Plan and response forms were available in
Churston and Dartmouth Libraries as well as a summary of the Draft Plan
A paper summary of the plan was also left in the Village Shop, Kingswear Post
Office and the two cafes. These summaries were found to be very useful.
An advert was put in ‘The Dartmouth Chronicle’ newspaper (Appendix 6).
An article went in ‘By the Dart’ magazine (Appendix 4)
Two open sessions were held for residents to view, ask questions and make
comments on the draft KNP. One in the Lower Village Hall in Kingswear Village
on Monday 14th October 2019 5-7pm, the other in a bus parked at Hillhead Park
on Saturday 19th October 2019 between 2-4pm. The bus was the best solution
we could find to enable residents at Hillhead to have easy access to the
documents and ask questions in person as there is no Community facility at
Hillhead. It was kindly loaned to us by a resident.

10

P a g e | 11

Comments received at the Reg14 Consultation and changes made in response
to these comments.
Verbal comments made at the open sessions were all supportive.
We received 17 written responses to the consultation.
Four official organisations, SM-MMO Consultations (Marine Management),
Highways England, SM-NE-Consultations, Natural England, South West Water all
noted the plan but did not have any specific comments to make other than KNP
should be altered to show that the PSWDJP had been adopted. This has been
done.
The Environment Agency supported the Plans overarching vision and objectives.
In particular “ the objectives that seek to protect the integrity of the AONB
(including its wildlife), conserve/strengthen local biodiversity, encourage small
scale renewable energy, and to ensure development protects and enhances the
ecological richness and beauty of the river estuary and costal margins”.
They welcome the range of policies set out in the plan, K8 Trees and Woodland,
K9 on Local Wildlife Sites, K10 on Local Green Spaces. And K11 on Public Open
Space and Access to Water.
They recommended that we strengthen policy K9 by replacing “no overall loss”
with a commitment to achieve a ‘net gain’ to reflect national policy. Amended
policy K9 as suggested.
With regard to 4.11 in the Plan, they were pleased to see the variety of Priority
Habitats within the Parish acknowledged.
There were several suggestions on how to improve the parking situation in the
village. These are outside the scope of the KNP and have been passed on to the
PC for consideration and action.
One resident questioned the designation of the village being “unsustainable”
(4.2.1) The text in the plan has been re-worded to
” The JLP does not include a housing Allocation at the village of Kingswear due
to its sensitive location on a heritage coast and the entire Parish lying within the
AONB….”

11
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Concerns were raised about Fig 4 showing views. The maps have been
amended to be in line with the Parish Character Assessment.
One landowner put forward two objections:
Objection to Policy 1 on the grounds the settlement boundary should include
their site RA 19.
Objection to Policy K5 on the grounds it will create a premium value on the
purchase of existing homes and is discriminatory. No change was made to the
KNP. KNPG responses are set out in Appendix 20.
SHDC comments which resulted in a change in the KNP were:
Policy 2. SHDC requested evidence on affordable housing to be made clearer.
Paragraphs 4.2.5 and 4.2.6 have been added to the plan
Policy 7. This Policy should require one space for a one-bed property.
Policy 7 amended to read “unless the property has only one bedroom and is less
than 60sq m” total floor area “
Policy 10 Justification of LGS in Appendix 2 should be made clearer
Further description has been added to Para 4.10.1
Policy 11 suggested more precise mapping is needed.
Maps reviewed

The written comments made at the Reg14. Consultation and KNP’s responses to
them are set out in Appendix 20.
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Appendix 1
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Announcing the Plan.
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Appendix 2
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Terms of Reference.
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Appendix 3
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Introductory Leaflet (May 2016 Page 1)
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Appendix 4
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Articles from “By The Dart”
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Appendix 5

Poster Advertising Parish Meeting (May 2016).
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Appendix 6

Articles from The Dartmouth Chronicle.
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Appendix 7

Example of Letters Sent to Landowners / Business
(Feb / April 2016)

XXXXXX
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Appendix 8

Response Form.
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Appendix 9

Analysis of Response Forms 2016.
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Appendix 10 Poster Advertising Open Sessions during 2016.
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Appendix 11

Community Questionnaire.

Pictures by Mike Goodearl 2016
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KINGSWEAR, HILLHEAD and GREENWAY PARISH BOUNDARY.
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Kingswear Parish’s Neighbourhood Plan
Questionnaire
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SECTION 1: INFORMATION / BACKGROUND SECTION
This section provides background information to the questions asked in section 3:
We are planning for the longer term up to 15-20 years, and we need to consider Housing Provision and
other development. The Government wants many new homes built and expects each area to contribute.
South Hams District Council has indicated a target of 30 houses/dwellings over this period for
Kingswear Parish.
There are concerns that new houses will simply become second homes, empty for most of the year,
and contributing little to community life. Our Housing Needs Survey conducted in 2011 gave a need
for 8 new dwellings, 1 affordable home to buy and 7 affordable rental homes. We have to look at
ways to fulfil this need. - change is inevitable. We have to look forward and take a long-term view
with an awareness of the past and consider what might benefit or what may harm the community in
the long run.
Our Parish is entirely within the South Hams Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the
South Devon Heritage Coast runs the length of our coastal boundary. These are national
designations supported by National Policy Frameworks. South Hams, in their Strategic Housing and
Economic Land Availability Assessment for Kingswear Parish dated July 2016, comment: "Importance is attached to the need to conserve the landscape and scenic beauty of these areas".
National Planning Policy requires an assumption against development of any kind in an AONB.
At Hillhead there are a significant number of households, but no close amenities. At the present time
the Caravan Club do welcome diners to the restaurant (except in high season), and residents can use
the shop throughout the season (March to December 31st) although opening hours do vary).
The Parish population in 2011 Census was 1215 with Kingswear Village having 545 and the
remainder 670, (mostly Hillhead).

1.0 Housing Development
1.1 Allowing development,
outside, the Village
Development Boundary if it
meets a community defined
need.

The Kingswear Development Boundary is shown on the MAP A. page
7. There is a strong presumption against development outside the
boundary due to the AONB designation of the landscape. This question
is designed to gauge the opinion of the community as to whether
development outside the boundary should be considered in exceptional
circumstances, (exception sites).

1.2 Any housing exception sites
should be adjacent to
existing built environment.

Discouraging sites that are in isolation from other development.

1.3 Allowing low rise infill
development.

1.4

A requirement to have offroad parking places.

Where there is an opportunity to infill between existing buildings any new
development should blend in both with the adjoining properties and with the
village scene. "Low rise" means that the ridge height of new buildings should
not exceed that of adjacent properties and must be in keeping with the
streetscape.
Infill developments often lead to the loss of street parking places. There
should be a requirement placed upon developers to explain how the loss is to
be mitigated - preferably by providing two or more off road parking
places within the development.
Page
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1.5 New development must have
a percentage of affordable
homes.

South Hams planning policies direct that housing developments must contain a
percentage of "affordable homes". These are housing units available to rent at
up to 80% of market rate or buy through, for example, a shared ownership
scheme. These units are designed to be made available to specified eligible
households whose needs are not met by the open market.

1.6 Seek to prevent new
development being used for
second homes.

In a holiday destination such as the South Hams second homes can be very
contentious. On the one hand, they raise house prices thereby restricting access
for low paid local people to the housing market; on the other hand, second
homeowners contribute to the local economy.
In practice, it is difficult to control how a property is used once planning
permission has been given. However, the Town Council in St Ives have
recently had success in the High Court when a requirement to attach a local
residency requirement on new housing development was upheld.

1.7 Preference for Brown field
site development.

A "brownfield site", is one that has already been previously developed.

2.0 Environment
2.1 Protecting landscape vistas.

Example; skylines, wooded valleys, sea and river views. South Hams District
Council recognise the importance of the landscape and scenic beauty. An
important aspect of this is protecting key panoramic vistas.

2.2 Protecting woods and mature
trees.

The wooded areas within the Parish and large number of mature trees are a
key feature of the landscape and provide considerable value to local wildlife.

2.3 Continue to provide
allotments.

Seven allotments are available, adjacent to Hoodown Ferry Lane, and shown
on MAP C: page 8. However, the demand for them has reduced in recent years
and, currently, they are not all used.

2.4 Proposal to create a
Community Orchard.

A community space with fruit trees planted and harvest available for the
community to share.

2.5 Protecting Jubilee Park from
development by designating
this as a green space.

Planning Policy gives communities the opportunity to protect green
areas through the Local Green Space (LGS) designation. This
designation can provide special protection against development other
than in very special circumstances. See MAP C: page 8.

2.6 Development of commercial
wind farms or solar farms
within the AONB.
2.7 Individual wind turbines or
solar panels.

Installation for private use.

Page
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3.0 Economic Development
3.1 Provide small new
commercial units.
3.2 Provide Live work units.

3.3 Allowing change of use of
existing unused premises.

For example manufacturing/workspace, or office space.
A live work unit is a space that combines your workspace with your living
quarters in the same building.
Promote the use of redundant / run-down buildings.

3.4 Protecting the last general
store or pub from conversion
to housing.
4.0 Sports / Leisure
4.1 Protecting the playing field
from development by
designating it a green space.

Planning Policy gives communities the opportunity to protect green areas
through the Local Green Space (LGS) designation. This designation can
provide special protection against development other than in very exceptional
circumstances.

4.2 Improving the facilities at the
playing field.

For example provide hard standing and canopy alongside the changing hut as
requested by the school.

4.3 Providing exercise/leisure
facilities around the village.

Proposal to provide exercise leisure facilities in appropriate places in the
Parish, eg: Boule Court, Outdoor gym etc.

4.4 Provision of play / recreation
area at Hillhead.

4.5 Provision of Community
Hall at Hillhead.

At the present time there is no play/recreational area for children living in
Hillhead. The number of children living in this area is significantly higher
than the number in Kingswear .
For meetings, social gatherings and other activities.

5.0 Footpaths / Roads
5.1 Improvements of footpath
from Hillhead to South
Down Cross.

See Map B: page 8, for details of suggested route: To improve Gattery
Lane, an existing narrow road in very poor condition, enabling
pedestrians to avoid using the Brixham Road which is narrow and
without footpaths or pavements.

5.2 Hillhead - Slappers Hill Boohay - Kingswear.

See Map B: page 8, for details of suggested route: Hillhead to Kingswear
avoiding busy/dangerous main road. From end of existing foot path at the
Junction A379/Broad Rd. via Boohay and Mount Ridley Rd. to Kingswear.

5.3

Hillhead to Noss.

See Map B: page 8, for details of suggested route: Bridge Road is narrow and
dangerous for walkers. An Aspirational path down the valley from Brixham
Cross (Hillhead) to join NT path and Dart Valley Trail is proposed.

