Mr L N Pengelly
24 Buckwell Road,
Kingsbridge, Devon.
TQ7 1NQ
28th December 2017
Mrs Burden & Mrs Wright,
CO Robert Young
Program Officer.
PLYMOUTH AND SOUTH WEST DEVON JOINT LOCAL PLAN 2014-2034 ID NO: 1002904
There has been further changes to the site TTV13 since the public consultation (EXC10B page204)
and therefore I wish to put across the view of a resident of Kingsbridge and make sure that there is
an understanding that the LPA’s plans for TTV13 site did not get good support from the town’s
residents. This is the updated extract.
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PS8B-1

Referring to the paragraphs.
1. This has been completed and the Master Plan consulted on did not go down well. By continuing
with this in the JLP process, the LPA is ignoring the outcome of the consultation. It was rejected
by the residents, the Kingsbridge Town Council & finally the South Hams District Council
executive.
This process is complete and therefore the LPA should respect the outcome and remove the
Quay Car Park area from the plan. The Planning Inspectors are being asked to confirm that the
JL Plans legal compliance and are sound and yet the details have not been included in the public
consultation procedure and there are no public detailed responses because it was not known
what the LPA’s intentions were. Surely this will mean, as far as the TTV 13 plans are concerned,
they will fail legal compliance. It cannot be correct that the general public are not given
reasonable details of the LPA’s plans for the Kingsbridge Quay to enable them to question the
proposed plans with regards to relevant law, NPPF or local planning documents and have
independent inspection of their concerns. I as a member of the public, as have all members of
the public, been denied the opportunity to be consulted on for this process because details were
kept secret until after the consultations & until the JLP was submitted.
2. The LPA has a duty to conserve & enhance natural beauty and not character. It cannot enhance
natural beauty by erecting buildings around the head of the estuary. Building on the quay will
condemn the area to shadow and breezy corridors around the pedestrian area surrounding any
buildings and reduce access to the general public to enjoy the estuary views.
3. The plans cause the loss of 57 parking places and therefore fail this aim.
4. Buildings would have to be constructed with a first floor level higher level than the current
ground level of the area to comply with this aim.
5. It is not possible to design drainage to deliver landscape, biodiversity and amenity benefits when
the buildings are alongside the water’s edge where flooding occurs. The LPA should
demonstrate how they can achieve this aim.
6. Buildings will hide the current tree canopy as they will be positioned in front and obscure large
areas of trees from many views. This aim is unachievable.
7. The Quay car park south of Tumbly Hill was filled in reclaimed land in 1965-1969 specifically to
extend and increase town parking. It was not filled in with contaminated waste.

In light of these alterations, I wish to make further comments regarding TTV 13.
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Kingsbridge TTV 13 site - Kingsbridge Quayside.
The Joint Local Plan has gone through its public consultation plan with the public with public
consulted in August 2016, November 2016 and the final consultation March/April 2017.
During this time the general public was kept in the dark about what the Local Planning Authority
had in mind for this TTV 13 area with much secrecy. Therefore, there has been no real consultation
in this Joint Local Plan for this area, only vague statements.
The LPA did not even produce a plan with the correct AONB boundary, as that was again vague,
leaving out the quay area, which is in the AONB. (I note this has now been changed to a hatched
area)
I have to admit, I was scratching my head as to where they intended to put all the housing proposed
(100 houses).
It came with disbelief & astonishment when in July 2017, the LPA came out of the closet with their
plans. That they would even present a plan with an eight storey building at the central area of the
Quay, in the AONB that it has the duty to ‘conserve & enhance’ was unbelievable. I was not the only
one to think this!
This would be in the foreground of the view as you stood at the head of the estuary.
Not for the first time, you have to question the competence of a Local Planning Authority. That it
would allow an eight storey block in the AONB in a prominent location to be put out for a public
consultation is quite extraordinary.
Not surprisingly, there was an outcry from local residents of disapproval of this ‘Master Plan’ and the
reality was, it was ditched by Councillors because of the complete lack of public support for it.
Now, the planning authority have their usual ‘carry on regardless’, head on & not listen to the
Kingsbridge residents (or the councillors, both South Hams & Kingsbridge).
Let’s be clear. This is our house. Why should outside planners come in and ruin our (the residents of
Kingsbridge) house?
I have to state, that I find it insulting that the LPA considers calling it regeneration of the Quay area,
as though the quay is a rundown. The head of the estuary was completely overhauled in 1993 and
therefore, not ancient by any means. Through the brilliant efforts of some local residents who work
hard at the Britain in Bloom event, Kingsbridge has been well recognised as an attractive town
winning ‘Britain in Bloom’ Gold again this year.
The ‘Master Plan’ even suggested the removal of the Tourist Information Centre from its current
location. Probably one of the best Tourist Information centres I have seen for appearance, built
when the head of the Quay area was improved. Roads, bus station and quay square improvements
completed in the winter of 92/93.
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Marking sheet extract, Britain in Bloom 2016 – please read the last line!

And so it is with dismay that the LPA has the audacity to tag on to the end of the JLP period, its
intentions, despite an outcry of public opinion. It is even worse because they kept their plans
completely secret for the public consultation periods of the JLP, the public have not been consulted
with full knowledge of the LPA’s intention.
If placed in the plan in this way (tail end of plan period), it will appear that it was with the support of
the general public at the construction stage of the plan, when in fact it was not supported.
It is therefore extremely important that you give this, what might look like, insignificant submission
your full planning analysis & not let it slip under the radar. It is an extremely important location for
Kingsbridge.
There follows some extracts of the eventually released master plan, with the survey responses of
residents to illustrate the lack of support for development on the Quay car park.
It is important that it remains an open sunny site as possible and that everyone, young, old & the
less able have easy & full access to the quayside area. Level areas are hard to find in Kingsbridge.
I do not believe that it fits well that in an area that is dependent on tourism & in an area that is
supposed to be recognised as an ‘Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty’ that the Market Town of
Kingsbridge Quay frontage is a suitable location for retail & housing projects especially when it
protrudes into the estuary on the end of the slip way. Retail in this location will further degrade the
already struggling town centre high street. The LPA appears hell bent on destroying the character of
Kingsbridge by building in prominent locations with wide visual impacts and is not in line with the
NPPF paragraphs 115 & 116, Government guidance or the CROW Act (2000). This is one of them.
This is therefore not a sustainable or a sound plan.
Yours sincerely,
Mr L N Pengelly
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Tourist Information today.

The new Tourist Information Centre and public open area (safe from the busy road) - 1993

Overleaf: The Master Plan extracts.
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Car Parks:
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Note: This twitter content is not from the Master Plan Document.
A 24 metre high building on the Quay Car Park outlined!!
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