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Q1 Respondents 
name

Q2 Which of the following 
applies to you

Q3 Which parts of the Neighbourhood Plan do you like and please explain 
why

Q4 Which parts of the Neighbourhood Plan do you think could be 
improved and please explain why

Q5 Please provide any specific comments you would like to make against each policy in the Plan. 
Could you please quote the paragraph or policy number in your responses? 

Q6. Are there any policies included in the Plan that 
you do not support? Please explain why and quote the 
policy number.

Q7. Are there any further comments you would like to make on the plan? Q8. Which of the following statements do you agree with? 
Please circle one

Dartmouth NP Steering Group response Action Taken

Paul Reach I live in the plan area All of it None Vital to have a vision for the future of Dartmouth No No I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your response No change

Catherine Ford I work in the plan area I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your response No change

G Holland I work in the plan area Environmental section - and water quality Economy - no mention of cruise vessels and the benefits brought to 
Dartmouth

I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your response, cruise ships are mentioned under para. 5.5.2 and 
should be considered part of the 'river and water based activity' covered in Policy DNP 
EC2. However we accept that more reference to the potential  economic benefit could 
be made.

Review Economy, Jobs & Training section (6.2) with reference to cruise ships

Peter Goldstraw I live in the plan area The Green Environment issues were well covered and struck the right balance 
between conserving and enhancing our green spaces and the other needs of 
the Community.

The policy on principle Residence should be made a permanent 
restriction on the property through section 106 and listing on the 
Land registry.

All excellent None I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments , we shall  review policy wording DNP H4 (Principle 
Residence) and align it more closely to other recent Plans with more specific reference 
to S106 agreements

Update DNP H4

Jeremy Wilson I live in the plan area Generally, its comprehensiveness and attention to detail 6.5.9 Affordable Housing --the need is recognised and is now a 
national issue raised by our local MP but the policies in the DNP do 
not provide any great measure of certainty that the need will be met. 

Policy DNP H2 --meeting the need for affordable housing will, to a substantial degree, rely on Exception Sites 
outside the settlement boundary being proposed by landowners and developers. In land use terms the reality 
is that, with the environmental policy constraints around the Town, there are very few if any potential 
exception sites. The DNP and Dartmouth as a Town needs to decide whether this is a sufficiently satisfactory 
approach. I would advocate a specific consultation on this issue in order to determine whether or not there 
should be a specific allocation made for affordable housing in the DNP. To do so would carry a much greater 
prospect of meeting the identified needs.

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. The Steering Group and relevant topic groups 
discussed at length the merits of allocating sites within the settlement boundary, 
outside the existing development boundary, and the provision for exception sites. The 
discussions drew heavily on the recommendations of the Housing Needs Assessment 
(Appendix N) the latter highlights the principle need for affordable housing for young 
and older people. It was decided that the use of exception sites would deliver most 
affordable units for the Plan area than a disproportionate level of market housing. The 
results of the Reg 14 process and the recommendations of the HNA are the most up-
to-date evidence on housing need.

Steering Group to review Policy DNP H2 and H3 based on this and other 
representations.

Roger Thorley I live in the plan area Overall I think it is very good. One of the key words in the document is 'balance', a point I whole 
heartedly agree with. However have we explored what is the right 
balance, why is that balance right, where are we out of balance and 
what can we do to re address. The plan sets out what the aims are 
but are not necessarily linked with the balance? I am a little 
concerned that there is too little 'How' we will address.

Not applicable No No I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments, please note that section 7.2 addresses in part how the 
Plan once adopted will be delivered. However, the Plan is not a master plan or delivery 
plan but a land use related planning strategy, forming part of the Development Plan 
for the area that informs future development. As such, like local plans, it has limited 
scope to determine 'how' projects come forward, but it is sincerely hoped that the Plan 
will help shape this development.

No changes proposed

Mike Bray I live in the plan area I agree with sections 3, 4 and 5.  As a newly arrived resident I found section 5 
very helpful

I think section 2 has some missing items.  Section 6 could have a little 
more detail (see Q5)

2.2 SWOT Opportunities, 'Create a sustainable town plan to separate trading estates and residential areas, 
by moving the Townstal Industrial Estate to the edge of town and use the released land for residential 
development.
2.2 SWOT Weaknesses, add a statement concerning the area west of the town that is not under control of 
Dartmouth Town Council but is a prime target for development, ie the development at Little Cotton Farm and 
beyond.
2.2 SWOT Weaknesses, the position of DTC as a consultative group rather than a authority group - a 
weakness in that you cannot block development?
2.2 SWOT Weaknesses, haphazard development has led to a badly positioned trading estate in the middle 
of a residential area, leading to oversized traffic having to navigate residential streets (Speedwell, Nelson 
Road and Collingwood Road) (Appendix P1).
2.2 SWOT Threats, add a statement concerning higher rents for retail space driving out shops for local 
services caused by the growth of seasonal tourist led shops.
2.3 Green Environment: Safeguard the quality and volume of water capture within Dartmouth, specifically 
around Townstal.
2.3 Sustainable Transport and Infrastructure: identify and improve traffic flows especially HGV (see JPL (3.8 
point 9))
2.3 Sustainable Transport and Infrastructure: work with Openreach to ensure the minimum Broadband 
service available to the whole of Dartmouth is Fibre to the Cabinet.
2.3 Built Environment: later in the plan this is labelled Town Environment - you should be consistent.
2.3 Housing and Homes: work with SHDC and Central Government to develop policies that allow local 
councils to control the percentage of holiday lets verses principal residences.  Also make it a requirement to 
licence AirBnB type use.
6.1.6 I would include 2 more views: Yorke Road to Jawbone Hill and Yorke Road/Waterpool Lane over Ford 
Valley towards the river.

6.1.5 The present provision for allotments is not 
adequate, evidence is the waiting licence

No I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. Some of the points you have raised are outside the 
scope and remit of a Neighbourhood Plan including: matters relating to Little Cotton, 
which are outside the Parish Boundary and Plan area; the setting of rents; detailed 
transport issues such as traffic flows, which is the remit of Devon County Council and 
the Highways Authority. Policies DNP EC3 and 5 address some of you concerns. 
However, we shall review the policy wording. Dartmouth Town Council is the Qualifying 
Body for this Plan and as such can set development policies that are in general 
compliance with the Joint Local Plan, so are much more than a consultative group. 
Policy DNP GE 11 addresses the risk of flooding from development. However, we have 
consulted with the Environment Agency and Devon County Council to refine this 
policy. Your comments and those of others about broadband indicate that a  policy to 
improve the broadband infrastructure would be supported.  We shall review the two 
extra views you propose. Policy DNP GE4 supports additional allotments. 

Review SWOT, policies DNP EC3 and 5, and GE11. Introduce a new policy on 
broadband infrastructure (DNP Inf 1) and consider two extra views from Yorke 
Road. Rename built environment.

Edward Botterill I live in the plan area I like the fact that the plan references the 'moans' of respondents that are 
outside the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan - but is not driven by them.  It 
would be too easy to give credence to the 'too many art shops' rather than 
address the climate change issue.  You have, so far, trod a clear path between 
the sensible and banal.

I get it - I get that there is a problem/division/difference between 
Townstal and Dartmouth 'at the bottom of the hill'.  It's not snobbery, 
inverted or otherwise, however the two areas have different issues, 
agendas and were created for different reasons - and that is part of 
their individual charms.  'Removing Travis Perkins to build affordable 
housing' smacks of a political levelling-up agenda rather than 
perhaps a serious suggestion. Perhaps addressing that there is 
building going on, that affordable housing has been included (but 
ironically nowhere near at an affordable price for the area), and that it 
is currently OUTSIDE the bounds of this plan on Cotton Farm - now 
that might be a more sensible suggestion?!

N/A None that I have seen. Dartmouth is a divided town in many ways, young/old, Townstal/Dartmouth, Local/Newcomer, 
tourism economy/more normal employment.
However it is worth remembering that so many of those who have chosen to make Dartmouth 
our Neighbourhood have come here and have much to offer, as opposed to the constant 
barrage of 'you're not a local' that is regularly heard - I wonder what proportion of the bodies 
involved in the production of this plan and the multitude of other factors enabling day to day 
life are 'locals' as opposed to those who have chosen to come and live, invest in, work towards 
and try to help our beautiful town?

I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments. We hope that all local interests are reflected in the 
Plan. Its production has been led by a Steering Group and task groups focussed on 
the various themes. Membership of these groups has been open to all irrespective of 
how long they have lived or worked in the Plan area. 

No changes proposed

Sally Ann Slight I live in the plan area Unable to answer that as it was too complicated to understand.

Can you write the simplified version please.

And
Please dont remove anymore trees

Please do not remove anymore trees Please do not remove anymore trees The removal of any tree in the plan is not acceptable 

Bought car parking spaces that are not used daily, to be 
shared.

More year round B&Bs.....because that means someone has to live in all those big second 
homes..... and the opportunity is created for more people to enjoy the view.
So you can allow a second home...yet, someone has to live in it all year round.
They can employ someone to run the B&B for them...and they can book in, just like everyone 
else.
The Host can have a holiday when the owners arrive.
Life is better when we share the gifts we have.

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. An Executive Summary was produced for the Plan and 
we hope you were able to access this. We believe policies DNP EC1 (tourism related 
employment and retention of hotels), DNP GE2 (safeguarding the biodiversity and GI 
throughout the Parish), and DNP GE8 (promotion of tree planting) address the 
concerns you have raised.

No changes proposed

Jean McNulty I live in the plan area Green Environment - this is of particular interest to me I think it is very thorough 6.2.12 Community aspiration; support for training links that reinforce the existing skills base and emerging 
new types of employment.
In addition to the employment sectors listed I would add opportunities for work experience and training 
attached to Dartmouth's many public events, whenever they are safely back up and running. There are so 
many opportunities for young people to gain skills by assisting and working alongside experienced event 
management teams at all levels, from technical to marketing, PR and admin. These are transferable skills and 
would provide impressive CV entries for young people seeking work in any sector. Until the pandemic, event 
management was a growth industry in the southwest and hopefully will be again. A placement scheme could 
be set up quite easily, with schools and colleges.
Policy DNP ST2: Car Parking and Coach Parking 
(h) New car parking proposals which adversely affect the setting of a development and surrounding 
landscape features will be discouraged.
I strongly agree with this. However, I am aware that DTC would like to construct a multi-level car park in the 
current Park & Ride area. I do not agree with the opinion of a councillor who stated to me that this 'would not 
affect local residents'. I strongly believe it would, for these reasons:
Polluting petrol driven vehicles may well still exist beyond the life of this plan. So for health reasons it is not 
appropriate to locate yet more parking next to the new health centre, sports centre and school playing fields. 
Even when they are phased out there will still be particle pollution from tyres unless this issue is addressed in 
the future.
I believe the Norton Field area could be better planned to provide an attractive and safe space for everyone 
to use especially local Townstal residents. At present the very unattractive, limited open green space is only 
used by youths and dog walkers. 
Townstal appears to have been used as a depository for anything unsightly that is unwanted in the old town, 
and as a result is poorly planned and unattractive. This practice should stop before we end up with a 
sprawling and very ugly, characterless suburb with the new houses at Cotton and no attractive community 
green space or focus for residents.
I am also concerned about mention of an 'out of town hub' for coaches and delivery transport. There are no 
official specific details of where this might be, or how it would work, but again, I suspect Townstal has been 
considered. I see the former Cotton Caravan Park has been a suggestion in the community responses. This 
area is right next to residential housing and the aforementioned health and sports areas. Currently it is not in 
the parish but may be in the future if the boundary extends to take in the Cotton development.

Let us not forget that an Emergency Plan is urgently needed for Dartmouth. Arising from the 
actions regarding Climate Change mitigation this is something which should be devised as 
soon as possible.

Could we also look at actions which could quickly be acted upon, like better facilities for litter 
and adequate signage to prevent cars idling in ferry queues - these are currently almost 
invisible.

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments, we shall expand 6.2.12 on the lines you propose. 
There is limited scope within a Neighbourhood Plan to propose the transport changes 
you propose. Some are reflected in the policies, and community aspiration 6.3.3, the 
rest will be within the scope of a separate Transport Study to be commissioned by the 
Town Council and referred to in 6.3.3.

Expand 6.2.12

VAL GIBBONS I live in the plan area I'm in favour of most of the Plan but especially the references to special 
conditions for first-time house buyers (5.7.2) and consideration being given to 
downsizing of homes for older residents, especially those who live alone now 
but are unable to afford suitable accommodation.  Sheltered housing would 
also be most welcome ... the hospital premises?

The sooner that we can discourage property sales for use as holiday 
accommodation or second homes the better. Locals around Lake Street say 
that few are lived in by Dartmouth residents; the town is increasingly turning into 
Salcombe.

To all intents and purposes, there are no police officers easily 
accessible to us in town. Yes, there's a presence but it was intended 
that the police station would return to the town centre; what a fiasco!  
Let's have some debate about establishing Police premises, however 
small, where they're easily located.  The Plan makes no mention of 
police while telling us of Fire and Ambulance presence.

5.20/5.21  The Flavel Arts Centre and Dartmouth Caring are mentioned but I'm disappointed that Dartmouth 
Visitor Centre isn't there.  Like those two, there are part-time paid staff, but the majority are volunteers.  The 
Centre provides much valuable help to locals and visitors alike and, most worthy of mention, makes access 
possible to Newcomen's Atmospheric Engine which, invented in 1712, attracts people from across the world; 
no mention of Newcomen or Mayflower appeared in the history review.
DVC, whilst making some profit on a good day, is of great assistance to the public across all matters, and 
also serves as this town's much used and only Lost & Found centre.  People comment on their pleasure at 
finding the VC when most other towns have lost theirs.

Whilst I support most of the plans for its ideas for open 
spaces of all sorts, I'd have liked to see a mention 
somewhere about the town's toilets, our having already 
lost those on the Kingswear side of the Higher Ferry and 
the useful loos that were beneath Manor Gardens: useful 
for those en route to Dartmouth Castle.  

With no mention in the Plan of public conveniences, I'd like to focus attention on the essential 
need for their plentiful, easy access.  At present, they can be found at the P & R, alongside 
Dartmouth Castle, inside the market (inaccessible when the market is locked), on the North 
Embankment and, with their existence seemingly threatened, at the north end of Coronation 
Park, by the Higher Ferry queue.
Dartmouth Town Council has applied for planning (2506/21/FUL) which would see these 
essential toilets changed to a kiosk with minimal loos that are only accessible during opening 
times of the premises.   My official objection, sent weeks ago, has not yet appeared on the 
S.H. Planning website and, surprisingly, neither has anyone else's: fishy?
In the Plan's section 2.3, I read that we should 'support and safeguard tourism-related activity 
and infrastructure'.  Toilets, expensive to run at present, are a necessary evil.
On Page 29, the town's strengths included the claim that we have a: Strong tourism industry 
and facilities to cater to tourist and visitor demand.  When the Avenue Gardens' public loos are 
being cleaned, the whole facility is on occasion 'out of action' for 20 minutes or so and people 
are not happy, unsurprisingly.
Incidentally, the new turnstiles and card payment access will bring greater revenue to the town, 
and that in itself is beneficial.
Torbay now employs a private company who have supplied new, modern toilet blocks that 
comprise cubicles which are accessed by card only and which cost 30p; they're spotless and 
are cleaned by the company; our Council could rest easy if it followed suit.
The Neighbourhood Plan forecasts the very welcome and long overdue construction of a new 
boat launching  ramp which, it is hoped, will encourage increasing numbers of river users.  
Those people will need 'conveniences' before and after their leisure pursuits, and I'd advocate 
the construction of showers too, payable by card.  It would be unreasonable to expect these 
folk to walk to Coronation Park showers.
So, Coronation Park's toilets would be visited by cyclists, walkers, old folk (visiting by coach), 
dog walkers, people exercising (fighting obesity!), tennis players from the courts, ferry queue 
drivers/passengers
and finally, parents and children using the play area at the far end of the park.
Dartmouth's limited parking situation discourages some drivers from returning to the town.  Let's 
not give them this 'no toilets' excuse as well.

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. We shall make reference to the Dartmouth Visitor 
Centre in section 5 of the Plan . Your comments on public toilets are noted, however 
this is more an operational issue for the Town Council and we shall draw their attention 
to your suggestions.

Section 5 to be updated to include the Dartmouth Visitor Centre. Comments on 
public toilets to be drawn to the attention of the Town Council.

Dodd James Chairman 
Dart Harbour

I live in the plan area From Dart Harbour's perspective, the policies expressed are consistent with our Strategy Plan 
and I consider that we enjoy a high degree of empathy with the values expressed in this plan 
and our intention to preserve the character of the area and the river.

I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments No changes proposed

Dodd James I live in the plan area I was disturbed by the section on Heritage: as a record of the key 
heritage elements in the area, I feel that there are many obvious 
elements missing: castles, churches, listed buildings, wonderful 
examples of architecture, through the ages, BRNC etc etc.   If the 
intention is to just list those that are not otherwise obvious, I fail to 
see what purpose this section serves.   If an outsider were to read 
this, I doubt they would bother to stop for a visit...

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments, as you rightly point out there are many other heritage 
assets in Dartmouth that are not illustrated in the Plan. They are already designated 
and listed (please refer to Appendices J2 and J3) The purpose of policy DNP TE3 is to 
identify additional assets that are not already listed and safeguard these as well as 
those already listed or within the Conservation Area

No changes proposed

Jeremy Wilson I live in the plan area Generally fine except for the affordable homes issue which I have responded 
on separately

Policy DNP GE7 -- we need an additional sub para c) which proposes 
provision of town-wide green recycling/composting  facilities, either 
centralised or decentralised.  See response to Q7 for further points.

At present, recycling of green waste from gardens requires a 20 mile round trip to Torr Quarry 
recycling centre; a journey unsustainable in itself. This puts more emphasis/temptation on 
burning waste in gardens. This will become increasingly unacceptable in the light of climate 
change and the need to reduce external fires. So, provision needs to be made much closer to 
where people live. This is an issue on which the Town Council with SHDC should take the lead 
and make a positive allocation for a first site in the DNP --probably at the Jawbones site. 

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. We will, as you suggest, review the provision of 
recycling and composting in policy GE7. An area at Jawbones Beacon Park (see Map 
8A) has been identified by SHDC for community composting

Review Policy GE7 as suggested

Susan Joseph I live in the plan area Acknowledgement of the geographical constraints and the the location within 
the AONB.

The plan is inspirational by nature but does not reflect that previous 
plans have not led to implementation. Lets get real!

Our green spaces like Manor Gardens and Jawbones should be protected.

Where is there sufficient affordable housing for those in a low pay area?

I do not support the plan as past experience of previous plans has not led to any meaningful 
implementation or improvement of things. Dartmouth is in decline as far as facilities for local 
residents are concerned.

I do not support the Plan. Thank you for your comments, we are disappointed that you have no confidence in 
the Plan based on past experience. Please be assured that once adopted the Plan 
will form part of the Development Plan for the area like the Local Plan, and will be a 
material consideration that informs all future planning applications. It will have 
significant statutory weight.

No changes proposed

Michael Pleass I live in the plan area I particularly like the objectives and policies summaries for each topic.
I also think the engagement with the community is very good, with lots of 
sessions in different places to allow people to have a look at the material and 
discuss with members of the team.
The team has done an excellent job and gone into quite a deep level of detail.
The web site is well done and easy to use.

My major concern is that, despite being called a Plan, it is not a Plan!
A plan must contain specific actions, responsibilities, timeframes, 
deliverables and/or expected outcomes, governance, risks and risk 
mitigation, costings (at least indicative).
In my working life this document would be called a blueprint or a 
strategy.  In that respect it is a good document around which a Plan 
can be created,
However, please do not call this current document a Plan.

No specific comments other than to reiterate my point in Q4 that this is not a Plan.  I would like to see the 
specific Plan elements, particularly deliverables and expected outcomes, before I am able to really comment 
on specifics.

None See my answer to Q4.  I would like to know who is responsible for taking this forward, creating 
a Plan, and executing it.  Will they be empowered to make it happen once agreed?  Will they 
be properly accountable (i.e. not like the lack of accountability we seem to have with the 
current recycling scheme issues and the Dartmouth hospital).
I would like to thank the team for their hard work and applied expertise and congratulate the 
team on creating a useful document for moving forward and creating a valuable set of 
objectives and policy statements around which a Plan can be created.

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. The Dartmouth Neighbourhood Plan is a 'plan' as 
defined under the legislation governing Neighbourhood Plan (the Basic Conditions) 
however it is not a delivery plan with specific dates and programme, or a masterplan 
with specific design proposals. Both are outside the scope of this plan. Section 7 
addresses how this Plan will be delivered and who will be involved, particularly the 
Town Council but also other private and public  agencies. In parallel with this Plan 
further work is being undertaken by the Town Council to shape the future use of the 
former hospital site and a long term transport strategy. 

No changes proposed

Nick Hindmarsh I work in the plan area The section on housing for the elderly and the need for extra care, or similar 
housing.

Section 6.6.14 Policy DNP HW4 Education facilities - para b - states 
Development that results in the loss of existing education facilities or 
causes any harm to their function, character, setting, accessibility, 
appearance , general quality, and amenity value will only be 
permitted if they are replaced by education facilities of equal or higher 
quality, economic viability, and value to the community, or it can be 
demonstrated they are no longer needed.
I am worried about that final phrase starting "economic viability...."  
This would appear to accept that the Town would be willing to give up 
secondary education in the town, if it can be shown not to be 
economically viable.  
Small schools across Devon would have closed in large numbers if 
the local communities they support had taken this view.

As above in Q4 None noticed I would only like to emphasise the need for genuinely affordable housing for key workers and 
agree with the plan's comments around this.

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments and your support for the Affordable Housing policies. 
We note your concerns over the wording on Policy DNP HW4 however the main 
purpose is to safeguard the existing facilities and provide space for expansion. The 
requirement for the test of economic viability on future provision is quite standard on 
such planning policies.

No changes proposed

Patricia Harford I live in the plan area I think this NP has been carefully constructed and is hard to fault, including 
GE3 local green spaces, GE 12 Settlement Boundary, TE5 Brownfield first, and 
all the Housing objectives, especially new open market housing being reserved 
for occupancy as a principal residence, affordable starter homes for young 
families, & the provision of more specialist accommodation for older people.

