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Preface
This Consultation Statement has been prepared by the Ide Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group to
conform to the legal obligations of the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012.
Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the Regulations sets out what a Consultation Statement should:
a) Contain details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed
neighbourhood development plan
b) Explain how they were consulted
c) Summarise the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted
d) Describe how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, addressed
in the proposed neighbourhood development plan
Part 1 of this Consultation Statement summarises all statutory and non-statutory consultation
undertaken with the community in developing the Ide Neighbourhood Development Plan.
The aims of the Ide Neighbourhood Plan consultation process were to:
• ‘front-load’ the consultation, so that the Plan could be informed by the views of local people
and other stakeholders from the earliest stage
• ensure that consultation events and drop-in sessions enabled people ‘have their say’ and get
feedback on the emerging plan at key points in the process and when decisions were required
• engage with as wide a range of people as possible, using a variety of events and
communication techniques
• ensure that the results of consultation and updates on the Neighbourhood Plan were provided
for local people as soon as possible after consultation events through the most appropriate
and widely read media
Part 2 of this Consultation Statement (from page 37) summarises all statutory and non-statutory
consultation undertaken with those bodies we have identified as statutory or strategic consultees in
developing the Ide Neighbourhood Development Plan.
Our purpose was to:
• ensure the neighbourhood planning process was informed by the views and intentions of
statutory bodies and stakeholders;
• take fully into account those views and intentions; and
• meet the requirements of Regulation 14
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Part 1: Community Consultation Statement
Ide Parish Council was keen to ensure that the Neighbourhood Plan was a community-led document.
The Ide Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group was established from community volunteers along with
Parish Council representation. Their brief was to engage with the widest range of people and group as
possible.
Consultation was undertaken by the Steering Group working to an agreed programme.
Consultation events and surveys took place at the following stages in the neighbourhood planning
process:
Ide Neighbourhood Plan – Consultation Stages
Event
Dates
Purpose
Launch
February/March 2013
Make parishioners aware of the Parish
Council’s intention
Plan Area Designation
May 2014
Identify community issues and
Community Questionnaire
June 2014
aspirations
Report back and get broader feedback of
Community Event
July 2014
aims and objectives for the Plan
Community reaction to site development
Community Consultation Event
September 2016
proposals
Share first draft policies with the
1st Draft Plan Consultation
February 2017
community
Ensure process complies with
Neighbourhood Plan regulations and all
Regulation 14 Consultation
September/October 2017
relevant persons and stakeholders are
consulted

1. Background to Consultation on Neighbourhood Plan
Ide Parish Council agreed to undertake a Neighbourhood Plan in January 2013. A Neighbourhood Plan
Steering Group was established by the Parish Council that comprised members of the Parish Council
along with members of the community. The community volunteers were recruited from amongst
those that responded to our appeal for ‘helpers’ via the Ide Times.
The level of consultation that has been undertaken for the Neighbourhood Plan goes beyond that
required by legislation as the Parish Council and its Steering Group has continuously sought to engage
with the local community to ensure the Plan reflect their views and wishes. We have worked closely
with Teignbridge District Council and thanks are given for the advice, support and encouragement we
received regarding carrying out meaningful consultation.
In preparing the Ide Neighbourhood Plan the Steering Group has endeavoured to ensure that residents
and other stakeholders including local authorities, interest groups, land owners, businesses and
statutory bodies have been consulted at the right times and that their comments have been noted and
where appropriate incorporated into the Plan as it evolved. In order to make available information,
minutes and notices, and keep residents and stakeholders abreast of the progress on the Plan an early
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decision was taken to produce a Neighbourhood Plan website1 so that information and documentation
could be made easily accessible online and a convenient method of feedback could be established.

2. Summary of Consultation Approach to Engage the Community
We were intent that the community at large understood when and why they were being consulted.
Using advice and applying good practice, a number of key community consultation stages were
identified at the outset and set as key milestones in the Project Plan. This also ensured that each
consultation stage would be properly planned and prepared for.
Our approach was based on ensuring to community engagement was founded on some important
principles:
• Publicising as widely as possible
• Utilising a variety of methods
• Applying the right method to the task and the required outcomes
• Providing appropriate levels of assistance, explanation and interpretation
• Maximising access and opportunity
• Encouraging reaction and feedback
• Reporting back on what was said and how it has been interpreted
Aside from the highly programmed and organised consultation ‘events’. The Steering Group has been
keen to facilitate a continuous two-way dialogue between the planning group and the community at
large. This has been achieved by:
Communication Methods:
Public exhibitions, meetings and events

Regular articles in the Ide Times
Website

Brief Description:
Holding open meetings at key points when community
discussion and collective opinion was considered to be
necessary and worthwhile
To publicise up-coming events and to report back on
our analysis and interpretation of consultations
Dedicated pages on the well-used Ide Village website
http://idevillage.org.uk/parish-council/neighbourhood-plan/

Noticeboards
A community questionnaire
Survey and discussion with local
businesses
Direct contact with stakeholder
organisations

1

that are kept up-to-date with what has occurred,
documents and other information
Parish noticeboard in the centre of the village
A questionnaire delivered to all households in the
Parish
A letter to all local businesses
Meetings and correspondence with representatives of
stakeholder organisations

http://idevillage.org.uk/parish-council/neighbourhood-plan/
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3. Equality and Inclusivity
We understood that the foundation of a good neighbourhood plan is an effective and inclusive
programme of consultation and engagement. Our aim was to reach everyone with a stake in the future
of the area including people living, working or doing business here, those who deliver services to the
local communities and people who have influence over the future of the area. We wanted to
communicate and listen to everybody with a view; regardless of gender, ethnicity, colour, disability,
religion, family responsibility, age, occupation, marital status, sexual orientation or trade union
affiliation. We made efforts to reach those that others have traditionally found hard to reach and hard
to hear.
We took advice on this matter from Teignbridge District Council, we used the guidance provided on
the websites of respected advisory bodies such as Locality and Planning Aid and we attended seminars
and workshop sessions to better understand good practice.

4. Initial Launch
It was decided to ‘launch’ the neighbourhood plan process to the local community at the time of
making the application to Teignbridge District Council to have the whole parish area designated as a
neighbourhood area. A poster was placed in the Community Shop (see appendix 1). An article was
place in the Ide Times.

4.1 Who was consulted?
Notice of the Parish Council’s intention to prepare a neighbourhood plan in the Ide Times was
delivered to every household in the Parish.

4.2 What Occurred Next?
A small number of people expressed interest in joining the Steering Group. They were informed it
could be a three-year task with 3 or 4 meetings per year until it was completed. The first meeting of
the enlarged Group (the 3rd Steering Group meeting) was held in January 2014, at which entailed was
the new members were welcomed and informed about the purpose of the Plan, our progress so far
and how we should proceed. It was decided that we now needed to begin preparations for
consultation of parishioners. We discussed what would be the key aspects that help to define the
Parish and Village. Each team member was assigned the responsibility to summarise their thoughts
about existing provision and future development and to bring them to the next meeting. We discussed
the need for an Open Forum day and how this would link in to the questionnaire.
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5. Community Survey
With advice from Teignbridge District Council we decided to carry out a survey of all parishioners. A list
of key aspects that help to define the Parish and Village was compiled – housing, business services,
allotments, green spaces, footpaths, churches and cemetery, school, community shop, village hall, car
parking, traffic control, bus service, community leisure facilities. These were used to define the topics
and develop the questions for the Community Survey. We agreed that an Open Forum day would be a
useful and additional aspect of the consultation process at this stage.
Ide Neighbourhood Plan NP Community Survey
Date(s) June/July 2014
Questionnaire delivery method Hand delivered
No. of questionnaires delivered 500
No. of completed questionnaires returned 60
Return Options To the Village Shop
by 20th June 2014
Exhibition Attendance 97

5.1 Who was consulted?
A letter enclosing a questionnaire was sent to every address in the neighbourhood area. It set a
deadline for the return. Parishioners were invited to attend a follow-up exhibition at which the
response from the survey will presented under the different topic headings.
An exhibition-based consultation event was organised for the 5th July 2014. There were 18 screens in
total, arranged numerically as per the questionnaire, along with large maps of the village and parish
and an introduction explaining the process (see images in Appendix 4). There was space provided for
feedback using post-it notes. Photographs were used to illustrate our topics. Steering Group members
were on hand throughout the day to help explain and encourage feedback. It was reported on the
website that: “the day was well attended with 97 parishioners visiting the village hall. There was much
feedback via the post-it-notes as well as much useful discussion about the issues brought up by the
questionnaire. The day was deemed to be a great success, the exhibition providing insight into what
Neighbourhood planning is all about and highlighting Ide Parish’s specific issues”.

5.2 What did they say?
Over 400 comments were made by members of the community. The Ide Neighbourhood Plan Steering
Group undertook work to analyse and interpret what we had been told through the survey and
consultation event. The response we received was analysed and reported under seven topic headings.
A report of the response was prepared and published in the Ide Times of November 2014. (see
Appendix 5).

5.3 How were the issues and concerns responded to?
We used all this ‘evidence’ of what local people felt and wanted to prepare a set of draft aims for the
Neighbourhood Plan. These were then used to develop the draft objectives from which the polices
would be derived.

6

6. Community Context
To share the response from the Community Survey and elicit further reaction and response from local
stakeholder organisations and businesses, we wrote to all the community-based organisations and
local businesses (see Appendix 6).
In our letter to them we highlighted those ‘issues’ that had been prominent in the response to the
Community Survey such as traffic management and parking, preservation and use of open spaces and
possible sites for development.

6.1 Who was consulted?
A list of all bodies that were written to is also included in Appendix 6.
Ide Neighbourhood Plan V&C Consultation
Date(s) December 2015
Deliver Method(s) Letter and email
No. of Organisations/Groups written to
12
Meetings attended
1
No. of response with comments
2

6.2 What did they say?
The prime purpose of the correspond ne was to ensure that local businesses were aware of the
neighbourhood planning process. There were 2 email responses. One simply expressing an interest in
being involved. The other came from a farm tenant who, at the time was endeavouring to raise funds
to purchase the farm from the Church Commissioners. A meeting with the latter respondent was held
to discuss the implications of the expansion of his ‘Organic Arts’ business and possible building work.

7. Local Call for Sites
As we started to focus on drafting the Plan and meeting the aims and objectives, we decided it would
be appropriate to establish the land availability situation in the area. We decided to make a ‘call for
sites’. A notice was placed in the Ide Times during May 2016 (see Appendix 7).

7.1 Who was consulted?
Landowners, developers and their agents were encouraged to contact the NP Steering Group by the 1st
June 2016.

7.2 What did they say?
We received two bona fide site nominations by the deadline date.

7.3 How were the opportunities and issues responded to?
Each of the nominated sites was subject to a site survey and appraisal by members of the Steering
Group. The sites were then jointly assessed as to their development potential and compared. A Site
Assessment report was prepared and considered by the Steering Group. This report was used to
determine the preferred development strategy and the content of the draft policies. These were
included in a 1st Circulation Version of the Ide Neighbourhood plan. It was decided by the Steering
Group that this first draft version of the Plan should go out for community consultation.
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8. Development Site Consultation
An approach was made to the Parish Council by representatives of the Church Commissioners, who
had an interest in the development of Pynes Farm Yard, a site owned by the Commissioners, for
housing. It was decided that the proposal was of such significance to the draft Neighbourhood Plan
and the future development of the village that it should be the subject of a specific consultation event
via an open meeting.
Ide Neighbourhood Plan NP - Pynes Farm Yard Consultation
Date 8th September 2016
Method Parish Meeting
Location Ide Memorial Hall
Event Attendance (Nos.) 65

8.1 Who was consulted?
All households in the Parish were invited to be present at an Open Meeting to hear preliminary
proposals on the plans for development of Pynes Farm Yard by the Church Commissioners. The
audience received a presentation from representatives of the Church Commissioners and their agent
before a question and answer session took place. At the end of the meeting attendees were given a
questionnaire to complete. A report of the meeting was put on the website2.

8.2 What did they say?
A total of 65 people attended the meeting and contributed to the debate. Comment forms were
handed out, which included four questions. People were urged to complete the questionnaire and
return it to members of the Steering Group. There were 16 questionnaires returned – approximately a
25% response rate.
The short questionnaire asked four questions:
What do you think in principle about the preliminary proposals for residential development at Pynes
Farm Yard?
What are the merits of the proposals…….?
How might the design and layout be improved?
Should a scheme to go ahead, what would be the best number, mix and type of housing on the site?
As well as a record of the questions, answers and comments made at the public meeting, some 67
comments, in total, were transcribed from the completed questionnaires. An analysis and report of
what was said was prepared for the Steering Group to consider. The report told us that:
• there more positive comments (17), than negative (9)
• affordable housing mentioned 10 times and other related comments - 4 times
• Weir Meadow and its potential for recreation - 10 times
• There were 7 comments favouring smaller number of houses than the proposed thirteen
dwellings
• Parking was mentioned 6 times

8.3 How were the issues and concerns responded to?
The response was discussed at the following Steering Group meeting. It was decided to meet with the
Church Commissioners’ representatives to discuss the type of scheme that might be acceptable, the
likely availability of Weir Meadow for community recreation and how the Neighbourhood Plan could
assist in achieving the most appropriate and sustainable type of development.

