
Policy: S5 Infrastructure

Consultee ID: 41 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Infrastructure providers such as Education Authority, Social Services, Public utilities should be first able to confirm their acceptance of the proposed development 
and their ability to be able to financially match-fund the infracstructure requirements.

Change To Policy:

Infrastructure requirements must be agreed, funded and provided prior to devlopment commencing.

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 84 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

The Council has failed to make a substantiated case for infrastructure improvements othger than that occurring as a direct result of new development. Policy S5 
indicates that new infrastructure is only required as a result of new development, but ignores current requirements.  With or without new development the A379 is 
significantly below the standards required for a County Primary Route servicing the communities along its length.  2000-2010 traffic nationally increased by 6%; 
along A379 traffic increased by 16% (Dept. Transport stats.) Congestion has increased markedly since Sainsbury's Dawlish opened.  Traffic accidents in Dawlish have 
increased 50% 2009-2012, whilst they have fallen 10% nationally.

Change To Policy:

The A379 needs major improvements to cope with current demands.  Improve the road and ONLY THEN ask it to cope with greatly increased volume of traffic 
generated by more development.

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 85 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

The only area that Teignbridge can deliver is to give permission for builders to build.  Builders wish to make a profit.  The Council's job is to protect the residents' 
quality of life and their environment from inappropriate development.  The list of infrastructure proposals is aspirational.  If Teignbridge Council could actually 
deliver the proposed list of goodies then they would have given costings, sources of funds, time scales and achievability details.

Change To Policy:

Rate payers can not give informed comment on a vague wish list.  Improvements to the A379 are vital yet this is the responsibility of DCC.  Teignbridge will simply 
make DCC's job impossible by increasing traffic on the A379.  Teignbrige promises improved flood defences and footpath along the Dawlish seafront, yet this land 
belongs to the railway and not the Council. The Council can do no more than make land available for new employment to fulfill its aspiration for increased jobs, yet 

NewSiteIndividual
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proposed using even employment allocated land for housing. There has been no environmental appraisal undertaken on the proposed farmland that is to be lost, 
so the inclusion of these sites is premature -e.g. land West of Southdowns Rd. A Dawlish 6th Form is proposed, but education is the remit of DCC and not 
Teignbridge - again you are proposing what is impossible for you to deliver.  Tourist support is an aspiration.  Your plans make it probable that the A379 will become 
more congested; sewage problems will be exacerbated and Dawlish is at risk of losing its Blue Flag status;  our beautiful setting among open rolling farmland will 
disappear under your plans to build over this farmland.  This all damages rather than supports Dawlish's tourism. etc. etc.

Consultee ID: 91 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Dawlish Learning PartnershipConsultee ID: 189 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

There is no evidence of where new jobs will come from. While indicated School and vocational training developments need to raise generic skill levels are 
welcomed, there must be a strategy for increasing all levels of employment and opportunities at all levels.

Change To Policy:

Para 2.17 Table. Add in column 3 Schools, post 16 skills and higher level education and training  Para 2.19 Under Public Services Heading Amend as follows Further 
expansion of the Skills Centre/Community College to include higher level training and Enterprise Skills  Under Economy Heading.  Add Business incubation and 
growth centre Sustainable Employment Sites premises

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 214 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

The Council has failed to make a substantiated case for infrastructure improvement other than that occurring as a direct result of new development. Policy S5 
Infrastructure indicates that new and improved infrastructure is only required as a result of new development. While this may be true for some aspects of 
infrastructure provision such as a doctor’s surgery, the policy does not take into account any current infrastructure requirements. For example, with or without new 
development the A379 through Dawlish is significantly below the standards required for a County Primary Route servicing the communities along its length. In the 
period 2000 to 2010 traffic nationally has grown by 6 per cent, while traffic on the A379 has grown by 16 per cent (source Department for Transport traffic 
statistics).Congestion on the A379 has become ever more apparent since the opening of the Sainsbury’s store in 2011.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

RSPB
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RSPBConsultee ID: 223 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The RSPB considers that the wording of this policy should be amended to clarify that green infrastructure includes wildlife habitat creation and enhancement. 
Measures to protect wildlife habitat and species will need to be funded via the Community Infrastructure Levy, as recognised in the text for Green Infrastructure in 
section 2.19.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Holcombe Residents AssociationConsultee ID: 249 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

S5 (Infrastructure) – this is a key policy and could be strengthened, so that specific infrastructure requirements such as roads, sewerage and drainage are fully 
considered before approving any new development.  We note that drainage is not specifically mentioned in the table in para 2.17.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 293 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

This paragraph needs to emphasise the restraint that may be imposed on some sites by the lack of infrastructure, or the overload of existing services. Where 
sewage disposal is currently at full stretch, or overload in some situations, there are ramifications affecting beach water quality that can destroy tourism

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

DAREConsultee ID: 298 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

We have serious concerns with regard to the sewage treatment system which appears to be over loaded during the summer months with the present size of 
population. Will the system be able to cope in the future with the proposed increase in population. Any failures to the system could create a down grading of the 
Clean Beach Award and the Blue Flag status; this has the potential to destroy tourisms.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Shutterton Park Limited
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Shutterton Park LimitedConsultee ID: 308 Agent: Arup

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Policy S5 (Infrastructure) identifies the importance of providing key infrastructure to ensure the growth of sustainable communities. Notably, the policy states that 
the council will ‘ensure that new development is provided with appropriate infrastructure’ and refers to the use of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) to bring 
infrastructure forward. Paragraph 2.20 suggests an initial levy of £7,500 per market dwelling (subject to further work). Including the New Homes Bonus, 
development in Dawlish is expected to bring forward approximately £11 million. SPL has commenced discussion with the
Council regarding the use of draft CIL policy in deriving the scope of Section 106 Agreement contributions.

Change To Policy:

The provision of new and improved infrastructure, including education, health, transport, recreational facilities and green infrastructure is (Footnote 6: Future 
tense vs present tense. The provision of new and improved infrastructure must be considered from the outset when planning for the growth of sustainable 
communities) a key issue in planning for the
growth of sustainable communities.