H4.   Making this more powerful by the adoption of Section 106 
obligations

See above!
ST2 Car parking: more efficient use of present parking provision by alteration of ˜herring bone" where 
possible.  
Addition of recharging points where they will augment, not remove present spaces.

No. I must go and look at the Telephone Box in Victoria 
Road to see why it is included as a heritage asset!

No I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments DNP H4 and ST2 to be revised based on these and other suggestions

Ray Bridges I live in the plan area Controls on Market housing policy DNP H1 -H5
Affordable housing in a low wage area is important.Too many second 
homes/airbnb's destroy the community feel especially in winter (note Salcombe!)

DNP EC5 Encouraging new business and therefore new jobs is essential to 
prevent a declining economy. New jobs which are not dependent on seasonal 
tourism are required

Infrastructure DNP TE4
The transport study could be extended to a Town Planning Study to 
see what road/pavement improvements and layouts. could be made 
to prevent 30ton trucks having to travel around the boat float and 
shake up all the ancient buildings

Policy DNP HW1
Re-use of the former hospital should be to provide accommodation for health and care workers to 
acknowledge the covenant on the original hospital.

No Thank you for all the hard work put in by everybody. Let us hope we now get some proactive 
people to respond to the encouraging parts.

I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments. The transport study is outside the scope of this Plan, 
however your suggestion for a broader planning or urban design study will be drawn to 
the attention of the Town Council.

DTC to be notified of the comments on the transport study. DNP HW4 to be 
revised based on this and other representations.

Jemma Pyne I live and work in the plan 
area

I wholeheartedly support GE 6 to 10 and ST1 in the plan. Although, I would 
strengthen GE7 and GE8 to specifically reference, and protect, the ancient 
trees that make up surviving remnants of temperate (Celtic) rainforest which 
surround the town, both at the mouth of the Dart and up river along the banks 
(e.g. Sandquay Woods, Castle Estate). These rainforests are nationally and 
internationally rare and need protection. I would also strengthen GE9 and more 
actively promote sustainable energy, specifically solar panels on domestic & 
commercial buildings. Dartmouth is uniquely placed to take advantage of this 
technology through its location. In conjunction with this, I would add another 
policy to the plan that supports and encourages sustainable alternative land 
use for agricultural land. It is vital that the Dartmouth Plan considers this as 
more farms in upland, marginal areas, such as those surrounding Dartmouth, go 
out of business or become unviable as farm subsidies change. To this end, the 
Dartmouth Plan should consider which alternative uses, would and wouldn't be 
permitted.

With regards to GE11, I disagree that further flood defences within 
the town should be considered. Instead, the Plan should consider 
how the rivers and streams that feed into the Dart, the river itself, and 
the land surrounding it upriver can be better managed to prevent 
flooding. This might include reducing grazing and soil erosion 
upriver,encouraging tree growth/planting, and removing weirs, leats, 
etc. Further research should be undertaken to identify specific upriver 
initiatives, and also consider how to manage sea level rise. One 
proposal could be to stop/prevent all development in the town within 
a certain distance of the high tide mark to avoid future flooding. I 
have been concerned by the number of residential developments 
schemes that have recently been allowed close to the high tide mark 
which will be flooded, and require flood defences, within 20 to 30 
years' time. On ST2, the Plans needs a much more innovative and 
sustainable solution to reduce the number of domestic cars running 
on petrol or diesel being used in the town. The air, noise and light 
pollution from vehicles is already high and will have increasingly 
negative impacts on the town unless this is given a high priority. This 
could tie with strengthening ST1, and could also be added to GE2 as 
all of green corridors in Dartmouth that lie close to, or on, roads are 
currently being degraded by high vehicle use in Dartmouth. This 
includes an increase in animals killed on roads whilst trying to access 
green corridors.

As above Like many residents of Dartmouth, I do not support further 
large scale housing developments to the south west of 
the town, but appreciate that some housing 
developments are needed, and I do support the re-
development of Noss shipyard and other brownfield sites. 
The main issue with large scale housing developments is 
increasing pressure on the town and infrastructure. As a 
result of this, Dartmouth is already not as nice a place to 
live as it was when I was growing up here in the 1980s 
and 1990s. I believe any further housing development 
should be on a small scale with sustainability as a priority. 
Further to this, I don't support GE12 as I believe that 
small sustainable residential development should be 
permitted along Weeke Hill, The Ridges and Castle Road. 
These areas are already part of the town, if not within the 
boundary, and in some cases have experienced recent 
developments that have already altered the nature of 
these areas. 

The Plan has a good focus, and comprehensive policies for the economic, cultural natural 
assets of the town. It is clear that Dartmouth, like many others coastal towns, is facing the 
extreme pressures of balancing natural, cultural and economic assets. However, in my view the 
Plan should prioritise the natural and cultural assets first as they will increasingly become the 
most important economic assets of the town in the future as the climate changes and more 
people move out of cities, or need to take a break from urban environments and extreme 
temperatures. 

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. We draw your attention to policy DNP GE 1, 2 and 5  
supporting evidence in Appendices E1 and E2. We believe this addresses some of 
your concerns over DNP GE 7 and 8.  DNP GE 9 already addresses the points you 
raise. We shall review Policy GE11 based on your comments and other 
representations including the Environment Agency and Natural England. There is 
limited scope within a Neighbourhood Plan to propose the transport changes you 
suggest. Some are reflected in the policies and community aspiration 6.3.3, the rest 
within the scope of a separate Transport Study to be commissioned by the Town 
Council and referred to in 6.3.3. We shall review DNP GE12 based on your and other 
comments. We would suggest that the Plan already prioritises the existing natural and 
heritage/ cultural assets of the town and this is clearly expressed in the Vision (para 
1.10)

Review DNP GE11 and 12 based on this and other representations.

Ian McMaster I live in the plan area DNP HW1. I strongly support the re-use of the former hospital provided any use 
is for the benefit of the health and well-being of the community.

DNP HW3. I strongly support improved water access for recreational users. 
Current slip way provision is a disgrace.

DNP HW2. The policy around "Community Facilities" needs extending 
to include rubbish bins, dog waste and public toilets (all woefully 
inadequate)

DNP H4. I agree with the Principal Residence policy but don't 
understand why replacement dwellings are excluded. Surely this 
leaves a substantial loophole?

DNP HW3. No mention is made of the toilet block on Coronation Park 
(currently the subject of a planning application) which is so important 
for recreational river users. I have concerns that the refurbished 
toilets (only a single uni-sex toilet is proposed) may not be adequate, 
may be locked out-of-hours and that charges may be imposed.

DNP TE2. I am strongly opposed to the statement 
"innovative contemporary design solutions will be 
supported" even with the caveat that they "do not have a 
detrimental effect on the overall appearance and 
character of the area". The proliferation of "concrete, 
glass and steel boxes" does nothing to enhance the 
charm and beauty of the Town. The DNP needs to be 
MUCH stronger in this respect.

The quoted figures for the number of homes having no permanent resident is shocking. If 
allowed to remain at anything like these levels then any sense of  community cannot survive. It 
is crucial that a central tenet of DNP policies is to reverse this worrying trend before it's too late.

Council tax should be collected on ALL second homes and the "holiday letting business" 
loophole closed.

The proliferation of AirBnBs is another worrying trend. I'd strongly support the introduction of a 
visitor accommodation "bed tax" to help fund the additional facilities required.

I don't recall seeing anything about policing in the Town? The lack of a visible police 
presence/manned Police Station is a major concern. The current trend for incredibly loud 
motorbikes that punctuate the peaceful calm on a daily basis is an example of anti-social 
behaviour that is allowed to go unchecked; with no Police station in Town it's very hard for 
residents to do anything to put a stop to it.

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. Your comments on public toilets and waste bins are 
noted. However, this is more an operational issue for the District and Town Councils 
rather than a land use planning issue, and we shall draw DTC's  attention to your 
suggestions. The issue of Coronation Park toilets relates to a current planning 
application, so it would be inappropriate to comment on this. The exclusion of 
replacement dwellings is common on Principle Residence policies tested at 
Examination at the high court (E.g. St. Ives); it would be considered over restrictive to 
apply them to the policy. This policy will be revised to define the planning conditions 
more accurately. The exclusion of high quality, locally distinctive, sustainable design 
would be contrary to the provisions of the JLP (e.g. TTV 26) and the supporting 
Supplementary Planning Guidance, where contemporary solutions are supported. 
However DNP TE2 and 3 makes provision for safeguarding the character of the area 
and DNP GE10 will control the use of glass. Matters relating to policing and Council 
Tax are outside the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan. 

DTC to note comments on public toilets and waste bins.DNP H4 to be revised 
base on these and other representations.

Philippa Kent I am a Dartmothian and 
come home often. I learnt 
to swim in the boatfloat. 

I like anything that improves the outlook of Dartmouth. I think the boatfloat is 
the heart of Dartmouth and it needs to be kept clean the way it always was. 

I love my hometown; it's where my family and heart is, but it is slowly 
getting ruined. 

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments No changes proposed

Lisa Holmes I live and work in the plan 
area

Townstal - everyone is nice. The shops are good and it's walking distance to 
where I work.

The town because there is nothing for the locals. There is no shop for 
the locals and not many jobs in the town. Also there is no hospital 
and the buses are not great either. 

I'm happy with all policies No No I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments No changes proposed

Karen McDermott I live and work in the plan 
area

I like all of it and I am hugely impressed. I fully support every policy you set out. 
You seem to have thought of everything. I am so happy to see the 
environmental issues getting such priority. I believe this plan will really improve 
the quality of life for Dartmouth residents. 

6.1.4. I would specifically support fighting for the designation of Crosby's Meadow as a Local Green Space. 
When my dog was still alive, we walked there very regularly: it is beautiful wooded space and a gives a 
chance to watch nature unfold round the year. It is a paradise for dogs as it has so much interest. We always 
met lots of other people there so I know from first-hand experience that it is very well used. Coronation Park is 
so open, empty and devoid of nature by comparison. 
6.4. I can't see a specific policy but I want to comment on the Dartmouth Conservation Area illustrated on 
page 34. Why does not it not include all the historical Edwardian and Victorian houses higher up on Victoria 
Road and e.g. my own road, Lower Fairview? There is still some wonderful architectural homogeneity in my 
area that should be preserved, but which has already been spoiled in places. 
6.5.17 I absolutely support the idea of a Principal Residence Requirement. I am horrified that over 50% of 
Lower Town is already 2nd homes.
6.6.2. I agree that the old hospital building could be used and if necessary converted e.g. into housing for 
key workers or assisted housing, as you suggest, as long as the original, incredibly generous and community-
minded covenants are respected. 

I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments, The point you raise on the extent of the Dartmouth 
Conservation Area is outside the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan and we shall draw 
this comment to the attention of the Town Council for consideration.

No changes proposed, but comments on the extent of the conservation area to 
be drawn to the attention of DTC.

Mrs D Macmillan I live in the plan area I think the whole plan is exceptionally well thought out, but my chief areas of 
concern are:

Parking and transport (comments in question 4)
Controls on 2nd homes/holiday lets
Health facilities (comments in Q 5)
Conservation of green spaces and natural habitat
Recycling scheme (comments in Q4)

Parking:  I think local residents should be offered parking permits, 
and visiting tourists restricted to Park and Ride.  There is not enough 
emphasis on the needs of bona fide residents.  I have been 
considering moving elsewhere purely because of this problem, and I 
know many people who are equally exasperated.

Recycling:  The current recycling scheme is a disaster and an 
eyesore, spoiling the look of the streets and creating hazards on 
pavements.  It is totally unsuited to towns such as Dartmouth.  This 
matter should be addressed with urgency.  Perhaps the old scheme 
could be re-introduced until a better solution is found.

Health Facilities 6.6
I think a drop-in clinic/MIU in the town centre would be very useful.  Maybe the town hall could be re-
purposed for this?  Meetings, etc. could surely be relocated to the Flavel?

I do hope that (unlike former proposals and questionnaires that were put to the community) this 
one is carried forward and implemented according to the spirit of the plan agreed.
Congratulations and thank you.

I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments , There is limited scope within a Neighbourhood Plan to 
propose the recycling and transport changes you suggest. Both are more within the 
remit of the County and District Council. Some transport issues  are reflected in the 
policies, community aspiration 6.3.3, the rest within the scope of a separate Transport 
Study to be commissioned by the Town Council and referred to in 6.3.3. Your 
suggestions on 6.6 generally fall within the policies and aspirations of the health and 
wellbeing section.

No changes proposed

Jamie Godwin I own a second home in 
the plan area

I particularly am in favour of section 6.3 Sustainable Transport and 
Infrastructure and 6.3.4 Footpaths and cycleways whereby an improvement in 
cycle and pedestrian connectivity is mentioned. 

In section 6.3.5 Policy DNP ST2 Car Parking and Coach Parking, subsection 'g' 
mentions that "Provision for cycle and motorcycle storage, parking and EV 
charging should be provided wherever appropriate." I agree with this and think 
that cycling should be more prominently mentioned as a sustainable mode of 
transport which reduces the need to build more car parking spaces. There are 
currently no bicycle racks in the town and signs around the Coronation Park 
telling cyclists not to lock their bikes to the railings do not make cyclists feel 
welcomed, or that cycling is appropriate in the town. Bicycles have great 
potential in towns where short journeys are common and they take up very little 
space in comparison to cars.

In 4.3.1 the table, Transport traffic and pedestrians, respondents 
mention that they would like the town to be more cycle friendly and 
recommend to pedestrianise parts of the town centre - I agree with 
this and think pedestrianisation should be more widespread.  6.3.1 
mentions Narrow streets within the historic core of the Town causing 
conflict between vehicles and pedestrians as a significant problem, I 
could see that much more pedestrianisation could help here providing 
that vehicles can be confined to a suitable parking area.

There is currently a lack of cycle parking racks in the town and on several occasions I have not found a 
suitable location to lock my bicycle. I would like to see cycling being promoted as a way to get around the 
town, for example a suitable way to transit from the town centre to the castle. I would like to see bicycle racks 
in the town at these locations and others so that people running errands in the town can use bicycles easily 
and without locking them to street furniture where they may obstruct the paths. Bicycles could then be much 
more widely used by both residents and visitors.
Under 6.33 (g) Pedestrianisation and traffic calming in the centre of the Town, I would like to suggest 
pedestrianisation of Clarence Hill as it is too narrow to be used both by pedestrians and by vehicles at the 
same time - on occasions it is dangerous.
Delivery vans and large vehicles are regularly using Clarence Hill as a short cut to other parts of the town and 
in the process are damaging my property (4 Clarence Hill) and my neighbours properties. My porch is regularly 
being struck by delivery vans and my steps are being damaged by the wheels of vehicles driving over them. 
Most recently when I left my kitchen window open it was struck by a van and damaged was caused. The 
street is in places less than 2.6 meters wide between the walls.
Vehicles are ignoring the signs which state width restriction of 6ft at the lower part of Clarence Hill as the 
drivers do not know the width of their vehicles they are willing to take a chance on fitting through. A visitor 
recently attempted to tow a caravan down Clarence Hill causing damage to properties on both sides of the 
street.
When vehicles are passing through Clarence Hill it is impossible for pedestrians to use the street, they must 
either exit the street via the Cox's steps or walk back up to an area where driveways abut the street and wait 
for the vehicles to pass - This does not give pedestrians priority and any parents with children or older 
residents with mobility problems would struggle to get out of the way of the vehicles. A complete 
pedestrianisation would remove these conflicts and not give drivers the option of taking a risk on whether 
their vehicle will fit or not.

No, I agree with the policies. Thanks to all for producing it and their striving to improve the town. I support the Plan in its current form There is limited scope within a Neighbourhood Plan to propose the transport changes 
you suggest. The promotion of cycling, walking and alternatives to the private car are 
included in DNP ST1 and 2 , and the community aspiration 6.3.3. Further input is 
within the scope of a separate Transport Study to be commissioned by the Town 
Council and referred to in 6.3.3.

No changes proposed, however your comments on transport and cycling will be 
drawn to the attention of the Town Council.

Jane Unwin I live and work in the plan 
area

I like the Safeguard Town. We really need an A&E minor injury unit and also a 
respite facility. These would also create jobs.

The protection of historic walls and buildings. 
Eg. Mount Boone- inappropriate development.

Protect Cycleways. We also need bike stands in the town as well as recharging 
facilities.

The protection of our toilet facilities. We lost Manor Gardens unfortunately  and 
the one by the Higher Ferry, Kingswear side. The ones at the Castle and 
Coronation Park should also have a shower even if it's outside to rinse off.

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments .The promotion of cycling, walking and alternatives to 
the private car are included in DNP ST1 and 2 , and the community aspiration 6.3.3. 
Further input is within the scope of a separate Transport Study to be commissioned by 
the Town Council and referred to in 6.3.3.Your comments on public toilets  are noted 
however this is more an operational issue for the District and Town Councils rather 
than a land use planning issue.

No changes proposed

Rose Sage I live and work in the plan 
area

The green aims and ambitions There must be a residents only on street parking scheme. This should 
only be for permanent residents who don't have a garage or off street 
parking. It is becoming impossible to park here. Second homes, 
holiday homes and tourists should use the park and ride while they 
are here. There should be places in Mayors Avenue car park for 
people who work in the town. In the first instance can you tell me how 
many people are without any parking and who therefore need this 
scheme live in the town centre? Has this even been investigated? 
How many on street parking places could be created? How many 
spaces are needed for people who work in the town? Has this ever 
been calculated? Please consider residents and workers' parking 
before others as we don't have a choice about parking and get fed 
up with parking tickets when there is just nowhere else to park. Or 
should we assume that we are not welcome in the town where we 
live? We, the residents, really need your help, please listen and 
respond.

6.3 the remarks regarding parking don't seem to to differentiate between the needs of residents and visitors. 
Surely the residents should come first, then workers, then visitors last.

I cannot support this plan as it doesn't seem to care 
about the people who live here as a priority group over 
the visitors. 

We need a residents parking scheme as soon as possible I do not support the Plan. Thank you for your comments, we are sorry you are unable to support the plan. The 
provision of  residents parking scheme and giving priority to local residents is outside 
the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan. Further work on this matter is within the scope of 
a separate Transport Study to be commissioned by the Town Council and referred to 
in 6.3.3. We shall draw the attention of the Town Council of your comments 

No changes proposed, but comments on the need for a resident's parking 
scheme will  be drawn to the attention of DTC.

Robin Sjoberg I live in the plan area Employment and affordable housing I can find nothing that seeks to improve local transport and deal with 
the unacceptable parking situation.  Without some form of available 
public transport young families cannot live in the surrounding villages 
even if they grew up there.

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

The provision of improved local transport is outside the scope of a Neighbourhood 
Plan and falls within the remit of the County and District Council. However, further work 
on this matter is within the scope of a separate Transport Study to be commissioned 
by the Town Council and referred to in 6.3.3. We shall draw the attention of the Town 
Council to your comments. 

No changes proposed, but comments on the need for improved local transport 
provision will  be drawn to the attention of DTC.

Trudy Sellers I live in the plan area The sheer coverage and scope. An amazing piece of work. 
The respect for the environment. The balance achieved between the different 
interests and priorities. 

It is necessarily a long and thorough document. This will be daunting 
for many. 

None None I have been a party to a Neighborhood Plan before moving here. It was amazing and fully 
supported 97%.
The sad and frustrating thing is that between the district council strategies, and the 
government interventions, the whole plan has been ridden roughshod over. I know that this is 
not uncommon right across the country.  

I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments, You raise an important point on the importance of 
enforcing the Plan. This is the clear responsibility of the District Council.

No changes proposed

Richard Webb I live in the plan area Like it all - an excellent plan which covers all the issues Only some inaccurate references - Q5 below 4.3.2 The 'Grass Amphitheatre (above Castle Cove) is a geographical description but the correct name is 
'Sugary Green' leading down to Sugary Cove . It should also be described as having official protected Village 
Green status (which I helped obtain). 5.1 The credit to the book 'Dartmouth and its Neighbours' is incorrect as 
the latest edition was published by me in 2007. The publishing credit should therefore read ' Republished in 
2007 with additional material by Richard Webb, Publisher, Dartmouth.' 5.4  There is no mention of the railway 
station at Kingswear with a direct line to the mainline station at Paignton which links to the national rail 
network. Tourist trains are available in season but there should be an aspiration to have a regular normal non-
tourist service. 6.1.4 Dartmouth Castle Wall is a meaningless description as Dartmouth Castle is down by the 
river and this is in fact the English Heritage Hawley's Fortalice wall predating the castle by 100 years. The 
shed in front of it and the grass area and car park now belong to Dartmouth Town Council. Page 55 and 
Appendix map 11. Why does the Settlement Boundary stop at Warfleet and not include the Castle Estate 
which is an integral part of Dartmouth? Page 71 Telephone Boxes. Why just the red BT phone box in Victoria 
Road and not the one by the cannon at the end of the Sth Embankment and the one by the toilets at the 
Castle? All three are now new DTC defibs so need protecting anyway.

No The second home policy only applies to new builds when due to the historic nature of the town 
the vast majority are in old buildings - so nothing will ever change..!

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments, we shall correct the text as you suggest. Please note 
that the other telephone boxes you mention are already recorded as scheduled 
monuments by Historic England and included in Appendix J2 and require no further 
protection. Areas outside the settlement boundary are considered open countryside 
under this plan and the JLP. We consider the Castle Estate will be better protected 
under this classification. Similar wording on the policy on Principle Residence (DNP H4) 
has been tested at Examination and at the high court (E.g. St. Ives). We have 
included conversion of non-residential buildings to residential use. In addition,  this 
policy will be revised to more accurately define the planning conditions.

Text in sections 4, 5 and 6 to be revised as suggested. Policy DNP H4 to be 
revised based on this and other representations.