2

http://idevillage.org.uk/pynes-farm-yard/
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9. 1st Draft Plan Consultation
The Ide Council decided that it would to carry out a consultation on the first draft of the
Neighbourhood Plan prior to the formal Regulation 14 Pre-submission consultation stage. We wanted
to ensure that we had taken the community’s opinion and aspirations properly into account and that
we were on the right lines, in terms of the scope of the Plan and its policies, as far as the community
was concerned.
Ide Neighbourhood Plan Draft NP Informal Consultation
Date(s) 11th February 2017
Method(s) Consultation Exhibition and website
Location(s) Ide Memorial Hall
Open Day Attendance (Nos.) 75
Respondents (Nos.) 52 questionnaires and 63 post-it comments

9.1 Who was consulted
Notice of the existence of the 1st Circulation Version of the Neighbourhood Plan was put in the parish
news, the Ide Times that was delivered to every address in the Parish (see Appendix 8), and posters
were placed around the Parish (Appendix 9). We also wrote to land owners and those organisations
and agencies whose opinion we thought would be valid and valuable at this stage. The list of those
written to can be found in Appendices 12. People were invited to attend the Memorial Hall on the 11th
February 2017 and view an exhibition of the draft policies (see Appendix 10) or to view the draft
Neighbourhood Plan online, and complete a questionnaire.

9.2 What did they say?
75 persons turned up, signed in at the Consultation Exhibition and were presented with a
questionnaire. 52 of the questionnaires were completed. 39 of them included comments, some of
them substantial, and the rest (15) simply had the Yes/No questions completed. The exhibition boards
drew 62 ‘post-it’ notes in total, with Pynes Farm (18) and Sports etc (16) attracting the most
comments. A summary of the questionnaire results and the comments received can be found in
Appendix 11.
It is pleasing to record that all the draft policies in the 1st Consultation Version of the Ide
Neighbourhood Plan received support from a large majority of respondents to the questionnaire. Only
two policies, both relating to future residential development in the village, recorded a disagreement
level of over 10%, but these still had the support of at least 3 in 4 of those that completed the
questionnaire.
Outside of the residential development policies, the other four draft policies received unanimous or
close to unanimous support from those that completed a questionnaire. Nobody opposed the policies
that sought to protect what we already have. Few people opposed the policies that could lead to more
off-road parking or better sports and recreation facilities.

9.3 How were the issues and concerns responded to?
A report of the consultation3 was prepared and considered by the Steering Group in March 2017. A
number of minor amendments to the Neighbourhood Plan to better reflect what people had said were
agreed and subsequently discussed with the Parish Council, i.e.:
• Policy 01 - emphasise preference for smaller dwellings
• Policy 02 – set parking standards
• Policy 03 – emphasise policy is about resident and visitor parking
• Policy 04 – rephrase supporting text

3

See full Consultation Report - http://idevillage.org.uk/parish-council/neighbourhood-plan/
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10. Regulation 14 (Pre-submission Stage) Consultation
Neighbourhood Plan regulations require that a statutory consultation period of 6 weeks is undertaken
by the qualifying body (the Parish Council) on the final draft plan prior to its submission to the Local
Planning Authority in advance of their statutory Regulation 16 consultation.

10.1

Who was Consulted?

The Regulation 14 consultation is specific about organisations and stakeholders that should be
consulted. The legislation requires that prior to submitting the Plan to the local planning authority the
qualifying body (the Parish Council) must:
• publicise it in a manner that is likely to bring it to the attention of people who live, work or
carry on business in the neighbourhood area
• consult any consultation body referred to in paragraph 1 of Schedule 1 whose interests the
qualifying body considers may be affected by the proposals for a neighbourhood development
plan
• send a copy of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan to the local planning
authority
All of the residents and businesses within the parish area were consulted together with a range of
statutory bodies. A copy of the plan was also sent to the local planning authority, Teignbridge District
Council, although its officers had been involved in the consultation process and finalising the draft
plan.

10.2

How were they Consulted?

The Steering Group publicised the publication of the pre-submission version of the Plan in the Ide
Times and on the website. This directed people to an online copy of the Plan, or hard copies that could
be viewed at various locations in the parish area, or an individual copy could be requested. The
publicity indicated how to respond and stated the deadline by which representations needed to be
returned. Drop off points at the local shop and post office were also offered.
The Plan was also sent by email to a list of local bodies and groups (See Appendix 13) with explanation
of what was required for the consultation and the date when responses were required by. All
consultation responses which received an invalid response message via email were followed up and
alternative respondents were obtained. During the course of the consultation the key community
consultees likely to be affected by the were contacted to enquire whether a response would be made.

10.3 What did the Consultees say?
A total of 10 responses were made by members of the general public and local businesses and
landowners, which included 2 returns from a landowners’ agents. A summary of the responses is set
out at Appendix 14.
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11. Conclusions
The level of community consultation and engagement undertaken during the production of the Ide
Neighbourhood Plan has been varied and extensive. It has reached a wide range of the local
population especially through a variety of methods and mediums. A wide variety of groups and
different sections of the community have participated or commented on the emerging draft
Neighbourhood Plan.
The comments received at each stage of the Neighbourhood Plan have been fully considered and have
helped to guide and shape the form of the Plan so that it is truly reflective of what local people wish to
see happen for their village.
This Consultation Statement and the supporting appendices are considered to comply with Section
15(2) of part 5 of the 2012 Neighbourhood Planning Regulations.
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Appendix 1 of Part 1
Launch Posters Spring 2013
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Appendix 2 of Part 1
Ide Times June 2014

Ide Neighbourhood Plan
By the time you read this, you should have received a questionnaire which is
the ﬁrst stage in the process of writing our own Neighbourhood Plan. This
plan, in conjunction with Teignbridge District Council’s Local Plan will have
implications about how our village develops over the next 20 years.
Please return your completed questionnaire to the village shop by 20th June.
Using your responses, we will prepare for an Exhibition/Forum at the village
hall on Saturday 5th July 2014 between 10am and 4pm. At this exhibition,
there will be photographs, further information about the plan and a
summary of your responses. You will also have a further opportunity to add
any further thoughts.
Please respond and attend so that we can ensure that our village continues to
thrive the way that we want it to.
Chris Bishop (On behalf of the Steering Committee.)
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Appendix 3 of Part 1
Ide Community Questionnaire June 2014

Ide Neighbourhood Plan
Ide Parish Council, along with other Parish/Town Councils all over the country, have the
opportunity to plan our vision for the Parish of Ide for the next 20 years.
The Neighbourhood Plan might include policies that cover:
• The development of housing, including affordable housing.
• Provision for businesses.
• Proposals for roads, cycling, walking.
• The development of schools, churches, leisure and
• entertainment facilities, village halls.
• The design of buildings.
• The protection and creation of open spaces,
• allotments, sports pitches, play areas, parks and gardens and the planting of trees.
• The protection of important buildings and historic assets.
In order for us to formulate our plan, we need to consult you and find out the opinions of all
our parishioners and it is important that the whole community to be involved.
This questionnaire is the first step in a process which aims to find out your views on matters
that affect village life.
The questionnaire is divided into sections, and gives you space to express your views. Please
feel free to continue on the separate sheet if you run out of space.
Your response can be anonymous, but you may if you wish, leave your name and address:
..............................................................................................
or simply circle:

Male/Female and

Age Group - 18-30, 30-65, over 65.

Please return the questionnaire in the envelope provided and hand in to the village shop by
20th June.
On Saturday 5th July between 10am and 4pm, the Village Hall is the venue for an
exhibition/forum where there will be further information about our plan, a summary of your
responses and we will provide the opportunity for discussion with the 5 members of the
Steering Committee Chris Bishop, Peter Pattison, Matt Ward, Sue Cloke and Roger Luscombe
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The Questionnaire
We want to know whether you have any opinions on the following issues that would affect
our life in our village.
1. Transport
(a) Bus service - how important is it to you and are you happy with its frequency?
(b) Car Parking - how does it affect you and how could it be improved?
(c) Traffic control - how do you feel traffic flow through the village could be improved?
2. Green Spaces
(a) Footpaths
(b) The Green
(c) The playground
(d) Sports facilities
(e) Coronation Gardens
(f) Allotments
Do you have any views on these areas that could further enhance the village environment?
3. School
4. Churches
The school and churches are important central focuses for the village. Are there ways in which
they could have an even greater influence?
5. Community Shop
6. Memorial Hall
These 2 facilities provide a focus for community involvement and activities. Are there any
changes that you feel could be beneficial?
7. Housing & Businesses
Ide’s proximity to Exeter make it a desirable place to live.
What are your opinions on future housing development and business provision in the future?
Conclusion
Please return this questionnaire to the village shop by 20th June so that we can prepare for
the exhibition/forum at the village hall on Saturday 5th July 10am - 4pm, and please find time
to come in and find out what we all feel about the future of our village.

15

Appendix 4 of Part 1
Exhibition Images July 2014
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Appendix 5 of Part 1
Ide Times November 2014

Ide Neighbourhood Plan
The questionnaire followed by the Exhibition/Forum during the summer proved to be a great success. It
has provided the working party with a fund of information about your wishes for the future of the
parish. This will be invaluable in helping us with the next stage which is to respond to your thoughts
and ideas and begin writing the Neighbourhood Plan. This plan will be a legal document which has to
be ratified by Teignbridge District Council and then approved by an Ide Parishioners referendum.
Of the 7 topics discussed, housing will provide the backbone of the plan with related areas like green
spaces and transport having an influence. Other issues not included may better be dealt with by the
Parish Council in due course.
If you missed the exhibition, what has been achieved so far will appear on the parish website and the
parish notice board. We welcome further input and feedback at any time via envelopes entitled ‘NPlan’
to Ide community shop. The following is a brief summary of the 7 topics.
1. TRANSPORT. There was much concern about how transport has affected our village. Car parking,
traffic congestion, pedestrian safety, the school run and Ide’s use as a thoroughfare to and from other
areas. The related issues of parking and congestion will need careful consideration and residents put
forward many ideas about car park sites, parking schemes, yellow lines, dedicated footways for
pedestrians, one-way systems and warning lights.
2. GREEN SPACES. The responses to green spaces were concerned with keeping valuable assets,
refreshing existing spaces and expanding sports facilities. The village green is a well-loved facility that
could perhaps be used more frequently and should be free of any structures. The coronation gardens
were now an attractive area, a restful haven half way up the High Street that some thought could
become a herb garden. Footpaths raised emotions especially where dog mess was concerned.
Householders also need to keep their hedges trimmed back to help keep them clear and that the footpath
system could be expanded. Allotments needed greater security and although encroachment by
neighbouring weeds was a problem affecting commitment, a new site might be preferable. Sports
provision inspired strong views with MUGA’s control by the school frustrating community use. The
children’s playground is a neglected area lacking excitement with out-of-date equipment and a need for
refreshment. Bigger schemes were also envisaged with a sports pavilion, new football pitch/running
track that would go some way to providing adults and children with a venue for evening and weekend
activities. The Victorian orchard above Station Road was also demonstrated as a suitable project for
community use. With the inevitable expansion of the village in the future, many agreed that good open
spaces need to be preserved for future community use.
3. Ide School has seen a great deal of growth in recent years with its change from a First School to
Primary status. With this has come the inevitable increase in traffic which attracted the greatest number
of concerned comments. People felt that the school was doing a “very good job” and generally involved
the community well. There were also requests to develop premises for pre-school.
4. CHURCHES. Although comments were not as numerous as other categories, they were generally
positive with constructive criticism. St. Ida’s reported its refurbishment and that apart from its regular
services, it is also used by Messy Church, Ide Aloud and hosts other occasional concerts. It welcomes
further community activities, the venue providing huge potential being the largest room in the village.
Future ideas included a lending library and use by youth groups. The Church’s geographical position
necessitates better road signs, the graveyard needs some TLC perhaps using a village working party and
although the bell ringing attracted a few adverse comments, it was thought they added to the
“quintessentially English feel of Ide.” It was also felt that the Church Commissioners could be more
17

helpful in making land available to provide more facilities. Thank you Jackie Chadwick on the positive
comments on the use of the Chapel.
5. COMMUNITY SHOP. The general feeling was that this was an asset to the village. Ideas put forward
for improvement included opening hours being increased with just one-hour lunchtime closure, a coffee
shop in conjunction with the village hall and regular wine tastings with options to buy.
6. MEMORIAL HALL. Some suggested it should be renamed Ide Community Hall. The consensus was
that the existing hall needed a complete refurbishment with an approved kitchen which could provide
meals for the elderly and also that it needs a double entrance door, the inner door masking the noise for
local residents. It should also encourage more activities - e.g. cubs and brownies. The most radical
proposal was that it should be sold and rebuilt on Weir Meadow along with a pavilion, sports facilities
and parking. Parking for both the shop and hall was deemed to be a problem.
7. HOUSING & BUSINESSES. Many residents felt that Ide’s infrastructure would be unable to cope
with much further development. Within the building line, there is little scope for development with
green spaces providing a valuable asset to the community. Affordable housing, despite not being a
problem when the last survey was conducted a few years ago, was now considered to be more serious
and will have to be addressed. With building land at a premium, even small sympathetic developments
would be a challenge. Understandably, there was no wish for major business development, apart from
the increase in home workers benefitting from the recent increase in broadband speeds.
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Appendix 6 of Part 1
Letter to Local Businesses December 2015

-----------------------------------------------------------Ide Neighbourhood Plan
Dear……………,
You may be aware that a Neighbourhood Plan for Ide is being drawn up.
Following a well-attended local “open day” last year and good feed-back from the
parishioners, we now wish to move the process on by consulting local businesses within the
parish boundary. We have been thinking particularly about traffic management and parking,
preservation and use of open spaces and possible sites for development and we would
welcome your input into our way forward. We would be happy to meet with you if you have
any plans or concerns that you wish to share with us.
Please contact Chris Bishop by email thegreatbear@btinternet.com
or text XXXXXXXXXXXXXX or any of the other members of the Steering Committee:
Peter Pattison, Sue Cloke and Roger Luscombe.