The Council will:

a) in consultation with infrastructure providers (to include education, highways, utilities, telecoms and waste for example), (Footnote 7: For clarity and 
demonstrating the range of infrastructure providers) take account of infrastructure capacity and need in decisions on the location of development;

b) involve relevant infrastructure providers and local communities in ongoing infrastructure planning, prioritisation, funding and co‐ordinated delivery;

c) assess the potential for demand management, more efficient use of existing infrastructure and joint infrastructure provision;

d) use the Community Infrastructure Levy and other mechanisms to bring infrastructure forward including using the Levy or a significant part of it collected from a 
development on funding infrastructure within the development; (Footnote 8: To ensure the cost of enabling infrastructure required on site does not restrict the 
viability the development, when coupled with CIL payments)

e) ensure that new development is provided with appropriate infrastructure, with timing of provision in relation to development balancing community need against 
development viability; and

f) take account of any Community Infrastructure Levy liabilities applicable to a development when negotiating section 106 planning obligations and imposing 
planning conditions in respect of the development. (Footnote 9: In line with national policy on use of CIL and S106 Agreements)

Paragraph 2.20 The Community Infrastructure Levy provides the opportunity to ensure development contributes fairly to the cost of infrastructure, providing 
greater certainty to developers on their planning related costs. We are working up details of the levy for introduction within Teignbridge and will carry out a 
separate consultation, with a view to adoption alongside the Core Strategy. At present, our published viability assessment suggests that a levy of £7,500 per full 
open (Footnote 10: To reflect the many types of affordable housing provision, which can include private shared equity) market dwelling will be achievable, but this 

NewSiteOrganisation
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is subject to further work and the final level may be higher or lower than that. In addition, the potential for non‐residential development to make contributions will 
need to be considered.

Consultee ID: 356 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 384 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Teignmouth & Dawlish RamblersConsultee ID: 406 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

All the indications so far show that the transport infrastructure will not be able to meet the demands placed on it by the proposed housing developments. The A379 
road from Teignmouth/Dawlish to Exeter is already congested, with no plans to improve it. This will lead to increased use of Devon's lanes as short-cuts - usage for 
which they are ill-prepared and unsuitable.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 446 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

I have great concerns that all the increases to infrastructure, positively sold in the plan, seem to come hooked up to vast areas of new housing. Phrases are used 
about this that and the other but the adverb possible does seem to creep into the scheme of things.  Though good that S5 b) states that communities are supposed 
to be involved in infrastructure planning, prioritisation etc - will they and if they wish to ask for less development and therefore less development of infrastructure - 
will they be listened to.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Teigngrace Parish Council
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Teigngrace Parish CouncilConsultee ID: 16566 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Plans show new primary schools in the Newton Abbot area but no additional secondary schools?

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Ogwell Parish CouncilConsultee ID: 16576 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

1. We note Ogwell's experience of this process to date as being at odds with statement C.  Ogwell's stated needs and priorities to 'reduce traffic impact' as set out 
within the Ogwell Community Plan (2004), the Ogwell Parish Plan (adopted 2008) and the Proposed Ogwell Draft Core Strategy Documents (2011)appear to have 
played no bearing in the development of a proposal to introduce a New Link road within the proposed Wolborough Development. We note no previous 
consultation on this issue with the Parish Council and note the advice of a representative of the TDC spatial planning team that a traffic impact assessment had 
been conducted for the New Road that took no account of the one of the most likely impacts of the road, namely traffic continuation directly across a roundabout 
and using Ogwell as the natural continuation of a Link Road through to the North side of Newton Abbot. A situation that already exists within Ogwell and the 
primary reason for its desire to reduce traffic.       These are material considerations, which TDC have failed to take into account and at odds with TDC CS 2.18 ‘ 
identification of community needs and priorities’     2. There appears insufficient funding allocated towards provision of the total amount of proposed new 
infrastructure required.

Change To Policy:

1. Do what you say you wish to do, before deciding to do something. specifically in relation to the involvement of local communities.  2. Set out a costed 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan that would enable priorities to be established and fully informed choices to be made. This should include a review process to ensure 
that infrastructure matches the level of proposed new development, and if not what should happen, or risk the policy being undeliverable.

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 17460 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 19049 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

The balance in point e is critical to this policy, who will be making the decision?  When will this information be available and consulted on? Going by what is 

NewSiteIndividual
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proposed in NA4, the decision making process was seriously flawed.  

Change To Policy:

The sequencing of development and infrastructure must be referenced and available before any consultation to decide on how viable the development is.

Consultee ID: 19050 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

d - you cite that the CIL will be used to bring forward infrastructure. Please confirm that this includes the provision of green infrastructure and the financial 
amounts you will be committing to deliver GI in this Borough? What hectarage of land is to be allocated for biofuel development, biodiversity enhancement and 
protection, tree planting to offset carbon emissions,
allotments and parkland are you going to put into the Core Strategy? I object to the lack of GI land allocation for parks, allotments, tree planting and biofuel 
development cited in the Core Strategy. Please review the Core Strategy so
that targets to be achieved regarding these factors are included in future.

2.17 - No mention is made of water supply to the new developments, community supported agriculture opportunities, land for biofuel development, sustainable 
urban drainage schemes. Your examples of infrastructure appears to give little or no weight to the significantly important green infrastructure factors and therefore 
I object to it as it currently stands.

2.21 - I am deeply concerned that the Govt New Homes Bonus will entice council's to over supply land for housing. There is no information in the plan regarding 
existing unused property and how that could be brought back into use to provide some of the housing needed or brown field sites which can be used to support the 
supply of housing land allocation. Have those
assessments been carried out? How long ago? Are they to be done again? I object to what appears to be an serious omission.

2.25 - The following should be included in this point - food production, reducing food miles, growing building materials, encouraging biofuel land allocation. I object 
to this point as it currently stands.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20541 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21231 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

NewSiteIndividual
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Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Kingsteignton Town CouncilConsultee ID: 16580 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Section 2.22 - Differentiate between "Heart of Teignbridge" settlements- In order to establish the appropriate proportion of benefits from New Homes  Bonus and 
Community Infrastructure Levy for each "settlement".