Page
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5.4 Provision of footpath from
Higher Contour Road/Lower
Contour Road junction to the
cemetery.

See Map C: page 8, for details. The road has dangerously narrow verges in
places, blind bends, and is poorly lit.

5.5 Extension of footpath to
Caravan Club at Hillhead.

Extension of pavements and footpaths to provide safe pedestrian passage
access from the bus shelter at Ferryman's View to the entrance of the Caravan
Club site.

5.6 Improvement of footpath
from Marina to Jubilee Park.

The current footpath is safer than walking on Brixham Road but the surface
needs upgrading.

5.7 Improved road signage to
Hillhead.

Improved signage and traffic calming measures on the approach roads to
the mini roundabout.

5.8 Provision of passing places
on access road to Coleton
Fishacre.
6.0 Recycling Waste facility
6.1 Provision of recycling
facility for garden waste
material.

6.2 Provision of additional
Household waste facility.

This is to avoid the problems of traffic congestion.

A proposal to provide a recycling facility off Mount Ridley Road for garden
waste only. As well as cutting down travel to council provided facilities it will
provide users with compost and generate an income from SHDC which could
be given to Kingswear charities. Similar schemes are already in existence in
South Hams and Devon.

This is to overcome the issue of second homes and holiday lets putting
rubbish out at inappropriate times.

7.0 Public Transport
7.1 Seasonal improvements to
bus service from Kingswear
to Paignton.

The service is currently hourly and does not support the seasonal demand of
the Hillhead Caravan Club site. There is no service on a Sunday.

7.2 Bus service from Noss to
Paignton via Hillhead.

This proposal is subject to the development at Noss.

7.3 Continuation of the
Community bus service.

There is an hourly evening community bus service between Kingswear and
Brixham.
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8.0
8.1 A walk-in session to a
Practice Nurse in the Village
Hall offering advice, flu jabs,
and help with minor
ailments.

A number of people have commented on the need for this, possibly with
concerns over transport to their surgery.
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KINGSWEAR PARISH NEIGHBOURHOOD
PLAN QUESTIONNAIRE
PLEASE RESPOND BY 28TH FEBRUARY 2017
HAVE YOUR
SAY

A PRE-PAID ENVELOPE IS INCLUDED FOR YOU TO RETURN
THE RESPONSE FORM OR YOU MAY LEAVE IT AT THE
KINGSWEAR VILLAGE STORES OR KINGSWEAR POST
OFFICE.
THIS SURVEY CAN ALSO BE COMPLETED ON LINE AT
www.kingswearneighbourhoodplan.co.uk
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Appendix 12

KNP Community Questionnaire Report Analysis.

Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan
Community Questionnaire
Report

March 2017
Dawn Eckhart
Telephone: 01392 248919x7170
Email: dawn@devoncommunities.org.uk www.devoncommunities.org.uk
Catalyst, Devon Communities Together, First Floor, 3&4
Cranmere Court, Lustleigh Close, Matford Business Park,
EX2 8PW
Devon Communities Together is the operating name for Community Council of Devon, a registered
charity (no. 1074047), company registered in England and Wales (no.3694095) registered office as
above. VAT registered (no. 942 0496 27).

Exeter.

P a g e | 41

THIS DOCUMENT IS AVAILABLE IN LARGE PRINT FORMAT
UPON REQUEST.
PLEASE PHONE 01392 248919 TO REQUEST A COPY.
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Executive Summary – Key Findings

The following table summarises the key findings from the Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan Community
Questionnaire. Key findings are listed alongside the question responses that provide the evidence to support
the finding.
Statistics from the last national census (2011) state that there are approximately 615 households in the
parish representing a population of 1215 people, of these around 1090 people are adults over 16 and are
the most likely audience for participating in this method of consultation. The questionnaire was delivered to
all households within the parish. A total of 290 paper survey forms were completed and returned to Devon
Communities Together for analysis. These returned forms represented responses from 512 individuals, a
further 35 individuals chose to complete the on-line version of the survey, giving a total number of responses
of 547 individuals. We can confidently equate these surveys returned as representing the views of at least
547 individuals – what we cannot tell is how many individuals might have filled in a single form jointly with
other members of the household, giving their agreed collective response. Therefore, as a minimum we can
say that 45% of all residents and at least 50% of adults over 16 participated in the consultation.
From the responses received we can therefore have a high level of confidence that the survey responses are
representative of the community as a whole.
Theme
Evidence
Housing Development
B. Residents suggest that any new developments should use Section 1 Question 1.3
brownfield and low-level infill sites and should be required to provide
Question 1.4
Question 1.7
off-road parking
C. The majority of residents suggests that any new development sites Section 1 Question 1.5
should provide a proportion of affordable houses for locals
Environment
D. A large majority of residents want the landscape and natural
Section 2 Question 2.1
features to be protected
Section 2 Question 2.2
E. Residents strongly support the continued provision of allotments Section 2 Question 2.3
F. The large majority of residents want Jubilee Park to be protected
Economic Development
G. Residents support the provision of small commercial units in
suitable locations
H. There is strong support for allowing disused premises to be given
change of use
I. There is very strong support for ensuring that the last pub and the
last general store in the village are protected from change of use
Sport & Leisure
J. There is strong support for the protection of the Recreation Field
and agreement that the facilities there need improvement
42

Section 2 Question 2.5
Section 3 Question3.1
Section 3 Question3.3
Section 3 Question 3.4

Section 4 Question 4.1
Section 4 Question 4.2

P a g e | 43

K. The majority of residents agree that there is an need for more
exercise and leisure facilities in the parish, of the options suggested,
provision of a “green gym” received the most support
L. Hillhead residents strongly support the need for provision of a play
and recreation area and a community hall in Hillhead
Footpaths & Roads
M. There is strong support for improvements to and development of
a better footpath network around the settlements of the parish
N. Residents support the need for the installation of passing places
on the Coleton Fishacre access road
Recycling & Waste facilities
O. There is strong support for the provision of a garden waste
recycling facility within the parish
P. Residents support the provision of additional household waste
disposal facility
Public Transport
Q. There is strong support for seasonal improvements to the bus
service between Kingswear and Paignton
R. There is strong support for the continuation of the community bus
Service
Health Provision
S. There is very strong support for the need for a walk-in session run
by a practice nurse in the village to deal with minor procedures.

43

Section 4 Question 4.3

Section 4 Question 4.4
Section 4 Question 4.5
Section 5
Questions 5.1- 5.6
Section 5 Question 5.8

Section 6 Question 6.1
Section 6 Question 6.2

Section 7 Question 7.1
Section 7 Question 7.4

Section 8 Question 8.1
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Introduction

Overview of Kingswear
Kingswear is a civil parish in the South Hams District of Devon. The whole parish lies within the South Devon
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and its sea border is designated as Heritage Coast. The parish is a deeply
rural landscape of steep hills and wooded coombes. The main settlement is the ancient village of Kingswear
located on the east bank of the Dart estuary, a more modern settlement has established at Hillhead,
otherwise the parish largely comprises of scattered farmsteads and hamlets.

Population Figures
Data from the most recent national census of 2011 provides the following picture of demographics across
the parish:
Statistic
Whole parish
Village
of Rest of Parish
Kingswear
(mostly Hillhead)
Households
615
300
Total population

1215

Children under 16 125

545
35

90

The Office for National Statistics data sets for the parish, from the 2011 Census suggests that 25 % of
dwellings in the parish are empty properties, second homes or holiday lets, and 32% of dwellings within
Kingswear village.

Neighbourhood Development Plan
Neighbourhood planning is part of the Government's agenda to help local communities play a stronger role
in the shaping of their area. For the first time, local people can create a plan that allows them to develop
planning policies that reflect the priorities of their area and have real legal weight. The whole community
then decides at a referendum whether the local authority should bring the plan into force. Neighbourhood
Plans must focus on guiding development rather than stopping it and need to be in general conformity with
national policy and local planning policies. Further information about Neighbourhood Planning can be found
on the following website:
Make a plan, make a difference: http://www.neighbourhoodplanning.org/

Kingswear Parish Council is developing a Neighbourhood Development Plan. The creation of a
Neighbourhood Plan requires that everybody within the designated area has the opportunity to engage with
the process. Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group decided to engage the services of Catalyst
consultancy to provide the expertise and objectivity needed to undertake the process of community
engagement.

Catalyst and Devon Communities Together
Catalyst is the in-house consultancy service provided by Devon Communities Together (DCT) which is a
charity that has worked to support Devon’s rural communities for over 50 years. In recent year, Catalyst and
Devon Communities Together have provided support to over 60 Town and Parish Council steering groups
that have been working on producing a Neighbourhood Plan for their area.
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Methodology
Key themes that needed to be consulted on were researched by the Neighbourhood Plan
Steering Group: They set up a website to promote the process and invite peoples
comments on their concerns, priorities and aspirations for the future:
http://www.kingswearneighbourhoodplan.co.uk/minutes.htm The group then undertook a range of
community engagements including: in early May 2016 they delivered information leaflets to every house
with an invitation to a meeting in the village hall on 23rd of May. This was followed by two open sessions on
the 7th of July at Raddicombe Lodge Hillhead and on the 11th of July in the Kingswear village hall. At the
village Fun Day in Jubilee Park on the 11th September they held an information stall. They also consulted the
Parish Council on frequently raised issues. The Steering Group then bought in the expertise of the Catalyst
team to help them to develop a comprehensive householder’s questionnaire-based survey. The team looked
at various formats for the questionnaire and decided to go for a simple tick-box response section in which
residents could choose from a scale to what extend they supported or opposed a series of statements. The
form allowed for two people to answer each question and residents were encouraged to collect additional
copies of the questionnaire if needed. This “choices” form was complimented by a document describing the
issues and options to enable people to make an informed decision. A team of volunteers distributed the
survey forms to every household in the parish along with a postage paid envelope. Residents were
encouraged to fill in the survey form and either post it directly to DCT or to drop it off at a number of locations
around the parish. An online version for the survey was also created by DCT and a link to it posted on the
Kingswear NP website and their Facebook site.
The survey was in the public domain from mid-January to the 28th February 2017. When the closing date was
reached the Steering Group allowed an extra 10 days for collecting any further surveys dropped off at the
local venues.

Questionnaire Responses
The completed surveys were delivered to DCT where the responses were digitised and analysed allowing this
report to be created.
As described above, there are approximately 615 households in the parish representing a population of 1215
people, of these around 1090 people are adults over 16 and are the most likely audience for participating in
this method of consultation. The questionnaire was delivered to all households within the parish. A total of
290 surveys were completed and returned to DCT, along with the 35 completed on line this amounted to the
equivalent of a minimum of 547 responders. This return rate represents 45% of all residents and 50% of
adults participating in the survey which is a very strong response rate to have achieved.
In terms of the responses from different localities within the parish, the following results were achieved:
3
Responses from beyond parish boundary
206
Responses from village of Kingswear
Responses from Hillhead

88

Responses from rural areas of parish
Subtotal

28
325

Respondents who didn’t provide postcode

222

Total respondents

547
45
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Section 1: Housing Development

Question 1.1 asked respondents how they felt about allowing development outside the Parish
Development Boundary for exceptional purposes only.