Yours sincerely,
Chris Bishop (On behalf of the Steering Committee.)

Sent to the following businesses:
1. Radmore & Tucker, (John Tucker and Mike Stevens)
2. John Sculpher, Photographer, Old Ide Lane,
3. Ide Drakes Farm B&B, Ide Chris Jeans B&B
4. Huntsman Inn
5. Poachers Inn
6. Andy Bragg, West Town Farm
7. Marshall Farm
8. Halscombe Farm
9. Whidden Farm
10. Perridge Estate
11. Church Commissioners
12. Ide School
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Appendix 7 of Part 1
Call for Sites May 2016

Ide Neighbourhood Plan
Call for Sites
Background
Our Neighbourhood Plan is a mechanism for helping our community, including local residents
and businesses influence the planning of the area in which we live and work. It can be used to:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Develop a shared vision for the neighbourhood.
Propose where new homes, businesses and other development should be built.
Identify and protect important local green spaces.
Influence what new buildings should look like.

Ide Parish Council is preparing a Neighbourhood Plan, under the provisions of the Localism Act
2012. As part of its work in assessing future development needs, the Ide Neighbourhood Plan
Steering Committee is calling upon landowners and agents of land within the village for
expressions of interest in applying for future development permission.
Why are we calling for sites?
This is an informal opportunity for landowners and developers to propose sites within the Parish
of Ide for development. This exercise will not in itself decide whether a site would be allocated
for development by the Neighbourhood Plan nor will it commit the proposer(s) to applying for
planning consent, but it will simply enable the committee to better understand the needs and
wishes of the parishioners within our Parish.
The site suggestions received by us will be used to guide and inform the preparation of the
Allocations of Land and Site Development section of the Neighbourhood Plan.
If you want a site(s) to be considered for development by the Neighbourhood Plan, we should
like to hear from you. The sites need not be in your ownership, as long as you have a
responsibility for managing them, and they can be proposals for a wide range of development
uses. At this stage, we simply need to know: 1. Location. 2.Type of development residential/business/recreational. 3.Any other appropriate details - e.g. affordable housing,
community use, parking provision.
Please reply to me, Chris Bishop at thegreatbear@btinternet.com,
or hand in details to the Community Shop, or telephone me on XXXXXXXXXX for advice.
Please let us hear from you no later than 1st June 2016. Thank you.
Chris Bishop
Chairman of Ide NP Steering Committee
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Appendix 8 of Part 1
1st Circulation Version of the Plan – News Item February 2017
Ide Times February 2017

Ide Neighbourhood Plan
In July 2014, at the village hall, there was an exhibition outlining the intention to produce Ide’s
Neighbourhood Plan. As parishioners, you were asked to respond to a questionnaire seeking
your opinions on a number of topics. Since then, the Steering Group have been formulating
the Neighbourhood Plan taking note of your wishes and concerns. Although the previous
consultation proved to be very useful, as we approach the end of the process, we now need
to ask you further questions relating to the 6 policies that have been developed, to see if they
reflect your wishes and are fit for purpose.
There will be an exhibition at the village hall on Saturday 11th February 2017 between 9 and
12 midday where you will see photographs and in-formation relating to Ide’s Neighbourhood
Plan. In particular, the 6 pro-posed policies, which are so important to the future of our
Parish, are presented for your comment and endorsement.
Policy IDE01 Residential Development in Ide
Policy IDE02 Pynes Farm
Policy IDE03 New Car Parking Areas
Policy IDE04 Sports & Recreational Facilities
Policy IDE05 Weir Meadow
Policy IDE06 Local Green Spaces
You will be asked to respond to a short questionnaire. Some of you may not be able to attend
the exhibition.
Your views are important to us. There will be information available on the Parish Notice Board
and the Parish Website(idevillage.gov.uk). Questionnaires will be left at the pubs and the
community shop and can be downloaded from the website. idevillage.org.uk
Please hand in completed questionnaires either to a Steering Group member (Chris Bishop, 1
Pynes Cottages. Sue Cloke, 1 St Idas Close. Roger Luscombe), 6 St Idas Close. Peter Pattison, 3
Vicarage Close. Chairman of the Parish Council, Nick Bradley, Smallridge House, The Green. Or
hand in to the Community Shop.
Many thanks.
Chris Bishop, Chairman, Ide Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group.
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Appendix 9 of Part 1
1st Circulation Version of the Plan - Consultation Poster January/February 2017

Ide Neighbourhood Plan
Village Hall
Saturday 11th February 2017
9am - 12 midday

Exhibition of the Plan’s 1st
Consultation Draft containing its 6
policies
Policy IDE01 Residential Development in Ide
Policy IDE02 Pynes Farm
Policy IDE03 New Car Parking Areas
Policy IDE04 Sports & Recreational Facilities
Policy IDE05 Weir Meadow
Policy IDE06 Local Green Spaces

Come and talk, make your views known
to the Steering Group members. Look
at photographs, maps and information
about the Plan.
Complete the questionnaire.
Further details in February’s Ide Times, the local pubs, the
school, Parish Notice Board at Coronation Gardens, bus shelter,
parish website - idevillage.org.uk
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Appendix 10 of Part 1
Consultation Panels and Images 11th February 2017 Exhibition
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Appendix 11 of Part 1
1st Circulation Version of the Plan - Consultation Response Summary February 2017

Yes

No

No. of
Comments

Policy No. Ide01 Residential Development in Ide

44

11

30

Policy No. Ide02 Pynes Farm

54

7

40

Policy No. Ide03 New Car Parking Areas

59

1

37

Policy No. Ide04 Sports and Recreational Facilities

66

0

35

Policy No. Ide05 Weir Meadow

56

2

24

Policy No. Ide06 Local Green Spaces

58

0
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Support? Nos:

Appendix 12 of Part 1
Direct Consultees on 1st Circulation Version of the Plan – February 2017
Ide NP Draft Plan Informal Consultation – Local Businesses, Stakeholder Consultees:
Businesses
Local Authorities
Agencies
Land Owners
Chris Jeans B&B
Community Shop
Drakes Farm B&B
Halscombe Farm
Huntsman Inn
Ide School
John Sculpher, Photographer
Local Farmers
Marshall Farm
Poachers Inn
Porridge Estate
Radmore & Tucker
West Town Farm
Whiten Farm

Devon County Council- Highways
Dunchideock Parish Council
Exeter City Council
Shillingford Parish Council
Teignbridge District Council

Highways Agency

Radmore and Tucker
Peter Pattison
Brian Lamb
Mike Stevens
Church Commissioners
T, C and J Newbery
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Appendix 13 of Part 1
Regulation 14 Publicity Article
Ide Neighbourhood Plan
Ide Times August/September 2017
In September, all Ide parishioners, local businesses/landowners, together with Devon County
Council, Teignbridge District Council, all local parishes, local city and town councillors, and
numerous other statutory agencies will be receiving a letter inviting them to study the PreSubmission version of Ide’s Neighbourhood Plan, and to respond to it using a Response Form.
This is officially called Regulation 14 (Google – Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14
Consultation) and it is your opportunity to tell us what you think about the Plan’s contents
before submission to Teignbridge District Council. An independent examination will follow
which, if successful, will then be subject to a Parish-wide Referendum.
You will have 6 weeks from 9am, 8th September, to 4pm, 23rd October 2017 during which
you can respond using the Response Form either electronically via email
(ideneighbourhoodplan@btinternet.com), via the village website, or by post. Hard copies of
the plan will be at the Community Shop, 3 village pubs, 2 churches and the School. More
detailed information will be contained in the letter you will receive in early September,
together with the Response Forms. This notification will be repeated in September’s Ide
Times.
Many thanks.
Chris Bishop (Chairman, Steering Group

Ide Community Organisations Consultation List
Allotment Association
Art Group
Badminton Club
Beginners Modern Jive
D’Accord (French Dancing)
Friends of Ide Lane Surgery
Friends of Ide School
Save Ide Gap
Ide Aloud
Ide Cavaliers Cricket Club
Ide Childcare Trust
Ide Community Shop
Ide Community Shop Management Committee
Ide Congregational Church
Ide Folk
Ide Green Rovers F C

Ide Rugby Club
Ide School
Ide Twinners
Memorial Hall Committee
Memorial Hall Bookings
Mothers Union
Netball Club
Organic Arts
St Idas Bellringers
Idas Church
St Idas Church Events
Save Ide Gap
The Jubilee Club (over 60’s)
Yoga
Zumba & Zumba Gold

St
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Appendix 14 of Part 1
Letter and Response Form regarding Draft Neighbourhood Plan (Regulation 14 Consultation)

Ide Neighbourhood Plan
Pre-submission Consultation
9am, 8th September to 4pm, 23rd October 2017
Dear Consultee,
Ide Parish Council is currently preparing a Neighbourhood Plan, led by the local community to:
Enable and control the design of the Pynes Farm development.
Support well designed infill proposals.
Address the parking problems within the village.
Protect existing provision and expand sports and recreational facilities.
Protect local green spaces of significance and community value.
Preserve and enhance the C50 approaches to the village entrance.
Once complete the Neighbourhood Plan will form a material consideration in the determination of
planning applications within Ide Parish and will sit alongside the Teignbridge Local Plan.
As part of the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan a formal six week public consultation must be
undertaken with the local community and those with an interest in the area to meet Regulation 14 of
the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012 and the Localism
Act 2011.
As such, Ide Parish Council is seeking your views and comments on the Pre-Submission version of the
Ide Neighbourhood Plan, which can be viewed online at www.idevillage.org.uk or hard copies can be
viewed at the following locations:
Ide Community Shop.
Poachers Inn.
The Huntsman Inn.
Twisted Oak Inn.
St Ida’s Church.
Ide Congregational Church.
Ide School
Written comments on the plan, using the Representation Form, can be returned to
Ide Community Shop, Fore Street, Ide, EX4 9RQ or via email to
ideneighbourhoodplan@btinternet.com or using the on-line pro-forma to arrive by the
deadline, 4pm, 23rd October 2017.
Anonymous responses will not be accepted. The name and address of each respondent
will be publicly available. All comments will be considered, responded to and published as
an appendix in the Neighbourhood Plan.
Yours Sincerely,
Chris Bishop
(Chairman, Ide Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group).
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Ide Neighbourhood Plan
Pre-submission Consultation
9am, 8th September to 4pm, 23rd October 2017
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Appendix 15 of Part 1
Summary Response to Regulation 14 Consultation
Ref. No.
3

Respondent
Cllr Stuart Barker
(Devon CC)

Comment
Thank you for your email which is
acknowledged. Please be aware that I may
need to obtain information
from others before being able to provide a
response.