Change To Policy:

Section 2.22 - Differentiate between "Heart of Teignbridge" settlements- In order to establish the appropriate proportion of benefits from New Homes  Bonus and 
Community Infrastructure Levy for each "settlement".

NewSiteOrganisation

Dunchideock Parish CouncilConsultee ID: 16594 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Shaldon Parish CouncilConsultee ID: 16599 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Examples of infrastructure and community facilities. We would like to see Community Halls added to this list.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Dawlish Town CouncilConsultee ID: 16600 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

This paragraph needs to emphasise the restraint that may be imposed on some sites by the lack of infrastructure, or the overload of existing services.  Where 
sewage disposal is currently at full stretch, or overload in some situations, there are ramifications affecting beach water quality that can destroy tourism.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation
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Consultee ID: 16601 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Torbay CouncilConsultee ID: 16630 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

It is noted that your authority intends to prepare an Infrastructure Delivery Plan, to be published at the next Core Strategy stage. Emerging growth options for 
Torbay suggest that there are opportunities for future residential and commercial development to the north of Torquay. It is clear from the evidence available in 
Torbay’s recently published IDP that such development will need to be served by the Buckland Sewage Treatment Works. This will require improvements to the 
capacity of this plant, which of course may also be necessary to accommodate growth in the Heart of Teignbridge area.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Highways AgencyConsultee ID: 16646 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The Agency encourages the principles set out in Policy 55 Infrastructure which states that new infrastructure is a key issue in planning for the growth of sustainable 
communities. The Agency is particularly encouraged that the Council, in consultation with infrastructure providers, seeks to take account of infrastructure capacity 
and need in decisions on the location of development, involve relevant infrastructure providers in ongoing infrastructure planning, assess the potential for demand 
management, use the CIL and other mechanisms to bring infrastructure forward and ensure new development is accompanied with appropriate infrastructure. It is 
vital that the Agency remain's involved in all of the above measures through consultation.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 16654 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The proposals look good on paper however, in the case of Dawlish, there is no current Plan to up- grade the A379. The responsibility rests with DCC therefore is 
there a limit to the influence which TDC can exert?

There is already a threat to the health of our bathing water and therefore our tourist industry, due to sewage pollution. Surely TDC should carry out a Risk 
Assessment in conjunction with South West Water to ascertain whether the existing water and sewage infrastructure can support the large scale developments 

NewSiteIndividual
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envisaged?

Since the proposed link road West of Secmaton Lane is intended to serve sites which already have planning permission as well as other potential sites included in 
the Plan, should all these developments be built ahead of the road? How will this
road be funded? In view of the fact that approximately 500 of the homes it will serve are already in the pipeline and an application is imminent for a further 350 
homes (and there is little doubt that developers will be appearing thick and fast to
claim any sites identified in this Plan), how will TDC be able to source CIL when it is not expected to be in place before 2013?
Similarly does TDC guarantee that green infrastructure will come forward with the new homes or will other priorities mean that Dawlish gets the homes but not the 
'mitigating' bonuses?

Change To Policy:

Diocese of Exeter and Churches Together in DevonConsultee ID: 16669 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

The timely and appropriate provision of infrastructure is clearly a high priority in the development of sustainable communities. In areas of large scale new housing 
development it is particularly important that facilities and services that respond to "community and cultural infrastructure needs and priorities" are not simply 
limited to those that are statutorily required but that they encompass a fully worked out vision of social sustainability comparable with that of a historically 
developed community of similar extent. The list of examples in paragraph 2.17 of 'infrastructure and community facilities' should make clear the commitment to 
the voluntary, community and faith sectors as necessary agents of sustainability particularly in new housing areas.

Change To Policy:

Please add 'places of worship' to the list of examples in paragraph 2.17.

NewSiteOrganisation

Teignmouth Harbour CommissionConsultee ID: 16692 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Dawlish Community TrustConsultee ID: 16752 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

We remain concerned about the capacity of the infrastructure to deal with the proposed expansion of Dawlish and are yet to be convinced that adequate account 
has been taken of the infrastructure capacity and need in decisions on the scale and location of development in Dawlish particularly with regard to sewerage and 
transport links to the major centres of employment and commerce in Exeter and Newton Abbot.

NewSiteOrganisation
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Para 2.17
This Para should include reference to town centre regeneration projects.

Para 2.18
This Para should include reference to the work of the Dawlish Community Trust and the Regeneration Strategy that has been agreed for Dawlish.

Para 2.19
This Para should include heritage projects such as those identified in the Dawlish Regeneration Strategy.

Change To Policy:

The Theatres TrustConsultee ID: 16763 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

We note the supporting text at para.2.18 states that community and cultural infrastructure needs are being identified but the word ‘cultural’ doesn’t appear in the 
text of the policy.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Sport EnglandConsultee ID: 16770 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Community Use of Educational Sites

Making better use of existing resources contributes to sustainable development objectives by reducing the need for additional facilities and the potential loss of 
scarce resources such as open space. The practice of making school sports facilities available to wider community use is already well established and has been 
government policy for many years, but there are further opportunities to extend this principle within the education sector through programmes such as Academies 
and to other privately owned sports facilities, to help meet the growing demand for more and better places for sport in convenient locations.

PLANNING POLICY OBJECTIVE 9: To promote the wider use of existing and new sports facilities to serve more than one group of users. Sport England will encourage 
potential providers to consider opportunities for joint provision and dual use of facilities in appropriate locations.

Sports facilities provided at school sites are an important resource, not just for the school through the delivery of the national curriculum and extra-curricular sport, 
but potentially for the wider community. There are also direct benefits to young people, particularly in strengthening the links between their involvement in sport 
during school time and continued participation in their own time. Many children will be more willing to continue in sport if opportunities to participate are offered 
on the school site in familiar surroundings. Many schools are already well located in terms of access on foot or by public transport to the local community and so 

NewSiteOrganisation
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greater use of the sports facilities outside normal school hours should not add significantly to the number of trips generated by private car. 