35

91

0%

68

20 %
Strongly in favour

110

40 %
In favour

226

60 %
Not Sure

80 %
Oppose

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 530 responses to this question at least 63% indicated their opposition to the proposal.

Question 1.2 asked respondents how they felt about the statement that housing exception
sites should be adjacent to the existing built environment

142

0%

210

20 %
Strongly in favour

40 %
In favour

82

60 %
Not sure

51

80 %
Oppose

44

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 529 responses to this question, at least 67% were in favour of the proposition.

Question 1.3 asked people to what extent they felt low rise infill development should be
allowed

142

0%

210

20 %
Strongly in favour

40 %
In favour

82

60 %
Not sure

51

80 %
Oppose

44

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 529 responses to this question at least 67% agreed that low rise infill development should be allowed.
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Question 1.4 asked if developments should have a requirement to provide off road parking
places.

401

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

40 %
In favour

105

60 %
Not sure

80 %
Oppose

1617

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 530 respondents that answered this question at least 95% agreed that new developments should
provide off-road parking.

Question 1.5 asked if new developments should have a percentage of affordable homes.

203

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

191

40 %
In favour

75

60 %
Not sure

80 %
Oppose

42 20

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 531 responses to this question, at least 74% were in favour of the proposal.

Question 1.6 asked respondents if new developments should be prevented from becoming
second homes.

243

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

100

40 %
In favour

63

60 %
Not sure

80

80 %
Oppose

48

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 534 responses to this question at least 64% were in favour of the proposal, at least 24% of responses
were opposed to the proposal.

Question 1.7 asked if there is a preference for new developments to use brownfield sites.
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292

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

150

40 %
In favour

60 %
Not sure

61

80 %
Oppose

16 11

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 530 responses to this question, at least 83% supported the proposal.

Section 2: Environment

Question 2.1 asked how strongly people feel about protecting landscape vistas.

426

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

40 %
In favour

86

60 %
Not sure

80 %
Oppose

1333

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 531 responses to this question, at least 96% of responders were in favour of protecting landscape
vistas.

Question 2.2 asked how strongly respondents feel woods and mature trees should be
protected
11
416

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

40 %
In favour

82

60 %
Not sure

80 %
Oppose

17

4

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 530 people who responded to this question, at least 94% of participants were in favour of protecting
mature trees and woods.

Question 2.3 asked if people agree that allotments should continue to be provided.
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178

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

181

40 %
In favour

127

60 %
Not sure

33 15

80 %
Oppose

100 %

Strongly oppose

534 people responded to this question of which at least 67% agreed with the proposal and only 9% were
clearly opposed to their continued provision.
Question 2.4 asked to what extend people support the creation of a community orchard.

135

0%

156

20 %
Strongly in favour

40 %
In favour

156

60 %
Not sure

56

80 %
Oppose

21

100 %

Strongly oppose

524 people responded to this question of which at least 56% were in favour of the proposal.

Question 2.5 asked how strongly people feel that Jubilee park should be protected from
development.
12
381

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

40 %
In favour

107

60 %
Not sure

80 %
Oppose

28

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 529 responses to this question, at least 92% of participants agreed that Jubilee Park should be
protected.

Question 2.6 asked to what extent people support the development of commercial wind farms
or solar farms.
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37

0%

55

99

20 %

108

231

40 %

Strongly in favour

In favour

60 %
Not sure

80 %
Oppose

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 530 responses to this question, at least 64% of participants are opposed to developments of this type.

Question 2.7 asked to what extent respondents
individual/domestic scale wind turbines or solar panels

64

0%

156

20 %
Strongly in favour

115

40 %
In favour

89

60 %
Not sure

support

the

development

of

110

80 %
Oppose

100 %

Strongly oppose

534 responses were received to this question with more or less an even split between those clearly in favour
and those clearly opposed to such developments.
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Section 3: Economic Development
Question 3.1 asked participants to what extent they agreed with the provision of new small
commercial units in suitable locations.

101

0%

286

20 %
Strongly in favour

72

40 %
In favour

60 %
Not sure

27 35

80 %
Oppose

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 521 responses received to this question, at least 74% of participants supported the proposal.

Question 3.2 asked is respondents would support the provision of Live-work units

100

0%

233

20 %
Strongly in favour

127

40 %
In favour

60 %
Not sure

32 28

80 %
Oppose

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 520 responses to this question at least 64% were in favour.

Question 3.3 asked those respondents to what extent they would support allowing change
of use of existing unused premises.

147

0%

269

20 %
Strongly in favour

40 %
In favour

61

60 %
Not sure

80 %
Oppose

23 19

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 519 respondents at least 80% indicated that they would support allowing change of use.
Question 3.4 asked participants to what extent they agree that the last general store or pub
should be protected from conversion to housing.

51

P a g e | 52

396

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

40 %
In favour

98

60 %
Not sure

80 %
Oppose

17

13

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 530 responses to this question, at least 93% of participants agree with this proposal.
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Section 4: Sports & Leisure

Question 4.1 asked how strongly people feel that the Playing Field should be protected from
development.

351

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

121

40 %

60 %

In favour

27 118

80 %

Not sure

oppose

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 518 responses to this question at least 80% of participants agreed that the playing fields should be
protected.
Question 4.2 asked how strongly people feel that the playing field facilities need improving.

215

0%

183

20 %
Strongly in favour

40 %

86

60 %

In favour

80 %

Not sure

Oppose

1515

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 514 responses to this question at least 77% of participants agree that the playing field facilities are in
need of improvement.
Question 4.3 asked respondents to what extent they support the provision of additional
exercise and leisure facilities around the parish.
The question then went on to ask respondents to indicate their preferences in relation to the suggestions of
a boule court and an outdoor green gym: the responses are illustrated below.
AN OUTDOOR "GREEN GYM"

98

A BOULE COURT?

51

GENERALLY MORE
EXERCISE/LEISURE FACILITIES
NEEDED

Strongly in favour

In favour

102

140

133
0%

144

20 %
Not sure

116

174
40 %

32 28

95
60 %

Oppose

25 24

80%

38 20
100 %

Strongly oppose
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A total of 517 people answered this question. The responses show that at least 242 individuals (62%) of
participants were in favour of a green gym. Less people responded to the option of a boule court but of those
that did at least 191 people or 52% were in favour.
460 people responded to the suggestion that generally more leisure facilities are needed. Of these
respondents at least 67% were in favour of the need for more facilities.
Respondents were then asked to give any other suggestions for additional leisure and exercise facilities in
the parish. 65 suggestions were submitted that all gave more than a single suggestion. Of these multiple
suggestions, the five most frequent were:

•
•
•
•
•

Tennis Court – 28% (18 votes)
Footpaths and trails – 22% (14 votes)
Cycle track/trails - 11% (7 votes)
Static BBQ facility – 8% (5 votes)
Access to beach – 8% (5 votes)

Question 4.4 asked people if they supported the need for the provision of a play and
recreation area at Hillhead.

157

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

188

40 %
In favour

125

60 %
Not sure

23 23

80 %
oppose

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 516 people who responded to this question at least 67% (345) people supported the need for play
and recreation provision at Hillhead. If we further analyse the data to just select the responses from those
who actually live in the Hillhead settlement 67% support the need for a play area, but there is stronger
opposition, with 22% opposed, compared to only 9% from across the parish

Question 4.5 asked people if they supported the need for provision of a community hall at
Hillhead.

105

0%

180

20 %
Strongly in favour

40 %
in favour

158

60 %
Not sure

40

80 %
oppose

34

100 %

Strongly oppose
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Of the 517 people who responded to this question at least 55%(285) individuals were in favour of the
provision of a community hall at Hillhead. If we further analyse the data to just select the responses from
those who actually live in the Hillhead settlement 66% support for the need. But again there is stronger
opposition with 24% of Hillhead residents opposed the proposal, compared to 14% across the parish.
Section 5: Footpaths and Roads

Question 5.1 Asked participants to indicate to what extent they agreed with the development
of the suggested footpath route between Hillhead – Slappers Hill – Boohay – Kingswear.

211

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

193

40 %
In favour

53

60 %
Not sure

80 %
Oppose

20 27

100 %

Strongly oppose

504 people responded to this question of which at least 80% of respondents supported the proposal.

55

P a g e | 56

Question 5.2 asks if people support the proposed aspirational footpath route from Hillhead
to Noss.

200

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

195

40 %
In favour

62

60 %
Not sure

80 %
oppose

15 29

100 %

Strongly oppose

501 people responded to this question of which at least 79% of respondents were in favour of the proposal.
Question 5.3 asked participants to what extent they supported the proposed improvements
to the footpath route between Hillhead and South Down Cross.

197

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

190

40 %
In favour

79

60 %
Not sure

80 %
oppose

1219

100 %

Strongly oppose

A total of 497 people responded to this question with at least 78% of participants in favour of the proposal.

Question 5.4 asked participants to what extent they supported the provision of a footpath
between Higher/Lower Contour Rd junction and the cemetery.

212

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

178

40 %
In favour

85

60 %
Not sure

80 %
Oppose

1714

100 %

Strongly oppose

506 people responded to this question of which at least 77% were in favour of the proposal.
Question 5.5 asked participants to what extent they supported the proposal to extend the
footpaths and pavements between the bus shelter at Ferryman’s View and the Caravan Club
site at Hillhead.
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217

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

508

159

40 %
In favour

96

60 %
Not sure

13 23

80 %
Oppose

100 %

Strongly oppose

people responded to this question of which at least 74% (376) were in favour of the proposal.

Question 5.6 asked participants if they support the proposal to improve the footpath between
Darthaven Marina and Jubilee Park.

230

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

509

191

40 %
In favour

60 %
Not sure

58

80 %
Oppose

1713

100 %

Strongly oppose

people responded to this question of which at least 83% (421) were in support of the proposal.

Question 5.7 asked participants to what extent they support the need for improved signage
and traffic calming on the approach roads to Hillhead.

131

0%

143

20 %
Strongly in favour

40 %
In favour

136

60 %
Not sure

53

80 %
Oppose

38

100 %

Strongly oppose

501 people responded to this question of which at least 55% supported the proposal.
Question 5.8 asked if people support the need for provision of passing places on the Coleton
Fishacre access road.
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190
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40 %
In favour
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60 %
Not sure

32 22

80 %
Oppose

100 %

Strongly oppose

513 people responded to this question of which at least 77% supported the proposal.