Suggestion
Record Acknowledgment

8

Cllr Kevin Lake TDC

Excellent well done lot hard work

11

Deloitte on behalf
of the Church
Commissioners

12

P Satterley
EX2 9RY

13

G Malpass
EX2 9RL

The Commissioners support the aim of the Ide
Neighbourhood Plan to introduce policies to
promote appropriate sustainable
development and its key objectives to:
• “allow opportunities for new housing
development that meets specific and
identifiable housing needs within or
adjacent to the existing settlement
boundary
• To encourage development that provides
space for vehicles belonging to
parishioners or bona fide visitors to the
village to be parked off the roads and in
areas that help reduce their impact
• To protect and enhance existing recreation
areas and encourage community use
• To facilitate the provision of additional
recreation areas to meet local demands
• To ensure that local green spaces which
make such a positive contribution to the
environment of the village are valued,
protected and enhanced
Basically, Ide is still a nice village to live in.
There will always be conflict between
continuity and perpetual change. My
ancestors came to Ide in 1640 and have seen
many changes over the years. But like the
village have kept the core values that have
made Ide the lovely village it is today. I feel
and hope the Ide village neighbourhood will
continue to get the balance right and not
allow ide village to destroyed by urban
sprawl.
I have read the Ide Neighbourhood Plan. I feel
however this has been an expensive and timeconsuming exercise of no purpose if the
outcome is not a detailed action plan with
time lines to deal with issues highlighted

Positive message from Cllr
Lake noted
Support for the Plan’s aim
and objectives noted

14

I Campbell
EX2 9RQ

1.4 We are still members of the EU so
compatibility with EU reg’s should probably
stay but it will soon be irrelevant.

Comment noted

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ
I Campbell
EX2 9RQ

Para. 2.3
Add St Idas Church
2.3 ..and a church

Add St Ida’s Church to the list
of early 20th century assets
Add St Ida’s Church to the list
of early 20th century assets

General

Positive comment noted

The suggestion of a detailed
action plan will be passed on
to the Parish Council
Process explained to
consultee

1. Purpose

2. Description
15
16
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17

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

Para. 2.9 Where are social housing?
source of information? For number of social
houses and private rented

18

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

19

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

20

I Campbell
EX2 9RQ
I Campbell
EX2 9RQ

Para. 2.11
C&E let as farm tenancies. Grazing rights. 5
farms. List of farms needed. Other farms.
Owner occupied. List?
Para. 2.13
One not two B&B. to include Mulberry
Studios, Pole House, Springwell Nurseries
2.13 Only one B&B now unless you count Nick
and Andrea’s Airbnb
2.18 The kitchen and toilet annex has now
been completely refurbished and fund raising
is underway to extend the refurbishment to
the main part of the Hall.
2.19 Provision of a double door will be very
much dependent on funds as the door
widening process will be quite expensive, but
the lobby and inner door will be built
assuming we can get funding. I would prefer
the double door prospect to be removed as
the existing doorway is wide enough for
disabled access.
Page 8 Congregational church more
information needed.
(user programme provided by respondent)
Para. 2.23
Agree that better signs needed for directions
to St Idas Church
Para. 2.24
Need better approval and support re use of
Weir Meadow and land owned by Church
Commissioners for sports facilities
2.25 Effective measures must be put in place
which ensure road safety especially for
children and young people
Para. 2.27 Need better use of the copse
adjacent to Old Ide Lane i.e. additional car
parking space. Trees getting covered in ivy
and brambles. Hedge/trees on the north side
of Old Ide Lane could be aid, easier to keep
trimmed and free of out-growing brambles
etc.
2.27, 3.16, We should acknowledge that on
street parking plays a significant traffic
calming role. While there is clearly a need to
ease parking in some parts of the village
especially the village hall during
events, we should not seek to significantly
reduce the numbers of vehicles parking on the
street as this could result in speeding concerns
and may encourage use of the village as a rat
run towards Haldon or
Markham lane to avoid congestion on the C50
and Alphington road as well as the obvious
effect of inconveniencing residents no longer
able to park as close to their homes.
with the following exceptions...
2.27
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22

I Campbell
EX2 9RQ

23

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

24

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

25

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

26

M & I Goodrick
EX2 9RE

27

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

28

A Swain

29

A Swain

Source is Census 2011 – it is
referred to in previous
paragraph
Add reference to 2.9
Add list of the farms

Up-date text

Up-date text
Text up-dated to reflect
advancement of work on Hall

Comment passed on to Hall’s
management

Text to 2.22 amended

Agreement noted

Note comment

Pass comment on the Parish
Council
Not an NP matter. Pass
comment on the Parish
Council and Highways Agency

Text amended to ‘topic overview’ for section 5

Para. 2.27 amended

30

It seems that the paragraph states a need to
provide additional parking, but does not state
a need to improve pedestrian access.
perhaps we could replace "The parking
problems, associated with the village hall,
shop and school-users, needs to be sorted
out."
with something like "Future developments
should seek to improve problems with parking
and pedestrian access throughout the village.
The problems associated with the village hall,
shop and school-users, need to be sorted out."
I think this would be a reasonable response to
timely feedback on the plan.
It would allow the plan to support
improvements for pedestrians as well as
drivers throughout it's life.
this feedback on the plan stands even if we do
not proceed with the pavement proposal, but
if we did proceed, it would also satisfy Alan's
advice to "get it in the plan".
Para. 2.30
“Flood prevention scheme sometimes does
not cope” – don’t agree
What were the improvements made to the
stream behind Fore Street
Para. 2.31
Agree to have resident parking permits

30

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

Para. 2.30 text amended

31

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

32

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

Para. 3.3
Creating job opportunities. Does this mean
adding new businesses (buildings) and
additional traffic congestion?

33

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

Pass comment on the Parish
Council

35

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

36

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

Para. 3.3
Promoting village centre enhancements i.e.
putting power lines underground
Para. 3.12
Additional retirement accommodation
needed. Suggest Pynes Farm project could
include a small warden operated retirement
home (creating jobs) and affordable homes
with a safe entrance/exit on to Dunchideock
Road
Para. 3.13
Don’t agree that “communities have to
grow”. Why do they have to grow?

39

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

Disagreement noted, but no
change will be made

40

A Wakinshaw
EX2 9RH

Para. 4.4
Don’t agree. Why do we need larger
buildings?
The Plan quite rightly speaks of the need for
small dwellings and also makes reference for
residents wishing to ‘downsize’. It is feasible
that elderly residents could be among those
wishing to downsize. Surely it is important
that a significant number of the smaller
dwellings be single-storey, bearing in mind
the elderly often have infirmities which would
benefit living on one level and a proportion of
these would warrant in-built design for the
disabled.

Not an NP matter. Pass
comment on the Parish
Council
Noted concern implicit in
rhetorical comment

3. Context

View expressed noted but
considered too late in the day
to alter details of such a small
development

Disagreement with assertion
that communities have to
grow - noted

IDE01

Emphasise the housing needs
of ageing parishioners in
para. 4.5

31

42

Deloitte on behalf
of the Church
Commissioners

43

I Campbell
EX2 9RQ

44

M & I Goodrick
EX2 9RE

45

P Satterley
EX2 9RY

If incorporated in the Plan these points would
hopefully, in discussions on any future
developments, be given serious consideration.
Nb. Many thanks to all involved in producing
the Neighbourhood Plan.
The Commissioners note that draft Policy
IDE01 Residential Development in Ide
contradicts the aims of draft policy Draft
Policy IDE02 Pynes Farm. Point ii of draft
Policy IDE01 states that residential
development in Ide
“will not involve the outward extension of the
settlement boundary of the village”.
The Pynes Farm site is located outside the
settlement boundary, as set in the
Teignbridge Local Plan 2013-2033. To avoid
any potential conflicts the Commissioners’
recommend that the policy is amended to
state the following:
Policy IDE01 Residential Development in Ide
Development proposals for small residential
developments on infill and redevelopment
sites within Ide village will be supported
subject to proposals being well designed and
meeting all relevant requirements of the Local
Plan, and where such development:
i. fills a small, restricted gap in the continuity
of existing frontage buildings or on other sites
within the built-up area of the village where
the site is closely surrounded by buildings;
ii. will not involve the outward extension of
the settlement boundary of the village unless
the site is specifically identified within this
plan as a site specific allocation;
iii. is not considered to require unsuitable
access, reduce the privacy of adjoining
properties or is inconsistent with the
character of the locality; and
iv. provides, where feasible, for at least one
small dwelling, with two or fewer bedrooms,
for every one larger dwelling with three or
more bedrooms.
The Commissioners urge that draft Policy
IDE01 Residential Development is amended to
ensure that there are no conflicts within the
Neighbourhood Plan when it is submitted for
examination to the Planning Inspector.
I would like to see added “any new residential
units created should have provide appropriate
off-road parking so as not to exacerbate the
existing shortage of car parking within the
village.
4.1 At first sight (ii) will not allow “outward
extension of the settlement boundary” but
this appears to be different from 3.16 To
allow ….within or adjacent to the existing
settlement boundary. WHAT EXACTLY IS THE
POLICY HERE?
Affordable housing is an illusion for just one
generation. The ex-council housing in the
Hams are now sold at very high prices as will
happen to any future affordable housing.

Policy IDE01 is about
development within the
BUAB therefore it is not
appropriate to refer to sites
outside of the BUA in this
policy.
Point ii will be amended as
part of a re-write of Policy
IDE01

It is considered unnecessarily
restrictive to add additional
criteria regarding off-road
parking spaces. No change
will be made
Policy IDE01 will be amended

Comment noted

IDE02

32

47

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

Disagree to 4 or 5 bedroom dwellings

49

Deloitte on behalf
of the Church
Commissioners

50

I Campbell
EX2 9RQ

51

C Rawson
EX2 9RN

Pynes Farm has been allocated as a suitable
site for the development of approximately 10
dwellings within the Ide Pre-submission
Version of the Neighbourhood Plan, as
identified in draft Policy IDE02 Pynes Farm.
The Commissioners strongly support this
allocation.
The allocation meets the objectives set out in
the NPPF and will contribute to Ide’s identified
local housing need. The Site presents an
excellent opportunity to provide highly
attractive residential dwellings on a
brownfield site within the perceived
settlement of Ide. The reuse of existing
buildings will help bring an underutilised plot
back into meaningful use and will have a
positive impact on the local character of the
area and on the adjacent Ide Conservation
Area.
The Commissioners supports the criteria set
within IDE02 and considers that these will
ensure that an appropriate and sensitive
scheme will come forward.
I submit that ix. should read “incorporates a
sustainable drainage scheme. Surface water
drainage must not increase surface water
flows to the minor water course below the
site without the provision of an appropriate
storm water lag oon so that the flood threat
to properties in Fore Street is not increased.
Foul drainage should only be admitted to
existing village sewers if the drainage
authorities confirm that there is adequate
spare capacity” In my view this is critically
important
Any development should have suitable access
and egress arrangements for vehicles. The
entrance is situated on a potentially
dangerous stretch of highway.

55

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

Para. 5.3
Agree. Residents parking scheme.

56

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

57

A Swain

Para. 5.6
Agree that no major parking scheme on land
within the Parish.
5.2 parking at the site of the old shop - "helps
commercial activity a little" does it? what
commercial activity? I thought these places in
the narrow section are anachronistic and
should be dropped, as they
cause a problem for busses and farm vehicles.
the narrow section by the old mill has parking
but no footpath. In every other part of the
village where the street is not wide enough
for traffic and parking and footpath, we have
traffic and footpath. In this one place we have
traffic and parking and pedestrians must take
their chance. I would support stopping

Disagreement to larger
dwellings at Pynes Farm
noted. No change will be
made
Support for policy IDE02
noted

Comment that point ix is
important is noted.
Stress foul drainage concern
in supporting text and
consider re-wording of policy

Make the point about access
and egress in the supporting
text

IDE03
Not an NP matter. Pass
comment on the Parish
Council
Objection to any major
parking scheme noted
Consider whether any
changes need to be made to
para. 5.2

33

57A

58

M & I Goodrick
EX2 9RE

P Satterley
EX2 9RY

parking in that section and instead having a
footpath. This is an issue for children walking
to Ide school
which we should be supporting, and is more
of an issue since the moving of the village
shop.
Well worth going to see how other similar
villages get to grip with these problems e.g.
Warning lights during pick-up times
Lollypop person
Walking crocodiles – school supervised please
Official drop/turnaround place in pub car park
Further short-time reduction in speed limit
e.g. 10mph
Regulation of all heavy traffic (dust carts,
tractors) at school times
The tree’d area between the C50 road and Old
Ide Lane belongs to the Highway Authority
and must be kept tree’d as agreed when the
A30 and C50 roads were built.
There may be only 19 parking spaces at the
top of the road, but it is rarely full. There are a
lot of villagers with on-site parking who park
on the public highway.

The suggestions are not
about land use, therefore
cannot be included in the NP.
Pass comment on to the
Parish Council

The ‘agreement’ with the
Highway Authority may have
implications on policies. This
will be researched.
Feedback on parking
availability is noted

IDE04
IDE05
62

M & I Goodrick
EX2 9RE

Weir Meadow development should avoid
becoming a tarmac playground that few
people use. English heritage have a good
point but small children also need somewhere
safe to play. Do folk who live in the village
need a changing pavilion? What about a joint
user with the Cricket Club?
Extended use of facilities at or near the school
should be explored and may be allotment rehomed!