There are a number of proposed new schools (primary and secondary) for Teignbridge during the Plan Period that should be designed and operated to encourage 
community use for sport.

Change To Policy:

Stover SchoolConsultee ID: 16782 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

1. The introduction of infrastructure funding by way of the Community Infrastructure Levy will need to be the subject of further comments once further work has 
been undertaken on this matter. There is a general concern that this might introduce a further level of bureaucracy which could add to rather than save costs.

2. The fact that such funds may be used for new schools and enhancement of existing schools is welcomed.

3. There should be recognition that schools outside of the maintained sector can contribute to the educational needs of the area and where facilities that would 
have a community based function are proposed, that non-maintained schools should also benefit from public infrastructure support.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 16960 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 16984 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

See comments S1

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 17050 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

NewSiteIndividual
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d and e) This is absolute rubbish. You have not engaged with the Highways authority - DCC - over a proposed new link road in Teignmouth. This is poorly planned 
and amateurish at the very least, plus incompetent and downright dishonest in what you have told residents. It would also use up most, if not all of the New Homes 
Bonus and Community Infrastructure Levies gained from development in Teignmouth, leaving nothing left for other infrastructure such as education, or 
regeneration.  If your planned new urban extension for Teignmouth of around 1,200 new build homes were to go through and DCC then said the road isn't feasible, 
are we likely to be left with having to provide those new homes on greenfield sites, with existing road access.

Change To Policy:

Recalculate these properly. This is absoloutely shocking and very little planning has gone into this plan. It is a sham exercise.

Consultee ID: 17211 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 17230 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Teign Estuary TransitionConsultee ID: 17264 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Centrax LtdConsultee ID: 17303 Agent: Bell Cornwell

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

S5 is an attempt to ensure that new development and new infrastructure are provided together.

Our clients endorse the thrust of all of:

S5 because it is an attempt to ensure that new development and new infrastructure are provided together but make the observation that it is extremely expensive 
and difficult to deliver significant infrastructure and growth should occur where existing physical, social and community and green infrastructure capacity exists 

NewSiteOrganisation
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and/or where it is most cost effective to provide such new capacity.

Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 17344 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Infrastructure is not just about housing estates and roads and drainage etc. It must treat communities as a whole, not just schools for the children but provision of 
facilities for the elderly. At a time when residential homes are closing due to lack of finding where are the elderly going to go and who will care for them.

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 17352 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

On the Core Startegy it would seem Kingsteignton will not receive its due amount of CIL and NHB - figures seem to be incorrect for the number of planned houses 
and the total money fro Kingsteignton.  Does Heart of Teignbridge mean that area (Newton Abbot)can steal the money due to Kingsteignton who need it 
immediately and in full?

Change To Policy:

Commercial development needs to be charged CIL at some level or the basis of deferring it for 2 years to allow the business to get started - with a codicil it can be 
collected at winding up if necessary. Ensure no holdback or administration for the CIL and NHB  and use as the encouragement for developemnt - bold and brassy 
with evidence of useage early on.

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 17362 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 17380 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

2.19)Green infrastructure - How can the provision of large industrial and residential areas on existing greenfield sites improve the quality of the countryside? There 
would be no need to create country parks, green spaces or create and enhance habitat if the existing countryside is left unspoilt for future generations. 
2.22)Community Infrastructure Levy/New Homes Bonus - this smacks of income generation.

NewSiteIndividual

Page 14 of 49Preferred Options Consultation Response: S5 Infrastructure



Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 17396 Agent: Preliminary Planning Professional

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

1. At paragraph 2.20 following this policy reference is made to the Community Infrastructure Levy.
2. It is unclear how any development that comes forward prior to the conclusion of the agreement on this Levy at Teignbridge level will be dealt with.
3. The possibility that, on a site by site basis, Viability for a scheme should be taken into account needs to be recognised.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 17417 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

The balance in point 'e' is critical to this policy, who will be making the decision?  When will this information be available and consulted on?

Change To Policy:

The sequencing of development and infrastructure must be reference and available before any consultation to decide on how viable the development is.

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 17433 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

The balance in point e is critical to this policy, who will be making the decision?  When will this information be available and consulted on?

Change To Policy:

The sequencing of development and infrastructure must be reference and available before any consultation to decide on how viable the development is.  

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 17450 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

The balance in point "e" is critical to this policy, who will be making the decision?  When will this information be available and consulted on?

Change To Policy:

The sequencing of development and infrastructure must be referenced and available before any consultation to decide on how viable the development is.

NewSiteIndividual

Chudleigh & District Amenity Society
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Chudleigh & District Amenity SocietyConsultee ID: 17451 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 17459 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

Improve the existing infrastructure.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 17464 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 17509 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 17518 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

As touched on in S5 point e, the correct balance between infrastructure and new development is absolutely crucial.  Community need, not commercial viability 
must be the driver.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 17537 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

NewSiteIndividual
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Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Local provision wherever possible to minimise travel needs.

Consultee ID: 17547 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

I can see no evidence that the £70 million and other unstated amounts available for Newton Abbot will be anything like enough to pay for all the infrastructure 
proposed in the Core Strategy. At one of the Newton Abbot workshops we did an exercise (with 'costed' items of infrastructre) which went to show that the Council 
would have to make some very hard choices. What are those choices? At the start of the LDF consultations expansion of Newton Abbot was being 'sold' on the 
basis that local people would get much-needed infrastructure. Are people being misled?

Change To Policy:

The proposed infrastructure needs to be costed item by item, the total compared with the money available and the items that the Council decides are probably 
unaffordable clearly shown.

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 17549 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 17564 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

The balance outlined in point e) is critical.  The policy does not state how and by whom the balance will be decided upon and when this information be available 
and consulted on?

Change To Policy:

The detailed sequencing of development and infrastructure must be available before the viability any development is consulted on.

NewSiteIndividual

Sibelco UK LTDConsultee ID: 17566 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

NewSiteOrganisation
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It should be remembered that mineral working is a temporary land use and there is scope through formal agreement with the operators to secure green 
infrastructure which could contribute to the objectives of Policy S5 Infrastructure.