Chris Ash I live in the plan area Green environment.  It is essential to safeguard all the green spaces as listed. 
These areas are a part of the charm and beauty to our town and must not be 
allowed to slip into private hands. They are for the enjoyment off everyone; 
locals and visitors alike. 
Environment.  All great ideas to protect our heritage and prevent inappropriate 
development. 
Housing.  Affordable housing for locals is very important as is controlling second 
homes to a degree, some second homes or holiday homes are part of the 
structure of a tourism area but it can't be allowed to become too prevalent, 
especially with air b n b style accommodation. 
Health and well being. HW1. We must keep our former hospital within the 
community; it was given to the town and should be used for the benefit of the 
local community. 
HW3. Access to the river must be improved. It is dangerous at times with people 
launching various vessels at the higher ferry area without decent safety 
measures in place, particularly the launching of trailered boats reversing across 
traffic.

Infrastructure. The ferry to Noss need not be a public issue. This 
could easily be a business opportunity for a local enterprise. 

There are so many good ideas in the plan and I am in agreement with it as I feel it may help to 
keep the unique character of our town intact. Further to this I would like to suggest we try to 
avoid letting big corporate outlets establish themselves here, such as McDonalds etc.  

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments, policies DNP EC4, TE2 and 3 safeguard the central 
shopping area and the design character within it. It would not be possible in a Plan to 
prescribe specifically against corporate outlets. 

No changes proposed

Maria Johnson I live in the plan area All I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments No changes proposed
Julia Hawkins I own a second home in 

the plan area
Manor Gardens is of particular interest and should be preserved.  It is a quiet 
and tranquil area and its elevated position gives beautiful views of the estuary 
in both directions.  It is conveniently close to the town and provides a welcome 
stop for walkers on the S W Coastal path as they approach the town.   It also 
provides a peaceful haven for workers in the town for their lunch hour.   It is my 
understanding that it was given to the people of Dartmouth last century for their 
enjoyment and is currently owned by the SHDC.   

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. If successful as an LGS designation, Manor Gardens 
will gain much higher protection.

No changes proposed

Doug Twigg I live in the plan area The amount of effort and thought which has been committed to the Plan is 
exceptional and very welcome. It is considered and coherent and goes into 
considerably more detail than hitherto on a number of topics (eg Green 
Environment and Housing).

The whole town environment is a critical part of any such planning.  
But the Chapter title  (6.4) refers only to: heritage and town centre.   
What about the remaining parts of our town, which are extensive and 
certainly contribute to whole environment?  For example:

Many attractive, characterful areas of town lie outside the 
Conservation Area, with narrow lanes and historic walls.  There are 
some references to these (eg LHA9 in Policy TE3 and Appendix J1), 
but can these be given more emphasis, with a policy to match?  As 
Non-designated Historic Assets, what extra real protection does the 
Plan actually propose?  Should we not be seeking to extend the 
Conservation Area or give these listed status? Recent events have 
indicated that historic walls (outside the CA) do not have any 
protection from demolition.

Para 6.3.3 Transportation Study.    Should it be Dartmouth Town Council which commissions and funds a 
new study; the last one was organised by Devon CC?    Does DTC have the finances and technical skills to 
draw up the ToR, seek and evaluate bids, and supervise the work.   A new study is only worth doing if there 
is real commitment to implement recommendations, which I don't recollect happening in the past.  
Policy H5 Principal Residence.  Principal Residence Policy H4 on second homes is an attractive idea, but is it 
enforceable and a strategy proven elsewhere?  Our local MP and the Leader of SHDC have both now called 
for Section 106 legal agreements to be registered to ensure enforcement.  Can the Plan now include this?      
Even so, such measures would have limited effect, since most second homes arise from sale of existing 
houses.  Are there any other approaches; for example can we consider a residents parking scheme limited to 
permanent residents?
Affordable housing.  Section 6.5.12 refers to the Section 106 contribution from Noss.  Where will this housing 
be built? How much in Dartmouth?  Can the DNP call for clarity on this, now that Noss is actively proceeding?

A key problem in achieving real improvement is that the constraints imposed by the 
Conservation Area, the AONB and detailed Planning Approvals are frequently ignored.  
Stronger enforcement is needed; can this be achieved?  I am not clear on how this can come 
about, but it should be called for in the DNP.  

Adjoining parishes.  Interaction with neighbouring parishes is important but seems to receive 
relatively little mention. For example: Policy GE12 proposes a settlement boundary which abuts 
the current development in Stoke Fleming parish; are proposals coordinated for the two Plans?  
Buses from Kingswear to Brixham are part of our local transport system (ref para 5.4.3).

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments , Section 6 and policies TE1, 2, 3  and 4 apply to the 
whole parish not just the conservation area. We shall review the designation and 
defining of historic walls within policy DNP TE3. A proposal to extend the Dartmouth 
Conservation Area is outside the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan and should be 
addressed by the Town Council with SHDC separately. The transport study will be led 
by DTC, however it will source funding and support from DCC. Policy DNP H4 will be re-
worded based on advice from other recently adopted Neighbourhood Plans and other 
representations and will more accurately define the planning conditions/obligations 
through a S106 agreement. The ultimate responsibility for enforcing this policy and all 
others within the Plan  rests with SHDC.Consideration of a resident's parking scheme 
will be included in the transportation study as set out in para. 6.3.3. The allocation of 
S106 monies of an existing Planning consent is outside the scope of a 
Neighbourhood Plan. The Stoke Fleming NDP which is now adopted pre-dates this 
Plan. All adjoining Parishes are consulted as part of the Neighbourhood Planning 
process. Coordination of bus routes particularly those which cross parish boundaries is 
outside the scope of Neighbourhood Plan.

Policy DNP H4 to be revised based on this and other representations.

Rita and Robert 
Seymour

I live and work in the plan 
area

All parts that encourage the enjoyment of this area of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty, the green spaces, views and enjoyment of the historic town centre, for 
local residents, visitors and for businesses. All areas of the plan that improve 
the special quality and value of this outstanding area to live and work in. 

We must constantly endeavour to find a careful and sensitive balance 
between the needs of the local residents, the visitors and the 
business community.

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. The AONB designation and any modifications to this is 
outside the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan.  Policy DNP H4 , TE2 and 3 set out to 
address your concerns over new housing and its design. DNP TE 4 addresses the 
future quality of civic spaces. DNP ST2 and the community aspiration 6.3.3 goes some 
way to address car parking. However the subject of a residents' parking scheme will be 
included in the forthcoming transportation study to be commissioned by the Town 
Council as set out in para. 6.3.3.

No changes proposed

Sheila  Sparkes I live in the plan area Are there any plans or financial provisions for ensuring that the embankment and  ˜old areas" 
of the town are maintained/protected from existing and rising water levels? 

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments, the risks associated with flooding from new 
development are addressed in policy DNP GE11. It should be noted that significant 
parts of the Embankment and Lower Town fall within flood risk areas 2 and 3. The 
policy is subject to revision following representations from the Environment Agency 
who, with the County Council, have the responsibility to address risks to existing 
spaces from flooding. This Plan is unable to advise what financial provisions are made.

Policy DNP GE11 to be amended based on other representations

David Preece I live in the plan area I like all aspects. Clearly a good deal of time, effort and expertise has been 
expended by the people who have put the Plan together.

Regarding Dartmouth public houses. I could not find any reference at 
all to Dartmouth pubs in the Plan, whilst hotels, B&Bs, shops are 
often referred to. This is a major omission, as they provide a number 
of benefits to the town and its inhabitants: employment, visitor 
attraction/facilities (and also, hence, income to the town), social 
meeting place for local people, etc. Research has found that pubs 
act as key community hubs, especially important for retired people 
and those living on their own. They can be excellent providers of local 
information and support.  

Policy DNP EC 1- 'Tourism related employment and retention of hotels'- I suggest we add in 'Public Houses' 
here. Also, some text about pubs could be incorporated at para 6.2.

no no I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments , we shall review policy DNP EC1 and consider 
expanding the wording 

Review policy DNP EC1

David Preece I live in the plan area All- please see the submission I made earlier today. This submission is a 
clarification to this previous one

I completed this section in my previous submission, but want to add 
the following text in order to clarify what I said there:

'It should be stated in the Plan that we will not agree to a 'change of 
use' for our Dartmouth public houses' [as we have said for our hotels. 
The reasons for this are stated in my earlier submission].

see previous submission no no I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

See above See above

Anthony Downing I live in the plan area Affordable housing to support essential local employment. Enhanced provisions 
for maintaining the relatively small amount of green spaces. Limits on potentially 
disproportional riverside developments.  Substantial support for more in town 
healthcare provisions.  

Further insight into the enabling economics of local employment and 
the provision of local accommodation.    

The comprehensive plan is a real insight into our socio-economic strengths and weaknesses.  
The excellent framework should make it easier to win specific arguments.  As ever the battle 
between vested interest and enhanced community hopes will have to be hard fought. 

I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments, we believe policies DNP EC3 and H3 address the 
points you raise.

No changes proposed

Comments on Neighbourhood Plan

Dartmouth is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. We must endeavour to maintain this status. With this in mind, we are in full agreement with all efforts to retain the Green Spaces outlined in the Neighbourhood Plan. We have three main areas to 
address.

1) Housing: Recently, many prominent spaces and houses are being purchased by wealthy individuals, who never actually live in these houses, leaving them empty or indeed choosing to sell them on at a vastly increased price. Recent developments add little to the 
beauty of the area and some involve knocking down ancient walls, a practice that would never have been allowed a few years ago. Recent changes in Planning Law are making such practices too easy to achieve.
Over the years Dartmouth has become a replacement for the stock market so houses are bought and sold and never lived in. Some became holiday lets and more recently Airbnb has found its way here. This adversely affects the community, as these are, in effect, 
˜outside" the community, lived in by transient holiday-makers. This trend increases year on year, making affordable housing for locals an impossible task to achieve.

2) South Embankment: Before lockdown, we had full enjoyment of our beautiful embankment area, with riverside walks. During lockdown, the area was cluttered with cordoned off areas allocated to restaurants and pubs. I understand the need for this during covid, 
since not only did businesses need to keep going, but people needed to relax and enjoy their free time in open spaces, which reduced risk. However, it has a cost and the cost is the loss of the unimpeded walks along that area of the river and the enjoyment of that 
open space. It gives the feeling that our town has been taken over. I would not like this to become a permanent feature. The walks alongside the river are far too important for health and social reasons, offering everyone those uninterrupted, sweeping views of the 
estuary, which we all love.

3) Parking and traffic circulation: Yes, that old chestnut. For how many years have we discussed this without resolution? Perhaps it will be less of an issue with passing years since a large number of houses now are second homes, but for those of us who live here 
and who have lived here for a long time, the issue does not go away. Indeed, it increases as visitor numbers increase. We buy parking permits for Mayor's Ave car park, at around £500 this year, with no guarantee of a space. Summer months, therefore, can make 
life very difficult for parking for residents in the town centre. Visits outside of town have to be carefully planned around parking availability on our return.
London has residents parking for an area near where you live, which is allocated to residents for a fixed yearly sum.  Each time residents parking is suggested, there is objection, but we must persist in encouraging this.
Dartmouth has a number of roads offering free parking from end Sept to April with limited parking for the rest of the year in Newcomen Road. Higher Street is unlimited and free all year, Embankment is 2 hourly and free. The market area offers free parking except for 
market days. Visitors drive around and around the town centre creating air pollution, in an attempt to find a free parking space. Why not charge for all on-street parking (which would be a good source of income for South Hams) with a concession for local residents (a 
permit). This may encourage visitors to use the Park and Ride (as they will be paying for on-street parking anyway). Local residents parking could be integrated with this. Increased pedestrian streets would enable the greater enjoyment of the historic town centre and 
its very special buildings. 



DARTMOUTH NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN REGULATION 14 COMMENTS Comments as of 19th December 2021

Page 2

Vince 'Wiz' Tehel I live in the plan area Re GE1, TE3 - The stone walls surrounding many of the buildings are central to 
intrinsic character of the town. Protecting these walls is essential, even if the 
walls fall outside the designated conservation zones.

 
H3 - True affordable housing is essential to ensuring a lively and ongoing 
diverse society and economy. We have an over reliance on hospitality services 
for employment with limited employment alternatives for many. Hospitality is 
seasonal and lower paid than other sectors. Devon has one of the lowest 
median salaries by region - e.g. 75 percentile of £32K vs £45K for Essex. 
Developments like Little Cotton Farm do nothing for the overall town economy 
and employment options. Having a real plan from DCC & SHDC to encourage 
enterprises to the region will help as less seasonal work and higher paid as well 
as career possibilities.

GE1, TE3 - Ensuring that the character of the various steps, e.g. 
Browns Hill, Mt Flagon, etc., is maintained and not harmed. The steps 
are part of the unique charm of the town.

GE5 - Use of, or support of the "Dart River Charter" as many of the 
aims and philosophy aligns with the Neighbourhood Plan.

GE7, ST2 - DCC / SHDC / DTC need coherent plan for electric car 
charging. Many locals do not have access to any external charging 
points. A possible option is some charging points in Mayors Av for 
short stay, Market Sq for short stay & locals, and Park&Ride for long 
stay / day visitors.

H1 - 2nd homes / holiday homes must pay council rates as residents 
end up subsidising their services.

ST2 & 4.3 of detailed document has comment about underground parking in Coronation Park. I do not 
support any such development. Bringing even more traffic into the town especially at season peak times will 
NOT enhance the town, but the opposite. From my initial study of parking for DTC, there is not a demand to 
support the cost (build and ongoing).

 TE4 - Noise pollution - Dartmouth forms a natural amphitheatre and any electronically amplified from pubs, 
buskers, etc. over the summer is a non-stop intrusion to enjoy community outdoor spaces or personal 
gardens. I do not object to amplification for special events, e.g. regatta. DTC can do more to manage but 
cannot / do not.

EC5 - Town is over dependant on holiday makers. A more balanced economy not reliant on seasonal work is 
essential for long term health of town. High speed internet for the town and facilities to encourage small 
remote working business to town should be priority 

None Overall excellent document that reflects the hard work required to produce. I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments, we believe policies DNP GE1 and TE3  address the 
points you raise. We can make reference to the River Dart Charter but cannot find 
reference to it other than where the River Dart passes through Dartington. We shall 
carry out further research on this. Policies DNP GE7 and ST2 address the need for car 
charging points. We agree that all proposals must coordinate with DTC, DCC and 
SHDC. Council tax charges are outside the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan, however 
the control of second homes is addressed in policy DNP H4. Detailed transport 
proposals arising from DNP ST2 and community aspiration 6.3.3, and any suggestions 
within the supporting topic paper are outside the scope of this plan and fall within the 
separate transportation study identified in 6.3.3 and to be commissioned by the Town 
Council. We can expand Policy DNP TE4 to discourage any improvement that causes 
public nuisance e.g. noise pollution. We believe DNP EC5 will help deliver a more 
balanced economy for the Plan area.

Review policy wording of  DNP TE4 and GE5 and source the River Dart Charter.

Hazel Morris I live in the plan area It focuses on land use and takes into consideration the views of the whole 
community.

Having only been a resident of Dartmouth for the last three years, I 
am very happy with the propose plan and can offer no further 
improvements to it.

I would like to thank the team of volunteers for giving their time and commitment to devising the 
plan and I will support the proposal wholeheartedly.

I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments . A Neighbourhood Plan is primarily a land use plan 
informing future planning applications, so certain aspects of community life are not 
addressed

No changes proposed

Spencer Wigley I live in the plan area Policies EC5 and EC6
It is vitally important to support business start-ups, small businesses and 
employment uses of premises, both traditional and new.
Para. 6.2.12
Excellent reference to embracing new technology and training links. That's 
where the future lies.
Policy HW1
Use of at least part of the former hospital site for essential worker (if possible, 
medical). Such people are essential to the community and affordable 
accomodition in the old town is rare.
Policy HW3
Improved launching and associated parking facilities around the existing higher 
ferry slipway, or new ones nearby, are important, but not by encroachment into 
Coronation Park.

Policies EC5 and EC6
Stronger support should be expressed for the establishment of 
premises and infrastructure (inc. fast broadband) to attract and 
support innovative economic activity, whether related to the tourist, 
maritime or new fintech/digital areas. This could include e.g. new 
small business and science parks (Jawbones?). Dartmouth is 
potentially an attractive location for 'distance' working.
Policy HW3
There should indeed be improvement but no expansion of boat 
storage facilities at Coronation Park or incremential reductions of this 
green community space will be relentless. Suggest mention be made 
(i) of potential support for any long term use by the community of part 
of the BRNC Sandquay facilities (These ar about to be redeveloped 
by DIO and opportunities might present themselves), and (ii) 
incorporation of temporary parking for launching boats in to the 
proposed new extended slipway.
Policy ST2 and Para 6.3.3
One of Dartmouth's access problems for visitors in the out-of-season 
months - when their custom is badly needed and Park & Ride is 
unavailable - is permanent blockage of on-street parking by local 
residents and visitor camper vans, e.g. on the Embankment and up 
Newcomen Road/Southtown. Extension throughout the year of time 
limits (possibly for slightly longer periods) would unblock much of this 
with the benefit of increased footfall for local businesses. Should the 
Plan mention the need to discuss such ideas?
Policy H4 and Para 6.5.14
Suggest we add the idea that some of the negative impact of 2nd 
Home ownership could be mitigated if consideration be given to the 
Local Authority using its compulsory purchase powers to acquire 
unoccupied second homes (and re-sell), or if powers were available to 
re-designate such houses in such circumstances for local residency 
only. e.g. the Gunfield and other houses on the river side of 

Policies EC5 and EC6
(See above)
Policy HW3
Under no circumstances should there be further erosion of the green community space at Coronation Park
Policy ST2 and Para. 6.3.3
Limit the tendancy to permanent blocking parking on street by extending time limits to the winter months.  
Encourage increased visitor footfall for shops and other activities out of season.
Policy TE3
Suggest the historic walls in the Travis Perkins buildings and adjoining Silver Street be specifically mentioned 
as worthy of preservation in any new development

No An excellent comprehensive plan. I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. Your comments and others on broadband indicate that 
a  policy to improve the broadband infrastructure would be supported. There is limited 
scope to deliver a business park at Jawbones as it risks conflicting with the proposed 
Local Green Space Designation under DNP GE3. However, other options can be 
pursued. Point noted on DNP HW3: the Steering Group are in discussion with BRNC 
on their future plans and where possible these will be included in the Plan. Your 
comments on DNP ST2 and Community Aspiration 6.3.3 will be referred to the Town 
Council for consideration in the forthcoming Transportation Study. Your suggestions to 
address second homes i.e. using the powers of compulsory purchase are outside the 
scope of Neighbourhood Plan. We shall review the merits of the historic walls around 
the Travis Perkins site and consider these for inclusion within LHA9 of policy DNP TE3.

Introduce a new policy on broadband infrastructure (DNP Inf 1) Refer transport 
and parking comments to DTC. Review policy DNP GE 3 and DNP TE3 with 
respect to historic walls.

James Bessey I live in the plan area Just troubled by the Team. All white, all male! Most elderly. No women, no young people and 
no ethnic diversity. There's always a problem if a plan is being managed by those who's likely 
interest in it is short term and who may well not be around or active at the end of the term. 

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments which are noted. However, membership of the Steering 
Group and Topic Groups is open to all. We are not complacent about our limited 
diversity, but there is representation, albeit small from women, and other ethnic groups. 
We have endeavored through this process to engage as many sectors of the 
community as possible.

No changes proposed

Mrs Stella Myerson I live in the plan area Thank you to the Steering Group for all their hard work and time freely given in 
putting together this Dartmouth Neighbourhood Plan. The inclusion of a timeline 
illustrates very well what a huge and complex task it has been to bring together 
such a comprehensive and well presented document. 

Policy no. DNP GE6 Locally important views.

Whenever Dartmouth features in the media, the iconic view that is often shown is no 11, the view south from 
Bayards Cove beyond the castles and out to sea.  This is evocative of Dartmouth's maritime history. The 
photo on p 47 of the presubmission consultation document shows a rather narrow view ommitting the castles.  
It is vital that this view from Bayards Cove and from the public viewing platform at Manor Gardens is 
protected.  Please can you include these views in the plan with more appropriate photos?

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comment. We shall update view 11 in policy DNP GE6 and 
Appendix F.

View 11 to be updated

Gary Walker I live in the plan area I support the plan and endorse the objectives. The plan addresses many (all?) 
of the key issues that I support.
Specific ones that I highlighted when reading the plan are:
* DNP GE 3 Local green spaces, LGS1-11, 14,16, 18 are the ones I know and 
consider very important
* DNP GE6 Local Important Views - an undervalued set of assets
* DNP EC1-6 Economy, Jobs and Training - Basis for current/future prosperity of 
Dartmouth
*DNP ST2 Car Parking - a permanent, fully funded, free park and ride service 
running reliably all the year is the only solution. The buses must be plentiful - 
ultra advanced driverless buses on a proscribed route is the future 
technological answer  Tinkering at the edges of the problem will not work. Yes, I 
realise the town will have to pay for it but all will benefit. The system must 
become well known so that people will not drive into the town first to see if they 
can get a space.
* DNP TE1, Built and Town Environment - Sub division of existing plots should 
be avoided at all costs
* DNP TE3 Safeguarding (designated and non designated) - all are important 
but especially LHA2,5,6,9,10,11 would be my priorities.
* DNP TE 4 - Civic Spaces - CS1-11 must be protected
*DNP HW 1 Former Cottage Hospital - This is a classic case of closing a facility 
that most sane people realise (or will realise in a few years time) is just the type 
of facility that the community needs and wants so that after care can be done 
locally taking pressure of main hospitals and serving patients locally.
DNP HW 3 Water access is critical to one of Dartmouth's key USPs

DNP H1-4 Housing and homes - This area needs a workable solution, 
I endorse the aims but am not convinced the proposals are workable 
and will produce the required result. They will suffer from unintended 
consequences as has happened elsewhere. Unfortunately I do not 
have a better solution.

See above See above Superb effort by the team, the Dartmouth Community owes you all a big thank you I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments and support. We agree that there is no simple solution 
to the housing situation, but we believe our policies will help. Based on other 
representations, we do propose to make  alterations to the policy text to improve them.

Small changes to housing policy text based on this and other representations.

John Collins I live and work in the plan 
area

GNP GE 1,  GNP GE 3-6, GNP GE 8, GNP GE-11-12.  These parts of the plan 
seek to preserve the natural environment.

DNP EC 1-2
The economy of Dartmouth does not depend exclusively 
on tourism.  Note that the boat owners are not tourists - 
they are tied to the Town and use it differently from the 
once-off visitors.  Tourism seriously interferes with the 
development of other activities.