Refer comment to Parish
Council

65

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ
J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

Para. 7.8
Agree Ide Local Space Analysis
Para. 7.10
Agree that Round Field be designated as a
Local Green Space.
I reiterate my representations prior to the
public meeting which I could not attend. The
inclusion of the Round Field is a nonsense and
de-values the principle of the designation of
Local Green Spaces. Despite the public
meeting vote in favour of including it I
consider that its inclusion weakens the
strength of the IH Plan. Referring to the chart
in 7.8, I consider that it is not within
reasonable proximity to the community it
serves and as it cannot be seen other than
form an elevated position across the valley it
is inappropriate to tick the beauty box. I am
also sceptical about the richness of wildlife.
The policy identifies land known as The Round
Field as a local green space to be protected
from development due to its significance and
community value. The sites identified in the
policy, with the exception of The Round Field,
all have an immediate amenity value for the

Support to list of sites is
noted
Support for inclusion of
Round Field as a LGS is noted

IDE06

66

67

I Campbell
EX2 9RQ

68

Genesis TP on
behalf of The
Newbery Family
Trust

Opposition to Round Field
being included as a LGS and
the reasons why is noted
After consideration Round
Field will be removed from
the list of designated LGS
sites

Opposition to Round Field
being included as a LGS and
the reasons why is noted
After consideration Round
Field will be removed from

34

village residents - a quality not possessed by
The Round Field. The main reason for the
designation is to exercise control over the
future use of the site (and prevent otherwise
acceptable development on the land). The
Newbery Trust cannot support such an
approach. The site should therefore be
removed from the policy and normal
countryside policies of restraint are
considered sufficient to prevent inappropriate
development upon the site. In addition, there
is no public access to the site, and its
perceived value is effectively a visual one
which would remain without the designation
proposed. Government policy advises that
NP's should not be used as a tool to prevent
otherwise acceptable development, and the
inclusion of the site within the policy for the
reasons stated (see para 7.7 of the NP)
breaches that policy approach. The Trust
therefore objects to the inclusion of the site
within policy IDE06.
The Round Field cannot be held to have a
local significance to the community, is it not
located close to the village community and
nor is there any public access to the site
available. Similarly, it does not possess any
specific character of significance to the local
area. The site does not contribute the
character and setting of the village being
located approximately 600 metres from the
entrance to the village itself.
The matrix at paragraph 7.8 is not accurate.
In ecological terms while the previous reports
prepared by Jacob's in 2015 may have found
evidence of protected species this did not
prevent the DCC from submitting an
application for the P&R. As a matter of fact
the site has been both cultivated and grazed
in the past and therefore is unlikely to possess
any significant ecological value. Any such
value could be confined to the hedgerow
corridor around the site. Given the distance to
the village from The Round Field, we would
advocate that it is not in proximity to the
village (certainly in the context of its
recreational value) nor can it be regarded as
"demonstrably" special for its "beauty" being
as it is a horse grazing field. With those
criteria unchecked within the matrix it is
evident that the site scores poorly in terms of
its value as a designated green space.
Accordingly, it should not be accorded such a
status in the NP. It is noted that the
designation of the site as a green space was
first proposed in February 2017.
The policy identifies land known as The Round
Field as a local green space to be protected
from development due to its significance and
community value. The sites identified in the
policy, with the exception of The Round Field,
all have an immediate amenity value for the
village residents - a quality not possessed by

the list of designated LGS
sites
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The Round Field. The main reason for the
designation is to exercise control over the
future use of the site (and prevent otherwise
acceptable development on the land). The
Newbery Trust cannot support such an
approach. The site should therefore be
removed from the policy and normal
countryside policies of restraint are
considered sufficient to prevent inappropriate
development upon the site. In addition, there
is no public access to the site, and its
perceived value is effectively a visual one
which would remain without the designation
proposed. Government policy advises that
NP's should not be used as a tool to prevent
otherwise acceptable development, and the
inclusion of the site within the policy for the
reasons stated (see para 7.7 of the NP)
breaches that policy approach. The Trust
therefore objects to the inclusion of the site
within policy IDE06.
IDE07
70

J Chadwick
EX2 9RQ

72

Genesis TP on
behalf of The
Newbery Family
Trust

Para. 8.1/2
Has the name for the C50 been approved by
Highways as ‘Ide Village Road’?
The site is not so significant as to merit a
"gateway" status, being as it is substantially
elevated and well screened. There is no visual
perception of the site at close quarters
because of its elevation and certainly none
available upon entering the village. It is
evident that the main purpose of the
designation is to prevent development (see
para 7.7) particularly in relation to a park and
ride scheme. The NP cannot be used as a tool
to prevent development that would otherwise
be acceptable. The countryside policies that
afford restraint over non-rural development
should not be undermined.

Establish that name change of
the road is official
Objection by the owners to
Round Field being included in
the Gateway area is noted
It was felt that there is a good
case for keeping all the land
between the A30 and Ide
Village Road in the Gateway
area. It was agreed to take
further advice on the merits
and implications of doing so.
Additional wording to the
policy may be necessary.
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Ide Neighbourhood Plan

Part 2: Consultation Statement – Statutory and Strategic Consultees
1. Introduction
This Consultation Statement has been prepared by the Ide Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group to
conform to the legal obligations of the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012.
Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the Regulations sets out what a Consultation Statement should:
a) Contain details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed
neighbourhood development plan
b) Explain how they were consulted
c) Summarise the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted Describe how these
issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, addressed in the proposed
neighbourhood development plan
This Consultation Statement provides an overview of each of the above stages of consultation in
accordance with Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the Regulations.
Part 2 of this Consultation Statement summarises the statutory and non-statutory consultation
undertaken with relevant statutory bodies and stakeholders, other than those that could be described
as being a part of our community, in developing the Ide Neighbourhood Development Plan.

2. Summary of Consultation Approach to Statutory Consultees
Informal consultation has taken place with several statutory and strategic consultees throughout the
neighbourhood planning process.
A more formal and comprehensive list of strategic and statutory bodies and organisations was
prepared to ensure we complied with the requirements of Neighbourhood Plan Regulation 14.

3. Evidence Gathering
Whilst developing an evidence base for the Neighbourhood Plan we corresponded with and had help
from the following statutory and strategic bodies and organisations:
• Teignbridge District Council
• Devon Biodiversity Records Centre
• Devon County Council

4. 1st Draft Plan – Informal Consultation
In February 2017, a first version of the Neighbourhood Plan was shared with those strategic
stakeholders likely to be affected by the draft policies and Plan to take account of their current
position and ensure that it helps meet their aspirations. The bodies/organisations we contacted are
listed in appendix D. A summary of the responses we received can be found in appendix E.
We receive considered responses from:
• Teignbridge District Council
37

•
•

Devon County Council
Highways England

Subsequent to the consultation, discussions took place between the Neighbourhood Plan Steering
Group and Teignbridge District Council to ensure that we had understood and interpreted their advice
correctly.
The responses we received from strategic stakeholders were taken into account in the preparation of
the regulation 14 version of the draft Ide Neighbourhood Plan.

5. Sustainability
5.1 Preliminary Screening Opinions for Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitats
Regulation Assessment
Two screening exercises were undertaken to ensure that the emerging plan would not have significant
environmental impacts or likely significant effects on the protected characteristics of the
Neighbourhood Plan area.
A screening opinion for Strategic Environmental Assessment was issued by Teignbridge District Council
in February 2017 and consultation was undertaken with statutory bodies by them (see summary
version in appendix C). An email letter was issued by Teignbridge District Council in April 2017
following this consultation, concluding that a formal Strategic Environmental Assessment would not be
required for the Plan in its present form although there were matters raised by both Historic England
and the Environment Agency that should be considered during the preparation of the Pre-submission
Version of the Ide Neighbourhood Plan (the advice can be found in appendix D). Historic England was
unable to agree with Teignbridge’s screening opinion based on the information available to it and
sought some amendments to the draft Plan to provide additional safeguards. These suggested
amendments were reflected in the pre-submission version of the Plan upon which was subject to a
further screen by Teignbridge District Council.
Similarly, a screening opinion for an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations was
issued by Teignbridge District Council in February 2017. Following consultation by Teignbridge District
Council an email letter was issued in April 2017 confirming that following correspondence with Natural
England (see appendix E) that a formal Strategic Environmental Assessment would not be required for
the Plan in its present form.

5.2 Second Screening Opinions for Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitats Regulation
Assessment
The amended Pre-submission Version of the Neighbourhood plan was the subject of screening
exercises in August 20174. Again, it was the opinion of Teignbridge District Planning Authority that the
Pre- Submission (Reg 14) Ide Neighbourhood Development Plan (Sept 2017) does not require a full SEA
to be undertaken. The conclusion of this Habitat Regulations Assessment is therefore that the
September 2017 Pre-Submission Version Ide NDP will have No Likely Significant Effect on European
wildlife sites.
However, any future changes to the emerging Ide NDP will require their own Habitat Regulations
Assessment.

4

The full screening report can be found at: http://idevillage.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/Ide-Pre-SubSEA_HRA-Screening-Report-Sept-17.pdf
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6. Regulation 14 (Pre-submission stage) Consultation
Neighbourhood Plan regulations require that a statutory consultation period of 6 weeks is undertaken
by the responsible body on the final draft plan prior to its submission to the Local Authority in advance
of their statutory Regulation 16 consultation.

6.1 Drafting the Neighbourhood Plan
The Neighbourhood Plan policies were drafted in close collaboration with Teignbridge District Council,
to ensure that the emerging policies were not in conflict with the National Planning Policy Framework,
were aligned to the Local Development Plan and that they were usable in a Development
Management context; the Council was also a key statutory consultee under Regulation 14.

6.2 Who else was Consulted?
The Regulation 14 consultation is specific about organisations and stakeholders that should be
consulted. The legislation requires that prior to submitting the plan to the local planning authority the
qualifying body must:
• publicise it in a manner that is likely to bring it to the attention of people who live, work or
carry on business in the neighbourhood area
• consult any consultation body referred to in paragraph 1 of Schedule 1 whose interests the
qualifying body considers may be affected by the proposals for a neighbourhood development
plan; and
• send a copy of the proposals for a neighbourhood development plan to the local planning
authority.
All of the statutory bodies listed in Appendix A were consulted on the draft Neighbourhood Plan for
Ide thus ensuring we adhered to the requirements of Schedule 1 of the 2012 Regulations.

6.3 How were they Consulted?
The Ide Neighbourhood Plan was sent by email to all bodies and organisations on our consultation list
(See Appendix E) with explanation of what was required for the consultation and the date when
responses were required by. All consultation responses which received an invalid response message
via email were followed up and alternative respondents were obtained. During the course of the
consultation the key consultation stakeholders were contacted to enquire whether a response would
be made.

6.4 What did the Consultees say?
A summary of the responses is set out at Appendix F.

7. Conclusions
In preparing the Ide Neighbourhood Plan we have made strenuous efforts to establish and maintain a
dialogue with those bodies and organisations covered by Schedule 1 of the Regulations and those
other bodies and organisations we have identified as having an interest in our area.
The views, comments and suggestions received at each stage of the Neighbourhood Plan have been
fully considered and have helped to guide and shape the form of the Plan so that it not only reflects
what local people wish to see happen for their area but takes account of how we can share future
planning and delivery with outside bodies and organisations so as to realise our aims and objectives.
This Consultation Statement and the supporting appendices are considered to comply with Section
15(2) of part 5 of the 2012 Neighbourhood Planning Regulations.
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Appendix A of Part 2
List of Strategic Bodies and Stakeholders Consulted
Devon County Council - Highways
Dunchideock Parish Council
Exeter City Council
Highways Agency
Shillingford Parish Council
Teignbridge District Council

Appendix B of Part 2
Comments Received on Draft Plan (1st Circulation Version)
Ide NP Comments on Draft Plan (1st Circulation Version)
Devon Highways 13th February 2017
On highway grounds, I don’t think there is anything we currently need to comment on.
Looking through the plan on street parking is something we are responsible for so any alterations the Parish
may think are required would need to come through us as the addition or removal of formal restrictions would
require a traffic regulation order. The other issue I noted was a concern over speeding traffic, if the Parish
comes up with any suggestions then these again would need to come through us.

Shillingford Parish Council 13th February 2017
I was fascinated by the description of Ide at the beginning of the 20th century. My goodness, it is a sad
reflection of the demise of localism and businesses and services in the heart of the community!
I will forward your email to the parish councillors for their information and to give them an opportunity to raise
any issues.