Change To Policy:

Clifford Estate CompanyConsultee ID: 17600 Agent: Savills

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

In order to deliver growth in a sustainable manner, we agree that the Core Strategy must support the delivery of infrastructure alongside housing to meet the 
needs of future residents. There are various potential sources of funding for new infrastructure including the Community Infrastructure Levy, New Homes Bonus 
and increased Council Tax Revenue.
There are also opportunities through the Core Strategy to link specific developments to the delivery of identified infrastructure, such as improved sporting facilities, 
where there is a direct and clear association between the development and the infrastructure which it is proposed should be provided.

In relation to funding for wider infrastructure delivery, the Government’s chosen mechanism for securing financial contributions from future development is the 
Community Infrastructure Levy. This can provide the benefit of certainty for developers and landowners and support the delivery of infrastructure.

It is imperative though that the levy is set at a level which provides an appropriate balance between the delivery of development and securing the necessary scale 
of infrastructure. If the levy is set too high there is a significant risk that the associated funding for additional infrastructure will not come forward. Furthermore, 
this would have a compounded impact
upon Local Authority finances as a reduced scale of development will not only restrict the additional income from council tax receipts, but will also limit the benefits 
that could otherwise be achieved through the matching of council tax funding through the New Homes Bonus. For these reasons, it is extremely important that the 
Council establish a Community
Infrastructure Levy charging schedule which does not put at risk the overall delivery of development and frustrate the delivery of the Councils pro-growth agenda.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 17638 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

The sequencing of development and infrastructure must be referenced and available before any consultation to decide on how viable the development is.

NewSiteIndividual

Transition Newton Abbot CICConsultee ID: 17639 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

NewSiteOrganisation

Page 18 of 49Preferred Options Consultation Response: S5 Infrastructure



The balance in point e is critical to this policy, who will be making the decision?  When will this information be available and consulted on?

Change To Policy:

The sequencing of development and infrastructure must be referenced and made available before any consultation to decide on how viable the proposed 
development in the CS is.

Terence Stone (Development) LtdConsultee ID: 17981 Agent: Preliminary Planning Professional

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

1. At paragraph 2.20 following this policy reference is made to the Community Infrastructure Levy.
2. It is unclear how any development that comes forward prior to the conclusion of the agreement on this Levy at Teignbridge level will be dealt with. 

3. The possibility that on a site by site basis viability for a scheme should be taken into account needs to be recognised.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Sustainable BishopsteigntonConsultee ID: 18499 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

the balance in point is critical to this policy, who will be making the decision? When will this information be available and consulted upon.

Change To Policy:

The sequencing of development and infrastructuremus be reference and available before any consultation to decide on how viable the development is.

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 18662 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

2.22 - re. "Heart of Teignbridge £80m" - allocate proportion of £80m to the three individual settlements.

Change To Policy:

2.17 add "Broadband" as infrastructure need for business and home-wrorkers.

NewSiteCouncillor

Consultee ID: 18929 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

NewSiteCouncillor
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Change To Policy:

(Cllr) Newton Abbot Town CouncilConsultee ID: 18934 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

Icome from New Homes and CIL will not meet the costs of mthe infrasructure required

Change To Policy:

Income v expendidture for Heart of Teignbridge shows c £140 m income v £170 m costs,based on population growth of 12,ooo only. The road planned for 
Wolborough indicative cost of £11m has been shown by local highways expert  to be in excess of £20 mill! Suspect other iplanned costs will increase over time 
resulting in needed "nice to have" infrastructure never being delivered.

NewSiteCouncillor

Consultee ID: 18948 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

The proposed budget allocation appears inadequate for providing all of the community facilities and other infrastructure promised. The lack of an infrastructure 
delivery plan is a great weakness requiring approval of policies that propose major develpoment without the evidence that the required infrastructure can be 
delivered.

Change To Policy:

An Infrastructure Plan must be in place to show the anticipated cost of each item of proposed infrastructure, the funds available for each item with choices and 
priorities clearly identified. This should be linked to specific housing and other developments with specific community facilities and otehr infrastructure and the 
Core Strategy contain a mechanism that requires the Council to review the provision of infrastructure and community facilities at 5 yearly intervals and take action 
if there is a noted dealy or shortfall. Clearly money is an issue and must be targeted to where it can do most good.

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 18955 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

This section addresses some of the points earlier raised by me.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 19043 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

NewSiteIndividual
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We are concerned that the Core Strategy proposes the development of 9000 homes in the Heart of Teignbridge. This is much bigger than many new towns being 
proposed throughout the country. This sheer size of the proposed expansion implies considerable infrastructure costs for roads and utilities. It is estimated that a 
very large percentage of the £80 million
generated by the Cil and NHB will need to be spent on these services, leaving little money remaining to provide schools, medical care and substantial leisure and 
recreational facilities for a rapidly expanding population. In other words, the document overpromises on what can be delivered. Our concern is that large-scale 
developments will be established with  insufficient infrastructure to sustain them. Places like Decoy Country Park are operating at capacity almost throughout the 
year, another 20,0000 people will test it to destruction. We already experience infrastructure deficits in the town; these will only be exacerbated by the massive 
population expansion being proposed with just a relatively small pot of £80 million
to pay for everything.

Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 19993 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

The plan claims to consider 'green issues' yet, whilst proposing major new housing developments surrounding Newton Abbot it makes no mention of a rail or tram 
development to service these areas. Yet four major new roads are proposed. Why, in 2012, do we still only consider road transport (and particularly the private car) 
when we plan new neighbourhoods? Yes, a rail/tram route will cost money, but so will four new roads. With 15000 new houses( and about 20,000 more cars?)how 
can you possibly hope to meet the Carbon Emission targets discussed in S7?