The Plan fails to address two important issues:

1. The Quality of Schools

The Plan mentions "excellent schools".  It provides no indication of how this is to be achieved 
and maintained.  The most important issue in the siting of new, high technology consultative 
and professional industries is the availability of education for the children of the staff.  This is 
not simply an issue for new staff coming to the area. It is an issue for retention of competent 
people who grow up here.  If the quality of schools is not an issue to the neighbourhood plan, 
this is not a 'Vision for Dartmouth'.

2. Law and order

There is crime in Dartmouth.  As far as I can see, the Plan does not mention this.

Most of the property crime in Dartmouth probably arrives and leaves by car.  It is unlikely to 
cross the ferries.  An imaginative robber might take the coast road (good luck with that).  
Otherwise everyone goes past the Sainsbury's Magic Roundabout.

Might the Plan suggest a camera?

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. Once adopted policy DNP GE 2 will be enforceable by 
the local planning authority. We shall revise policy GE 10 to discourage lighting that 
has a colour rendering that is harmful to wildlife. We believe that policies DNP  EC3,4,5 
and 6 promote employment uses other than those that are tourism related. We are not 
sure of the benefit of differentiating between tourists that are staying, and day visitors 
and those who are visiting yachtsmen, and passing judgement without evidence on 
their investment into the local economy.  Your comments on  the quality of the schools 
and maintaining education standards are outside the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan. 
Designing out crime and crime prevention is referred to in paragraph 6.4.4 and policy 
DNP TE2 para. g)

Revise policy GE 10

David Morris I live in the plan area I fully support the plan, there are no areas in particular that I would like to 
comment on

None I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your support No changes proposed

Colin Cooper I live in the plan area The plan is clearly a result of much research and hard work. All involved, 
especially Chairman Robert, are to be congratulated and thanked for their 
considerable efforts on behalf of our community.

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. In our original draft policy DNP H3 we included a more 
locally specific local housing policy on similar lines to those you suggest. However, this 
was objected to by SHDC's housing team stating it was contrary to their adopted policy 
. We will however encourage the Town Council to pursue this further outside the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  Your suggestions on temporary transport improvements are 
outside the scope of this plan but can be considered in the forthcoming Transportation 
Study to be commissioned by the Town Council. 

No changes to the Plan proposed, but your comments on housing allocation and 
temporary road and parking improvements will be drawn to the attention of the 
Town Council.

Gerard and Heather 
Campbell

I live in the plan area I liked most parts of the Plan. I found the content to be informative and 
relevant.

The areas relating to Coronation Park (Green Area). Developments 
like the canoe trailer park; the Gig shelter; the storage shelter 
proposed for the South West section are further examples of the 
erosion of the only green, flat, open space available to residents and 
visitors alike. Compared to other similar seaside towns, Dartmouth is 
already severely lacking in flat recreational ground.

The number of public conveniences in Dartmouth continues to 
decline. This could be considered both ageist and sexist in a 
contemporary society. Other small towns e.g.(Shaldon; Ashburton) 
have an appropriate number of free facilities. 

Parking is increasingly difficult in Dartmouth. Affordable Resident 
parking would be a benefit.

I find the unoccupied 'Cottage Hospital' Building in Dartmouth to be a sad example of red tape. Could this 
not have been used as a primary care Hub for residents in the town? 

No No I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments and support. Policy DNP HW1 relating to the hospital will 
be updated based on this  and other representations. Matters are also being 
progressed outside the Neighbourhood Plan process. 

DNP HW 1 to be updated based on this and other representations.

Barry Quiggin I live in the plan area The policy documents: they define Dartmouth's perspective on key issues The execution process and schedule: there doesn't appear to be 
either

Generally all have value and debating detail is of limited value. I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments , delivery of the Plan is addressed in section 7. There is 
a limit to how far this can be material to the planning process however this section will 
be strengthened where possible.

Review section 7 on delivery.

Gail Ham I live in the plan area I support all policies not specifically commented upon in Q5 Although this does not bear on any of the policies proposed in the Plan, the section in the 
consultation document describing Dartmouth's history (5.1) is inaccurate in several respects 
and also fails adequately to identify various aspects of the town's development over the 
centuries which are directly relevant to the challenges of the future. As Chairman of the 
Dartmouth History Research Group, I should be happy to provide a revised draft of section 5.1 
(paragraphs 5.1.1 to 5.1.9), if this would be helpful to the Dartmouth Neighbourhood Plan 
Steering Group.
There are also historical inaccuracies in paragraph 5.10  and in some of the detailed 
descriptions given in Appendix F for the Locally Important Views. Again, I should be happy to 
provide revised drafts of 5.10 and of  the descriptions in Appendix F if this would be helpful.

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for  your comments and offer of support to re-draft section 5.1. Para. 5.10 
was drafted with the assistance of the BRNC and we are not sure if we should be more 
specific on future training policy at the college. We have received a number of 
representations on the risks associated with flooding including the Environment 
Agency . We will amend policy GE 11 based on this and other representations. Such 
provisions will apply to all proposed developments in the Plan area, so  we are unsure 
of the benefits of repeating this in policies DNP GE 5 and  DNP H1

Policy DNP GE 11 to be amended based on this and other representations. 
Respondent to be contacted with respect to 5.1.

Julie Downing I live in the plan area Whilst I doubt that there can ever be such a thing as a perfect neighbourhood 
plan I applaud the work of the Steering Group and am genuinely impressed by 
the depth of consideration that has clearly been given to all major policy areas.  
I am in general agreement with all the conclusions of the Plan, so it is difficult to 
single out specifics.  However my personal favorites are DNP ST1 - Footpaths 
and Cycleways, especially taking opportunities to improve and extend networks, 
DNP TE5 - Brownfield First and DNP H4 - Principal Residence.

Whilst recognising the enormity of the task already undertaken I 
share some of the concerns already submitted regarding the lack of 
stated priorities.  This might not be a formal requirement and may only 
be possible in practice for some sections of the Plan but is it worth 
revisiting? 

100% support for all Green Environment Policies None A minor criticism.  There are a number of interesting and important maps included in the printed 
version of the Draft Plan which are difficult to decipher.  I hope this can be addressed in the 
final version so as to avoid leaving room for misinterpretation. 

I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments and support. The priorities of the Plan are set out in the 
Vision. Although the topics are presented in the order they were given priority by the 
Steering Group, we are not sure that further elaboration is required. We agree that the 
reproduction of some of the maps could be improved  and we shall address this at the 
next stage.

Review quality of selected figures

Robert Huisingh I live in the plan area Maintaining and restoring historic sites. Consultation on parking. Preserving 
existing green spaces.

The historic aspect from the river. So many new, out of character, 
houses have been built in the last few years in the conservation area. 
The historic character of Dartmouth conservation area should be 
preserved and no planning permission should be given to 
homeowners to build modern 
constructions.

Just to thank all involved for their hard work. I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. Matters relating to design quality and designing in the 
historic environment are addressed in policies DNP TE2 and 3 with the supporting 
evidence referred to. We are unsure what further could be added.

No changes proposed

Ms Patricia Elaine 
Bach,

Not resident but is my main 
home for voting.

DNP GE7, GE5, GE9 & GE11 must be our utmost priority. Next priority should 
be EC2, EC6, EC5, EC6, EC4. These policy prioritisations are necessary for 
urgent sustainability and climate change protection.  DNP TE2, TE3 & 4 to 
support the towns heritage sites and avoid further ugly development by 
property speculators.    

Public transport including ferry services must become greener and 
changed to electric instead of diesel.  Also empty ferry boats 
continually running on diesel, as is at present, should be avoided and 
if necessary, stopped.  

I believe I have already addressed my concerns above. No. CCTV is installed but apparently not in use in the town and should be in operation especially 
on the Embankment at night.  Nothing has been mentioned about drug dealing in the town.  
The "posh" dealers are now targeting school children everywhere.  I have witnessed various 
incidents through my window including youngsters in school uniform.  Needles were also found 
in my friend's hallway.  The CCTV would capture some criminal activity such as cleaning and 
depositing boat engine fuel into the river.  I have also witnessed this on two occasions in front 
of the harbourmaster's office when no one was around.  

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. Promoting more sustainable modes of transport and 
green/ responsible behavior with respect to energy use are addressed in policy DNP 
GE7 and community aspiration 6.1.10. However, we shall review the wording of both. 
Designing out crime is addressed in DNP TE2, but the specific incidents and situations 
you refer to cannot be considered land use policies under the Plan.

Review policy DNP GE7 and para. 6.1.10

Lynn Gunnigle 
Resident and Founder 
of Heart of the Dart 
(residents healthcare 
action group) 

I live in the plan area none Healthcare provision is wanted by the residents and mentioned very 
briefly, but at the public work shops, the words have been altered to 
include SOCIAL VALUE which oddly is the new buzz word for the 
trust and CCG who unlawfully removed our reasonable right to acess 
to Hospital health care .THE PLAN MUST INCLUDE and DEMAND 
HEALTHCARE PROVISION 

Heart of the Dart wish to make comments to the neighbourhood Planning committee as a group 
Over 3,000 people have signed our petition demanding the reopening of our hospital.The loss of hospital 
services has been a shocking and harmful blow to our community and has resulted in much anxiety and 
stress for many of our residents. The original Neighbourhood plan barely mentioned health provision and 
even those couple of sentences have now been changed to reflect the Trust and CCGâ€™s current buzz 
words â€œSOCIAL VALUEâ€� we find that unacceptable to change the original finding of the public 
consultation WITHOUT consulting those who took part.The residents of Dartmouth consider the Hospital 
Building to be a massive HEALTH ASSET as we have no reasonable access to health care.The Devon NHS 
Trust and CCG worryingly see it as a financial asset, this leaves our community in a very vulnerable situation, 
indeed our residents are now dying at home alone without care or comfort ,afraid to reach out for assistance 
for fear of quite literally being shipped out of town and away from their support systems, never to return, in 
unexceptable echos of pre NHS days We also have an unexceptable number of readmissions to hospitals 
out side of our area as the bed crisis deepens ,readdmitting patients numberous times is not in anyones best 
health intrests and simply increase stress on an already struggling system and lessens chances of good 
outcomes.It is consciously cruel and shockingly dangerous, we are all at serious risk here.THE 
NEIGBOURHOOD PLAN MUST CONSDER THIS AS AN ABSOLUTE PRORITY Our PCN area has over 
28,000 residents and we have been abandoned.I would like the planning group to consider the years of 
actions our group have taken to highlight our plight here in Dartmouth and acknowledge we are the biggest 
voice when it comes to representing the wishes and needs of our town regarding healthcare or rather lack of 
it.We say refurbish our hospital and return our publicly provided services as the Trust and CCG assured us 
they would before they removed our provision and walked away promising to return to speak to residents, 
which they never did.We have no confidence in Liz Davenport, Simon Tapley or Lesley Darke to provide the 
services we need in our community and therefor hope the Neighbourhood Plan will go some way to address 
this unacceptable lack of health provision. We say our current GP practice building is no longer fit for purpose 
and The Clinic would make an ideal GP practice with nil rent to pay and disabled access to the first floor. We 
say we have no need for a new build GP and charity coffee shop at a cost of Â£12 million over 25 years, at 
the end of which, we won't even own the building. This is a gross misuse of public funds and must be 
opposed at every turn. The original contractors Morgan Sindal have pulled out of the so-called HUB build 
because of the skulduggery surrounding this project, given planning permission BEFORE all the information 
was available to make enable an informed decision.Giving out a new contract without scrutiny ,the whole 
thing is an absolute scandal.If they have £12 million to waste on contracts for cronies, they can afford £2 
million to refurbish our hospital and bring NHS care back into our community.

What does the Neighbourhood Plan have to say about 
Health?
Under its Steering Group workshop's: Key themes, 
priorities and objectives heading... nothing. Under 
Threats, it certainly does not say: Loss of health services.
However, the community consultation did produce the 
following under a Health and Wellbeing heading:
â€¢ Potential to expand health facilities as population 
expands
â€¢ Easy access to health facilities for the whole parish
â€¢ Re-use of former NHS sites to include community 
uses
â€¢ Safeguarding and improving community facilities
â€¢ Improved social care facilities
In a postal survey in 2016, some 1,240 points were made 
under the heading "Healthcare, Hospital, Social Care, 
Health and wellbeing". These are summarised under the 
following topics:
Dartmouth hospital
Another doctorâ€™s surgery
Re-provide hospital services
New health and wellbeing centre
A and E needed
Expand ambulance service
5. About the town and parish of Dartmouthâ€“ key facts, 
background, history and challenges for the future.
In this background section, the plan acknowledges:
5.3.6
Dartmouth has an ageing population which will present 
two key problems over the plan period. It will almost 
certainly generate increasing demand for services to meet 
the specific needs of that ageing population and it will, 

Our first and most pressing problem in Dartmouth is lack of healthcare provision ,and the 
historic Hospital building that belongs to our community for the very purpose of providing 
healthcare , please do all you can to ensure our residents voices and needs are represented 
going forward .

I do not support the Plan. Thank you for your comments. We are disappointed that you are unable to support the 
Plan. We disagree that it does not address the health issues facing the Plan Area and 
draw your attention to sections 5.8 and 6.6, and policy DNP HW1. Research on the 
level of existing provision is also addressed in the associated topic paper covering 
Infrastructure and Health, following another representation about the evidence base to 
support the retention of health and wellbeing facilities on the site of the existing 
hospital. Other work outside the scope of  the Neighbourhood Plan is also being 
progressed by the Town Council and other groups to secure the best future use of the 
hospital site.

DNP HW 1 to be updated based on this and other representations.

Craig and Frances 
Davidson

We live in the plan area Congratulations to the authors/contributors to the plan. No doubt a lot of time 
and effort was involved. Well done.

We are impressed by the number of comments and suggestions 
already made, many of which we are in agreement with. We had 
hoped, like Jeremy Wilson, that there would be less restrictive and 
reactive proposals and more in the Plan for developing the appeal of 
Dartmouth both as a place to live and work but also for high value, 
year round tourism. The latter is of vital importance. Our greatest 
assets such as the waterfront, access to the river, the quaintness of 
the central areas, Foss St, the residential alleys and steps need to be 
well maintained and repaired (cobbles) or rebuilt (slip way).  Our 
festivals, green spaces, the backdrop of the Naval College and our 
heritage are all of major importance. We agree that part 
pedestrianisation and a permanent cafe/restaurant culture on the 
embankment are needed. The Park and Ride should be the default 
option for visitors with cars (including EV charging) but transport to 
and from the top of town needs to be improved. The Plan should also 
consider how to make Dartmouth attractive to national/international 
developers to widen and future proof our commercial/tourist appeal. 

In respect of planning consent for properties visible from the river and the two sides, the plan should require 
a strong respect for environmental and architectural/contextual issues such as proportionate house size and 
limited concrete massing. 

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. We do not agree that the policies are reactive and 
restrictive and have tried to set a balance between controlling inappropriate 
development and promoting positive change, particularly with respect to tackling the 
need for affordable housing and a balanced economy. The Vision for Dartmouth 
reflects this. We believe the Green Environment and Town(Urban) Environment 
address the points you raise on controlling future development in a sensitive 
landscape and heritage setting.

No changes proposed

Ann McGarity I live in the plan area I agree with the neighbourhood plan proposals None N/A No No I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your support No changes proposed
John Langridge I live in the plan area The Executive Summary covers the key issues well, and is easy to read and 

understand. 
Although all the objectives of the Plan have my full support, I am 
concerned that people won't read and become engaged by a 100-
page document. As a result, the response from the Dartmouth 
community may be disappointing, and SHDC even less inclined to 
agree to proposed actions and changes.        

Dartmouth must above all remain one of the most beautiful and historic places in the UK. Safeguarding our 
natural environment and setting within the AONB and protecting our historic environment are of paramount 
importance and for these reasons I feel most strongly about the following objectives and policies:
Policy DNP GE1   Impact on the South Devon AONB.  I have concerns about the wording "Substantial Harm 
or Loss to...should be wholly exceptional".   This has led in the past to SHDC justifying their approval by 
arguing that developments will cause "less than substantial harm."   I like "Protect and enhance the AONB 
and mitigate against inappropriate development" (Green Environment Objective), but for DNP GE1 would 
prefer "Absolutely no harm or loss.....without exception."  This should be black and white, with no grey areas.  
Policy DNP GE 2    Safeguarding the biodiversity and Green Infrastructure throughout the Parish.  In 
particular "Retain on site natural features such as Devon banks, stone walls, hedgerows, protecting existing 
mature trees"....  
Policy DNP GE3   Designation of Local Green Spaces.  It would, I imagine, require minimum effort on the part 
of the District Council to enable areas LGS1-18 to be designated local green spaces. And the outcome ?  
Maximum return for our beautiful and historic town, our local community, our tourism and the environment.      
Policy DNP GE5    Maintaining the character and the environmental quality of the river.
Policy DNP  DE6   Locally Important Views
Policy DNP  GE10   Prevention of Light Pollution.   This may be covered elsewhere, but could GE10 comprise 
both light and noise pollution ?

No No I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments and support. We do not think it appropriate to add the 
prevention of noise pollution to DNP GE10. However, we shall investigate the need 
and evidence to support an extra policy. We agree that reading a 100 page document 
is a daunting prospect, hence our decision to produce an executive summary. 
However, we are grateful for the large number of responses of those who have been 
through the whole document.  

Consider additional policy to control noise pollution

Catherine Campos I live in the plan area I agree with most of it but most especially approve of the principal residence 
policy on new builds and all of the recommendations for Local Green Space 
designation in particular Manor Gardens 

I would like restrictions on second homes being further tightened up 
in a similar clause to the one in the Salcombe and Thurlestone 
Neighbourhood Plans, i.e. new builds must remain principal 
residences even when re-sold.

I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comment we shall review the wording of Policy DNP H4 based on 
other adopted plans and latest guidance. 

Review Policy wording of DNP H4

MR C OSBORNE I live in the plan area NA NA NA NA Dartmouth needs a Residents Parking System that applies to All of Dartmouth not just 
Sandquay. It should balance the needs of business,  residents, visitors, and services.
Also, the North Embankment should be closed and the recreation area of Coronation Park 
extended down to the river with the slipway given top priority to be built asap. The roads Lower 
Street, Fairfax Place, The Quay and Duke street should all be pedestrianised 09/00hrs to 
18.00hrs except for buses and taxies. 

I do not support the Plan. Thank you for your comments. We are disappointed that you are unable to support the 
Plan. Your comments on parking systems has been addressed briefly in Community 
Aspiration 6.3.3, but detailed proposals will be subject to the separate Transportation 
Study referred to. Your comments will be drawn to the attention of the Town Council 
for this purpose.

No changes proposed. Comments on parking and pedestrianisation to be 
referred to DTC.

Vadim Goss I live in the plan area I like the green ambition, not only due to its ethicality, but also because it 
demonstrates responsible forethought for future generations.

I think it should be more concrete on what it means by "community 
uses" when describing its intentions for the former NHS sites. I think 
the general consensus of residents is the fact they want the hospital 
re-opened and I think this plan could place more focus on the 
hospital building to that end. 

I admire the plan's ambition; to have actual residents acting on behalf of the town's future 
instead of more distant authority is not only commendable, but also hopefully the founding of a 
new precedent that procures greater jurisdiction for our council. 

I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments. The wording of policy DNP HW 1 will be revised based 
on this and other representations. A development brief expanding on the uses is be 
pursued by the Town Council and other groups outside the Neighbourhood Planning 
Process

Policy wording DNP HW1 to be reviewed based on this and other representations

Amelia Goss I live in the plan area Protecting the green spaces is an essential policy as the countryside is such a 
defining feature of Dartmouth and by destroying that, it is taking away from 
what Dartmouth is. It is a countryside town that is supposed to be green. 
I also like the idea of enhancing the town centre as it could become somewhere 
that could actually work for local people instead of it just being a place with 
shops that no one living here permanently needs. As a young person living 
here, there are very few shops that appeal to me and activities that appeal to 
me. 
There needs to be hospital in place as opposed to a health and wellbeing 
centre because this is an ageing population where constant care after a serious 
health issue is essential. A centre that does not take into account any specific 
needs of Dartmouth is pointless. 

There needs to be more focus on what type of jobs could be 
available to people so the town becomes less dependent on the 
tourism industry. 

I also think there needs to be a bigger discussion on development in 
the town and how it does impact the community. 

6.5.8 I strongly believe that there should not be any more housing development. The lack of houses is not 
the issue. It's the lack of affordable housing available and the amount of second homes pushing local people 
out that is the issue. 

There should have been a better campaign for this to get more people involved. If my mum 
hadn't informed me on this, I wouldn't have known so I think marketing should have been a 
priority. 

I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments, we believe that policy DNP H3 and H4 address some of 
your concerns on future housing. Policies DNP EC 2, 3, 5, and 6 address the need for 
a more diverse employment base. The comment on the need for a new hospital is 
noted, but allocating a new site is beyond the scope of this Plan without the support of 
the NHS Trust.

No changes proposed.

Joanne and David 
Seward

I live in the plan area 1 (Green Environment) Everything in this section is good. It is important to 
protect the beauty , history and character of the town/river and to encourage 
planting, green spaces and allotments to promote residents wellbeing both 
physical and mental and to protect the planet.
2 (Economy, Jobs, Training) Cycle routes/hire is a good idea. It is important to 
create jobs and training for local people, especially for young people. Under 
used accommodation being available for local people at affordable rents is 
excellent. Employment plus living accommodation makes sense/ parking is 
important. Anything that increases job opportunities for local people as well as 
some diversification from tourism based employment is a good idea.
3 (Infrastructure) Parking: we need to reduce the number of cars in town and 
increase parking for local residents. Ideas include: reduce cost of park and ride 
to encourage tourists to use it; offer affordable residents parking permits; create 
resident permit holder only parking spaces; encourage only residents and blue 
badge parking in town.
4 (Built and Town Environment) The town should not be spoiled by insensitive, 
inappropriate and incongruent development.
5 (Housing and Homes) Everything in the plan sounds good. Everyone should 
have the opportunity to own their own homes if they wish to, or to rent at an 
affordable price. Local people should be able to live in their own town and 
therefore second home ownership should be discouraged. People living outside 
Dartmouth purchasing second homes and / or holiday rental business that 
consume the majority of affordable properties that could make good starter 
properties for local people, should be specifically targeted. Provision for elderly 
people is commendable but we would like the plan to consider the assisted 
living / accommodation / support needs of younger vulnerable people with 
disabilities. 
6 (Health and Wellbeing) The former hospital is potentially an excellent 
opportunity for assisted living for a variety of age groups, who have support 
needs and could offer space to innovative/diverse 3rd sector national and local 
organisations. Community facilities must be retained to promote good health 
and wellbeing and the academy is a potentially useful resource. The river is 

We realise that these comments are a few days late and we have amalgamated all our 
observations under question 3, but hope that you will still be able to use and consider them.  