Section 6 Recycling and Waste facilities

Question 6.1 Asked participants to what extent they supported the proposal to provide a
garden waste recycling facility in the parish.
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20 %
Strongly in favour

215

40 %
In favour

60 %
Not sure

53

80 %
Oppose

27

100 %

Strongly oppose

A total of 510 people answered this question of which at least 83% supported the proposal.

Question 6.2 Asked participants if they support the provision of an additional household
waste facility to better accommodate the needs of holiday makers staying in the village.

185

0%

20 %
Strongly in favour

160

40 %
In favour

89

60 %
Not sure

46

80 %
Oppose

29

100 %

Strongly oppose

509 people responded to this question of which at least 68% supported the proposal

Section 7 Public Transport
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Question 7.1 Asked participants to what extent they agree that there should be seasonal
improvements to the bus service between Kingswear and Paignton.
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0%

198

20 %

40 %

Strongly in favour

In favour
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60 %
Not sure

80 %
Oppose

17

100 %

Strongly oppose

505 people responded to this proposal of which at least 74% supported the proposal.
Question 7.2 asked if participants supported the proposal for a bus route from Noss to
Paignton via Hillhead if the Noss Marina development goes ahead.
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In favour
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Not sure
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80 %
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100 %
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502 people responded to this question of which at least 48% supported the proposal.
Question 7.3 asked people to what extent they supported the continuation of the community
bus service.
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Not sure
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Oppose

100 %
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A total of 509 people responded to this question of which at least 90% supported the proposal.
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Section 8 Health Provision
Question 8.1 asked to what extent residents agreed that there is a need for a walk-in session
run by a practice nurse in the village to deal with minor procedures.

276

0%

166

20 %
Strongly in favour

40 %
In favour

60 %
Not sure

49

80 %
Oppose

913

100 %

Strongly oppose

Of the 513 people who responded to this question at least 86% of people were in favour of this proposal.

Section 9 Your Household
Question 9.1 asked participants to provide their full post code
In the following maps each pin may represent more than one response as there are multiple responses from
the same postcode. A total of 325 respondents answered the question and 222 people skipped the question.
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A closer look at Kingswear village:
Question 9.2 asked participants to describe the number of people within their household in
different age range categories.

12%
28%

6%

6%

7%
Ages 0 - 17

42%

Ages 18 - 30
Ages 31 - 65
Ages 65+

46%

53%

A total of 498 respondents answered the question. In the diagram above the outer concentric circle
illustrates the demographic profile recorded in the last census (2011), whilst the inner circle illustrates the
distribution across age range categories of the households that were described by survey respondents. This
illustrates that a larger proportion of older households participated in the survey.
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Question 9.3 asked participants on what basis they occupy their property.

13%
6%

Owner occupied
Rented
Second home

81%

Of the 504 people who responded to this question 68 of them were occupying their premises as second
homes.

62

P a g e | 63

Question 9.4 asked how long the respondents have lived in their current property.
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0
0

10

20
30
40
50
number of years resident in parish

60

70

478 people responded to this question. The responses illustrated above show that a large proportion of
people have lived in the parish for less than 10 years. A few people have lived in the parish for over 70 years.
Question 9.5 asked participants where they lived before moving into their current property.

14%
9%

In the parish
In the South Hams
Elsewhere

77%

471 people answered this question of whom 360 lived out of the area before moving in to their current
home.
Question 9.6 asked if participants moved in to the parish from elsewhere why they did so.

37%

28%

Work
Retire
Another reason

35%

421 people responded with responses fairly evenly distributed across the three categories provided.
Question 9.10 asked respondents if they anticipated any members of their household
needing housing in the parish.
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62
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40 %

60 %
Yes

80 %

100 %

No

A total of 452 people answered this question with 14% (62 individuals) indicating that housing for members
of their household will be needed.
Question 9.11 asked respondents who answered yes to the previous question to specify what
kind of accommodation would be needed.

Owner occupied

17%
Rented

44%

15%

Sheltered

Affordable
Housing/Housing
Association

24%

Of the 66 people who answered this question, 11 individuals stated that they would need affordable housing.
The last housing needs assessment reported in 2012 that 8 affordable homes would be needed within the
following five years. 10 respondents indicated that sheltered housing would be needed.

64

P a g e | 65

Question 9.12 asked respondents how many people in their household were in which
occupational status.

In education

In employment

82

Self-employed

253
486

Unemployed

84

Unemployed due to
personal or family
responsibilites

142

Retired

453 respondents answered this question on behalf of their households which indicated that 50% of the
members of households are retired.
Question 9.13 asked people who are employed or self-employed to indicate which sector they
work in from nine given options.

198 people responded; the question went on to ask respondents to elaborate if they were employed in some
sector other than the options listed. In the main the comments received could actually be interpreted as
fitting into at least one of the categories above
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Question 9.14 asked the respondents that work to indicate where they work in relation to the
parish.

32%

32%

In the parish
Within 5 miles
Within 15 miles
More than 15 miles

20%

16%

A total of 191 people responded to this question, with 61 people working within the parish and by
comparison 62 people working more than 15 miles away.
Question 9.15 asked respondents which local facilities they use regularly from a list of six
options provided.
500
450
400
350
300
250
200
150
100
50
0

466
412
364
295

127

79

A total of 492 people responded to this question 95% of whom regularly use the ferry, 84% the Post Office
and 74% the shop.
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Question 9.16 invited participants to submit comments or suggestions about the questions
and options in the survey.
45 comments were submitted, on the whole comments provided reflected or re-emphasised the issues and
preferences expressed in earlier questions. The key themes illustrated by the comments submitted were:
roads, traffic and parking

•
•
•
•

pedestrian routes and safety
facilities/shop at Hillhead
reducing the number of second homes and providing affordable housing
the need to re-open Beacon Lane, beach and coastal path

At the end of this section respondents were given the option of providing their name and
contact details. A total of 170 people provided details, which will be delivered to the
NP Steering Group as a separate document to ensure confidentiality and data protection.
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Examples of comments made by residents
“Limit somehow the proliferation of second homes in the village”
“No development should result in loss of established trees”
“Extend 30 mile an hour speed limit”
“Ferries and buses are a lifeline to the village we must ensure they are protected”
“houses which have off road parking or a garage should not be permitted to have roadside parking
permits”
“Jubilee Park should be preserved” “a clear green space for everyone to enjoy”
“still hope the beach can be reopened”
“we need pavements or safe footpaths on road into village”
“more sporting facilities up at the existing sports field”
“Can we have a path from Hillhead to Kingswear so we can walk in safety”
“Don’t sell on affordable homes”
“new developments should have some affordable housing”
“I would like to see an outdoor gym somewhere in the village”
“A communal waste recycling bin would be appreciated”
“Bats are a very important consideration the Greater Horseshoe and others are regularly seen here”
“better paths and cycle tracks please”
“speed limits need to be enforced”
“no to speed bumps”
“if more houses are to be built at Hillhead more infrastructure is required”
“planning decisions appear to ride roughshod over any local objections”
“No development in green fields protect the AONB”
“Affordable housing should be in ratio to the jobs in that area, I am not certain there are enough
jobs available in Kingswear and Dartmouth to justify the provision of affordable housing at the
moment.”
“Younger members of the village are forced to work away to gain a reasonable wage”
“We hope any affordable housing rented will not be bought up by property developers or for holiday
homes “
“Recently trees with TPO’s have been felled at the contractor’s convenience. Any woodland
protection needs the support of the local planning officer, which this area does not appear to have.”
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“Kingswear is already very densely built up for a small village with very few green spaces….. encourage
you not to allow further infill or large extensions”
“any existing views should be protected for the already built house”
“I understand that when a property came up in Mount Pleasant there was only one applicant. I feel the
village is not positioned well for many who require more facilities”
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Appendix 13

Lists for KNP and PC Consideration.
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Appendix 14

Vision and Objectives.

3.0 Vision and Objectives for Kingswear.

3.1 Vision’s:
“To promote a thriving and sustainable community while protecting the special charm and character of
Kingswear Parish and the AONB for residents and visitors.”

3.2 Objectives:
•

Recognising the different characteristics of settlements and protecting the different character with
appropriate development. Preferring development on brownfield sites;

•

Strengthening community ties between Hillhead and Kingswear;

•

Promoting tourism that does not adversely impact on the setting of the Parish and its AONB;

•

Developing community open spaces and recreational facilities particularly in Hillhead;

•

Successful integration of the new development at the Noss Marina into the parish community and
infrastructure;

•

To protect the integrity of the AONB, its wildlife, beauty and vistas;

•

Conserving and strengthening local biodiversity including trees and woodland;

•

Development within the settlement boundaries to respect local character and not impact adversely
on the existing settlements;

•

To ensure new development addresses local housing need both for market and affordable housing;

•

To encourage small scale renewable energy where it does not adversely impact on the AONB;

•

To protect and improve where possible existing community facilities;

•

To promote appropriate small business including live-work units.

•

To ensure development protects and enhances the ecological richness and visual beauty of the
river estuary and coastal margins.
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Appendix 15

Posters advertising Open Sessions in 2019.
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Appendix 16 Strategic Environmental and Habitat Regulation Assessment.
Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan
(Pre-Regulation 14 Version submitted in May 2019)

Strategic Environmental Assessment and
Habitats Regulation Assessment
JUNE 2019
SCREENING OPINION SEA

Having taken all of the relevant policies of the draft Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan
(Pre Regulation 14 Version submitted in May 2019) into account, and assessed the
potential environmental impact on designated sites and landscapes, it is the
Council’s opinion that a full SEA is not required for the Neighbourhood Plan since
no development proposals are included in the Plan. The full reasons for this
conclusion are set out in the screening report in Appendix 1.
HRA
Kingswear lies within the sustenance zone of the Berry Head SSSI (South Hams
SAC). The Plan does not allocate any development sites. In the light of this Council
consider the Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan will not have a significant effect on a
European Site and therefore further assessment under the Habitat
Regulations is not required. Full reasons are set out in Appendix 2 of this report.
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Summary
SEA
This statement has been produced to comply with Regulation 15(1) e (ii) of the Neighbourhood Planning
(General) (Amendment) Regulations 2015.

A neighbourhood plan is required to meet a number of basic conditions, one of which being it must not
breach, and must be otherwise compatible with EU and Human Rights obligations. This requires
neighbourhood plans to fully consider the requirements of the SEA regulations which transpose the EU’s SEA
Directive into law, and which requires those making plans that could impact on the environment to consider
whether they are likely to have a significant effect or not.
A Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Screening Opinion was prepared by South Hams District
Council for the Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan Neighbourhood Plan which has despatched along with the
relevant Version of the Plan.
Having taken all of the relevant policies of the draft Neighbourhood Plan into account, and assessed the
potential environmental impact on designated sites and landscapes, it is the Council’s opinion that a full
SEA is not required for the Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan. The reasons for this conclusion are set out in
the screening report in Appendix 1.