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20006 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

suitable and sustainable public transport must be included

Change To Policy:

ensure that developments allow within the provosion a cost element to subsidy transport

NewSiteIndividual

Natural EnglandConsultee ID: 20045 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

The reference to green infrastructure is supported. The Council is renowned for its work in this important areas and has clearly recognised that the provision of a 
sustainable network of green infrastructure is an integral component of the infrastructure necessary to support growth.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation
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Dawlish Community CollegeConsultee ID: 20052 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 20132 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The infrastructure is not there in these new housing estates in Bovey Tracey: schools, sewage, flood planes are not protected and there is not enough land for open 
space.  The developer should pay for this.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20341 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

must protect the coastal railway link - perhaps a higher wall with partially domed glass flood-proof glasing could be a future option to prevent periodic flooding and 
would be cheaper and more apealing than an alternative rail link inland. This will also protect the coastal resorts.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20343 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20364 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

infrastructure should be in place first - otherwise it is always trying to play catch up

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual
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look for example on how a "new town" was created in the past - the roads, transport links, schools etc were planned and built first, then the housing so that when 
the people arrived the infrastructure was created - where that didn't happen they had problems

Consultee ID: 20368 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20369 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20375 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20382 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20386 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

question always @have we got the infrastructure right' because more often than not it is not right and things have been missed.

Change To Policy:

And, as I live in Ashburton I do not feel qualified to take up any other issues. I could not backtrack with ease to find your email reference so have left your code 
out  - first page.

NewSiteIndividual
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Consultee ID: 20392 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20395 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20398 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20402 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20410 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Fully approve

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20411 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual
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Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 20517 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The impact of the large number of proposed houses and business sites will inevitably lead to a huge increase in local traffic.  Newton Abbot already struggles to 
cope with the existing traffic.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20524 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20542 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20632 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The Traffic Situation: This has increased dramatically, and is surely set to reach intolerable levels should the proposed houses be increased at the numbers mooted. 
Parking in and around the town becomes more difficult by the month - I notice that a Park and Ride system was not taken up; maybe this should be given more 
thought if the town is to expand? Our businesses need customers, and I'm sure already, many people are deterred due to the parking
cost and availability. This is set to become a real problem when work starts on the former Hospital site and East Street is congested with construction traffic.

No doubt this will also affect our village of Abbotskerswell; at busy times, our lanes are over-used with cars trying to find ' a way round', and if we have to deal with 
additional and allied construction traffic in and around the village,
the safety of pedestrians, children, cyclists, in fact, all road users, will be called into question.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual
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Consultee ID: 20661 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

The infrastructure is already seriously stretched in many places to its absolute limits.  The plan provides no guarantees of improvements to meet the needs of these 
new communities.  As we have found to our cost in Bovey Tracey, many commitments have failed to be realised.  These plans merely acknowledge social needs.  
They cannot provide the jobs as mentioned in the Plan and the summary document: 'The Plan aims to allow enough development to provide a job for every 
working age person that lives in the district'.  You cannot guarantee this.  Again, in the summary document 'this plan protects the natural environment' no, it is 
destroying the environment.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20730 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Many more parking spaces are needed

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20829 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

I agree

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20831 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

The town has doubled in size over the last 30 years but we don't have the infrastructure to support it. Urgentky needed is a ne whealth centre with better 
accessability

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20832 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

NewSiteIndividual
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Policy Response:

Better planning for road infrastructure

Change To Policy:

Roads got to be goverment funded

Consultee ID: 20855 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Agree on the need for commercial growth at the likes of Forches cross providec  roads in the area or improved for safer passage. Park and Ride located here for 
long stay parking would be ideal if linked with outer ring road devlopment.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20858 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20866 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20873 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Park Holidays UKConsultee ID: 20947 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation
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Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 20952 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20963 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20964 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 20965 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21002 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Commercial Estates Group Ltd, Mr N L Stanbury & Mr Consultee ID: 21036 Agent: Turley Associates

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

NewSiteOrganisation
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Policy Response:

Policy S5 (Infrastructure): we are pleased to note that the LPA will take a flexible and wide-ranging approach to the issues to be considered in respect of 
infrastructure capacity and need. Para. 2.18 identifies that the LPA will work alongside communities and neighbourhoods to identify their community and cultural 
infrastructure needs and priorities. The Policy appears, therefore, to suggest joint responsibility (i.e. that infrastructure is not solely required to be delivered 
through developer contributions). However, we would ask that part 'e' be explicit that the consideration of development viability is relevant in respect of the 
delivery of infrastructure generally, not solely the 'timing of provision.'

Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 21038 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

You propose to build 15000 new homes for people who don't have jobs in the area and then almost sound surprised that you'll have to build some new schools and 
roads.  It is a hopeless chicken and egg argument.  Approaching it the other way of course if there were no residents you would need no schools or roads.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21047 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

I don't believe the planned infrastrucute will support the development.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Greener TeignConsultee ID: 21050 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 21071 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

The plans are over-ambitious.  The cost of new link roads e.g. from Broadmeadow to Higher Exeter Road, Ogwell Cross to Aller would be huge.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual
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Consultee ID: 21085 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

This appears to be at odds with S4. Having defind in S4 where the housing will be located this policy says it is in fact dependent upon infrastructure. The implication 
is that, just as with employent, an infrastructure delivery plan is required before housing can be allocated. This is fine except that expereince shows that it is the 
other way around. Housing is allocated so that contributions can be sought from developers towards infrastructure. Thre seems to be a particular problem over 
rural settlements that are seen as unsustainable because, for example, they encourage car journeys. This is correct but the question is why? The fact is that many 
are constrained to a size where they are too small to support a village shop or justify a bus service so that everyone is forced into their car - assuming that they can 
afford one.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21090 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

The new infrastructure does not seem to be appropriate for the expected population increase arising from new and opportunistic housing.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21092 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21108 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21113 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

NewSiteIndividual
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Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 21118 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21119 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

It isn't clear how this infrastructure will be funded.  Agree with developments such as Torbay ring road and road through areas of disused tip.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21122 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

I support the infrastructure required to service the reduced amount of development above.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21127 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

yes

Change To Policy:

more efficient use of existing infrastructure should be followed first and before any development

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21134 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual
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Consultee ID: 21136 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

The balance in point e is critical to this policy, who will be making the decision?  When will this information be available and consulted on? Going by what is 
proposed in NA4, the decision making process was seriously flawed.