I support the Plan in its current form Thank you for your comments and support No changes proposed

Kathy Stansfiel;d I live and work in the plan 
area

Generally good Details on maps as suggested in Q5 Character areas are identified on Page 74 and map 75, including 'Pillory Square' where the boundary ends 
just before the Dartmouth Community Bookshop at number 12, but includes the open space next to it. Policy 
DNP TE4 on p76. The bookshop building should be included in the character area as spaces are formed by 
buildings and it is a very old, stone walled structure which was once jettied, across the narrowest part of 
Higher Street opposite the Cherub.

In the section on business/shopping Policy DNP EC 5 there is a map showing primary and secondary 
shopping areas which ends just before the Dartmouth Community Bookshop shop, so excludes it, but covers 
the office shop and the Cherub (Map 12 p60). It is important that all the shops in Higher Street are included 
as part of the primary shopping area.

In the section on civic spaces, map16 p75 CS9 Policy DNP TE 4 ends at the Dartmouth Community 
Bookshop but does not include the street between it and the Cherub. The space between these buildings is 
a crucial part of the space, being all that is left of the original narrow street. 

The section on Heritage has some non-designated or local heritage assets Policy DNP TE3  (page 72 map 
15) which should, but does not, include the metal boat mooring ring behind the Butterwalk opposite the 
Flavel Church, or the granite boat mooring posts along the riverside boundary of Royal Avenue Gardens.

No I support the Plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses

Thank you for your comments, please note that the Character Areas included on Page 
74 are taken from the Dartmouth Conservation Area Appraisal 2013 produced by 
SHDC. Map 16 refers to Civic Spaces described in policy DNP TE4. We shall review the 
extent of CS9 to extend it southwards to cover the frontage of the Community Book 
Shop. The extent of the Primary Shopping Area on Map 12 (red line) was set by SHDC 
in their Supplementary Planning Document 2020. We shall review the extent of the 
secondary area (blue line) to cover the Community Bookshop. We shall review the 
additional proposals for local heritage assets providing they are not already 
designated

Extend Civic Space CS9, secondary shopping area as suggested. Consider two 
additional Non Designated Heritage Assets.

Maureen Harris I live in the plan area The 'neighbourhood plan' team is to be congratulated on its hard work in 
compiling such a thorough document. DNP GEI2 the creation of a firm 
settlement boundary is essential to prevent future over - and innappropriate 
developments like the Little Cotton Farm site. The emphasis on the green 
environment is to be welcomed and could go further (see Q4).               DNP H1 
- market housing - is to be welcomed. Salcombe has made the decision to 
restrict new build to owner - occupiers and Dartmouth must do the same, plus 
enforcing decisions on affordable homes in new schemes with utmost vigour. 
DNP TE5 - although 'brownfield first' is a laudable policy  (a central plank of 
CPRE, of which I'm a long term supporter) we should not forget that 'brownfield' 
natural re-wilded sites are often those that are the richest habitats for wildlife. If 
'brownfield' sites are developed, then some retention of the 'wilderness' (eg 
South Ford Road or Waterside / Fish Hoek) is essential to conform to the 'green 
environment' policies. DNP HW1 re-useof former NHS sites for health, wellbeing, 
exercise, community use is to be welcomed, perhaps extending it to create 
some small 'affordable' homes to local people working in the area, especially 
'key workers'.

Green environment - mitigate against and ensure registration of 
holiday homes where 'gardens' have been completely paved resulting 
in habitat loss, increase of flood risk, environmental degredation. 
Parking register garages - I know of 3 in 'old town' which are never 
used, plus 'Royal Dart Hotel' seems to have given up its car park 
resulting in more pressure on Mayor's Avenue car park. Many holiday 
let grages / spaces are only used seasonally. Green Lanes - 
designate some routes into Dartmouth (Waterpool Rd, Swannaton, 
Weeke Hill,) as 2O mph green lanes, primarily for walkers/cyclists. 
Policy DNP H4 should be extended to include registration of holiday 
homes, air BnBs etc. DNP H5 'dwellings designed for the elderly' 
might be better as 'mixed-use' with small 'first' family homes, rather 
than creating ghettos for the elderly. 

DNP GE 3 local green spaces. Part of the delight of Dartmouth are the veiws of green space within the town 
and these must be protected - eg. the fields between Waterpool Rd, The Ridges and Victoria Road, or the 
fields above Waterhead Creek and Kingswear, or the fields between Townstal and Sandquay Wood. These 
are 'heritage assets' just as important as those mentioned in DNP TE3. 

NA NA I support the plan in its current form Thank you for your comments. We must not confuse the designation of Local Green 
Spaces and Non Designated Heritage assets . The areas you describe in Q5 would 
not fulfill the criteria for LGS under the national planning legislation, nor would they for 
NDHAs as set out by Historic England. We shall review policy DNP GE 2 to discourage 
paving over gardens, and policy DNP ST1 for additional green routes. Registers of 
unused car parking spaces, paved over gardens, and second homes/Air B and Bs are 
outside the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan. We agree that future development of 
homes for the elderly should be combined with other age groups and tenures.

Review policies DNP GE2 and ST1 based on the comments made. Review the 
wording of DNP H5 based on this and other comments .

David Auker I live in the plan area I support the plan in its current form Thank you for your support No changes made
Gillien Kidd I live and work in the plan 

area 
Green Environment, GE2/GE3/GE4- it is essential to recover loss of biodiversity, 
GE10- to encourage dark sky. Economy, Jobs and Training: EC6- important to 
limit development of industrial buildings from old barns etc. EC5- to encourage 
local people to stay in the area. Housing, H3- we need affordable housing, H4 
we need to reduce the number of second homes. Health and Wellbeing, Hw1- 
The old hospital must be reused as a health centre (or accommodation for key 
workers). Heritage, TE3- local landmarks are what give the town character. TE5- 
Brownfield sites should be used to prevent anymore destruction of countryside. 

Infrastructure: A transport study - What does this mean? Will it link 
with car parking? If so, there is no mention of improving park and ride. 
At the moment it is £5 per car, per day. Can visitors use it who are 
staying more than one day? And it penalises the single visitor. If it 
was more flexible it could reduce the number of cars to the B&Bs. 
There is also an increase in AirBnBs again leading to guests bringing 
their cars into the town and clogging up parking. 

I support the plan in its current form Thank you for your comments. The scope of the forthcoming transportation study has 
been outlined in paragraph 6.3.3. It will address Park and Ride provision. The detailed 
scope and commissioning of the study is the responsibility of the Town Council.

No changes proposed

Miss L. Webb I live in the plan area Thank you for taking all the time and trouble to produce this splendid and very 
detailed plan. Much appreciated. It's an excellent instance of democracy that 
the townspeople are being consulted. I have only one comment (Q5)

The drawback is the necessity and difficulty of the enforcing environmental regulations. There is a well 
documented case where a species-rich green space with mature trees was bought and systematically 
destroyed, from the felling of the trees down to the poisoning of the soil, so that the purcheser could claim it 
as a 'brownfield' site on which he intended to erect houses (not, needless to say, affordable ones). A nearby 
resident who objected was offered (and of course rejected) an out-and-out bribe. Opportunities for such anti-
social action must be eliminated, for everyone's sake. I have lived in Dartmouth for only sixteen years, but 
have loved Devon since helping on my friends' farm many years ago. For this reason I have recently joined 
C.P.R.E (Campaign to Protect Rural England)  

I support the plan in its current form Thank you for your comments. The enforcement for existing and future (through this 
Plan) planning policy is the responsibility of SHDC. Once this Plan is adopted the Town 
Council will be able to draw attention to any transgressions and seek enforcement 
measures.

No changes proposed

A.ORR I live in the plan area Safeguarding heritage assets + listing local assets and safegaurding non 
heritage assets. Easy access to health facilities for the whole parish. Improve 
access to water for recreation. Re-use of former NHS sites to include community 
uses.

Parking - it should all be 2 hour parking in season (1 hour is no use to 
anyone trying to get to shops) and causes 'more pollution' driving 
around trying to find another 1 or 2 hour parking spot.  

Policy DNP ST2 - would also be great to have more scooter/bike bays instead of bikes having to park all 
round town on pavements!

Policy DNP ST1 Footpaths and Cycleways. What about 
the road to Norton Park or to get down to Fast Rabbit 
Farm, ash sanctuary). The main road out is too 
dangerous to walk (needs a path) !

For locals it would be great to have more parking areas for kayaks,  paddleboards etc. Warfleet 
has a long waiting list but for months now only 6 kayaks parked there!! Manor Gardens should 
be in Dartmouth's hands. 

Thank you for your comments. The time limits on car parking is outside the scope of a 
Neighbourhood Plan and is the resonsibity of SHDC. The merits of longer periods will 
be addressed in the forthcoming Transportation Study. Provision of extra cycle and 
motor cycle parking is already addressed in policy DNP ST2 (para. g). However, we 
shall make further reference to e-bikes and scooters. A proposed new right of way to 
Norton Park is included in Map 13. However, we shall consider extending this further 
along the A3122 within the Plan area. We understand parking of small craft (kayaks 
etc.) is at capacity at Warfleet. Your support for Manor Gardens as a LGS is noted.

Review policy DNP ST1 and 2 based on these and other comments.

Susan and Gordon 
Pepperell

We live in the plan area DNP-GE-10 Like the idea but you are 20 years too late, when seeing the glass 
monstrosities along the river, Above Town, etc. But anything to stop it carrying 
forward (I reckon planning applications will now treble, so they get it through 
before this gets passed.)                                                             DNP-ST-2 
Agree with this. Used to work in town, now retired and living in the centre of 
town. Parking is essential to locals both workers and residents, not second 
home owners and holiday lets.                                 DNP-H-3 Too late for us 
(but locals on poor incomes need a chance to get on the housing ladder). Even 
renting is beyond most of our reach.                DNP-H-4 This has to be sorted 
pronto!!                                                DNP-HW-1 We need the hospital back 
before the NHS Trust pull it to pieces. We need the services we pay for - not 
everyone has a car to get to Torbay etc. With the extra houses being built by 
Sainsbury's how are we supposed to cope? All these extra people shortage of 
Dr's, no police, no A&E. We need our hospital back!! 

Coronation Park and the Avenue gardens should not be allowed to 
be used for businesses. We are fed up with Dartmouth people having 
to play 2nd fiddle to tourists all the time. This used to be, in our 
childhood, all public space, not a boatyard for businesses, and the 
Avenue gardens is now used as a commercial base. It used to be a 
community hub for local charities etc. You can't use seats because 
the businesses have blocked them off. These two areas really need 
to be addressed. Update the toilet (?) by all means, (especially as the 
kayakers take it over) but NOT a commercial business. There is a 
perfectly good tea hut at the other end of the park that can service 
everyone - use that!!    

DNP-EC-2 against any further development or encouragement of anymore waterbourne activities. The river 
has never been so dangerous with all the kayaks, paddleboards, jet ski's etc. As for electric cycle hire, it's all 
a definite No!!.                                                                                            DNP-EC-4 how can anyone supply 
a parking space for flats above the shops - has anyone actually walked the streets? The logistics for this are 
impossible.                                                                                              Infrastructure - Only car charging hub 
should be the minimum we get away with by law (then preferably in a 2hr/1hr parking slot - not the car park. 
As for electric cycles - no! No to the new Noss ferry - yet again more focus on the tourists than the locals.                                                                       
DNP-HW-3 No more encouragement for kayaks & paddleboards (they should not have businesses on the 
park (only adds more people looking for spaces to park so they can use the river).

I do not support DNP-EC-2, DNP-EC-4, DNP-HW-3. 
Already said in question 5 our reasons, so obviously we 
do not support them. 

DNP-GE-3, LGS14 Too late for the manor gardens as the lift shaft has been approved - yet 
again money talks in Dartmouth. Both of us having been born & bred here, if we give anymore 
of our town over to tourism you will not have anyone left to service the functions these tourists 
want. Local people need support for once put us FIRST (shops, cafes, etc. cannot function 
without staff. Dartmouth is dying as a town because everything is always for tourists.) There will 
be no one to work here... the thriving community we once had is grinding to a halt. 

I support the plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses 

Thank you for your comments and we note your objection to DNP EC2 (against more 
waterborne leisure) EC4 (the practicalities of delivering carparking to flats over shops) 
HW3 (against the encouragement of recreational water users and the additional load 
on the infrastructure this causes) The plan has attempted to balance the needs of 
residents and visitors.

Review policies DNP EC2, 4 and HW3 in the light of these comments and those in 
support of the policies.

Lucy Mann I live in the plan area Green environment: protect what is special + unique. Space for mental health 
for residents and visitors alike. Economy, Jobs & Training: higher aspirations for 
young people. Infrastructure: park and ride with hopper buses more regular. 
Keep visitor cars + and pollution out of Dartmouth. Built + Town Environment: 
protection of green spaces - agree with full list. 

A vision for local residents, particularly younger people, in particular 
for skills training in AONB, boat building, marine industry, health, 
teaching, and tourism. 

I tried to sign up to Dartmouth plan website but do not receive emails.     Many thanks I support the plan in its current form Thank you for your comments and support No changes proposed

There are two "challenges for the future" (section 5) that require comment. First, paragraph 5.10 concludes that BRNC's contribution to defence and to the economic and social sustainability of Dartmouth "is as relevant as ever". However, I 
am surprised that there is no mention whatever of the possible impact of major changes in defence policy (see the Government's Integrated Review of Security, Defence, Development and Foreign Policy, and the Defence Command Paper, 
of March 2021), together with the implications of major changes recently implemented under "Project Selborne" in the way in which naval training is delivered. The Plan needs to include a considered statement, preferably with official 
approval from the MOD, which explicitly addresses the future of the College within the timescale of the Neighbourhood Plan, as a major presence in Dartmouth and as an employer, in the light of these developments. Policies which seek to 
diversify Dartmouth's economic base are doubly appropriate in this context.
Second, paragraph 5.2.8 addresses the threat of sea level rise/increased flooding due to climate change. Sadly, the technical appendix included in the Plan on this topic does not make sufficiently clear that "extreme" flooding events 
(defined confusingly as "a 1 in 200 year event" or "a 1 in 100 year event" etc) are now widely recognised by climate scientists as likely to occur more often than such descriptions imply, though forecasting the increased frequency is difficult. 
The potential implications for Dartmouth over the longer term are considerable, as so much of the historic area lies at very low level following centuries of reclamation. Whilst of course action in response to climate change needs to occur at 
all levels from local to global,  the implications of this threat for proposed policies affecting housing and development are not fully addressed. A particular issue is further waterside development, which will need to be strongly discouraged 
sooner or later, and arguably, action should begin now. The following policies need strengthening accordingly to provide this additional focus: GE 5 (maintaining the character and environmental quality of the river) GE 11 (prevention of 
flooding) H1 (support of new market housing). Others may also require review.
Also on H1: this policy requires explicit cross-reference to policies such as TE1, TE2 and H4 which set standards for new housing. Alternatively, some general statement should be added to H1 to state that new market housing will be 
supported only if it complies with all other policies in the plan.
GE12 (settlement boundary) similarly requires cross-reference to other highly relevant policies such as H2, H3 and H4, or alternatively should include a  general statement such as "development should take place within the settlement 
boundary subject to other policies in the plan" (etc) 
TE2 (design quality throughout the parish), point (i): in view of recent events in Mount Boone on the 28 Redwalls Meadow site, I suggest the wording concerning boundary walls should read as follows: "existing stone boundary walls should 
be maintained, and new boundary treatments and retaining walls should use natural stone and be constructed using traditional methods and materials, especially if installed at the boundary with the public highway". This formulation is used 
in the Kingswear Neighbourhood Plan and  goes a bit further than the proposed draft of point (i). See also my next comment.
TE3 (safeguarding designated and non-designated heritage assets): In principle, I support designating "historic walls". However, currently the policy is too vaguely worded in this respect to have effect. It is necessary to define "historic" - 
over 100 years old? over 50 years old? How is that to be identified? What standard of proof is required? Further, the photograph LHA9 of the bottom of Keep Lane shows two walls which are already designated. The walls around The Keep 
(on the left of the picture) are already listed G2 as part of the curtilage of the property; the wall on the right of the picture is the G2 listed wall around the historic site of the Mount Boone mansion. "Historic walls" of the kind to be so 
designated should be those not already protected, since this is the key contribution that a Neighbourhood Plan can make. One obvious example is the remaining section of the wall along the northern side of Mount Boone, since this is not 
listed and is not in a conservation area. The plan should identify other "historic" walls (by whatever criterion is proposed to measure "historic") that are in such circumstances.
GE6: Locally Important Views, Appendix F, View 29: this is a view of the top end of Keep Lane. See above - both walls are already designated as heritage assets. The issue in this particular view is to protect not the foreground or middle 
ground (since existing designations should be sufficient to do this) but the access afforded by the lane to the distant view of the town, the castle and out to sea.

This is my first experience of a Neighbourhood Planning Process.  Sad to say until now I have not considered planning from a neighbourhood perspective.  
Please accept my apologies in advance for any naÃ¯ve comment or items obvious to those who prepared the DNP. 
I have read (often re-read) the â€˜Pre-submission DNPâ€™ document and associated comments, to better understand Dartmouthâ€™s priorities.  
Whatever the outcome of the DNP submission; this process alone was an education and an improved my knowledge base despite the fact that I have 
lived in this area for over 40years and have considered this town as home for the last 20. Thank you ï�Š

The DNP is a remarkable document, my sincere appreciation to all involved for the hours and diligence that is evident throughout.  The Policy statements 
create a credible wish list for future Dartmouth. They address the townsâ€™ future needs and concerns, will adequately guide DNP and SHDC decision 
making, and with the support of SHDC, facilitate delivery.

All plans need a goal(s), an execution strategy, and a schedule that reflects priorities. I am not confident I understand the execution/delivery process, and 
I have not identified DNP specific priorities, but I do assume interfaces between the DNP team and teams that manage the area's economics and 
infrastructure deliverables are well established to accommodate change that will occur. 
The DNP runs through 2034 and if it delivers, will have a significant impact beyond that period. It is defined, to my mind, by the word ˜Neighbourhood". 
This makes the 'neighbourhood-concept' a key and necessary beneficiary and the plan should deliver on that idea. My personal experiences of successful 
neighbourhoods, by observation and association, are defined by a sense of identity and belonging, and importantly, by a sense of ownership and 
responsibility for the well-being of the area. 
I am confident this concept is a driver for all who have created and contributed to the current DNP submission. 
Throughout the long implementation period, today's youth will mature and become drivers or critics (hopefully both) of their current DNP as it evolves. 
Ideally they will join a future DNP team. Equally priorities of other social groups will change. We cannot expect to foresee the full impact of a change but 
we should not let it surprise us. The DNP will need to recognise and manage change. Throughout its implementation each element of the DNP should 
require that we examine and anticipate the potential impact of decisions made on each neighbourhood social group. 
It may be a cynical view but my inclination is to not build delivery expectations of government and civil service bodies. Generally, budgets are tight, 
resources are low, and schedules are nominal.  In short, delivery on the DNP is not assured but could benefit significantly if we support that delivery 
process.  
The very existence of the DNP, and equivalent plans elsewhere, owes much to volunteer groups and the same will be needed throughout the delivery 
timeline. In many ways this could be an opportunity to build the neighbourhood integration we seek. If we can motivate the many volunteer groups to work 
together it may also bring in more diverse and younger members of the community.
Is it a credible idea to suggest such groups working together under a Neighbourhood plan could both serve the delivery and simultaneously build the 
stronger more inclusive neighbourhood community we desire? 

DNP GE 2 (and elsewhere): There are references to maintaining and improving biodiversity. There are no references to measuring biodiversity.  These issues are therefore not 
enforcible.
DNP GE 10:  There is no reference to the frequencies (colours) of light.  The adoption of white LED lighting has a severe detrimental effect on wild-life.  Existing orange sodium 
lighting does not.  This will eventually be addressed by changing LED frequencies but any reference to light pollution should address this issue.
DNP EC 1-2: The Plan makes frequent reference to tourism as an industry Dartmouth should attract and develop.  Too late.  It is already here.  Dartmouth could attract industry 
appropriate for Britannia Naval College.  It could attract modern, consultancy-based industries where all the staff need is a good internet connection (now available) a place where 
they would like to live and education for their children.  Tourism severely limits the residents' access to the Town facilities for three months of the year.  Perhaps we should look more 
widely for the attraction of industry.
There is no recognition in the Plan that there are (at least) two very different types of tourist visitors: those who stay in the town, and those who visit
for a day or less by coach or car.  The short-term visitors bring very little to the economy of the town.  Their economic benefit is to the hotels in, for example, Torquay who send 
them.  This form of tourism should be strongly discouraged.
It is not clear that the Plan makes distinction between the owners of boats with moorings in the Dart and the tourists.  The boat owners are necessarily frequent visitors who know 
the town and use it in very different ways.  They bring a large contribution to the economy.
DNP EC 3: There appears to be a presumption that employment requires premises.  The lesson from the pandemic in the last two years is that it does not.  High technology 
business, all forms of consultancy and many professional activities require good internet connections and an environment where the practitioners would like to live.
DNP ST2: It will take five years to organise a new traffic and parking scheme for Dartmouth.  How long will it be before autonomous electric vehicles (Google cars) can provide a 
safe, efficient ride-hailing system between parking outside the town and Townstall and the Lower Town?  Will it be ten years or perhaps fifteen?  Let us plan for the future not for 
the last five years.
In the short term:
i.   Ban all coaches from the town.  They contribute little and take up considerable space.  Park them outside the town and use an expanded bus service, preferably with small 
electric vehicles as ferries.
ii.  Expand the existing bus service to provide transport between Townstal and the Lower Town.  Provide a season-ticket system for the businesses in the Lower Town for their staff.  
Too many staff have to run out every two hours to rescue their cars. Staff take their cars into Lower Town because the public transport is inadequate.
iii. Provide redents' parking permits and spaces close to their homes with no time limit.
There is a presumption in the Plan that parking should be protected.  By 2035, with ride hailing of autonomous vehicles, little should be needed.  The short-term solution is to 
provide transport.  The Town will be much more attractive without a wall of parked cars in every view.