Teignbridge District Council 9th February 2017
Thank you for the formal request for the 1st Draft Ide Neighbourhood Plan (Jan 17) to be screened for its
potential environmental effects and gain an opinion on whether a full Strategic Environmental Assessment
(SEA) is required.
I will undertake the SEA screening and request the biodiversity officer to produce a Habitats Regulation
Assessment (HRA). These documents will be completed and returned in March 2017.
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Appendix C of Part 2
SEA Screening Opinion
From Teignbridge District Council, February 2017
Screening Assessment

Continued over…
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Screening Outcome
As a result of the assessment in Section 6, it is unlikely there will be any significant effects
arising from the Ide Neighbourhood Development Plan that were not covered in the Strategic
Environmental Assessment and Habitats Regulation Assessment of the Teignbridge District
Local Plan 2016-2033. As such it is the opinion of Teignbridge District Planning Authority that
the 1st Consultation Draft Ide Neighbourhood Development Plan does not require a full SEA
to be undertaken.
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Appendix D of Part 2
SEA and Habitat Regulations Screening Opinions
From Historic England, 10th April 2017
Thank you for your consultation on the draft Ide Neighbourhood Plan and associated SEA Screening.
Our apologies for not responding before now.
This is our first involvement with the preparation of this Plan and we welcome the opportunity to offer
advice.
We are pleased to note the value placed by the community on its historic built environment and that
the area’s character should inform proposals for future change.
The focus of our attention is Policies IDE02 (Pynes Farm) and IDE05 (Weir Meadow), both of which
allocate land for development.
The policy for Pynes Farm proposes development of us to 10 dwellings. This draws upon an indicative
site plan which is included as Appendix 6 (p20) in the SEA Screening Report. There appears to be no
further information to substantiate the basis of this concept from an understanding of heritage
significance point of view in terms of demonstrating that the site can deliver that number of dwellings
without causing harm to designated assets but the policy itself includes criteria for their protection
and to ensure that any scheme constitutes an enhancement of the character of the area.
The policy for Weir Meadow is non-specific in terms of advocating a fixed quantum of development
but it lists the amenities that are expected which might have a significant effect in terms of change to
the physical character of the site and its context. The policy criteria and its supporting text do not
make reference to historic environment considerations but para 6.13 (p23) states the intention to
extend sporting and recreational opportunities “whilst protecting the essential character of this
attractive, rural location”. Acknowledging that the policy does contain criteria intended to effect an
appropriate balance nonetheless, from the information provided and having looked at the Plan’s
website, it is not clear whether or how the site can in principle accommodate the quite ambitious
agenda for its development
We note that the site appears to be an open green space between the cricket pitch and the edge of
the settlement proper. In contributing to this rural context the site may have a significant role in
defining the setting of the Conservation Area. However, this aspect of the historic environment has not
been referred to, either in the supporting text or as a criterion within the policy. Given the clear
implications of the policy it is possible that such development may unwittingly cause harm to the
significance of the Conservation Area as a designated heritage asset. This issue is not picked up in the
SEA Screening Report.
While we are therefore happy that appropriate provision and evidence for the protection and
enhancement of the historic environment has been made in connection with Policy IDE02 we do not
feel that the same can be said for Policy IDE05. We would therefore encourage suitable provision
within the criteria for this policy for the protection of the setting of the conservation area or the
demonstration of evidence that the allocation of this site for the type and level of development which
the policy implies will not cause harm to this or any other designated heritage asset. Otherwise, a site
options evaluation could well be necessary, consistent with a full SEA.
In the meantime therefore, regrettably we cannot agree with the conclusion of the SEA Screening
Report that, on the basis of the evidence which has been made available, the Plan as drafted is unlikely
to generate significant environmental effects.
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From Environment Agency, 13th April 2017
At this initial stage in the Neighbourhood Plan process we would like to take the opportunity to
highlight the environmental constraints that are likely to need further consideration as the Plan
develops.
The Environment Agency, together with Natural England, English Heritage and Forestry Commission
has published joint advice on neighbourhood planning which sets out sources of environmental
information and ideas on incorporating the environment into plans and development proposals. This is
available at: https://www.gov.uk/consulting-on-neighbourhood-plans-and-development-orders
The Fordland Brook, a tributary of the Alphin Brook, runs west-east to the north west of the village.
There are also numerous ‘minor’ watercourses, ditches and springs which have a role to play in terms
of flood storage, conveyance of water and biodiversity. These should be protected from development
and we recommend that they form part of the Green Infrastructure network for the Parish.
Whilst the majority of the Parish lies within Flood Zone 1 (low probability of flooding), our Flood Map
indicates that there is land adjacent to the Fordland Brook which lies within Flood Zones 2 (medium
probability of flooding) and Flood Zone 3 (high probability of flooding. In line with the National
Planning Policy Framework we would seek any new development to be directed to areas within Flood
Zone 1. Any new development which has to be located within flood zones 2 and 3 would need to be
safe for its lifetime (including allowance for Climate Change), not increase flood risk elsewhere and,
where possible, reduce flood risk over all. For example, when considering the sports and recreation
facilities at Weir Meadow, opportunities for flood plain enhancement should be investigated as a
means of reducing flood risk.
We would be looking for new development to manage surface water drainage on site through the use
of Sustainable Drainage Systems to ensure that surface water flooding risks are not increased and,
where possible, are reduced.
With regard to the objectives of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) the Alphin Brook is currently at
Good Ecological Status. Any new development must not cause deterioration in this status and should
contribute wherever possible to improving the Alphin Brook waterbody. There may be opportunities
to promote best agricultural practices within the Parish.
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From Natural England 7th April 2017
Planning consultation: Ide Neighbourhood Plan SEA/HRA consultation.
Location: Ide Parish, Devon.
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING, ENGLAND – THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING (GENERAL)
REGULATIONS 2012
We note that the draft Neighbourhood Plan does not allocate sites for development but does support
the redevelopment of the buildings at Pynes Farm to form up to 10 dwellings. The plan also supports
small housing developments well related to the settlement form through infill and adjacent sites. We
are pleased to see that the richness of the local environment is brought out in the description of the
parish’s Primary Characteristics which include stands of ancient woodland to the far west of the parish.
We are pleased to note that Policy IDE05 (the allocation of Weir Meadow as a recreational facility) will
ensure that any proposals that come forward identify and mitigate against any potential adverse
impacts on biodiversity.
Policy IDE06 Local Green Spaces
We are pleased that the plan highlights the importance of green spaces in the parish. The parish has a
number of traditional orchards; one of these is picked up as the unconfirmed wildlife site to the
immediate south of the village settlement boundary (Victorian Orchard). These orchards are Priority
Habitat as highlighted in the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UK BAP) - click here for more information.
They are important not only for their high biodiversity value but also as a link to the heritage of the
parish and its people.
We note that links are made between the protection of green spaces and biodiversity with
encouraging and enabling healthier lifestyles. We suggest that these interrelated and multifunctional
benefits of green space and biodiversity could be pulled together more coherently through a policy on
Green Infrastructure.
In addition, the benefits outlined above, multi-functional green infrastructure can perform a range of
functions including improved flood risk management, climate change adaptation and biodiversity
enhancement. Resilience to a changing climate is helped by looking at the GI assets across an area and
making linkages between them. Evidence and advice on green infrastructure, including the economic
benefits of GI can be found on the Natural England Green Infrastructure web pages.
Natural England agrees with the conclusion of the SEA screening report that a Strategic Environmental
Assessment would not be required. We consider that, based on the material supplied with the
consultation, in so far as our strategic environmental interests are concerned, significant
environmental effects resulting from the neighbourhood plan are unlikely.
We also agree with the report’s conclusions that the Neighbourhood Plan would not be likely to result
in a significant effect on any European site either alone or in combination and therefore no further
assessment work under the Habitats Regulations would be required.
As stated in the screening assessment, the Joint Approach should ensure that likely significant effects
on the Exe Estuary SPA and Ramsar Site are avoided through appropriate mitigation of increased
recreational pressure.
These screening opinions are given based on the provided material. If the plan were to change
significantly (e.g. especially if it introduced site allocations) then a screening update may be needed.

45

Appendix E of Part 2
List of Strategic Stakeholders Consulted under Regulation 14

Statutory Bodies:
Highways England
Homes and Communities Agency
CTIL
MBNL
EE
Three
BT
National Grid
Network Rail Ltd
NHS South Devon & Torbay Clinical Commissioning Group
NHS Devon, Cornwall & Isles of Scilly
Office of Rail Regulation
South West Water
The Coal Authority
Wales and West Utilities
Western Power Distribution (South West) PLC
Devon County Council
Exeter City Council
Exeter & Devon Airport Ltd
Teignbridge District Council
Historic England
Environment Agency
Natural England
Matford Mews Management
RSPB South West Regional Office
Plymouth & Devon Racial Equality Council
Devon Wildlife Trust
GESP
NFU South West
Active Devon
Devon Communities Together
Sustrans
Sport England South West
The Planning Inspectorate
The Woodland Trust
Devon & Cornwall Police
Devon & Cornwall Fire and Rescue
Teignbridge Community and Voluntary Services

Parish Councils:
Ashcombe Parish Meeting
Ashton Parish Meeting
Bridford Parish Council
Christow Parish Council
Dawlish Town Council
Doddiscombsleigh Parish Council
Dunchideock Parish Council
Dunsford Parish Council
Exminster Parish Council
Holcombe Burnell Parish Council
Kenn Parish Council
Kenton Parish Council
Mamhead Parish Meeting
Powderham Parish Meeting
Shillingford St George Parish Council
Starcross Parish Council
Tedburn St Mary Parish Council
Whitestone Parish Council
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Appendix F of Part 2
Comments Received on Draft Plan (Regulation 14 version)
Ref. No.
1

2

Respondent
Natural England

4

Wales and West
Utilities
Devon
Countryside
Access Forum

5

Sport England

Comment
Thank you for contacting Natural England.
We will respond to your query within our statutory
response times and Customer Service standards.
Thank you for your email, a member of our Customer
Services Team will contact you in due course.
It’s a complex area so please consult with the Public
Rights of Way section at Devon County Council to
discuss the best options for your community
proposals.
Thank you for consulting Sport England on the above
neighbourhood plan.
Government planning policy, within the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), identifies how
the planning system can play an important role in
facilitating social interaction and creating healthy,
inclusive communities. Encouraging communities to
become more physically active through walking,
cycling, informal recreation and formal sport plays
an important part in this process. Providing enough
sports facilities of the right quality and type in the
right places is vital to achieving this aim. This means
that positive planning for sport, protection from the
unnecessary loss of sports facilities, along
with an integrated approach to providing new
housing and employment land with community
facilities is important.
It is essential therefore that the neighbourhood plan
reflects and complies with national planning policy
for sport as set out in the NPPF with particular
reference to Pars 73 and 74. It is also important to
be aware of Sport England’s statutory consultee role
in protecting playing fields and the presumption
against the loss of playing field land.
Sport England’s playing fields policy is set out in our
Planning Policy Statement: ‘A Sporting Future for the
Playing Fields of England’.
Sport England provides guidance on developing
planning policy for sport and further information can
be found via the link below. Vital to the development
and implementation of planning policy is the
evidence base on which it is founded.
Sport England works with local authorities to ensure
their Local Plan is underpinned by robust and up to
date evidence. In line with Par 74 of the NPPF, this
takes the form of assessments of need and strategies
for indoor and outdoor sports facilities. A
neighbourhood planning body should look to see if
the relevant local authority has prepared a playing
pitch strategy or other indoor/outdoor sports facility
strategy. If it has then this could provide useful
evidence for the neighbourhood plan and save the
neighbourhood planning body time and resources
gathering their own evidence. It is important that a
neighbourhood plan reflects the recommendations
and actions set out in any such strategies, including
those which may specifically relate to the
neighbourhood area, and that any local investment

Suggestion
Record Acknowledgment

Record Acknowledgment
Record Acknowledgment

Noted helpful comments –
no changes to plan text
proposed
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opportunities, such as the Community Infrastructure
Levy, are utilised to support their delivery.
Where such evidence does not already exist then
relevant planning policies in a neighbourhood plan
should be based on a proportionate assessment of
the need for sporting provision in its area. Developed
in consultation with the local sporting and wider
community any assessment should be used to
provide key recommendations and deliverable
actions. These should set out what provision is
required to ensure the current and future needs of
the community for sport can be met and, in turn, be
able to support
the development and implementation of planning
policies. Sport England’s guidance on assessing
needs may help with such work.
If new or improved sports facilities are proposed
Sport England recommend you ensure they are fit for
purpose and designed in accordance with our design
guidance notes.
Any new housing developments will generate
additional demand for sport. If existing sports
facilities do not have the capacity to absorb the
additional demand, then planning policies should
look to ensure that new sports facilities, or
improvements to existing sports facilities, are
secured and delivered. Proposed actions to meet the
demand should accord with any approved local plan
or neighbourhood plan policy for social
infrastructure, along with priorities resulting from
any assessment of need, or set out in any playing
pitch or other indoor and/or outdoor sports facility
strategy that the local authority has in place.
In line with the Government’s NPPF (including
Section 8) and its Planning Practice Guidance (Health
and wellbeing section), links below, consideration
should also be given to how any new development,
especially for new housing, will provide opportunities
for people to lead healthy lifestyles and create
healthy communities. Sport England’s Active Design
guidance can be used to help with this when
developing planning policies and developing or
assessing individual proposals.
Active Design, which includes a model planning
policy, provides ten principles to help ensure the
design and layout of development encourages and
promotes participation in sport and physical activity.
The guidance, and its accompanying checklist, could
also be used at the evidence gathering stage of
developing a neighbourhood plan to help undertake
an assessment of how the design and layout of the
area currently enables people to lead active lifestyles
and what could be improved.
General
6

Highways
England

Thank you for providing Highways England with the
opportunity to comment on your pre-submission
draft Plan. As you are aware, we are responsible for
operating, maintaining and improving the strategic
road network which in this case is the A30(T) on the
eastern boundary of the plan area.
We are satisfied that the plan’s proposed policies are
unlikely to impact on our network and we therefore
have no comments to make at this time.