Change To Policy:

The sequencing of development and infrastructure must be referenced and available before any consultation to decide on how viable the development is.

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21137 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21139 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

The balance in point e is critical to this policy, who will be making the decision?  When will this information be available and consulted on?

Change To Policy:

The sequencing of development and infrastructure must be reference and available before any consultation to decide on how viable the development is

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21140 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

The scale of new infrastructure should relate to the extent and location of new housing.

Change To Policy:

Once the housing targets have been re-evaluated and have been accepted by local tax payers then the requirement for any new infrastructure can be aasessed 
accordingly.

NewSiteIndividual

Haccombe Renewable Energy Community Interest CoConsultee ID: 21153 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

NewSiteOrganisation
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Policy Response:

The balance in point e is critical to this policy, who will be making the decision?  When will this information be available and consulted on? Going by what is 
proposed in NA4, the decision making process was seriously flawed.

Change To Policy:

The sequencing of development and infrastructure must be referenced and available before any consultation to decide on how viable the development is.

Consultee ID: 21165 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

Once again,if done with some imagination would be helpful, but in reality will be wastefully employed.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21166 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Again I ask why do we continually have to assume that expansion of communities is inevitable.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

(Cllr) Kingsteignton Town CouncilConsultee ID: 21169 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteCouncillor

Consultee ID: 21172 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21196 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

NewSiteIndividual
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Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Newton Abbot Community Interest CompanyConsultee ID: 21198 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

NACIC is very concerned that the £70 million allocated for infrastructure to Newton Abbot (£80 million to the Heart of Teignbridge) could be totally inadequate 
(taking other possible sources of funding into account) for providing all of the community facilities and other infrastructure promised for these places.  NACIC 
considers that the failure to publish the Infrastructure Delivery Plan alongside the Preferred Options greatly diminishes the value of the consultation on the 
document, as consultees are being asked to approve development policies without evidence that the infrastructure that the document suggests will accompany the 
development can be delivered (but perhaps under the impression that most, if not all, will be affordable).   NACIC is very concerned that there is no mechanism for 
linking the development of community facilities and other infrastructure with the development of housing. NACIC notes that, by contrast, the “monitor & manage” 
policy WE1 contains a mechanism whereby the District Council “will take action” if affordable housing completions fall behind the trajectory specified in that 
policy.   NACIC considers that without (a) evidence that the £70 million allocated for infrastructure to Newton Abbot is adequate and (b) a mechanism for 
guaranteeing that the development of community facilities and other infrastructure will be delivered, the Core Strategy is not robust enough to deliver the 
aspirations contained in the document.

Change To Policy:

The Preferred Options should be accompanied by the Infrastructure Delivery Plan showing the anticipated cost of each item of infrastructure mentioned in the 
Preferred Options, the funds expected to be available to meet such costs and the District Council’s ‘preferred options’ – its choices and priorities - for the delivery of 
such infrastructure.   The Infrastructure Delivery Plan should link specific housing and other development with specific community facilities and other infrastructure, 
and the Core Strategy should contain a mechanism under policy S24 whereby the District Council will review the provision of community facilities and other 
infrastructure at 5-yearly intervals, and take action comparable to that specified in policy WE1 if there is a delay in the provision of the community facilities and 
other infrastructure in relation to the development to which they are linked.

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 21201 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21208 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual
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PCL Planning LtdConsultee ID: 21236 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The aspirations in this regard are noted, particularly with regard to the use of a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in order to bring infrastructure forward. The 
Council should be careful to avoid building an excessive ‘wish list’ or raising aspirations beyond those which development can reasonably deliver; bearing in mind 
that many policies contained within the emerging Core Strategy will be a cost to a development which will need to be reflected in any assessment of CIL.

Failure to reflect all of the cost implications on development will have a number of consequences, either landowners will fail to bring forward land, house prices will 
rise, or developers may fail to bring forward or implement projects due to adverse viability. Criterion d of the Policy indicates that other mechanisms may be used 
to bring infrastructure forward. The Council should give clear consideration to the utilisation of the New Homes Bonus to assist in the provision of infrastructure, 
rather
than being totally reliant on CIL.

Further clarity is required to ensure that developers are left in no doubt about what they are responsible for providing (via S106 or as part of their developments) 
and what the Council will deliver utilising CIL/New Homes Bonus etc. The clarity needs to be provided at an individual scheme level if it is to be of practical use.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 21252 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Plans show new primary schools in the Newton Abbot area but no additional secondary schools?

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21308 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

madness all of it

Change To Policy:

please dont make devon an overdeveloped over industrilised county. scale down for all our sakes.

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21310 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

NewSiteIndividual
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Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 21311 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21260 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Important to get sufficient infrastructure in place to support the growth.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Dawlish SOUL (Save Our Undeveloped Land)Consultee ID: 21265 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The Strategy fails to make a substantiated case for infrastructure improvement other than that occurring as part of new development. Policy 55 Infrastructure 
indicates that new and improved infrastructure is only required as a result of new development. The policy does not take into account any current infrastructure 
requirements. For example, with or without new development the A379 is significantly below the standards required for a County Primary Route servicing the 
communities along its length.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 21273 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21275 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

NewSiteIndividual

Page 36 of 49Preferred Options Consultation Response: S5 Infrastructure



Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 21279 Agent:

Policy Support: No

Policy Response:

As per housing, you seek to destroy what we have with more and more concrete. Your view that new roads will help is fundamentally flawed - what about all the 
tohers roads seeking to join your new super roads, they will have ni chance - this is already seen on e.g. back roads seeking to join the Teignmouth/ Exeter road in 
the mornings - almost no hope. Where is the logic to needing a Teignmouth by pass in the proposed location? the only traffic that will use it will be the relatively 
small smounts coming from Shaldon - anyone within Teignmouth or Dawlish wont treck out to the new road, they will seek to continue cutting through Teignmouth 
or use the existing Exeter road. yet again you seek to lie by suggesting it is a by pass when in reality it is simply an access road for huge areas of farm land to be 
ploughed up and concreted over - including swatches within the coastal presevration area

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Clarence Developments Ltd, Mr & Mrs Hendy & Mr RiConsultee ID: 21297 Agent: Savills (L&P) Ltd

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Town Study Areas plan – A small point, but the grey circle that appears to be Kingskerswell to the south of the Newton Abbot grey circle should be on the Newton 
Abbot to Torquay red arrow and not on the Newton Abbot to Totnes red arrow.