It is not so much a question of improving, rather developing the plan.  I have a few comments and suggestions to make:

Housing: agree totally with all the recommendations, the only concern I have is to ensure that any properties that become available as affordable to buy or rent are offered solely to locals, defined as people on the waiting lists (12 months or 
longer) with an address in Dartmouth or Stoke Fleming. Ideally there should be a window of say 4 weeks before these properties, if not taken up, are offered more widely on SHDC or DCC websites. "Locals" on the SHDC waiting list may not 
necessarily mean Dartmouth or SF residents - it is our immediate locals housing needs that need addressing.

Transport/congestion/parking - Post lockdown Dartmouth has become a nightmare town to visit either as a local or visitor; virtually all available accommodation has been booked from May until mid-autumn.  Streets and roads are jammed, 
delivery vehicles frequently block access, restaurants booked for days or weeks ahead, parking for many residents impossible. According to most experts 2022 will be a repeat, urgent action is therefore required. In addition, once the new 
housing estates are completed there could be another what 1200 or so residents plus their cars?
Improved bus services are a must (small electric buses) that cover a much wider range of streets. As the busiest period appears to be from  May to end of September, then plans should be put in place to severely reduce traffic into the 
centre of the town. It could be the whole of the period or from10 a.m. to 5p.m. every day, with HGV deliveries having to be made before or after these times. 
Suggestion: Close off the centre of the town from just beyond Oxford Street, block off Hauley Road, Raleigh Split and Spithead to traffic.  Vehicles from the Lower Ferry to be routed into a two way Oxford Street and then left into the South 
Embankment which becomes two-way as far as Ridge Hill. Close off Duke Street: traffic to be routed round Market Street and Charles Street or out via Broadstone into Mayors Avenue which should become two-way, no access beyond the 
Flavel church; bottom part of Smith Street to be closed off and traffic directed past either the Cherub or up Crowthers Hill. Taxis and the smaller buses to use the area round the Flavel for picking up and dropping off. Exceptional access for 
church funerals or weddings that would turn into Anzac Street.
Light van deliveries: there are three parking spots in Lower Street where these vehicles could park for a few minutes and then trolley their goods to the intended destination.
Coaches to drop off passengers on the North Embankment to keep these heavy vehicles out of the centre, suggest one or two golf style electric buggies that seat six be used to take the less mobile to a drop off point by the Flavel.
Direction signs from the Ridge Hill junction looking towards town centre to show Car Ferry or Castle only, no parking.
We would lose virtually all the parking areas that we lose during Regatta, except we would gain Mayors Avenue Car park, this should be restricted to registered permit holders who have to work in the town and blue badge holders at a low 
minimum fee of say £2/3 for the whole day. It is difficult to attract workers into the town: better parking might help?
Parking at the top of the town near the Leisure Centre
should be available to permit holders who live or work in the town. A plentiful supply of buses should be available from early morning until late at night during the above months.
Parking for visitors should be out of town, plentiful and affordable, supported by a good bus service.  
Businesses will not suffer as the town is jammed with people anyway during these months.
Off season, then the above restrictions should be removed.  Generally my observation is that the busiest time every day is around10-2.30/3pm.
Suggestion to encourage more visitors off season, then offer say a flat £1 parking fee after 2 p.m.  I would hope that other agencies could agree with these proposals.
Parking- many local residents in my area Mount Boone, Mount Boone Way, Plus Churchfields West, etc.,  without garages find that second home owners/visitors take up all the available parking spaces, often for two or three weeks, using 
these roads as free car parks.  This is totally unfair, either residents only permits (i.e. those who pay full council tax), or as in Sandquay, bring in an order that between the hours of say 1-3pm every day, residents parking only.
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J.A. Greenwood I live in the plan area The complete plan I support the plan in its current form Thank you for your support No changes proposed
Amanda Dyer I live and work in the plan 

area
I have read through evrything very quickly and am very impressed with the 
amount of work that has gone into the Dartmouth plan and the furure of our 
town. 

I believe going further with pedestrianising the whole town except as 
a road out from the lower ferry, servicing the shops and access for 
the elderly and disabled. Our town struggles with the number of cars 
and priority should be given to pedestrians, cyclists and a small 
community bus/s. Also developing the one way system to include 
South Town, Victoria Road and Townstall Road. The local bus could 
do a circuit. 

No Well done to the Steering Group. I support the plan in its current form Thank you for your comments and support. The points you raise on pedestrianisation 
and traffic flows will be addressed in the forthcoming transportation study to be 
sponsored by the Town Council. Please note policy DNP TE4 supports more 
pedestrian priority in the town

No changes proposed

Melanie Hughes-Jones I live in the plan area Your Green Environment objectives, especially - climate + C02 reduction- 
awareness and importantly implementation of this and all the green objectives 
i.e. matrix of green spaces + links; AONB enhancement + stopping 
innappropriate development; enhancing biodiversity (rewilding + wildflower 
meadow planting); protecting ALL our green spaces, the remaining trees, AND 
policies GE1, GE2, GE3 (DNP), GE4, GE5 + 6, etc. All are vital. Support 
training and apprenticeships. Cycle routes avoiding the main roads. Car +cycle 
charging hubs. Traffic control (calming measures especially in Victoria Rd) + out 
of town hub. Safegaurding all heritage asset sites in Dartmouth. Policy DNP 
TE5, DNP H4. 

As before, some traffic calming measures for ongoing speeding 
problems. (especially in Victoria Rd, where pedestrians + homeowners 
are often forced back by pavement mounting, fast moving vehicles). 
Insist on implementation of green energy alternatives for all new 
builds, using solar panels. Robust thermal insulation throughout. 
Geothermal technology etc. Tighter control of housing stock being 
bought up by 2nd homers.  Penalisation of the 'buy to leave' 
investments that are finding many properties unlived in. Incentives for 
2nd homes to be rented out prioritising locals. 

I support the plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses. 

Thank you for your comments. Please note that policies DNP GE7 and 9 support 
green technologies and it would be difficult to 'insist' on these within a Development 
Plan. The points you raise on traffic calming will be addressed in the forthcoming 
transportation study to be sponsored by the Town Council. Policy DNP H4 imposes 
stricter controls on new build  second homes. It would not be possible to extend these 
to existing residential dwellings.

No changes proposed

Sheila Cripps I live in a plan area Policy DNP GE8 - Promoting of tree planting. I do feel that 
Coronation Park could be of more use if it was divided into two parts 
South to East by a row of small decorative trees. 
The lower half with an exit onto the South Embankment following the 
traffic as it does now from the ferry. 

Health and Wellbeing 6.6.2
Dartmouth Hospital still empty after all these years ! I do feel that it could have been converted into two or 
even three key workers' flats, with parking below. This idea I see already mentioned on page 88.  

Yes I do think the plan has been very thought out and will watch its future development with 
interest. 

I support the paln but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responces. 

Thank you for your comments. By designating Coronation Park as an LGS only green 
improvements and minor improvements supporting this designation will be permitted. 
Policy HW1 sets out to address your concerns over the former hospital site.

No changes proposed

Anne and Chris Lavers I live and work in the plan 
area. 

DNP GE3, Support keeping local green spaces, especially community orchard. 
Needs regularly trimming. 
GE9. HEP Production - e.g. corkscrew in Totnes. Ground source heat 
production. 
GE8. Promote tree planting. Keep hedgerows. 
GE12. Avoid coalescence with Stoke Fleming. 
6.3.3. Improve regular bus services.
DNP STI - Complete footpath with Stoke Fleming. 
TE5. Use brown field first! 
Language school - tick!

We need more local emplowment, better training facilities. Not everyone wants to be a chef or a cleaner! 
Better transport links. A bridge to Torbay?
We need local places to rent and buy - the parish church are buying up too many houses so people can’t 
buy them! 
Stop 2nd homes.
Prevent destruction of waterfront by palatial buildings not in keeping with historic character. 
Essential for footpath / cyclepath to Stoke Fleming. 
Free toilet acsess for all.
Restoration of free parking for local residents
Exploitation for local geothermal and hydroelectric opportunities. 

No more house building without local community and commercial infrastructure included (e.g. 
small shop / post office counter) as most villages / hamlets now have no soul or communal 
identity nor focal point e.g. hall.
Incresed allotment availability, possibly from brownfield use. Planting of more fruit trees / 
orchard spaces. 

I support the plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responces. 

Thank you for your comments. The points you raise on transport links will be 
addressed in the forthcoming transportation study to be sponsored by the Town 
Council. Parking and public toilet changes are outside the scope of a Neighbourhood 
Plan. Your comments on affordable housing are addressed in the housing policies of 
the Plan particularly H2, 3, and H4. Similarly DNP TE1 and 2 address future design 
quality. Community facilities and services are addressed in DNP TE4 and HW2. Also 
allotments are addressed in DNP GE4 with tree planting in GE8.

No changes proposed

Fiona Hurrell I live in the plan area Having read through the plan I can't find anything I disagree with. I think it is 
especially important to safeguard the historic walls in the town which give it its 
character and it would be good if any new build could at least have something 
in keeping with the architectire of the town instead of being all glass and 
concrete 

None DNP ST2. Car Parking 
My suggestion would be to put another deck on top of the existing car park in the town which might help to 
stop visitors driving round and round the town tring to find a space and then leaving. Park and Ride is not 
suitable for everybody. 

None I hope it will be implemented so we can safeguard our town for future generations. I support the plan in its current form Thank you for your comments and support. Alternative car parking options will be 
explored in the forthcoming transportation study to be led by the Town Council

No changes proposed

Nikki Stripey Tehel I live and work in the plan 
area. 

Even though it has taken time - and lapsed for years. I like very much that we 
come together as a proper community - not always of like minded people - but 
we have diversity - inclusiveness and our region is unique and special even with 
its quirky, sometimes challenging geography - so the plan reflects all of this. 
Bravo !! 
Spot on 'Vision statement'. 
Green Environment: covers so much that is vital to ensuring we protect and 
retain what makes our area so special in the first place. 
Built and Town Environment. It's so specific to what makes Dartmouth 
Dartmouth. Just as vital as GE. 
DNP TE1 - TE2. This appears to have been lax, latterly - oversized plots in 
Jawbones for example. 
Policy DNP H5 - I fully agree with this and also supported living, e.g. for adults 
in the community who need extra help. 
Could tie in with DNP HW 1. Respect the Covenant. Emphasise this! 

Include / refer to the River Dart Charter at Dartington (Ocy 2019), held 
by Dartington Hall Trust. It was created by the Bioregional Learning 
Centre Estate Team with local community and visitors - over 1200 
contributors to its creation. Policy DNP GE5 related to and impacts 
Policy DNP EC2  vis-a-vis river based activities - amalgamate to 
simplify / lend weight to importance. 
Health and Wellbeing DNP HW1 - Create a health check and 
diagnostics centre (as part of this re-purposed cottage Hospital) which 
will reduce need for health care down the line e.g. blood tests, 
regular manditory to catch problems before they get out of hand. 
DNP GE7 - recycling facilities /bins - more of them - better design - 
more frequent collection e.g. green waste recycling at garden spots - 
Royal Avenue greenhouse 
No plastic packaging - so there are no more takeaway cups and food 
containers about to fly into the river when visitors have left them 
everywhere after they eat. 

Infrastructure : include scheme to allow roads to be 'dug up' in order to provide power spurs to residential 
parking spaces / garages (ie several at a time) for car charging so that it encourages more people at a time to 
do this, as individually it's not feasible - cost prohibitive. 
Improve Internet Comms for (new) home owners that work from home post pandemic - also applies to 
Economy, Jobs & Training. 
Steam train to stop at Noss. Steam train to operate earlier / later service year round and provide transport link 
for workers in area from Paignton, Churston and vice versa. (Consider re-establishing link to Brixham -? tram ) 
Economy Jobs, & Training : river links to Brixham & Paigntion to reduce road congestion - and tourism / work 
commuters locally. 

Built and town environment. Objective - 'Promote more 
employment land' - re-word this / incorporate elsewhere? 
It's unclear.  
Policy DNP HW3  enhanced boat storage facilities on 
Coronation Park - care over this - the open space in full 
sunlight is vital for people (and dog walkers) exercising, so 
is this a way of saying 'use the area between Tennis 
Courts and College Way? or Bowling Green? - Just a bit 
ambiguous - maybe re-word. Boat storage area adds 
rather than detracts. No unsightly park areabuildings / 
storage facilities. 
Errata: 1. What is that odd shaped erection by 
roundabout / leisure centre - is it historic ? Could it be 
enhanced and useful? It's an eyesore as it is boarded up - 
make a feature of it.  
2. Officially name Magic Roundabout and put a life sized 
Zebedee / Ermintrude / Dougal / Florence on the 
roundabout :)

Pretty comprehensice! Some 'duplication' of points and areas (unavoidable given headings 
area) e.g. overlap of policy DNP GE1 with GE5 & GE6 - Ditto DNP GE2 with GE7,8,9,10 
Housing and Homes DNP H5, H1: provision for ageing and elderly in town centre eg Cottage 
Hospital, but more that any new build to contain lifts  (expensive to maintain hence need for 
innovative, novel solutions...) or alternate entrances allowing people to stay safely in their 
homes without having to move. 

I support the plan but subject to some of the comments I 
have made in my responses, if considered beneficial.                                                                                                  
Well done, overall fantastic effort and great thought and 
care. This is no mean feat. I realise it took years / months to 
produce, for which thank you, but it's not an easy read ... or 
easy to fill in.

We can make reference the River Dart Charter but cannot find reference to it other 
than where the River Dart passes through Dartington. We shall carry out further 
research on this. We agree that DNP GE5 and EC2 overlap with respect to water 
activity as does DNP HW3. However, EC5 has a far broader scope so we are reluctant 
to merge them. Detailed recycling measures are the responsibility of SHDC so must be 
in general conformity with these, so we are limited how far we can expand policy DNP 
GE7. Detailed road infrastructure is beyond the scope of this plan. However, based on 
this representation and others, with support from SHDC we shall include a policy 
supporting broadband infrastructure (DNP Inf1).  Detailed transport proposals arising 
from DNP ST2 and community aspiration 6.3.3 and any suggestions within the 
supporting topic paper are outside the scope of this plan and fall within the separate 
transportation study identified in 6.3.3 and to be commissioned by the Town Council. 
Any proposals outside the Plan area (i.e. the Parish Boundary) are outside the scope 
of the Plan. Coronation Park is designated as a Local Green Space so if adopted will 
have significant protection against change. The structure by the leisure centre is the 
former helicopter control tower which is proposed to be designated as a Local Heritage 
Asset (LHA5, DNP TE3) We agree that there are some overlaps in policy coverage. 
However, this is quite common. We believe housing policies DNP H1 to H5 address the 
points you raise.

Research and reference to River Dart Charter and add new policy on broadband 
infrastructure (DNP Inf 1)

Geoffrey Osborn Other - Former resident of 
Dartmouth and now live in 
an adjointing parish and 
am a frequent (weekly) 
visitor

The Neighbourhood Plan is an impressive document resulting form a huge 
amount of effort from many people who have at heart the future health and 
wellbeing of this historic town. It deserves to have unanimous support from 
residents and visitors alike, as it gives vital additional guidance and direction as 
the town goes forward over at leat the nect thirteen years to 2034. 

Page 10 : Green Envirnment objectives : I would like to add : "greater 
protection for trees on both private and public land". 
Page 10. Infrastructire Objectives : please add : " retention of Public 
Conveniences" 
Page 11. Built Environment Objective : please add : "protection and 
sympathetic enhancement of listed buildings and their setting. 
Page 26. Map 3, South Devon AONB ; would be much improved by 
adding the AONB boundary outside the parish. (if Map 5 which shows 
Heritage Coast in full). 
Page 48. Please enlage the MINISCULE numbers of viewpoints on 
the map ! 

DNP GE1 in (C) please add : "trees"
GE2. in (C) at end, add : " or within the Conservation Area" 
GE3. alongside LGS14, add : "and its viewing platform". Also, should not this policy refer to National Trust 
land e.g. Gallants Bower, Dyers Wood, etc, or maybe somewhere else in the Neighbourhood Plan. 
GE8. new tree planting, wherever possible, should be of native, indigenous tree species. 
TE4. Please can you add St.Clement's Church and St.Petroc's Church to this list. 
H3. "Affordable" housing at 10% or even 20% less then open market value is still not affordable  to purchase 
by most young people, so reference to social housing or private rentals should be included in this policy. 

No - subject to my comments in Q4 and Q5 The people of Dartmouth should feel greatly indebted to the Neighbourhood Plan Steering 
Group for such a compehensive document.. 

I support the plan but subject to the comments I have made 
in my responses. 

Thank you for your comments. We shall amend the document as you suggest with the 
exception of the following: the retention of public conveniences is outside the scope of 
this plan and is the responsibility of the Town Council with SHDC; listed buildings and 
their setting are already covered in the term 'Designated Heritage Asset' and within 
policy DNP TE3. The Plan only covers the Parish/Plan area so, although important, it is 
not necessary to illustrate the AONB boundary beyond this. We agree that the 
resolution of some maps can be improved. Maintaining the qualities of the 
conservation area are covered in DNP TE3; we would prefer not to add reference to 
this in DNP GE2. We shall review the merits of Gallants Bower and Dyers Wood as 
LGS Designations however they are already covered in the core Green Infrastructure 
Areas (Map 7) and may not be considered small tracts of land. DNP TE 4 relates to 
spaces around buildings, not the buildings themselves. We shall review the space 
around St Clement's Church Townstal and St Petroc's church. however St Peter's 
Church is in the adjoining parish of Stoke Fleming. Please refer to the Housing Needs 
Assessment in Appendix N which addresses affordable, social, and private rents and 
supports policy DNP H3.

Amend text as suggested other than as noted. Review print quality of all maps. 
Review Gallants Bower and Dyers Wood as LGS. Review civic spaces around St 
Clement's Church, Townstal, and St Petroc's Church.

J WALKER I live in the plan area Comments - comprehensive Consultation Booklet (Reg 14) pity no page numbers for List of 
Maps p4. Maps in both Consultation Booklet (Reg 14) AND Execlutive Summary booklet (July 
21) are blurred and impossible to read….oops 
1) ALL 2nd homes to be primary reidences by 2030. Those which cannot be primary 
residences by 2030 to be bought at original buying price for South Hams District Council to rent 
to people who live and work in Dartmouth or SHDC area.
Please change the idea "all people want to own their own homes", many would prefer to rent 
their primary residences. 
2) BUS SERVICES - why no buses after 6pm / 7pm? "can't afford to run" and "nobody uses 
them are poor excuses" when climate change needs ti address reduction in cars and incerase 
in bus services. 
Why not ban cars and small waggons in Dartmouth from 10am to 5pm Monday - Sundays, 
Easter to end of October every year. Small buses could run hourly (see Bob the Bus service in 
Totnes). I have lived in small towns where traders said "we will all lose trade" when no-parking 
rules were planned, then changed to "we have gained trade since the parking restrictions 
where inforced and people can walk freely". 
3) Provision of public toilets: chaos with early locked toilets and porta loos brought in. Too few, 
too late. People peed and pooed in community gardens by river. Why not pay higher wages to 
loo attendants ? What about job share with housing attached? 

Thanks for survey, from not-quite-despairing resident. Thank you for your comments, we shall improve the map quality of the print version of 
the Plan. We are afraid that many of your suggestions go beyond the scope of a 
Neighbourhood Plan, for example requiring all second homes to be Principal 
Residence by 2030.We believe housing policies DNP H1 to H5 and the supporting 
housing evidence sets out to address the points that concern you. Your comments on 
parking and traffic controls  have been addressed briefly in Community Aspiration 6.3.3 
however detailed proposals will be subject to the separate Transportation Study 
referred to. Your comments will be drawn to the attention of the Town Council for this 
purpose .

Review print quality of all maps.

Colin Campbell              I live in the Plan area Thank you for your comments and support No changes proposed

GR Holmes                       I live in the Plan area Thank you for your comments. An executive summary is available on the DNP Website. 
Please remember this is not a masterplan so it would be difficult to map before and 
after scenarios. Electric car charging points are addressed in policy DNP ST2 para. f)

No changes proposed

Sue Joseph                       I live in the Plan area Thank you for your comments. We note your concerns and the policies of this plan set 
out to address these, particularly with respect to employment, green spaces, health 
and wellbeing.

No changes proposed

Richard Balfry                I live in the Plan area Thank you for your comments. The priorities of the Plan are reflected in the Vision 
(page 7). The themes, objectives and policy areas are presented in the Plan in the 
order the Steering Group consider them as a priority; so Green Environment first, which 
appears to reflect your view. The restrictions / conditions you suggest should apply for 
Principal Residence are far more onerous than other examples across the country and 
will most likely be considered unenforceable.

No changes proposed

Rita & Robert Seymour I live in the Plan area Thank you for your comments. However, they repeat points raised in the online form. 
Please see our responses against representation no 36.

No changes proposed

Lynn Gunnigle I live in the Plan area Thank you for your comments however they repeat points raised in the online form. 
Please see our responses against representation no 56.

DNP HW 1 to be updated based on this and other representations.

Mrs Linda Milne I live in the Plan area Thank you for your comments and support. Your comments specific to Manor Gardens 
are noted and reflected in the Local Green Space Designation. The more general 
comments on the locations of public toilets and cash points are noted but are outside 
the scope of this plan. However, we shall draw the Town Council's attention to them. 
The addition of cash point facilities would not be excluded from the primary and 
secondary shopping areas as defined in policy DNP EC4

No changes proposed

Chris Dick I live in the Plan area Thank you for your comments and support. Electric car charging points are addressed 
in policy DNP ST2 para. f). Please remember that a Neighbourhood Plan focuses on 
land use and is intended like the Local Plan to help inform and determine future 
planning applications. Although section 7 addresses delivery of the Plan further 
funding of developments is not within the scope. As indicated in policy DNP HW1 the 
future use of the hospital site should be subject to development brief. This is currently 
being prepared but is outside the scope of this plan. Like all development proposals, 
they will be subject to a viability assessment.