Noted that Highways
England has no comments
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7

SW Water

9

Devon
Communities

10

N/A

3. Context
34

Devon &
Somerset Fire &
Rescue Service

Environment
Agency

Housing Enabling
Officer TDC

Thanks for providing this information.
Based on the level of new development you
potentially anticipate we will have no problems in
servicing such.
Thanks for sending this through. Congratulations on
getting to this stage, I look forward to looking
through the document.
Devon & Somerset Fire & Rescue Service thank Ide
Parish Council for providing the opportunity for it to
review their community plan.
We have no specific comment on any one proposal.
The service has generic comment that when
considering new developments that the planners and
developers plan and incorporate for emergency
vehicle access and in particular fire-fighting access in
accordance with the Building Regulations 2000.
That they provide sufficient access to water supplies
via the water undertaker and developer.
That they consider reducing duplication of street
names with other existing named roads and
developments.
That road width and on street parking is considered
and addressed at the planning stage to maintain
emergency vehicle access.
That developers consult with the FRS building
regulations dept. and buildings conform to the
building regulations.
That the FRS is consulted on new transport hubs and
plans when being developed.
We are, in general, supportive of the aims of the Ide
Neighbourhood Plan. Paragraph 2.30 acknowledges
some flooding issues in the village linked sewer
capacity but also that works to the watercourse have
been beneficial in terms of flood risk management.

Noted that SWW has no
problems

This has just reminded me that I had some Enabling
comments in the Ide Neighbourhood plan, which I
understand is currently in first draft:
1st Draft consultation
3.11 – need for AH acknowledged if a site can be
found – suggest seeking 30% proportion of AH
delivery in the identified Pynes Farm site.
3.13 Sustainable development - Social sustainability
is also important alongside sense of community and
identity. This is essential to maintaining the vitality
of community facilities.

Acknowledged, but
considered too late in the
process to alter criteria for a
small development
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Housing Enabling
Officer TDC

38

Housing Enabling
Officer TDC

Para 3.16 talks about identifiable housing needs - I
assume this means affordable housing needs but
suggest the word affordable is used as well here,
because I suspect that affordability pressures will be
pushing people out of the village given its proximity
to Exeter. Not just new entrances to the housing
market – but also people seeking suitable (possibly
accessible) downsize or in search of suitable housing.
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Natural England

Ide is within 10km of the Exe Estuary Site of Special
interest (SSSI), Special Protection Area (SPA), and
Ramsar site. Developments within this 10km zone of
influence will in combination have an effect on the
integrity of the Exe Estuary SPA.

Congratulations noted

Noted that DSFRS has no
specific comment to make
on the Plan
Pass on generic comment to
LPA

Support noted

Agreed, to include reference
to “social sustainability”
recognising that policies
relating to the Orchard and
Weir Meadow help to satisfy
this need.
Point noted but no change
to be made to previously
agreed objectives

IDE01
It is noted that NE are
satisfied with policy IDE01
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46

Neighbourhood
Planning Officer
TDC

Teignbridge Local Plan policy EN10: European
Wildlife Sites, ensures that before development is
permitted it must demonstrate that it would not
have an adverse effect having regard to mitigation
and/or compensation.
The Strategic Environmental Assessment Screening
Report & Habitat Regulation Assessment for the Ide
Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) indicates
that it is not considered to result in significant effects
on the Exe estuary SPA provided any development
accords with the Local Plan policies.
Natural England agrees with this conclusion,
recognising that policy IDE01 indicates that any
development will only be supported where it meets
all relevant requirements of the Local Plan.
Residential Development in Ide
Settlement boundaries are defined through Local
Plan and Neighbourhood Plan development and
Reviews. A planning application for any development
would not result in the outward extension of the
settlement boundary, just built development.
Therefore criteria ii in policy IDE01 is unnecessary
and adds confusion.
If you are seeking to avoid significant encroachment
outside of the existing settlement boundary then
more appropriate policy wording maybe:
“…,and where such development does not result in
significant encroachment in the countryside.”
Criteria iii could be more positively worded as:
“…,and where such development provides a suitable
and safe vehicular access, ensures the privacy of
adjoining properties and seeks to enhance the
character of the area.”
It should be noted that criteria iv requires infill or
redevelopment schemes to provide an equal level of
smaller properties as larger homes. Whilst the
criteria provides the caveat of ‘where feasible’ this
scenario is unlikely as infill sites by their nature are
small scale with little capacity for multiple dwellings.
It is not clear from the policy wording whether the
policy applies to Ide parish as a whole or only applies
within the settlement boundary. Infill developments
within Ide village suggests it applies to within the
settlement boundary but then criteria ii refers to not
involving the outward extension of the settlement
boundary which would only occur for developments
outside the boundary. This wording does not provide
clarity and certainty to determining officers.
The use of the term ‘Ide village’ in this context is not
precise.
In addition the wording of the policy relates to
‘small’ residential developments which suggests the
policy relates to proposals seeking low dwelling
numbers. However criteria iv seeks one small
dwelling for each larger dwelling suggesting much
larger schemes than would normally come forward
as infill development. Paragraph 4.3 states
development should not be shoe-horned into the
village but the policy supports development which:
• Fills a small restricted gap
• Within the built-up area of the village, and
• Where closely surrounded by buildings.

Accepted that the use of
“settlement boundary” in
point ii is incorrect and
should be amended
Agreed that point iii could
be re-written in a more
positive way
Policy IDE01 will be reworded to deal with
criticisms and suggestions
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These criteria are highly likely to result in a
development which could be considered shoe-horned
in due to the limited development potential within
the existing settlement boundary.
Paragraph 4.2 states policy IDE01 is supportive of
such development taking place for good reason
however it is not clear to what a ‘good reason’ would
constitute. This term is ambiguous and is likely to
differ from person to person.
IDE02
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However, policy IDE02 identifies a specific
development site but does not specifically refer to
the need for development on this site to comply with
the policies in the local plan, including those relating
to Teignbridge Local Plan policy EN10.14
Pynes Farm
Strong wording to criteria ii would better enable the
enhancement of the setting of the conservation area
as a result of this development.
The policy requires approximately 10 dwellings
which is imprecise and does not provide a
determining officer with clarity and certainty on how
to determine an application. If an application
proposes 4 dwellings or 13 dwellings should these be
refused for not equating to approximately 10
dwellings? More precise language would be to state
a certain number such as 10 dwellings or perhaps an
upper limit of up to 10 dwelling based upon the
community engagement evidence. Supporting text
paragraph 4.11 refers to ‘residential development of
up to 10 dwellings’ which stands in conflict with the
wording of the policy.
With the allocation of Pynes Farm consideration
should be given to an extension of the settlement
boundary around the site as its intended use is for a
residential development forming part of the built
development of Ide. It seems appropriate and logical
to extend the settlement boundary around the
residential allocation.
Criteria ii requires the proposal to take into account
the proximity to the Conservation Area. This
language is ambiguous with no certainty provided as
what ‘take account of’ constitutes when determining
an application. The following criteria iii provides an
indication when seeking the scheme to complement
and enhance the character of the local area.
Therefore it would be more succinct and provide
additional clarity and certainty if the wording of the
criteria ii and iii were combined, for example:
“Ensure the scheme complements the Conservation
Area and contributes to the enhancement of the
character of the village.”
Criteria v requires the scheme to protect the privacy
and amenity of nearby residents. Improved wording
would avoid unacceptable impacts on the privacy
and amenity of nearby residents.
Policy IDE02 Pynes Farm – Church Commissioners
ownership.
Community consultation indicates support for
residential development 10 or fewer dwellings.
Suggest that this is an opportunity for the
community to express its views about the
importance of provision of affordable housing. That

Agreed to make reference to
LP policy EN10 in supporting
text

Policy IDE02 will be reworded to deal with
comments.
It was agreed that “up to”
should be used rather than
“approximately”
Points ii and iii will be
merged as suggested
Ensure supporting text
reflects the changes in the
policy

The policy scope will remain
as agreed and consulted
upon
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the Neighbourhood plan could express the objective
of this being an objective to be built into the scheme
on a percentage basis – target 30% under TDC Local
plan policy.
At 4.12 Account needs to be taken of Teignbridge
Local Plan policy WE2 of the Neighbourhood plan is
looking to extend the settlement boundary and to
make a site allocation. It would be possible for the
Church commissioners to take account of this
community objective when bringing the site forward
– because if other land for affordable housing cannot
be found, this could be the only opportunity for this
community to deliver a small number of affordable
dwellings to meet local needs. With the assistance of
the Housing Enabling team at Teignbridge a Rural
Housing Needs assessment could be undertaken, in
order to assess both affordable and other housing
needs such as for older people, or anyone needing
accessible housing or any other housing needs within
Ide. Identified local housing needs could be factored
into the design of the development.
We welcome inclusion within policy IDE02 (Pynes
Farm) of the requirement for development to provide
measures to minimise water consumption and to
incorporate sustainable drainage systems (SuDS).
The latter is important in light of the stated sewer
capacity issues. Nonetheless, it should be noted that
SuDS is a national requirement for all major
developments.

Refer comment to PC and
suggest it discusses the
possibility of a Rural Housing
Needs Assessment being
carried out

Support noted

IDE03
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New Car Parking Areas
The policy supports proposals for resident or visitor
car parking within or adjoining Ide village. Whilst
new car parking provision is a land use policy the
restriction of the car park to residents or bona fide
visitors only is not a matter which can be controlled
through a land use plan. In addition the term bona
fide visitors is ambiguous and doesn’t provide the
determining officer with any certainty as to who is
and is not a bona fide visitor.

The policy only supports the
provision of car parking
areas that are designed to
serve the needs of residents
or visitors to Ide this should
be stated in the policy.
Agreed that a slight rewording of Policy IDE03
should be made.
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Sports and Recreational Facilities’
The final line of the policy requires proposals which
replace facilities to either demonstrate they benefit
the community or there is secured community
access. It is entirely possible the scheme could have
community access but not really be of benefit. It
would be more robust to require both not an
either/or.

Agreed to replace “or” with
“and” in the final sentence
of the policy
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We are pleased to note that Policy IDE05 (the
allocation of Weir Meadow as a recreational facility)
will ensure that any proposals that come forward
identify and mitigate against any potential adverse
impacts on biodiversity.
I would also provide advice to the group and Paul to
re-examine the weir meadow flooding issue in
relation to the required evidence i.e. the sequential
test and exceptions test. Whilst I don’t think
allocation of the Weir Meadow site is a problem I’m
just concerned that with the current evidence and
information the plan contains this issue has not been

IDE04

IDE05

Environment Agency was
contacted and its advice
included in the Plan
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addressed comprehensively enough to ensure due
regard to national policy and guidance.
We also welcome inclusion of part vii. of policy IDE05
(Weir Meadow) which requires preparation of a
flood risk assessment (FRA) to demonstrate how
flood risk will be managed and how the flood plain
could be enhanced. Paragraph 6.14 provides more
detail and supports that policy requirement.
However, we stress that for development of sports
facilities at the site to be considered acceptable the
FRA must demonstrate that there will not be an in
increased flood risks elsewhere.