HRA
The legislative basis for the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) is EU Habitats Directive Article 6(3) and
Regulation 61 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended).
The ‘Natura 2000 network’ (more commonly referred to as ‘European Sites’) of sites are designated for the
importance of habitats, species and birds (under the ‘Habitats Directive’ for Special Areas of Conservation,
and the ‘Birds Directive’ for Special Protection Areas). The designation of European Sites was intended to
provide legal protection for this flora and fauna of a European importance, requiring their maintenance or
restoration in a favourable condition.
The process of HRA encompasses the requirements of the Habitats Directive and Habitats Regulations and
includes a decision on whether the plan (including Neighbourhood Plans) should be subject to appraisal. The
‘screening’ process is used to consider whether the plan would be likely to have significant effects on a
European Sites, and if so whether an ‘appropriate assessment’ is necessary.
Due to the no development being proposed in the Plan, the Council considers that the Kingswear
Neighbourhood Plan will not have a significant effect on a European site and that therefore further
assessment under the Habitats Regulations is not required. The full reasons are set out in Appendix 2 of
this report.

Consultation
The statutory environmental bodies (Natural England, Historic England and Environment Agency) were
consulted June 3rd, 2018 the results of the consultation are set out in Appendix 3
78

P a g e | 79

Appendix 1
Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan Strategic Environmental Assessment Screening Opinion
1.1 - Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Process
The need for environmental assessment of plans and programmes is set out in the EU Directive 2001/42/EC,
this was transposed into English law by the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations
2004 or SEA Regulations. The Localism Act 2011 requires neighbourhood plans to comply with EU legislation,
although not all neighbourhood plans will require full environmental assessment, depending on what they
propose and what effect this might have on the environment.
The Neighbourhood Planning Regulations (General) 2012 as amended in January 2015 require qualifying
bodies to submit to the LPA with their neighbourhood plan either a SEA report or a statement of reasons as
to why this has not been necessary (Regulation 15(1)e). The latter will only be appropriate where the
neighbourhood plan has been assessed using the criteria referred to in Regulation 9 (1) of the Environmental
Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004; and where this assessment has shown that the
neighbourhood plan is plan proposal is unlikely to have significant environmental effects. The ‘Regulation 9’
criteria are set out in Schedule 1 as follows:
1. The characteristics of plans and programmes, having regard, in particular, to—
(a) the degree to which the plan or programme sets a framework for projects and other activities, either with
regard to the location, nature, size and operating conditions or by allocating resources;
(b) the degree to which the plan or programme influences other plans and programmes including those in a
hierarchy;
(c) the relevance of the plan or programme for the integration of environmental considerations in particular
with a view to promoting sustainable development;
(d) environmental problems relevant to the plan or programme; and
(e) the relevance of the plan or programme for the implementation of Community legislation on the
environment (for example, plans and programmes linked to waste management or water protection).
2. Characteristics of the effects and of the area likely to be affected, having regard, in particular, to—
(a) the probability, duration, frequency and reversibility of the effects;
(b) the cumulative nature of the effects;
(c) the transboundary nature of the effects;
(d) the risks to human health or the environment (for example, due to accidents);
(e) the magnitude and spatial extent of the effects (geographical area and size of the population likely to be
affected);
(f) the value and vulnerability of the area likely to be affected due to—
(i) special natural characteristics or cultural heritage;
(ii)exceeded environmental quality standards or limit values; or (iii) intensive landuse; and
(g) the effects on areas or landscapes which have a recognised national, Community or international
protection status.
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As part of its duty to support neighbourhood plans, South Hams District Council agreed to undertake the
screening process to determine whether the Kingston Neighbourhood Plan is likely to have significant
environmental effects, and consequently whether SEA is required.

1.2. Kingswear and environmental constraints in the Neighbourhood Plan Area
The Neighbourhood Plan Area covers Kingswear Parish in South Hams District Council, Devon. Kingswear is a
largely rural parish with a population of 1215 (2011 Census). 545 live in the village of Kingswear, 670 in the village
of Hillhead and the rural parts of the Parish. The Plymouth & South West Devon Joint Local Plan (JLP) identifies
neither Kingswear nor Hillhead in its ‘Smaller Towns and Key Villages’ tier of rural settlements. The JLP does
allocate a site for development (Policy TTV5), lying within the Kingswear Parish, at Noss-on-Dart (the site of the
former Philip and Co Shipyard) for mixed-use development including employment (Use Classes B1, B2 and
B8), commercial, education, a hotel, retail land enabling residential development (126 new homes). A
planning application for this development was approved on 10th August 2018 (application Code No 2161
OPA).
The Kingswear Parish lies wholly within the South Devon AONB. SACs. There are two SSSIs in the Parish as follows: -

•
•

Scabbacombe: This site is a locality of Field Eryngo Eryngium campestre, a British Red Data Book*
species afforded special protection under Schedule 8 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981.
Froward Point: This site is important for its coastal plant communities and in particular for the
maritime heathland and grassland which support several local and rare species.

The Parish also contains 18 County Wildlife sites.
There are 32 listed buildings in the Kingswear Parish and the village of Kingswear includes a Conservation Area.

1.3. Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan
The Draft Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan (the Plan) sets out policies and approaches which will add local
detail to policies within the Joint Local Plan. The Plan sets out a vision for Kingswear as follows:
“To promote a thriving and sustainable community while protecting the special charm and character of Kingswear
Parish and the AONB for residents and visitors.”
The Plan contains nineteen policies which are summarised below: -
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Table 1. Summary of policies in the Plan
Policy

Summary of aims and key environmental effects

Policy K1:

Delineates the settlement boundaries for the key villages in
Kingswear Parish, Kingswear and Hillhead as a protection
against sporadic/ inappropriate development.

Policy K2: Exception Sites for
Local Needs

Where evidence of exceptional local need for affordable
homes is provided, sites adjacent to the settlement boundary
will be considered for the provision of housing. The Policy
includes criteria addressing access and car parking and

environmental issues, amongst others, that should be taken
into account in assessing development proposals.

Policy K3: Local Connection for
Affordable Housing

Seeks to ensure new affordable housing provision is occupied
on a preferential basis by local persons (and their dependants)
whose housing needs are not met by the market.

Policy K4: Design of
Development in Kingswear
Parish

Seeks to ensure new development accords with the
Kingswear Character Assessment 2019 (forthcoming).

Policy K5: New homes to be
primary residences

Seeks to ensure new dwellings are occupied as a Principal
Residence.

Policy K6: Protection of local
heritage assets

Buildings and structures of significant local architectural and
historic interest have been identified and are listed in
Appendix 1 of this Plan. The policy seeks to ensure these are
protected and that new development takes them fully into
account.

Policy K7: Traffic Calming and
Parking Standards

Seeks to ensure that appropriate new development includes
measures to improve pedestrian and cycle safety. Also sets
standards for car parking that should accompany new
residential development.

Policy K8: Protection of Trees
and Woodland

Seeks to protect trees and woodland from development
proposals.
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Policy K9: Local Wildlife Sites
and habitats

Seeks to protect Priority Habitats from development and
ensure adequate mitigation where appropriate.

Policy K10: Local Green Spaces

Identifies Local Green Space.

Policy K11: Public Open Space
and Access to Water

Identifies public open spaces providing access to the river and
seeks protect and enhance these locations if new development
is proposed.

Policy K12: Protection of
Important Public Views and
Vistas

Identifies views and vistas that are important to the character
and local distinctiveness of Kingswear Parish and seeks to
protect from inappropriate development.

Policy K13: Footpaths and
Rights of Way Network

Seeks to protect and where appropriate extend and enhance
the network of existing and public rights of way in the parish.

Policy K14: Allotments and
Community Orchard

Requires that the Allotment and Community Orchard sites
identified retain their community use.

Policy K15: Renewable Energy
Policy

Encourages development proposals to include energy saving
technology and identifies development that would be
inappropriate in the AONB.

Policy K16: Minor Employment Encourages start-up businesses from home, live-work units
and other small business developments within residential
Development and live/work
areas where appropriate.
units
Policy K17: Protecting
Community Assets

Identifies community assets and seeks to protect from
inappropriate change of use.

Policy K18: Provision of Play
Facilities

Identifies a need for the provision of play facilities in the
Hillhead area. Requires new residential development in
Hillhead to include proposals that address this issue.

Policy K19: Priorities identified Identifies priorities for investment should monies come
available for new development.
for developer contributions to be
spent within the Neighbourhood
area
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2.0. SEA Screening and Statement of Reasons
Table 2 below provides the screening determination of the need to carry out a full Strategic
Environmental Assessment for the Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan, including a statement of reasons
for why this has not been considered necessary. The statutory consultees consisting of Natural
England, Historic England and the Environment Agency will be consulted to ask for their comments.
Table 2: SEA screening
Criteria

Significant
Reason
environmental
effect?

1. The characteristics of plans and programmes, having regard, in particular, to—
(a) the degree to which the plan or
programme sets a framework for projects
and other activities, either with regard to
the location, nature, size and operating
conditions or by allocating resources;
(b) the degree to which the plan or
programme influences other plans and
programmes including those in a
hierarchy;

NO

The broader policy framework is set by
the NPPF and the Local Plan. The
Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan does not
propose significant new development in
addition to or in
contradiction of the Local Plan.

NO

Neighbourhood plans should be taken
into account by other proposed plans,
including the Local Plan, but there are no
plans or programmes that need to be in
conformity with it. The Plan will
therefore not significantly influence
other plans and programmes.

NO

The policies in the Kingswear
Neighbourhood Plan are not considered
likely to have a significant environmental
impact
on
the
integration
of
environmental
considerations.
Any
development proposed will be in
accordance with environmental
protection policies of the adopted Local
Plan and the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).

NO

The Neighbourhood Plan area lies within
the sustenance zone of the Berry Hill bat
roost. The Plan proposes no development
and contains policies that seek to protect
the environment and will not give rise to
unacceptable environmental impacts.

(c) the relevance of the plan or programme
for the integration of environmental
considerations in particular with a view to
promoting sustainable development;

(d) environmental problems relevant to the
plan or programme; and
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(e) the relevance of the plan or programme
for the implementation of Community
legislation on the environment (for example,
plans and programmes linked to waste
management or water protection).

The Neighbourhood Plan is not relevant as
a plan for implementing EC legislation.
NO

2. Characteristics of the effects and of the area likely to be affected, having regard, in particular, to—
(a) the probability, duration, frequency and
reversibility of the effects;
NO

Any effects of the proposals advanced by
the Plan are considered to have minimal
environmental impact. Policies in the Plan,
that support development, seek to
minimise any potential impacts.