No changes proposed

David Jones email communication Thank you for your comments and offer of assistance . The management and 
improvement of the Boat Float is generally outside the scope of this Plan however the 
area around it is identified as a Civic Space (CS8) suitable for improvement. We 
believe housing policy DNP H3 addresses your future housing concerns. Some of the 
points on transport are addressed in policy DNP ST2 with reference to E bikes added 
other issues will be covered in the forthcoming transportation study. The usage of the 
Guildhall is outside the scope of the Plan however your comment will be drawn to the 
attention of the Town Council.

No changes proposed

Sarah Squire MRTPI
Sustainable Places – 
Planning Advisor 
Environment Agency – 
Devon, Cornwall and 
the Isles of Scilly Area

Statutory consultee Thank you for your comments and support for the Plan. We shall review the wording of 
the Vision to give weight for the need to adapt to climate change. Although specific 
reference has been made to water quality in Policy DNP GE5  we shall review the 
wording based on your suggestions on controlling the water environment. We shall 
review the wording of DNP GE 11 based on your suggestions. We shall modify the text 
of polices DNP TE5 and HW1 as you suggest to make specific reference to the 
existing flood risks on sites and the need to assess them, mitigate against them and 
satisfy the Flood Risk Exception Test.

Vision and policies DNP GE5, GE11, TE5 and HW1 to be revised based on these 
comments. 

Liz Davenport - Chief 
Executive, Torbay & 
South Devon NHS 
Foundation Trust

Statutory consultee DNP TE 5 Brownfield First
Thank you for the response, the Trust are clearly supportive of this policy, however 
following representations from other consultees the policy will be modified in particular 
addressing the implications and risks associated with flooding and the impact on the 
historic environment.
DNP HW 1 Re-use of former hospital site
Discussions are ongoing with the NHS Health Trust regarding the future use of the 
former hospital site and must remain confidential. However, the reference to the need 
for a development brief for the site should not be contentious. Dialogue is ongoing 
between representatives of the Trust and the Town to further the preparation of this 
brief. Reference to the existing covenant will be removed from the policy text but will 
remain in the supporting text as background information.
The Plan recognises the need for adequate, planned health and social care facilities 
for both the Upper and Lower Town. The withdrawal of such facilities from the old 
hospital site (completed) and the Victoria Road medical practice (planned), and the 
closure of the MIU unit means that the needs of the Lower Town will not be served. 
Dartmouth’s demographics indicate that a significant proportion of Lower Town 
residents are elderly, requiring health and / or social care provision throughout the 
year. Visitors, often arriving by coach or boat and without transport of their own, 
concentrate in the Lower Town in considerable numbers, particularly in the peak tourist 
periods. Currently there is no provision of even basic first aid services in this area. If 
facilities are concentrated exclusively in the Upper Town, access to them becomes 
unacceptably difficult, particularly in emergencies. The limitations of public transport 
between the Upper and Lower Town add to these difficulties. 
Evidence from our public consultations indicate that, without visibility of the Trust’s 
intentions, health and social care provision for the Lower Town needs to be better 
addressed for the future. The Trust’s most recent consultation was carried out before 
the closure of both the hospital and MIU facilities some 4 years ago and the nearest 
MIU is now in Newton Abbot. No impact assessment of these closures has been made 
public and there has been a pandemic in the intervening period. In view of these 
changing circumstances and the Devon Clinical Commissioning Group’s current review 
into first aid/ MIU provision across Devon, the Trust should now carry out a further 

Changes to be made to DNP TE5  based on other representations.
Policy text modified including removal of the reference to the covenant. Additional 
evidence will be obtained, but should not obviate the need for the Trust to 
conduct further consultations. Evidence supporting and locating proposed 
candidates as Local Heritage Assets in DNP TE3 to be updated and expanded in 
particular with reference to the former Cottage Hospital.

Mark Sommerville, 
Savills (UK) Ltd on 
behalf of London & 
Western Holdings

Statutory consultee Thank you for your representation and support for parts of the Plan. We do not 
consider para. d) of policy DNP TE2 unduly onerous; the use of locally sourced 
materials underpins good sustainable design. Sourcing from South Devon is qualified 
with the words 'where possible' so we consider there to be sufficient flexibility in the 
policy. All planning applications can be subject to viability and para. 57 of the NPPF 
makes provision for this. The inclusion of para. n) of DNP TE2 is strongly felt locally 
where there are examples of inadequate infrastructure coming forward in advance of 
development. We welcome this paragraph being tested at examination. We do not 
consider the requirement for development brief in DNP TE5 unduly onerous and 
contrary to NPPF Chapter 11 (Making Effective Use of Land) The requirement for a 
Development Brief or Masterplan in advance of an application is common and sound 
design practice on Development Plans and will assist the pre-application process. The 
model brief included as Appendix P2 assists the applicant in this process. With respect 
to Policy DNP H1 your attention is drawn to the Housing Needs Assessment included 
as Appendix N and summarised in para. 6.5.3 this gives greater clarity and justification 
for paras b) and c) of the policy. Regarding policy DNP H4 your attention is drawn to 
appendix H2 and the HNA in Appendix N where further justification for a Principal 
Residence Policy is provided. 

No changes proposed

Sue Balsdon
Clerk to Kingswear 
Parish Council

Statutory consultee Thank you for your support No changes proposed

Stephanie Parker-
Stephenson 
Lead Adviser 
Sustainable 
Development           
Devon, Cornwall & Isles 
of Scilly 

Statutory consultee Thank you for your comments. As stated in para 6.1.3 the determination of the 
Settlement boundary was informed by the JLP TTV Topic Paper (June 2018) it wraps 
tightly around the existing settlement so we are not sure why it would be contrary to 
the NPPF174-178 (Conserving and enhancing the natural environment) in fact we 
think the opposite is true. We have consulted with the South Devon AONB unit  on the 
draft and regulation 14 versions of the Plans and have received no adverse 
comments. The plan proposes growth through the redevelopment of brownfield sites, 
the intensification of existing employment sites and through rural exception sites 
beyond the settlement sites (Policies DNP EC3,4,6, TE5 and H2 refer). None of these 
sites are allocated in the plan so it would not be possible to assess their impacts. We 
see this as the responsibility of individual applicants as they come forward. Your 
attention is drawn to Appendix E2( Wildlife Resource Map and Report by the Devon 
Biodiversity Records Centre 2020, page 9) The presence and importance of the 
Greater Horseshoe Bat Consultation Zone, with reference to Strategic Flyways and 
Sustenance Zones is clearly stated. This will be highlighted further and referenced in 
policies DNP GE1 and 2

Policies DNP GE1 and 2 revised with specific reference to appendices E1 and E2  
the Wildlife Resource Map and Report and the importance of the Greater 
Horseshoe Bat Consulation Zone.

Sarah-Jane Barr        
Designing Out Crime 
Officer – Plymouth, 
South Hams & West 
Devon   

Statutory consultee Thank you for your comments and we are pleased that you support reference being 
made to CPtED and Secured by Design. Although important we believe sufficient 
reference has been made to this including a web link to the details of the initiatives 
(see page 69) We do not think it appropriate in the Plan to go further duplicating both 
the initiatives,  the NPPF and the National Design Guide. Car parking is addressed in 
Policy DNP ST2, the JLP SPD and forthcoming Dartmouth Transportation Study so we 
are minded not to elaborate further.

No changes proposed

David Stuart - Historic 
Places Adviser, Historic 
England, South West

Statutory consultee Thank you for your response No changes proposed

Hilary Bastone          District Councillor Thank you for your reply.
We are considering our responses to the Consultation process and will be replying to 
Duncan regarding the SHDC input.
All our proposals are based on Community input and are, in our view, for the longer 
term benefit of the community.
The SHDC response will be put on the DNP website together with our response to it. I 
will arrange for you to have a copy from us as well as any internal circulation you may 
receive from Duncan.
We are very conscious that some issues are not relevant for Planning and therefore 
can only be aspirational such as our proposal for a Transport and Parking Study. This 
might, in due course via discussions with DTC, SHDC and DCC, lead to a parking 
solution in Mayors Avenue Gardens. Currently it is outside our DNP brief.
Your views will be shared within our Steering Group, so many thanks for your thoughts.

No changes proposed

Darren Credland, 
Operations Manager, 
Torquay, SWAST            
(South West 
Ambulance Service 
Trust)                          
(Initial contact with 
Mandy Edwards, 
Commander for 
Dartmouth)

Statutory consultee - 
Ambulance service in Plan 
area

Specific question by email from DNP Chairman: 8/11/2021                        We 
have sought comments  earlier in the Consultation process and your additional 
input now is welcomed. Prior to my latest enquiry we were using the name of J 
Beavis which was supplied to us by SHDC.
Your help is requested now, please, as part owner of the College Way site in 
Dartmouth, specifically regarding the wording included in paragraph 6.6.11 
regarding Emergency and Community Services and in Policy DNP H 2 (f) 
Community Services.
Another topic we include in the DNP is Affordable Housing particularly for key 
workers which is a critical matter for Dartmouth. Is it reasonable to assume that 
this proposed policy DNP H 3 is a particular issue for your Service and 
employees and, if so,what are your views please?
If you choose not to respond we will assume that you are in agreement with our 
submissions.

Devon & Somerset Fire 
& Rescue Service, 
Exeter 

Statutory consultee -
Emergency service in Plan 
area

Specific question by email from DNP Chairman: 7/11/2021                                          
I am writing to you as Chairman of the Steering Group of the Dartmouth 
Neighbourhood Plan. We are about to complete the Reg.14 stage of the 
Neighbourhood Plan so that we can submit it to South Hams District Council. 
We are responding to various questions posed to us by them.
The Pre-submission Consultation document is shown on our plan website which 
can be accessed on  www.dartmouthplan.org  . We have sought comments 
from you earlier in the Consultation process and your additional input now is 
welcomed.
Your help is requested, please, as part owner of the College Way site, 
specifically regarding the wording included in paragraph 6.6.11 regarding 
Emergency and Community Services and in Policy DNP H 2 f) Community 
Services.
Another topic we include in the DNP is Affordable Housing particularly for key 
workers which is a critical matter for Dartmouth. Is it reasonable to assume that 
this proposed policy DNP H 3 is a particular issue for your Service and 
employees and, if so,what are your views please?
If you choose not to respond we will assume that you are in agreement with our 
submissions.

Jake Moores, RNLI 
Dartmouth Chairman  
(Emergency)                 

Emergency service in Plan 
area

Specific question by email from DNP Chairman: 5/11/2021          Following a 
brief talk with john Fenton I was advised to contact you in the first instance 
about a particular aspect of the Dartmouth Neighbourhood Plan namely 
housing, and particularly affordable housing in Dartmouth for your volunteers 
and staff. I would be grateful if you can point me in the right direction, please. 
I am writing as Chairman of the Steering Group of the Dartmouth 
Neighbourhood Plan. We are about to complete the Reg.14 stage of the NP so 
that we can submit it to South Hams District Council. We are responding to 
various questions posed to us by them.
The Pre-submission Consultation document is shown on our website which can 
be accessed on  www.dartmouthplan.org  . Any comments would be welcomed.
Your help is requested, please, specifically regarding Affordable Housing 
particularly for key workers such as your RNLI personnel. Our view is 
summarised in a proposed policy DNP H 3 and in H 2 f) as recruitment and 
retention of key people is sometimes a critical issue locally. Is it reasonable to 
assume that affordability is an issue for your organisation here in Dartmouth 
and , if so, what are your views, please?
I appreciate this is probably an operational matter but your contibution and 
guidance would be appreciated.

Devon & Cornwall 
Police, Exeter

Statutory consultee -
Emergency service in Plan 
area

Specific question by email from DNP Chairman: 5/11/2021                             I 
am writing to you as Chairman of the Steering Group of the Dartmouth 
Neighbourhood Plan. We are about to complete the Reg.14 stage of the 
Neighbourhood Plan so that we can submit it to South Hams District Council. 
We are responding to various questions posed to us by them. 
The Pre-submission Consultation document is shown on our plan website which 
can be accessed on  www.dartmouthplan.org . We have sought input earlier in 
this process from two Devon and Cornwall Police contacts given to us by SHDC 
and your additional input is welcomed.
Your help is requested, please, specifically regarding the wording included in 
paragraph 6.6.11 regarding Emergency and Community Services and in Policy 
DNP HW 2 f) Community Services. 
Another topic we include in the DNP is Affordable Housing particularly for key 
workers which is a critical matter for Dartmouth. Is it reasonable to assume that 
this proposed policy DNP H 3 is a particular issue for your Service and 
employees and, if so, what are your views please?
If you choose not to respond we will assume that you are in agreement with our 
submissions.

Emily Simpson-Horne 
and Nic Perrott, 
Dartmouth Academy   

Statutory consultee -
Education service in Plan 
area

Specific question by email from DNP Chairman: 7/11/2021                             I 
am writing to you as Chairman of the Steering Group of the Dartmouth 
Neighbourhood Plan. As we are about to complete the Reg.14 stage of the 
Neighbourhood Plan so that we can submit it to South Hams District Council we 
would welcome your agreement to the wording we use.
We are responding to various questions posed to us by SHDC and are trying 
now to answer some of their questions raised as part of the Consultation 
process.
Here is a specific request for you, please. It relates to the wording included in 
the Dartmouth Neighbourhood Plan regarding Education (paragraph 6.6.14 
and our comments in the proposed Policy DNP HW 4 Education Facilities and 
its three criteria a),b) and c).
To find the draft plan please find the Pre-submission Consultation document 
which is shown on our plan website and which can be accessed on  
www.dartmouthplan.org  . We have sought comments from you earlier in the 
Consultation process and your additional input now is welcomed.
Another topic we include in the DNP is Affordable Housing particularly for key 
workers in Dartmouth.  Is it reasonable to assume that the proposed policy DNP 
H 3 f) in particular is a relevant issue for you and your employees and, if so,  
what are your views please?
If you choose not to respond we will assume that you are in agreement with our 
submissions.

Karl Stone,                
Flavel Church 

Church in Plan area Initial statutory consultees letter sent, but not received: duplicate hand 
delivered to Flavel Church, containing details of Consultation and how to 
access full DNP and Executive Summary via the website. 

Agreement to policy wording assumed. No action required

The Vicar,                  
St Saviour's Church

Church in Plan area We note the position for St Saviour's Church as mentioned in the Plan. Agreement to policy wording assumed. No action required

Devon Highways Consultee re Civic Spaces 
(TE4) Thank you for your email and attached Neighbourhood Plan, the contents of which has been noted, which I 

am sure will require some response as each suggestion is bought forward in the fullness of time.

Agreement to policy wording assumed. No action required

Summary of phone call with Darren Credland (Exeter Operations):  "Part of the College Way site is owned by SWAST and the rest by the Fire Service. Building work is under way for occupancy early in 2022 by the Police, who will be renting the space from SWAST. I 
confirm full agreement with Para 6.6.11 and DNP H 2 (f) of the draft DNP as being retained for Emergency and Community Services."                                                                                        He requested a copy of the earlier email to SWAST - sent with request for 
SWAST views re affordable housing for key workers.

No response received

I fully support the Dartmouth Neighbourhood Plan and thank all the members of the Steering Committee for all their time, huge amount of work and effort in creating it – so important in protecting our beautiful historic town, environment and AONB for the future.
I particularly support the retention of green spaces, all allotments, Jawbones Beacon Park and Manor Gardens for the enjoyment of visitors and residents in perpetuity and for them not to be able to be sold or used for any financial gain to the benefit of SHDC.
For a town very dependant on tourism for its welfare, it is necessary to provide basic amenities for visitors to ‘spend a penny’ and to facilitate them spending their money. It is false economy to have closed the toilet amenities by Manor Gardens below the Visitors 
Viewing Platform . It is a long way from amenities at The Gardens to those at The Castle. With the closing of all banks in town and their cash points, how are new visitors to Festivals or on holiday to know of cash points in the Co-Op or Spar? It would be good if it 
would be somehow possible to arrange for a centrally located and well advertised cash point other than the only visible one outside the building society on The Embankment.

I thank and congratulate Robert and the Team for the enormous amount of work which has gone into getting the Plan to this stage. This has joined other major projects, such as The Flavel, as a major step forward in bringing Dartmouth into the 21st Century. I hope 
that it will be adopted and brought into law before it can be shelved by SDHC/DCCC , along with the plethora of previous attempts to sort out the parking! Sadly, I don’t have the time to wade through 100pages, but I strongly support: Any move to provide really 
affordable housing for our indigenous work force (I know of at least one Dartmouth-born who is moving to London because it’s cheaper!) Encouraging the introduction of small businesses. Ring-fencing our existing green spaces. Any plan to further pedestrianise the 
centre of Town. Herring-bone parking, which is so much more environmentally- friendly than others (one-shot entry and exit.) Blocking any future attempts by DCC to introduce on-street parking meters. The introduction of on-street charging points.

I have not had time to scan all the comments so my observations may be duplicated. If so apologies. It would be helpful to have and executive summary showing where we are in 2021 and where we aim to be in 2034 with milestones in between. This may make for 
simpler reading in what is a complicated document. Electric charging points are a must during this timescale and these must be readily available in the timescale at various locations in the centre and north of the town. I do not recall seeing anything in the plan at the 
present time about the need for these.

I moved to Dartmouth nearly 30 years ago as there were facilities that served the needs of the local residents. This has changed completely and the comments here reflect the poor state of medical services, transport, public toilet accessibility, parking, banking etc 
…..to name but a few. The move into the 21st century has been a regression of many decades worth of progress to improve community services. Our Council through the years continue to make planning statements that do not come to implementation. The new 
housing developments are largely not affordable for residents many on low pay. The green spaces are under threat of commercial development despite the council saying how important the environment is. No doubt our representatives will say that some of the 
things are outside of their control but the council has not shown that they can propose and support initiatives to remedy decline. For example, a community banking hub could have been one solution. I support all the comments people have left here as they reflect 
the views of those that I talk to about the sadness of a town in decline as far as local residents facilities are concerned.

I would like to express my true appreciation to all those who have contributed their time in drafting this plan. It is a long read and vital, but lacks any priorities or weighting to create a clear focus. Above all else, we should prioritise ‘preserving our landscape and 
scenic beauty’, because once eroded, it would be lost forever. Secondly, I believe Employment Opportunities should be the next key driver. Despite the wonderful efforts of our local charities and voluntary organisations, nothing will solve long term poverty and social 
deprivation better than year-round income opportunities from employment. Affordable housing is pointless unless those who need it have income from employment to pay for it. Improved health, nutrition and lifestyle choices cannot be achieved without income from 
employment to support it. Young people in disadvantaged parts of the community cannot reach their full potential and become independent of the state unless there is ‘hope’ of a better life from year-round employment. Of course it’s a long haul, but it is society’s 
duty to put this in place. So, we need to make suitable industrial/commercial development a condition of housing development, not just a percentage for ‘affordable’ housing. We need to encourage businesses and start-ups who can offer training / retraining for 
today’s job market ….. and why not develop some hybrid properties (business on the ground floor, living accommodation above), for artisans/craftsmen, like there used to be over many centuries past. [why would a small business/start-up choose to pay rent and 
council tax on both commercial premises and a home?] Restrictions on second homes in new housing developments should avoid any wriggle room, if they are to help local young people afford a home to raise a family. So being able to declare a Dartmouth home 
as primary residence and the true main home up-country as a second home, fails the objective. Restrictions should therefore, as a suggestion, require the buyer to have been on the electoral role in the South Hams for five out of the last ten years (ie. no wriggle 
room). 

Dartmouth is designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. We must endeavour to maintain this status. With this in mind, we are in full agreement with all efforts to retain the Green Spaces outlined in the Neighbourhood Plan. We have three main areas to 
address.

1) Housing.
Recently, many prominent spaces and houses are being purchased by wealthy individuals, who never actually live in these houses, leaving them empty or indeed choosing to sell them on at a vastly increased price. Recent developments add little to the beauty of 
the area and some involve knocking down ancient walls -a practice that would never have been allowed a few years ago. Recent changes in Planning Law are making such practices too easy to achieve.
Over the years Dartmouth has become a replacement for the stock market so houses are bought and sold and never lived in. Some became holiday lets and more recently Airbnb has found its way here. This adversely affects the community, as these are, in effect, 
‘outside’ the community, lived in by transient holiday-makers. This trend increases year on year, making affordable housing for locals an impossible task to achieve.

2) South Embankment.
Before lockdown, we had full enjoyment of our beautiful embankment area, with riverside walks. During lockdown, the area was cluttered with cordoned off areas allocated to restaurants and pubs. I understand the need for this during covid, since not only did 
businesses need to keep going, but people needed to relax and enjoy their free time in open spaces, which reduced risk.
However, it has a cost and the cost is the loss of the unimpeded walks along that area of the river and the enjoyment of that open space. It gives the feeling that our town has been taken over.
I would not like this to become a permanent feature. The walks alongside the river are far too important for health and social reasons, offering everyone those uninterrupted, sweeping views of the estuary, which we all love.

3) Parking and traffic circulation.
Yes, that old chestnut. For how many years have we discussed this without resolution? Perhaps it will be less of an issue with passing years since a large number of houses now are second homes, but for those of us who live here and who have lived here for a 
long time, the issue does not go away. Indeed, it increases as visitor numbers increase. We buy parking permits for Mayor’s Ave car park, at around £500 this year, with no guarantee of a space. Summer months, therefore, can make life very difficult for parking for 
residents in the town centre. Visits outside of town have to be carefully planned around parking availability on our return.
London has residents parking – an area near where you live which is allocated to residents for a fixed yearly sum. Each time residents parking is suggested, there is objection, but we must persist in encouraging this.
Dartmouth has a number of roads offering free parking from end Sept to April with limited parking for the rest of the year in Newcomen Road. Higher street is unlimited and free all year, Embankment is 2 hourly and free. The market area offers free parking except for 
market days. Visitors drive around and around the town centre creating air pollution, in an attempt to find a free parking space. Why not charge for all on-street parking (which would be a good source of income for South Hams) with a concession for local residents (a 
permit). This may encourage visitors to use the Park and Ride (as they will be paying for on-street parking anyway). Local residents parking could be integrated with this. Increased pedestrian streets would enable the greater enjoyment of the historic town centre and 
its’ very special buildings.