Include advice from EA in
the supporting statement

IDE06
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We are pleased that the plan highlights the
importance of green spaces in the parish through
Policy IDE06 Local Green Spaces. The parish has a
number of traditional orchards; one of these is
picked up as the unconfirmed wildlife site to the
immediate south of the village settlement boundary
(Victorian Orchard). These orchards are Priority
Habitat as highlighted in the UK Biodiversity Action
Plan (UK BAP) and are important not only for their
high biodiversity value but also as a link to the
heritage of the parish and its people.
We also note that links are made between the
protection of green spaces and biodiversity with
encouraging and enabling healthier lifestyles.
We also refer you to the attached annex which
covers the issues and opportunities that should be
considered when preparing a Neighbourhood Plan.
Policy IDE06: Local Green Spaces
The NPPF states local green spaces will not be
appropriate for most green areas or open space and
prescribes a number of criteria to be met for an area
to qualify for the designation.
The designation should only be used:
• Where the green space is in reasonably close
proximity to the
community it
serves;
• Where the green area is demonstrably special to a
local community and holds particular local
significance, for example because of its beauty,
historic significance, recreational value (including as
a playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife;
and
• Where the green area concerned is local in
character and is not an extensive tract of land.
The District Council considers that the first two of
these criteria have not been adequately met on
proposed local green space H: Roundfield which is
discussed below.
Reasonably close proximity to the community it
serves
Roundfield stands approximately 850 metres from
the village entrance and detached from the residents
both in character and location. The site cannot be
seen from any properties in the village, has no public
right of access and is not readily accessible or visible
from the public realm, with the exception of its
boundary screening. It is appreciated that the term
“in reasonably close proximity” is not defined
however the detached, isolated location and hidden

Include relevant positive
statement from NE in
introduction to the policy

Opposition to Round Field
being included as a LGS and
the reasons why is noted
It was agreed that Round
Field should be removed
from the list of designated
LGS sites
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character of the site indicates it is not in reasonably
close proximity to the community it intends to serve.
Demonstrably special to a local community and
holds particular local significance for its beauty and
richness in wildlife
This criteria requires a neighbourhood plan to
demonstrate through evidence that an area is
special to a local community and holds a particular
local significance. The Local Green Space analysis
table on page 25 of the Plan illustrates the
significance of the five proposed local green spaces.
The common theme between them is a recreational
justification with the exception of Roundfield which
has been identified for its beauty and richness of its
wildlife. These justifications are addressed
individually below:
Beauty
The Plan provides little explanation as to why
Roundfield holds a particular local significance for its
beauty. The only demonstration of its beauty is to
state the site stands within an Area of Great
Landscape Value.
Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV) designation
covers the majority of the District which lie outside
settlement boundaries. This blanket AGLV
designation does not account for site specific
landscape attributes which are usually identified and
considered through individual planning applications
and does not automatically confer a high scenic
value to this particular site.
Teignbridge District Council previously provided an
evaluation of the sites landscape value when
commenting on the Park & Ride proposal by Devon
County Council and stated:
“It is not, of itself, however an area of high
landscape value…” Teignbridge Consultee comments
on application DCC/3846/2016, 5th May 2016
In addition no explanation is provided as to why this
site is considered to hold particular local significance
for its beauty above other sites also within the AGLV.
Sufficient evidence has not been presented which
justifies why this site within the AGLV is considered
of such importance to confer very restrictive controls
which should endure beyond the plan period.
The District Council Landscape officer has also
reviewed the site for its landscape attributes and
stated:
“In summary, I am of the opinion that the site has a
character that is dominated by a highways style
character that has little to do with the rural
character of the area. The field and its setting are in
poor condition. The A30 dominates the field and
significantly erodes any sense of tranquillity. In terms
of visual amenity, there are no public views from the
field. There are glimpses of views to Exeter and
Alphington from the southern end of the field,
however these views are from private land. The site
is relatively well screened and does not contribute to
the visual amenity of the area. In conclusion, I do not
think that the site is one that contributes positively
to the landscape character or visual amenity of the
area and is a piece of land that is difficult to consider
as being beautiful.”
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Richness of Wildlife
Part of the evidence supporting the neighbourhood
plan is the Wildlife Resource Map and Species
Information supplied by Devon Biodiversity Records
Centre in January 2017. This document identified
that the parish has no statutory wildlife designations
but has the following non-statutory wildlife
designations:
• County Wildlife Site (CWS)
• Regionally Important Geological Site (RIGS)
• Unconfirmed Wildlife Site (UCWS)
• Ancient Woodland
This document identified Local Green Space G:
Victorian Orchard as an unconfirmed wildlife site but
conferred no wildlife designation upon Local Green
Space H: Roundfield. This document therefore
provides the evidence for richness of wildlife for one
local green space but not for Roundfield.
Paragraph 7.10 of the plan makes reference to a to a
third party study which identified dormice and slow
worms on Roundfield. Further information from the
District Council Ecologists identifies that Dormice are
widespread in Devon and found on a high proportion
of sites with slow worms also very common. The
identified habitat of semi-improved grassland and
mixed scrub on site is also widespread in Devon.
Whilst the Jacobs study identifies wildlife on
Roundfield the plan has failed to demonstrate how
these common features in Devon hold a particular
local significance.
Planning Positively
National Planning Practice Guidance states that a
Neighbourhood Plan gives communities the
opportunity to shape the development and growth
of their area and should plan positively to support
local development.
The designation of Roundfield as a local green space
is not considered to constitute planning positively to
support local development.
Accompanying evidence to the plans consultation
includes “Notes of Parish Meeting 8th May 2017 re
designation of Round Field as Local Green Space”.
These notes highlight the reason for proposing the
local green space designation on Roundfield was to
prevent a potential park and ride scheme previously
proposed by Devon County Council.
“If there was a way of using the Plan to protect
Round Field against becoming a car park for Exeter,
then we should try, came the feedback.” Page 2,
Notes of Parish Meeting, May 2017.
A local green space designation should not be used
as a reactionary mechanism to prevent a specific
proposal. The designation should be based upon its
specific valued attributes which hold particular local
significance. The inclusion of Roundfield as a local
green space is an attempt to prevent development
with justifications tailored to meet that aim. The
designation of this site to prevent a potential park
and ride scheme is not considered to demonstrate
positive planning to support local development. The
District Council objects to the inclusion of Roundfield
as a local green space and request for the site to be
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removed from policy IDE06 and associated maps and
supporting text.
Conformity with strategic policies of the Local Plan
Neighbourhood planning legislation requires a
Neighbourhood Plan to meet a set of basic
conditions in order for an examiner to recommend
the plan to referendum.
One of these basic conditions is for the
neighbourhood plan to be in general conformity with
the strategic policies of the Local Plan.
The Local plan includes strategic policies S5:
Infrastructure and SWE1: South West Exeter Urban
Extension. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP)
supports these policies and provides additional detail
to the timing, costing and location of required
infrastructure. This document evolves and gets
updated as the local plan period progresses to
include more recent information of project costs and
revised requirements.
Local plan policy S5 states:
The provision of new and improved infrastructure,
such as education, health, transport, recreational
facilities and green infrastructure will form a key
issue in planning for the growth of sustainable
communities.
a) In consultation and co-operation with
infrastructure providers, take account of
infrastructure capacity and need in decisions on the
location of development
e) Ensure that new development is provided with
appropriate infrastructure
Local Plan policy SWE1 allocates 92 hectares of land
to deliver at least 2,000 homes to form a sustainable
urban extension. Criteria g of this policy stipulates
the urban extension requires public transport and
highways improvements including an enhanced
public transport route and 1,000 space park and ride
hub. Supporting text to the policy states this would
ideally be located to the South of the A379 at the
intersection of the A30 and A379. The IDP 2013
which formed part the examination documents for
the Local plan supported a park and ride facility in
the area around the South West of Exeter.
Since the adoption of the Local Plan in May 2014
further investigations have been undertaken as to
the potential location of the park and ride hub which
have revealed the most suitable location as the
Ide/Alphington A30 interchange. This is of critical
priority with £3,600,000 of funding already
identified.
Strategic policies S5 and SWE1 require the
development of infrastructure to support sustainable
communities, specifically development within the
south west area of Exeter and the urban extension.
SWE1 explicitly identifies the need for a park and
ride to support sustainable development and the IDP
2016 identifies the area to which the Roundfield
Local Green Space designation is proposed as a
potential location for this required park and ride
scheme.
As noted above the designation of Roundfield as a
Local Green Space has been proposed to prevent a
potential park and ride scheme, therefore failing to
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demonstrate planning positively to support local
development and standing in conflict with the
strategic policies of the local plan and thereby failing
to meet a basic condition required by legislation.
Landowner
The National Planning Practice Guidance stipulates:
“the qualifying body (in the case of neighbourhood
plan making) should contact landowners at an early
stage about proposals to designate any part of their
land as Local Green Space.” Paragraph: 019
Reference ID: 37-019-20140306
The Ide Plan text, evidence or consultation list does
not appear to include any reference to the
landowner of Roundfield. The proposed restriction
on this parcel of land would significantly impede the
landowner’s ability to develop and control their land
and it is imperative they have the opportunity to
understand the implications of this policy and
provide an opportunity to comment.
Wording of policy IDE06
Policy IDE06 designates five areas for the local green
space designation. Areas D to G are designated
predominantly for their recreational value however
area H has been designated for its richness in
wildlife. The policy wording instructs that
development which is not ancillary to community or
recreational purposes will be resisted. A site
designated for its biodiversity value should not
include permissibility for recreational or community
uses which could undermine the sites biodiversity
and reason for designation. Site H: Roundfield,
designated for its richness in wildlife, is not
consistent with the community or recreational aims
of the policy and should be removed.
Conclusion
Teignbridge District Council formally object to
policy IDE06: Local Green Spaces on the following
grounds:
• The designation does not meet NPPF local green
space criteria in that:
- It is not considered in reasonably close proximity
to the community it intends to serve
- The demonstration of particular value and local
significance has not been adequately demonstrated
to justify the beauty and richness of wildlife
reasons for designation.
- Evidence to support richness of wildlife pre-dates
the Wildlife resources study supplied by Devon
Biodiversity Records Centre which did not identify
any wildlife designations on site.
• The inclusion of Roundfield to prevent
development does not constitute planning
positively to support local development as required
by national planning guidance.
• The designation stands in conflict with the
strategic policies of the development plan thereby
failing to meet a Basic Condition.
• The Roundfield landowner does not appear to
have been directly contacted regarding the
proposals on their site. The landowner must be
contacted and provided the opportunity to
understand and comment on the Neighbourhood
Plans proposals for their land.
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• Policy wording permits uses which are not
considered ancillary to the wildlife reason for
designation and this site should be removed
As for local green spaces we are pleased to see that
the importance of the waters of Fordland Brook are
acknowledged in paragraph 7.1. However, we
recommend that the text could also acknowledge
the myriad multifunctional benefits offered by local
green spaces such as flood risk management,
protecting water quality, supporting biodiversity and
improving health/wellbeing.

Add reference to flood risk
management and other
benefits, as suggested by EA
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Ide Gateway Enhancement
Further to the comments of objection to the extent
of the policy area, the policy seeks to preserve and
where possible enhance the countryside. The policy
specifically relates to the enhancement area as
illustrated in Map 6 and not the wider countryside. It
is considered confusing and misleading to include
the term countryside when the policy only applies to
the enhancement area.
Policy Ide Gateway Enhancement Area
8.1 Policy IDE07 seeks to preserve and enhance the
rural character of the village entrance and
approaches to the village along the C50. The District
Council support this policy approach however the
extent of the enhancement area as illustrated
through Map 6 is considered too extensive and
includes an area of land which does not fulfil the
purpose of the policy.
8.2 The farthest south-eastern entrance to the
enhancement area includes an area of land, namely
Roundfield. The area of land is encircled by the A30,
C50, Crabb Lane and the Alphington Roundabout.
The road encirclement provides a character heavily
dominated by transport infrastructure, which is a
departure from the sense of rurality being used to
define the enhancement area.
8.3 This is supported by Ide Character Assessment
Report 29 June 17 which seeks to provide the
justifying evidence for the sites inclusion in the
Enhancement area, which states:
“Negatives
• Traffic congestion, with occasional gridlock at peak
times
• Traffic noise most times of the day
• Unauthorised advertising signs”
8.4 Overall the sense of rurality sought to be
preserved is primarily facilitated by well-kept verges
and banks, dense tree and hedgerow screening
along the C50 (Ide Village Road).
8.5 The justification for the Roundfield inclusion
within the enhancement area covers only the dense
boundary screening along the C50 and does not
provide justification for the designation of the entire
site.
8.6 The District Council consider the identification of
the entire Roundfield site within the enhancement
area unjustified by the evidence presented and
request a reduction in the area to include only the
sites boundary hedging along the C50.
8.7 A revised Enhancement Area Map is attached to
these comments to illustrate a more appropriate

Consider wording change to
be more precise

Noted that TDC supports the
policy but not the inclusion
of Round Field
The map and policy rewording will be considered
once further advice is taken.
Contact will be made with
relevant bodies that did not
respond during Reg.14.
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policy area which is considered to fulfil the
justification of the policy to maintain the rural
character to the approach to Ide.
9.2 In addition Teignbridge District Council formally
object to the extent of the area to which policy
IDE07: Ide Gateway Enhancement Area applies. The
Enhancement Area is too extensive and includes the
entire Roundfield site which has not been
demonstrated to contribute to the enhancement
areas sense of rurality. Roundfield should be
excluded from the Enhancement Area with only the
boundary screening along the C50 included as
illustrated on the attached map.
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