NO

The effects from the Plan as a whole are
not considered to be significantly greater
than those from any individual policy.

(b) the cumulative nature of the effects;

(c) the transboundary nature of the effects;

The Plan will not have any transboundary
effects.

(d) the risks to human health or the
environment (for example, due to
accidents);

There are considered to be no risks to
human health.

(e) the magnitude and spatial extent of the
effects (geographical area and size of the
population likely to be affected);

(f) the value and vulnerability of the area
likely to be affected due to— (i) special
natural characteristics or cultural heritage;
(ii) exceeded environmental quality
standards or limit values; or (iii) intensive
land-use; and
(g) the effects on areas or landscapes which
have a recognised national, Community or
international protection status.

NO

NO

NO

NO

The Neighbourhood Plan area covers the
Parish of Kingswear. The population of the
Neighbourhood Area is
approximately 1215. This is considered to
be a small area in terms of potential wider
environmental effects.
As already illustrated, the only vulnerable
area which may be affected is considered
to be the Berry Point SSSI, and any effects
are likely to be minimal.

As above and elsewhere in this document.
In addition, the Plan contains policies
which are likely to have a positive effect on
the environment generally.

2.1 SEA Screening Opinion
The Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan does not identify any sites for development and proposes a continuity
of land uses as they exist at present. Furthermore, the Plan includes a suite of policies that are devised to
meet the Plan’s Vision and Objectives which seek to protect the environment and mitigate any impacts that
may arise from implementation of the Plan.
Having taken into account all the policies included into account and having assessed potential impacts on
Designated Sites and Landscapes, this screening opinion has concluded that SEA is not required.
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Appendix 2
Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan Habitats Regulations Assessment: Screening
1.0. The HRA process
The legislative basis for the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) is EU Habitats Directive Article 6(3) and
Regulation 61 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended).
The ‘Natura 2000 network’ (more commonly referred to as ‘European Sites’) of sites are designated for the
importance of habitats, species and birds (under the ‘Habitats Directive’ for Special Areas of Conservation,
and the ‘Birds Directive’ for Special Protection Areas). The designation of European Sites was intended to
provide legal protection for this flora and fauna of a European importance, requiring their maintenance or
restoration in a favourable condition.
With respect to this HRA, all of the following designations, to which the HRA process applies, are referred to
as ‘European sites’:
-

Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) special protection to flora, fauna and habitats
Special Protection Areas (SPAs) are areas of land, water or sea of international importance for the
breeding, feeding, wintering or the migration of rare, vulnerable or migratory species of birds
Ramsar sites, identified through the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance
Proposed and candidate SPAs and SACs (pSPA, cSPA, pSAC, cSAC) that are being considered for
designation

1.1. The HRA screening process for neighbourhood plans

There are particular requirements for plans and projects set out within the European Directives (and
transposed into domestic legislation in England by the ‘Habitats Regulations’).
The process of HRA encompasses the requirements of the Habitats Directive and Habitats Regulations and
includes a decision on whether the plan (including Neighbourhood Plans) should be subject to appraisal. The
‘screening’ process is used to consider whether the plan would be likely to have significant effects on a
European Sites, and if so whether an Appropriate Assessment is necessary.
An Appropriate Assessment will consider the implications for the European Site in view of the conservation
objectives (generally to restore or maintain the features which led to the designation of the site) and consider
whether the plan could affect the integrity of the site. More detailed mitigation measures may be considered
at this stage. A plan should only be agreed once the competent authority has established that the plan will
not adversely affect the integrity of the European Sites.
With respect to Neighbourhood Plans, the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 require a
submitted neighbourhood plan to include a statement explaining how the proposed Neighbourhood Plan
meets the basic conditions set out in paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
One of the basic conditions requires Neighbourhood Plans to be compatible with EU obligations and to
demonstrate that it is not likely to have a significant effect on a European Site.
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The Habitats Regulations do not prescribe a specific methodology for undertaking or reporting the appraisal
of plans, however there is guidance within various documents and the following are most relevant:
-

ODPM Circular 06/2005
The Habitats Regulations Assessment of Local Development Document (David Tyldesley and
Associates for Natural England – final draft 2009)
Habitats Regulations Appraisal of Plans, Guidance for Plan-Making bodies in Scotland (David
Tyldesley and Associates, 2012).

As this Neighbourhood Plan is not directly connected with or necessary for the management of a European
site for nature conservation purposes it must proceed through the HRA screening process.
2.0. Selecting European sites that should be considered in the HRA screening
The decision about which European Sites should be considered in the Appraisal is based upon the checklist
below (adapted from Figure 2 of HRA of Plans, David Tyldesley and Associates, 2012).
-

Sites within the plan area
Sites upstream or downstream of the plan area in the case of river or estuary
Wetland sites with relevant hydrological links to land within the plan area
Sites which have significant ecological links with land in the plan area (e.g. migratory birds/mobile
species)
Sites which may receive increased recreational pressure from the plan
Sites that may be used for water abstraction
Sites that could be affected by discharge of effluent from wastewater treatment Sites that
could be affected by significant increases in emissions from traffic
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Appendix 3

Responses from Statutory bodies
Organisation

Comment
Thank you for your consultation on the SEA
Screening for the emerging Kingswear
Neighbourhood Plan.

David Stuart | Historic Places Adviser South
West
Direct Line: 0117 975 0680 | Mobile: 0797 924
0316

This is our first involvement in the preparation of
this Plan since offering initial generic advice at
the time of the area’s designation in March
2016. We therefore also appreciate the
opportunity to view the draft pre-submission
version of the Plan provided with this
consultation as this will allow us to identify
issues of interest which it may be useful to
highlight.

Historic England | 29 Queen Square | Bristol |
BS1 4ND
https://historicengland.org.uk/southwest

As it happens, there are no issues associated
with the Plan which we feel the need to identify
and as such we have no objection to the view
that a full SEA is not required.
Kind regards
David
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Victoria Kirkham
Consultations Team
Natural England
County Hall
Spetchley Road Worcester
WR5 2NP

SEA and HRA Screening of Kingswear’s Draft
Neighbourhood Plan
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated
3rd June 2019 which was received by Natural
England on the same day.
Natural England is a non-departmental public body.
Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed
for the benefit of present and future generations,
thereby contributing to sustainable development.
Strategic Environmental Assessment
Screening
We welcome the production of this SEA Screening
report. Natural England notes and concurs with the
screening outcome i.e. that ‘a full SEA is not
required’.
Further guidance on deciding whether the proposals
are likely to have significant environmental effects
and the requirements for consulting Natural England
on SEA are set out in the National Planning Practice
Guidance.
Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening
Natural England notes the screening process
applied to this Neighbourhood plan. We agree with
the conclusion of the report that the Kingswear
Neighbourhood Plan will not have a significant effect
on a European site and therefore further assessment
under the Habitats Regulations is not required.
We would be happy to comment further should the
need arise but if in the meantime you have any
queries please do not hesitate to contact us. For
any new consultations, or to provide further
information on this consultation please send your
correspondences
to
consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.
Yours sincerely
Victoria Kirkham
Consultations Team

www.gov.uk/natural-england
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EUROPEAN SITES THAT COULD POTENTIALLY BE AFFECTED BY THE KINGSWEAR NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
SOUTH HAMS EUROPEAN SITES
Site Name
&
Designation

Qualifying Interests

Site vulnerabilities

Dartmoor
SAC

Northern Atlantic wet
heath with Erica tetralix

Visitor
and recreational pressure Increased recreational pressure resulting from
including accidental and
deliberate new development
burning,
trampling
and
erosion
particularly of blanket bog, disturbance of
otters by activity on/near rivers

European dry heath
Blanket bog
Old
sessile
oak
woodlands Ilex and
Blechnum in the British
Isles

Potential effects associated with development
(general)

Likelihood of a Significant Effect from the Strete Neighbourhood Plan

None due to geographical separation and lack of impact pathways

Air pollution associated with new development

Nutrient/acid deposition causing habitat
loss

Southern damselfly
Coenagrion mercuriale
Otter Lutra lutra

Water quality – effect on Atlantic salmon
and Otter

Atlantic salmon Salmo
salar

Plymouth
Sound and

Sandbanks which are
slightly covered by sea
water all the time

Increased pressure for recreational
moorings
and
facilities,
port
development, dredging

Increased recreational pressure - physical
damage
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Estuaries
SAC

Estuaries
Mudflats and sandflats
not
covered
by
seawater at low tide
Large shallow inlets and
bays

Sensitivity to oil pollution

Allis shad vulnerable to noise, vibration
and degraded water quality

Reefs
Atlantic salt meadows
Shore dock
Allis shad
South
Dartmoor
Woods SAC

Old
sessile
oak
woodlands Ilex and
Blechnum in the British
Isles
European dry heath

Tamar
Estuaries
Complex
SPA

Internationally
important populations
of Avocet and Little
Egret

Visitor and recreational pressures

Air
pollution
(associated
with
atmospheric nitrogen deposition from
agriculture, industry, vehicles)
Disturbance to Avocet and Little Egret

Habitat loss – water quality, acid and
nitrate deposition in important wetland
areas

Start Point
to
Plymouth
Sound and
Eddystone
SAC

Reefs

Fishing

Increased recreational use – trampling and
erosion/fires

None due to geographical separation and lack of impact pathways

Air pollution associated with new development

Increased recreational pressure associated
with development – visual and noise
disturbance of Avocet and Little Egret

None due to geographical separation and lack of impact pathways

Additional housing in vicinity of SPA increasing
discharge of pollutants from waste water
treatment works (non-toxic contamination)
Recreational angling

None due to geographical separation and lack of impact pathways
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South
Devon

Vegetated sea
cliffs of the

Shore Dock
SAC

Atlantic and Baltic
coasts

Recreational disturbance

Additional pressure from new residents
recreation along coastal areas

None due to geographical separation and lack of impact pathways

Shore dock Rumex
rupestris
Blackstone
Point SAC

Shore dock Rumex
rupestris

None identified in SIP

Changes to surface water runoff quality

None due to geographical separation and lack of impact pathways

Lyme Bay
and Torbay
SAC

Reefs
caves

Public access and disturbance

Additional pressure from new residents
recreation along coastal areas

None due to geographical separation and lack of impact pathways

South
Hams SAC

Various habitats
(associated with
Berry Head site)
and
Greater
Horseshoe Bat

Lighting, loss of supporting habitat in
wider landscape for foraging and
commuting, disturbance

Lighting, loss of supporting habitat in wider
landscape for foraging and commuting,
disturbance

Kingswear is within the sustenance zone for the Berry Head SSSI roost, and there is a strategic
flyways to the south of Kingswear and along the adjacent River Dart. However the Neighbourhood
Plan does not propose any development or allocations.

and

sea
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2.1. Conservation Objectives
Natural England publish Conservation Objectives for each European site. Conservation Objectives are
intended to assist competent authorities with meeting their obligations under the Habitats
Regulations, providing a framework to inform HRA, in particular the Appropriate Assessment stage of
HRA.
Where Conservation Objectives are met for the Qualifying Species, the site is considered to exhibit a
high degree of integrity and to be achieving a Favourable Conservation Status for that species or
habitat. With regards to the European sites, natural habitats and/or species for which the site has
been designated (the Qualifying Features):
•

•

Avoid deterioration of the qualifying natural habitats and the habitats of qualifying species,
and the significant disturbance of those qualifying species, ensuring the integrity of the site is
maintained or restored as appropriate and the site makes a full contribution to achieving
Favourable Conservation Status of each of the qualifying features.
Subject to natural change, to maintain or restore:
- The extent and distribution of qualifying natural habitats and habitats of qualifying
species;
- The structure and function (including typical species) of qualifying natural habitats
and habitats of qualifying species;
- The supporting processes on which qualifying natural habitats and habitats of
qualifying species rely;
- The populations of qualifying species;
- The distribution of qualifying species within the site.