We need Hospital beds and a MIU and that is what we were promised and should demand ,the good people of the South Hams pay their contributions too and should have the same public services as everywhere else .To remove health care provision from almost 
30.000 humans, just for the beneifit of the incurably greedy 1% is not exceptable .Dartmouth must lead the way and stand up to those lawless unelected people who intend to harm our community for nothing more than incurable greed. They are tratiors and mean 
us harm ,we must resist .Why would we need homes for healthworkers if we have no Hospital for them to work in ?….bonkers!
i have approx 3,400 signatures demanding the return of OUR Hospital and the much needed services withinin it ,which blows the 300+ responses to the unlawful deceptive and predetermind so called consultation by the Foundation Trust and CCG out of the water.

The role of the Police Designing out Crime Officer (DOCO) for Dartmouth is to act as the single point of contact for the planning authority, architects and developers and provide advice and recommendations on designing out opportunity for crime, fear of crime, 
antisocial behavior (ASB) and conflict in the built environment. This is achieved by reviewing relevant planning applications and applying the Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPtED) attributes and Secured by Design principles.
As Neighbourhood Plans are used in the planning decision process and ‘crime and the fear of crime’ are material planning considerations, therefore a determining factor in planning consent, it is pleasing to note specific policy in the Plan relating to such matters.
Reference to Secured by Design and Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPtED) is also noted and much supported but as it is essential that future planning applications for new development are able to demonstrate the CPtED attributes and how and 
where these have been considered and implemented in the design and layout of the proposed development it may assist future applicants if the CPtED attributes, as listed below, are also included in the Plan:- 
•Access and movement - Places with well-defined and well used routes with spaces and entrances that provide for convenient movement without compromising security
•Structure - Places that are structured so that different uses do not cause conflict
•Surveillance - Places where all publicly accessible spaces are overlooked
•Ownership - Places that promote a sense of ownership, respect, territorial responsibility and community
•Physical protection - Places that include necessary, well-designed security features 
•Activity - Places where the level of human activity is appropriate to the location and creates a reduced risk of crime, fear of crime and a sense of safety at all times
•Management and maintenance - Places that are designed with management and maintenance in mind, to discourage crime and disorder
Parking
It is respectfully requested that greater emphasis on parking provision and parking design, particularly for new residential developments, is included in the Plan and how it should be assessed as being adequate once balanced against the overall schedule of 
accommodation, particularly important as even a one bedroom dwelling could attract two vehicles. And that parking should also be designed so it is convenient and practical to use e.g. side by side as oppose to tandem ‘in line’ parking. The side by side parking 
design is likely to encourage use and reduce the level of unplanned parking elsewhere. Tandem parking should be avoided, where possible, as it is likely that for convenience and practical purposes only one of the spaces will be used, resulting in the excess 
vehicle/s being parked elsewhere. From a policing perspective it is the ‘elsewhere’; vehicles being parked in front gardens, on verges, pavements, roads or any accessible and available space which can prove problematic and lead to upset and angst amongst 
residents and their visitors as a result of vehicle dominated street scenes and parking and vehicle related complaints and issues such as damage to vehicles and property and inconsiderate and obstructive parking, all of which the police can spend a lot of time 
mediating over and dealing with offences. 
It is appreciated that the tandem design of parking is likely to assist greatly in achieving the number of parking spaces required for new residential development, as per local planning policy for example, but this number will be much reduced if the spaces are not 
used. 
If tandem parking is unavoidable for new development then it should be kept to an absolute minimum and additional on street parking spaces for the associated dwellings are factored in. Also the problems associated with tandem parking can be further exacerbated 
when designed to the front of a garage or car port. 
It is recommended that the parking space/s in garages are not included in the overall parking provision count for new development as statistically garages are generally not used as intended but rather as extensions of the home for storage or other uses such as an 
office or gym for example.
The above is submitted in accordance and will ensure compliance with the following planning legislation and policy requirements:-
The National Planning Policy Framework July 2021 - 8. Promoting healthy and safe communities 92 (b) & 97 (a) and 12. Achieving well-designed places 130 (f)
PCC, SHDC & WDBC Joint Local Plan 2014-2034, Section Dev 10 (2) and Dev 20 (6)
Secured by Design (SBD) – A free from charge police owned crime prevention initiative which aims to improve the security of buildings and their immediate surroundings in order to provide safer and more secure places
Crime and Disorder Act 1998, specifically section 17 which directs that we must have community safety embedded into our planning, our policy and our operational day-to-day activity. 
The designing out crime officer looks forward to providing advice and recommendations on future planning applications for Dartmouth to ensure that opportunity for crime, fear of crime, antisocial behaviour and community conflict is minimised. In the meantime I hope 
the content of this consultation response is constructive and useful.Thank you for your Regulation 14 consultation on the Pre-Submission version of the Dartmouth Neighbourhood Plan. The focus of our attention when consulted on such Plans is where proposals or policies exist for the allocation of identified sites for development 
as these can, if not properly evidenced, cause harm to the significance of heritage assets. We note that the Plan does not intend to allocate sites for development, acknowledging the provision for the re-use of the hospital site as and when that might become a 
consideration and for which suitable safeguards concerning the historic environment apply within the Plan and in overarching national and local planning policy. As such therefore, we have no detailed comment on the Planthat we wish to offer. We are pleased to 
note a recognition of the value of the area's distinctive historic character and see this reflected in the regime of policies for its protection and enhancement. Our congratulations to your community on its progress to date, and our best wishes for the making of its Plan.

Boat Float
The Boat Float should be a centre point to the town but currently it has a number of boats that are unsightly and unkept. There is potential to make this much more of an attractive centre point. I would suggest that boats are kept on finger jetties. This would allow 
easier safer access but fewer boats. I would also suggest upping the mooring costs to cover the costs, whilst still keeping them affordable. There are currently a lot of empty moorings, so I think that the existing number of boats could easily be accommodated. I have 
a Civil and Coastal Engineering background and would be happy to do some outline proposals at no cost.
Development.
Any further housing development within the town should only be permitted if a restriction is placed that reserves the development for local (Devon) residents.
Transport
I would support anything that discourages car transport within the town.
With e-bikes becoming much more popular, cycling within our hilly town has become much more feasible. Conversion kits can be purchased for a few hundred pounds making them affordable to many. These should be encouraged, for both the environmental and 
health benefits. To encourage these, the town needs to provide some secure covered cycle racks. Each single car parking space could be converted to a cycle rack for six.
Guild Hall
This is an underutilised prime community asset. Everything possible should be done to preserve and promote the use of this fabulous building.

I have now had time to re-read all the documentation.
Duncan Smith has provided his professional opinion, which has set out several tasks for your Group. When you respond to Duncan would you kindly copy me in. 
Do I have any thoughts? Yes many, such as:-
Define affordable in respect of affordable housing. Include a table on the average wage and the mortgage multiplier.
Is the plan too restrictive e.g. Where are the suggested allocation sites?
Is the Principle Residence Requirement the right policy?
Parking – No mention of my idea of a tier on the Mayors Avenue car park!
These are just a few comments. However, I’ll wait for your response to Duncan.
My biggest disappointment is the designation of the Bowling Green as a Green Space!!! A tactic to restrict enhancement of the town.

Thanks for the prompt. I have prepared some comments, but seem to have missed the deadline of 13 September. If it is of any use, my comments would have been as follows:-
‘ I would like to reiterate the thanks to Robert and his team for the huge amount of work that has been done to prepare this thoroughly professional and useful document.
The points made in the executive summary are all excellent and it would be difficult to argue against the principles expounded. The document will be invaluable to planning officers and other officials tasked with monitoring future developments and ensuring a 
balance is achieved where principles might conflict.
The bit that is missing from the document is the steps that could be taken to rectify known problem areas in the town and surrounding areas. I agree with many of the comments submitted by other readers, but how will these issues be addressed? The installation of 
electric chargers, implementing the green structure plan, improving Mayors Avenue and negotiating with the MOD for land to store boats and improving the boat slip ways and other points would all cost money; where will these funds come from? Maybe this is now 
the task of the steering Committee to make recommendations.
Finally, a comment on the future of the Dartmouth Cottage Hospital site. I totally recognise the need for there to be affordable homes provided for key workers, but not I suggest on this most valuable site in Dartmouth. I suggest that the site be sold for the maximum 
price that can be achieved with as few limitations on its future use. However, it would be good if the funds achieved by the sale could be ‘ring fenced’ and earmarked for providing affordable homes in an appropriate area of the town.’

Thank you for your consultation of 29 July 2021 providing us with the opportunity to comment on the pre-submission version of the Dartmouth Neighbourhood Plan. 
We support the neighbourhood plan’s overarching vision.  In particular we are supportive of the aim for new development to conserve green space, encourage biodiversity and protect against coastal erosion and flooding.  We recommend that adaptation to climate 
change is given greater emphasis in the vision for the neighbourhood.   
We also support the inclusion of themes and objectives relating to the green environment, including an objective relating to adaptation and mitigation against climate change.  We note the two objectives relating to preventing flooding (upstream and downstream).  
Given the importance of the water environment to the history and identity of the community, we consider that the first theme should be broadened out to include the ‘blue environment’ and include an objective around safeguarding water quality.  Environmental data 
showing the ecological/chemical status of waterbodies can be viewed at: http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/RiverBasinDistrict/8  With regard to the objectives of the Water Framework Directive the River Dart is Moderate Ecological Status in this 
location.  New development must not cause deterioration from the present status and opportunities to achieve a good status should be sought.  This would have benefits for the environment, as well as the community and attracting economic investment.   
We welcome the range of environmental policies set out in the plan.  In particular we are supportive of policies GE2 Safeguarding Biodiversity and GI, GE5 Maintaining the Character and Environmental Quality of the River, GE7 Mitigation for climate change and 
GE11 Prevention of Flooding.  We consider that policy GE11 should have a greater emphasis on avoiding development within flood risk areas, unless no alternative sites are available.  Avoiding developing in the floodplain is a robust way of securing the Plan’s 
objective of preventing flooding.  Where there is no alternative to developing within a flood risk area, new development must be designed to be safe from flooding, not increase flood risk elsewhere and, where possible, reduce flood risk over all.  Further information 
on flood risk can be found at:  https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/14-meeting-the-challenge-of-climate-change-flooding-and-coastal-change and https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-and-coastal-change.   
Unfortunately, we are unable to support policy TE5 Brownfield first.  While we support the approach of developing brownfield sites first in principle for sustainability reasons, we note that the majority of the sites listed in Appendix R2 and R3 are either wholly or 
partially located within Flood Zones 2 or 3.  There is no information in the supporting text that acknowledges these risks or indicates that a flood risk Sequential Test has been undertaken.  Undertaking a Sequential Test in plan-making is a requirement of the NPPF.  
As a result we would question the soundness of this policy.   
In applying the Sequential Test, it will be important to consider the housing needs of the area over the plan period and what the JLP allocations for the Dartmouth area already provide for.  If additional sites are required to meet housing needs, in accordance with 
the NPPF these should be directed towards the sites at lowest risk of flooding.  Any development proposals considered necessary within the floodplain must acknowledge the risks and be fully justified.  If it is fully justified in the NDP that some limited development is 
required in Flood Zones 2 or 3 to achieve wider sustainability benefits, we consider that detailed policies will be required in the plan to set out the development expectations to address flood risk and satisfy the flood risk Exception Test.  As a minimum, as well as 
being safe from flooding over its lifetime, we would expect development on such sites to contribute to reducing the overall flood risk to the town.
We also believe that the site of the former hospital site is located within Flood Zones 2 and 3.  Policy HW1 relating to the redevelopment of the former hospital site should therefore also have greater consideration of flood risk in order to be considered sound.   
Please let me know if you have any questions regarding these comments. 

Representations to the Dartmouth Neighbourhood Plan (Regulation 14) Public Consultation These representations have been prepared by Savills (UK) Ltd on behalf of London & Western Holdings in response to the Regulation 14 public consultation on the 
Dartmouth Neighbourhood Plan (DNP). London & Western Holdings are the landowner of the existing car park at the former Gas Works, Mayors Avenue, Dartmouth, TQ6 9NG. The site is currently in use as a private car park for 15 cars and is considered a suitable 
location for sustainable residential development.The purpose of these representations is to provide comment on the emerging policies within the DNP that are 
of relevance to the site.
Site Designations & Constraints
The site falls within the settlement boundary of Dartmouth and is adjacent to the designated Primary Shopping Area/ Town Centre boundary as set out within the Plymouth and South West Devon Local Plan. The site sits 
immediately adjacent to the Dartmouth Conservation Area. The site contains no known designated or undesignated heritage assets.
Draft Neighbourhood Plan
While the overarching aims of emerging Policy TE2 (Design Quality) are generally supported, elements of this policy are considered unduly onerous, such as part (d) of the proposal, which requires materials to be sourced 
within South Devon, where possible. Part (n) of the policy, requiring infrastructure to be in place prior to commencement of development, is considered overly restrictive and is not reflective of the way in which 
development is built or funded. Both these elements of the draft policy could have viability implications for development and prevent schemes from coming forward. We suggest that the requirement for materials to be 
sourced from South Devon is removed from part (d) of the draft policy. Part (n) of the draft policy should be amended as follows:
The infrastructure needs of the development can be put in place prior to the commencement of the main development ‘subject to viability.’ London & Western Holdings support the NDP’s aspiration to prioritise the development of brownfield land within Dartmouth as 
set out in emerging policy TE5. We would, however, suggest that the requirement for applicants to prepare a Development Brief in consultation with the Town Council, prior to submission of an application, is removed. There is a statutory requirement for public 
consultation on all planning applications and the requirement for an additional Development Brief is considered excessive and could stymie the development of small brownfield sites. Further, this part of the emerging policy is not considered to be in line with NPPF 
Chapter 11. 
Policy DNP H1 (Market Housing) supports new market housing on infill sites within the settlement boundary. This part of this policy is strongly supported and is in line with the overarching aims of the NPPF. Part (b) of the 
policy, however, is considered unnecessarily restrictive and does not give due consideration to scheme viability, or the requirements of specialist housing operators. The wording of the draft policy is also unclear, both in terms 
of the requirement for ‘consideration’ and what exactly ‘specialist care’ encompasses. Since part (a) of the draft policy requires residential developments to consider local housing needs, in line with JLP Policy DEV8, 
the requirement to consider the ageing population is already contained within the policy wording and part (b) should therefore be deleted. Part (c) of the policy is also unclear and should be reworded. 
Policy DNP H4 (Principal Residence) states that new open market housing will only be supported where there is a restriction to ensure its occupancy as a principal residence is guaranteed through a planning condition or 
legal agreement. The policy states that “[n]ew unrestricted market homes will not be supported at any time.” This policy is not supported. While it is recognised that a similar policy within the St Ives Neighbourhood 
Development Plan attracted support from the High Court, a robust evidence base will be required to support this policy to ensure the plan as a whole can be considered ‘sound’.
The redevelopment of brownfield sites can carry costs associated with demolition and remediation that must be recuperated through the sales process that follows completion. By limiting the potential market for new 
homes, the recuperation of these costs is made more challenging and may affect the viability of brownfield development within Dartmouth. This could result in blight to the town and result in negative impacts on the 
town’s viability, vitality and amenity. It is therefore suggested that this policy is removed. Alternatively, the policy could be amended to apply exclusively to undeveloped sites outside of Dartmouth’s settlement boundary.
Conclusion
Overall, the production of a Neighbourhood Plan is supported. It is respectfully requested that the above proposed amendments are considered within the revised NDP in order to support the delivery of brownfield 
development and to satisfy the requirement for the NDP to be considered ‘sound’.
Should you have any queries regarding the above please do not hesitate to contact me.

At their meeting on 08.09.21, Kingswear Parish Council voted unanimously to support the Dartmouth Neighbourhood Plan and have no issues with the content of the draft plan.

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 29 July 2021.
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.   
Natural England is a statutory consultee in neighbourhood planning and must be consulted on draft neighbourhood development plans by the Parish/Town Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where they consider our interests would be affected by the proposals 
made.   
We refer you to the attached annex which covers the issues and opportunities that should be considered when preparing a Neighbourhood Plan. In particular, the advice relating to the consideration of landscape issues should be noted. Natural England advise that 
further evidence is prepared to describe the methodology used in deciding where to position the settlement boundary, and to justify the inclusion of any undeveloped land within the boundary.  
We note that Policy DNP GE12 supports development within the identified settlement boundary, but the Plan does not allocate any specific sites for development.  We are concerned that this presumption in favour of development has not been assessed for its 
potential to have adverse impacts on the South Devon AONB and the South Devon Heritage Coast, contrary to the NPPF (paras. 174-178) and Joint Local Plan policy DEV25. We therefore advise that evidence is provided to demonstrate that the plan area has the 
capacity to accommodate this growth without such adverse impacts. This evidence will be required to support the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) screening process. 
We also note that part of the plan area is within the Greater Horseshoe Bat sustenance zone for the South Hams SAC, and the competent authority will need to take this into consideration in their Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA). 
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact us.  
For any queries relating to the specific advice in this letter only please contact Stephanie ParkerStephenson on 07799438517 or stephanie.parker-stephenson@naturalengland.org.uk. For any new consultations, or to provide further information on this consultation 
please send your correspondences to consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.  

I write on behalf of Torbay and South Devon NHS Foundation Trust to provide comments on various draft policies as part of the consultation on the Dartmouth Neighbourhood Plan (“DNP”), which is currently at pre-submission consultation stage (regulation 14).
This consultation response relates specifically to the former Dartmouth Hospital site, located on South Embankment, Dartmouth and the policies within the DNP which refer to that site. Accordingly, our response provides comments on the following policies:
-Policy DNP TE3 ‘Safeguarding Designated and Non-Designated heritage assets and the Conservation Area of Dartmouth’;
-Policy DNP TE5 ‘Brownfield First’
-Policy DNP HW 1 ‘Re-use of the former hospital site’
We request that the comments below, which include an assessment of the performance of the DNP against the relevant tests in the National Planning Policy Framework, are given full consideration as part of the next stage of review of the Neighbourhood Plan. 
Put simply the NHS Devon Clinical Commissioning Group, in collaboration with the NHS Foundation Trust have undertaken a detailed assessment of what is required in the local area in healthcare terms and that review has informed the closure of the former Dartmouth Hospital and the development of a new facility at Wessex 
Way, which now benefits from planning permission. That process has concluded the future strategy for health care provision and for that reason the DNP should reflect that for the reasons set out below.
Background
Following a period of public consultation, Dartmouth Hospital which is located on South Embankment, Dartmouth was closed in 2017. The closure followed the implementation of the recommendations of the wide-ranging consultation on reshaping community-based health services undertaken by the then South Devon and 
Torbay Clinical Commissioning Group, which identified changes to the way in which local health services were delivered. 
Planning permission was received by Torbay and South Devon NHS Foundation Trust in early 2021 for the ‘Construction of a new two storey Health and Well-being Centre and associated external works’ on land adjacent to Dartmouth Park and Ride Site, Wessex Way, Dartmouth (Application Reference 1585/20/FUL). The site 
will provide primary and community care services for Dartmouth.  With funding for the development secured from South Hams District Council, the Centre is due to open in summer 2022.
The re-use of the former Dartmouth Hospital site as a health and well-being centre was considered as part of the above planning application for a new wellbeing centre, but it was determined that size, location, accessibility, car parking and cost, meant this was not a viable option. Specifically, we note that the officers’ report to 
committee states:
“Some of the objections to the scheme mention the location of the development on the south west edge of the town and the fact that the hospital and clinic site within the town could be restored. This is a valid concern. Dartmouth Hospital site is within the central part of the town. However, it is on a restricted site, where parking 
is very difficult, and expansion is impossible because of the development surrounding it. Additionally, the nature of the town centre with densely knit development and steep slopes, makes the provision of a large building such as this more difficult, particularly when there are many listed buildings within the town, it would be 
inappropriate to locate a building such as this in the town centre itself. As for other sites further out from the town centre, the sloping nature of the land would not be appropriate for a building of this scale and the AONB landscape designation around the south east and northern parts of the town would also be inappropriate for 
a large development such as this. The amalgamation of the other facilities in this area, with the park and ride, supermarkets allocated new employment and residential development (through TTV4) as well as regular bus services from the town centre out to Townstal area provides a well serviced, sustainable location for such 
services. The need to provide more efficient GP services is also a priority which is becoming more relevant in remote locations such as this”.
Planning Policy
Neighbourhood planning was introduced by the Localism Act 2011 and allows communities to shape development in their areas. A Neighbourhood Development Plan puts in place planning policy for a neighbourhood area to guide future development. Once adopted a Neighbourhood Development Plan becomes part of the 
statutory development plan for the area which the neighbourhood plan covers. 
Paragraph 37 of the National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”) identifies that a neighbourhood plan must meet certain specified ‘basic conditions’ as set out in paragraph 8 of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1900 (as amended). These state that the plan must:
-Have regard to national policy and guidance
-Contribute to the achievement of sustainable development, 
-Be in general conformity with adopted strategic local planning policies and 
-Be compatible with European obligations and human rights requirements
Planning Practice Guidance (“PPG”) sets out further guidance on the neighbourhood planning system. Paragraph 041 of PPG states that: “A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and unambiguous. It should be drafted with sufficient clarity that a decision maker can apply it consistently and with confidence when 
determining planning applications. It should be concise, precise and supported by appropriate evidence. It should be distinct to reflect and respond to the unique characteristics and planning context of the specific neighbourhood area for which it has been prepared” (Reference ID: 41-041-20140306)
Evidence should also be used to inform and justify the development of any options and proposed policies that will be included in the Neighbourhood plan. Paragraph 040 of PPG sets out that “proportionate, robust evidence should support the choices made and the approach taken” (Reference ID: 41-040-20160211).
Paragraph 045 of PPG recognises a neighbourhood plan may wish to consider what infrastructure needs to be provided in their neighbourhood area. When considering infrastructure PPG states that qualifying bodies should engage infrastructure provides in that process.  