2.2 Criteria with which to screen the Neighbourhood Plan
The following table sets out criteria to assist with the screening process of policies and proposals
within the Neighbourhood Plan to consider their potential effects on European Sites. Policies and
proposals that fall within categories A and B are considered not to have an effect on a European Site
and are not considered further within the HRA process. Policies and proposals that fall within
categories C and D are considered further, including an in-combination consideration. If
straightforward mitigation measures cannot be applied to avoid any significant effects, then any
remaining policies and proposals that would be likely to have a significant effect on a European site,
either alone or in combination must be taken forward to an Appropriate Assessment.

Category A: No negative effect
A1

Options / policies that will not themselves lead to development e.g. because they relate to design or
other qualitative criteria for development, or they are not a land use planning policy.

A2

Options / policies intended to protect the natural environment, including biodiversity.

A3

Options / policies intended to conserve or enhance the natural, built or historic environment, where
enhancement measures will not be likely to have any negative effect on a European Site.

A4

Options / policies that positively steer development away from European sites and associated
sensitive areas.

92

P a g e | 93

A5

Options / policies that would have no effect because no development could occur through the policy
itself, the development being implemented through later policies in the same plan, which are
more specific and therefore more appropriate to assess for their effects on European Sites
and associated sensitive areas.

Category B: No significant effect
B

An option or policy or proposal that could have an effect but would not be likely to have a significant
(negative) effect because the effects are trivial or ‘de minimis’, even if combined with other effects.

Category C: Likely significant effect alone
C1

The option, policy or proposal could directly affect a European site because it provides for, or steers,
a quantity or type of development onto a European site, or adjacent to it.

C2

The option, policy or proposal could indirectly affect a European site e.g. because it provides for, or
steers, a quantity or type of development that may be very close to it, or ecologically, hydrologically
or physically connected to it or it may increase disturbance as a result of increased recreational
pressures.

C3

Proposals for a magnitude of development that, no matter where it was located, the development
would be likely to have a significant effect on a European site.

C4

An option, or policy that makes provision for a quantity / type of development (and may indicate one
or more broad locations e.g. a particular part of the plan area), but the effects are uncertain because
the detailed location of the development is to be selected following consideration of options in a
later, more specific plan. The consideration of options in the later plan will assess potential effects
on European Sites, but because the development could possibly affect a European site a significant
effect cannot be ruled out on the basis of objective information.

C5

Options, policies or proposals for developments or infrastructure projects that could block options
or alternatives for the provision of other development or projects in the future, which will be
required in the public interest, that may lead to adverse effects on European sites, which would
otherwise be avoided.

C6

Options, policies or proposals which depend on how the policies etc are implemented in due course,
for example, through the development management process. There is a theoretical possibility
that if implemented in one or more particular ways, the proposal could possibly have a
significant effect on a European site.

C7

Any other options, policies or proposals that would be vulnerable to failure under the Habitats
Regulations at project assessment stage; to include them in the plan would be regarded by the EC as
‘faulty planning.’

C8

Any other proposal that may have an adverse effect on a European site, which might try to pass the
tests of the Habitats Regulations at project assessment stage by arguing that the plan provides the
imperative reasons of overriding public interest to justify its consent despite a negative assessment.

Category D: Likely Significant effect in combination
D1

93

The option, policy or proposal alone would not be likely to have significant effects but if its effects
are combined with the effects of other policies or proposals provided for or coordinated by
Our Plan the cumulative effects would be likely to be significant.
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D2

Options, policies or proposals that alone would not be likely to have significant effects but if their
effects are combined with the effects of other plans or projects, and possibly the effects of other
developments provided for in Our Plan as well, the combined effects would be likely to be significant.

D3

Options or proposals that are, or could be, part of a programme or sequence of development
delivered over a period, where the implementation of the early stages would not have a significant
effect on European sites, but which would dictate the nature, scale, duration, location, timing of the
whole project, the later stages of which could have an adverse effect on such sites.

3.0. Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan screening
Table 1: HRA Screening
Policy/Proposal

Category Reason
for Potential impacts European
Mitigation required
(A,B,C,D) category (unless on European sites sites affected
clear)

All Policies

A1, A2, No development None
A3,A4
proposed
and
policies proposed
and A5
seek to protect
and
mitigate
potential
impacts.

None

None

3.1. Additions/revisions required to the Kingston Neighbourhood Plan
3.2. HRA CONCLUSION AND SCREENING OPINION
It is considered that the Kingswear NP will not have a significant effect on a European site and that
therefore further assessment under the Habitats Regulations is not required.
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Appendix 17 Consultation Response Form September 2019.
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Appendix 18
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List of Formal Consultees.
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Additional Consultees for Reg 14
-

Boohay estate Dart Marina
National trust
Galmpton holiday park
Land owner
Noss on Dart
Dart Harbour
Land owner
land owner
River Link
Land owner Water Head Brake

98
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Appendix 19 Consultation Banner.

[Grab your reader’s attention with a great quote from the document or use this space to emphasize a key
point. To place this text box anywhere on the page, just drag it.]
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Appendix 20

Consultation Responses 2019.

DATE
RECVD

PERSON/ORGANISATION

14/9/2019

SM-MMO-CONSULTAIONS
(MARINE MANAGEMENT)
Highways England

No specific comments.

General guidance noted

Just noted KNP needs updating to show
JLP adopted.

Updated index to reflect JLP adopted.

8/10/2019

Developer Services Planning
South West Water

Plan noted, no comments.

General guidance noted

14/10/2019

Resident 1

Supportive of several policies.

Noted with thanks

15/10/2019

Resident

1: Requested that cafés be added to
Policy K17.
2: Proposed several parking solutions
including seeking a site for parking.

1. The Cafés in Kingswear are either subsidiary uses in an
existing planning unit, or in A3 shops that could change to an
A1 shop without needing planning permission. Thus, planning
policy will not be able to impact on them. No change to policy.
2: The parking suggestions will be considered by KPC. Any
designated site would need to be assessed for impact on the
AONB, so not proposed in Plan.

16/9/2019

2

SUMMARY OF POINTS RAISED

3. Provision of electric vehicle charging
points.

KNP RESPONSE

3. The Parish Council support this idea, but it will need to be
an action of the highway authority.
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20/10/2019

Resident 3

1: Questions the designation of the
village being “unsustainable” (4.2.1
KNP) and asked that it is ‘registered as a
Sustainable Community’.
2: Suggests the KNP indicates sites for
purchase, locally affordable and social
rented properties.
3: Proposes 106 funds from the Nosson -Dart development to be considered
to purchase existing properties for
social rent.

DATE
RECVD

PERSON/ORGANISATION

SUMMARY OF POINTS RAISED

1: The text is not saying Kingswear is unsustainable, just
stating the fact that it has not been designated a ‘sustainable
village’ in the JLP due to the sensitivity of its location within
the AONB. This will be made clearer in the text. It is not
possible to over-ride the strategic designation in the JLP of
Kingswear as part of the countryside.
2: The KNP has a policy supporting the provision of affordable
housing on exception sites outside of the development
boundary, subject to the strict landscape criteria needed for
building in an AONB. Any site allocation in the KNP however
would need extensive work on landscape visual and ecological
impact appraisal as well as the usual site assessment work.
This was not considered practical, or necessary. Policy TTV27

KNP RESPONSE
in the JLP allows for housing for local need to be provided in
areas designated countryside subject to acceptable impact.
3: Include in Appendix 8, as this is a non-planning project.
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26/10/2019

29/10/2019

Residents 4

Resident 5

1: Raised concerns regarding new builds
out of character.
2: No allocation of affordable homes at
Noss-on-Dart.

The Character Appraisal and policy K4 have been
developed to improve the design of new development.
2. This was a decision on the recent planning permission.

3: Supported policy K13.
4: Concerns regarding possible antisocial activity if play facilities built at
Hillhead. Feel Policy K18 has accepted
there will be residential development in
Hillhead.

Play facilities would need to be properly located and small in
scale to avoid this problem, but there are currently no play
facilities in Hillhead. There are no residential developments
allocated in Hillhead in the Plan. Policy K18 is only indicating
that if this were to happen, a development would be expected
to provide some play facilities.

5: Raised concerns over the nature of
any possible developments at Hillhead.

Noted – but the settlement boundary has excluded sites for
development outside the existing settlement.

6: Noted presence of wildlife in the
Hillhead area.

6. Noted.

1: Concerns with fig 4a
2: Unkept edge of recreational ground
blocking views.

1: The map will be corrected to show the information in the
Parish Character Assessment (PCA) Figure 10 where it is
relevant to Policy K12.
2. The views shown will be reviewed and agree with
information in the PCA, but there is a difference here between
winter and summer views out.

3: Comment regarding reservoir
development.

3. Noted with thanks

3: This development is in line with the Planning Permission.
1/11/2019

Resident 6

DATE
RECVD

PERSON/ORGANISATION

1: Various supportive comments.
2: Concerns regarding any development
on Penhill Lane area.

SUMMARY OF POINTS RAISED

1. and 3: Noted with thanks.
2 The Plan has designated a development boundary that
excludes Penhill Lane and there are no proposals for
development here in the Plan.

KNP RESPONSE

3: Supports the need for traffic calming.
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1/11/2019

Natural England

No specific comments.

General guidance noted

1/11/2019

Pavilion Homes for
landowner 1

1: Objection to Policy K1 on the grounds . Site RA19 was an allocation in a development plan
that the settlement boundary should
document that has not been saved in the recently adopted
include their site RA19.
JLP. It was not included within the previous settlement
boundary of the South Hams Local Plan 1996, and the
2. Objection to Policy K5 on the
statement in the submission is not accurate in this regard
grounds that it will create a premium
value on the purchase of existing homes (para 2.2). The claim that the site was considered suitable in
the SHLAA (para2.9 and 2.10) is also not accurate and
and is discriminatory.
assumed to be based on a mistaken site identification in that
3: Suggested that the KNP had displayed
document. Site RA19 is site SH_30_06_16 in the site
contrary information in the public open
information pack for the SHLAA2017 and is considered to
session of October 19th, 2019 held at
have ‘Significant Constraints’. The view of the Parish Council
Hillhead compared to the KNP draft
is that it is not suitable for development due to its adverse
plan June 2019.
impact on the setting of Kingswear and the AONB, and we
agree with the LPA in this regard.
The Parish Council has set out their concerns with the draft
guidance from the LPA with regard to drawing up settlement
boundaries in para 4.1.2 of the KNP. We note that the
Inspectors’ at the JLP examination required that the evidence
for the settlement boundaries be strengthened and reviewed
or the proposed boundaries be removed from the JLP. The
latter course of action was taken, and the previous LPA
guidance on drawing up settlement boundaries has effectively
been found to not be sound.
. All existing homes in Kingswear will be unaffected by the
requirement for primary residency. We do not accept that a
new ‘premium’ on value will be created, because very few
new homes are likely to be built. The Policy requires that

DATE
RECVD

PERSON/ORGANISATION

SUMMARY OF POINTS RAISED

KNP RESPONSE

P a g e 103 |
109

P a g e | 104

when infill residential development does occur, it will support
the local community by being available for people intending to
live in Kingswear as their primary residence.
3. This relates to a complaint that consultation boards stated
that “The Settlement Boundary (SB) set in the 1996 Local Plan
has been repeated in the Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan
(KNP).” In fact the 1996 boundary was the starting place for
the settlement boundary in the KNP, but minor alterations
have been made where more recent planning permissions
have rendered the 1996 boundary out of date.
3/11/2019

Resident 7

1: Comments regarding the figure 4a to
add additional views.

Figure 4a will be corrected. Not all views are indicated, just
places where particularly fine views are possible. We agree
however that the view from Lower Contour Road should be
included.

3/11/2019

Resident 8

1: Raised issues of unsafe roads and
parking difficulties.

4/11/2019

Residents

Detailed ideas for improving highway safety for all was noted
and will be passed to the Highway Authority and LPA. This
Plan cannot deal with specific highway proposals however, as
it must deal with land-use planning issues only.
To not apply it was a decision on the recent planning
permission.
The Plan has not allocated development sites in the AONB.
Doing this rightly requires considerable investigation into the
visual and environmental impact. Settlement Boundaries
have been drawn around the existing settlements of Hillhead
and Kingswear in order to ensure the protection of the AONB.

9

1: The primary residency policy should
apply to the Noss Marina site as well.
2: Supports no development in the
ANOB and has concerns that the Plan
could have development in mind.

3. Concerns about Policy K2 and
exception sites.

DATE

PERSON/ORGANISATION

SUMMARY OF POINTS RAISED

The Plan wishes to be positive particularly with regard to
future need for affordable homes. It is considered there are
adequate safeguards for the AONB in this and other policies of
the KNP, in particular the limiting of any exception site to a
maximum of 10 dwellings in Policy K2.

KNP RESPONSE
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RECVD
4: Suggests relevant amenities
development at Hillhead, not
necessarily a playground because of the
resident populations age grouping.
5: Supportive of Primary Residence
Policy, (K5).

4/11/2019

Environment Agency

1. Many comments supporting the KNP.
2.Would like to see Policy K9
strengthened with the wording ‘no
overall losses changed to ‘a net gain.
3. Policy K11 needs to ensure
maintaining access to the water does
not result in habitat loss with new or
extended slipway facilities.

Hillhead is a village with a population of over 500 people, and
some modest provision of community facilities is justified. The
2011 Census shows 121 young people under the age of 16 in
the whole Parish, and some of these will be living in Hillhead.
It is agreed that Play facilities would need to be properly
located and small in scale. Policy K18 is only indicating that if
future development were to happen, it would be expected to
provide some play facilities.
5. Support for Policy K5 noted with thanks.
1. Noted with thanks.
. Agree Policy K9 should be amended to read “will be
required to ensure there is a net gain of biodiversity and no
loss of long-term landscape beauty”. This will comply with
recent government guidance in the NPPF requiring net
biodiversity gain in developments.
. We understand the concerns here, but Policy K11 does not
propose new development. If any new access to water
facilities were proposed they would need to comply with
Policy K9, and so the issue is covered already.

4/11/2019

David Stuart of Historic
England

Applauded the preparation of the
Character assessment through policies
K4, 6 &12.

Noted with thanks

13/12/2019

South Hams District Council

General comments:
Vision and Objectives are felt to be
relevant and linked well with strategic
planning policy.

1. Noted with thanks
Guidance in the NPPF (para 16f) actually states that
neighbourhood plan policy should avoid “unnecessary
duplication of policies”, which is not a statement banning all
repetition. In many cases clarity requires some repetition; so
that the specific local context of a policy is set in its broader
context and is understandable.

Policies should not repeat local or
national policy.
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DATE
RECVD

PERSON/ORGANISATION

13/12/2019

South Hams District Council

SUMMARY OF POINTS RAISED

KNP RESPONSE

Comments on specific policies
Policy K2: repeats JLP Policy TTV27 and
this needs to be removed. Evidence for
variation from TTV27 needs to be
clarified particularly with regard to the
80% affordable requirement and the
restriction on the size of the site.

1. As discussed above, the policy is specific to the
neighbourhood area and its circumstances and repetition is
needed for clarity of purpose of the policy. The local
requirements for small sites reflect the AONB designation of
the entire parish and the need for exceptional development
here to be in keeping with the AONB. The setting of
Kingswear is very sensitive in this regard, hence the
requirement for sites to be small. This and the need for a
higher affordable requirement will be made clearer in the
justification. The requirement for a higher level of affordable
housing is due to the particularly high values of homes in the
parish, and again the need for development outside of the
settlement boundary to only be justified in the exceptional
circumstances of the sensitive AONB location. Something
Policy TTV27 is not concerned with, as it is a more general
policy for the entire joint plan area.
2. It is considered that in the circumstance where the
strategic policy requires affordable housing to be provided for
local need, defining local need in a local plan is in general
conformity with the strategic plan. The JLP Policy TTV27 deals
with meeting local housing needs in rural areas and requires a
proven need for affordable housing for local people.

Policy K3: There is a lack of clarity
regarding whether requiring a local
connection in neighbourhood plan
policies is acceptable or not.

Policy K4: It is suggested this policy is
criteria-based in order to give clarity
to developers.
Policy K7: This policy should require
one space for a one-bed property.

3. The policy refers to the Kingswear Character Assessment
drawn up as part of the evidence base for the neighbourhood
plan, and the 17 guidelines within it. These give evidenced
based clarity.
4. Agreed. The policy will be amended to do this with the
addition of “unless the property has only one bedroom and is
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DATE
RECVD

PERSON/ORGANISATION

SUMMARY OF POINTS RAISED
5. Policy K8: This policy should be
worded so that protection of trees is
less absolute. It is not appropriate to
mention TPO trees specifically.

6. Policy K10: The policy needs clearer
illustration of the sites. The justification
in Appendix 2 should make clearer
reference to the NPPF criteria.

7. Policy K11: The policy is novel.
Suggested that mapping is more precise
for these areas as well.
8. Policy K12: Figure 4 should be
incorporated in a proposals map. Are
views overlooking the river legitimate
for this plan, as they include land
outside of the neighbourhood plan
area?

KNP RESPONSE
less than 60m2 total floor area”at the end of the first
sentence of the second paragraph.
5. The wooded setting of Kingswear and the stricter
environmental and design requirements of the AONB justify
the firm wording of the policy. As with any policy, if specific
requirements of a development proposal make some
relaxation of the policy desirable then it will be possible to do
this as a ‘relevant material consideration’. The policy is not
attempting to designate TPOs, which it is accepted is a
separate power. However, designation does indicate a
particularly valuable tree, and so it is considered legitimate to
have specific requirements for them.
6. Clearer mapping has been provided as part of Appendix 2,
and the policy does mention this. It is agreed that for clarity
the Policy should refer to Figures 1-4 in Appendix 2. The table
in Appendix 2 does set out why the green spaces meet the
requirements of the NPPF indirectly, but for clarity more will
be said on this in para 4.10.1 of the justification.
7. Agree that more precise mapping is needed here, and the
plan will be altered in this regard.
8. For clarity it is preferred to have separate plans for Local
Green Space, Important views etc. There is a need to improve
Figure 4, which has been the subject of other comments. The
parish boundary runs down the centre of the river and
estuary, so protecting views from the river, and views down to
it is legitimate. It is accepted that some of the middle and far
distance landscape is not in the neighbourhood area, but this
is the nature of long-range vistas. The short-range of these
designated views is always in the neighbourhood area.
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DATE
RECVD

PERSON/ORGANISATION

SUMMARY OF POINTS RAISED
9. Policy K13: Suggest the first
sentence should include the phrase
“where appropriate”.
10. Policy K14: The Community
Orchard and Allotments should be a
designated Local Green Space.

9. The policy already has the phrase ‘where appropriate’
included.

11. Policy K18: Identification of a
specific site would be preferable.

11. Designating a specific site is considered premature, as the
policy will be a requirement only if new development of a
scale to justify the policy is built at Hillhead, and there is no
such proposal at present.

12. Policy K19: Suggest that the word
‘appropriate’ is added before the word
‘development’ in the first line.
13/12/2019

South Hams District Council

KNP RESPONSE

Housing Issues
Details of meetings are documented.
The need to be more specific with
evidence in Policy K2 has been dealt
with above.
1. It is suggested Para 4.2.1 is reworded to reflect the situation.
2. There is a need for evidence on
affordable housing to be made clearer.
3. A Proposals Map should be provided.

10. The policy is intended to protect the local community
food growing space of the site, and this is rather different to
the reasons for designating them as Local Green Space –
which has already happened but will be made clearer.

12. This is not considered necessary, as the policy will only
apply to developments where financial contributions have
been received by the Parish Council from the LPA.
1. Agreed that Para 4.2.1 is re-worded as suggested.
2. Further information will be added to paragraph 4.2.1. As
the Survey is now somewhat out of date, it will not be added
as a separate evidence base.
3. It is agreed some of the designations need greater clarity.
However, it is felt that this is best provided in separate
maps rather than an overall Proposals Map.
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