The provision of infrastructure is a key consideration and we await the eventual publication of the draft charging schedule with some anticipation. The provision of 
infrastructure is of course an important consideration and it is accepted that development must be matched by provision of the infrastructure necessary to 
ameliorate the effects of that
development. The existence of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and the strategic housing requirement should not be used as an excuse for an extensive 
wish list of infrastructure requirements. Whilst CIL brings in a strategic element beyond s106 requirements, it should be reasonably related and proportional to the 
overall level of development proposed. Planning obligations should be in accordance with Regulation 122 of the CIL Regs. It will be important to ensure that, with 
major development coming forward, there is no double counting in terms of infrastructure provision, i.e. between provision gained
under CIL and on site provision.

The 2010 CIL Regulations as amended by the 2011 Amendment Regulations sets, along with Part 11 of the 2008 Planning Act, the framework within which the 
eventual Charging Schedule will operate. The headline guidance is found in Regulation 14, which sets out a general principle guiding the setting of the CIL rates. This 
is set out in full below;

“14.—(1) In setting rates (including differential rates) in a charging schedule, a charging authority must aim to strike what appears to the charging authority to be 
an appropriate balance between—

NewSiteOrganisation
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(a) the desirability of funding from CIL (in whole or in part) the actual and expected estimated total cost of infrastructure required to support the development of 
its area, taking into account other actual and expected sources of funding; and
(b) the potential effects (taken as a whole) of the imposition of CIL on the economic viability of development across its area.”

We draw attention to regulation 14(b) as set out above in particular, which also relates to paragraph 2.20 and the identification of a level of £7,500 per dwellings as 
an estimated levy.

The preliminary investigations with utility companies to date have not identified any significant constraints to the proposed new development. The location of the 
proposed site limits the number of alternatives in terms of connections. Therefore, it is recommended to obtain the network capacity details from WPD, BT and 
South West Water to establish the feasibility of
the site with respect to the new connections.

We will work with TDC and other partners to assess the capacity of the surrounding highway and new proposals to develop a demonstrable evidence base which 
will enable the development of an appropriate package of measures and level of infrastructure required to deliver the development. It is important to understand 
the level of CIL funding available for
infrastructure improvements, its timing and how it will be distributed to deliver the required infrastructure.

Paragraph 2.20 – It is important to understand the level of CIL funding available for infrastructure improvements, its timing and how it will be distributed to deliver 
the required infrastructure.

Paragraph 2.21 – We have concerns over implied assumptions on the diversion of funds from the New Homes Bonus. Our understanding is that these funds are not 
ring fenced for any particular purpose, such as infrastructure provision. We are concerned that this assumption on the ability of the New Homes Bonus to 
supplement CIL will be limited meaning the
expectation on provision of infrastructure is unrealistic and potentially unachievable. We consider that some, if not all, of the New Homes Bonus will be diverted 
towards keeping Council Tax increases down for example.

Change To Policy:

Bovis HomesConsultee ID: 21303 Agent: AP Planning

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Bovis have no objection to Policy S5 but objection is raised to the supporting text at paragraphs 2.17 – 2.24.

In particular reference is made to the CIL.  Bovis consider that is inappropriate for the Core Strategy to set out the figure for the CIL given that this figure is untested 
and, as the Strategy notes, will be the subject of separate public consultation.

It is also unclear as to the relationship between the New Homes Bonus and the CIL.  It would be expected that monies collected by the Council by the New Homes 

NewSiteOrganisation

Page 38 of 49Preferred Options Consultation Response: S5 Infrastructure



Bonus would be used to deliver, in part the infrastructure for new development.  

Care need to be taken to ensure that developers are not being overcharged to provide infrastructure which should in part be being paid for by the Bonus.

It is unclear on what basis the figures quoted are provided.  These are matters more appropriately covered in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  This must be 
produced without delay as it is critical to the delivery of the housing strategy of the Core Strategy.

Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 21322 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21323 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21325 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Little tangible evidence of any new infrastructure in Teignmouth's expansion zones.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21330 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21332 Agent:

Policy Support: No opinion

Policy Response:
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Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 21337 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21353 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

more emphasis on getting people out of cars, e.g by providing safe cycling lanes from a to B rather than just for leisure purposes

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21356 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21397 Agent:

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

Change To Policy:

The sequencing of development and infrastructure must be available before any consultation to decide on how viable the development is.

NewSiteIndividual

Devon County Council (Strategic Planning)Consultee ID: 21406 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Point (a) identifies that the council will take account of infrastructure capacity and needs in decisions on the location of development. It will be critical for the plan 
to ensure that the necessary transport infrastructure is provided in line with development. As Highway Authority, the county council need certainty that the 
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funding for critical infrastructure will be available in phase with development to ensure its provision to avoid unacceptable impact on the highway network. The 
delivery of development should be managed in a way that ensures such impacts are avoided.

Point (c) states that the district council will assess the potential for demand management and more efficient use of existing infrastructure. As the Highway 
Authority, the county council will need to make this assessment for transport infrastructure. This assessment will inform the need for the infrastructure provision in 
line with development.

The importance of infrastructure provision in informing development scale and location is welcomed – including the phasing implications highlighted in Point (e).

Paragraph 2.19
This list should also recognise the need for:
- Early years infrastructure
- Waste management infrastructure

Paragraph 2.24
Support the identification that some elements of infrastructure will need to be paid for through S106, however wording could be reviewed to be clearer at stating 
this point.

Change To Policy:

Heritage Developments South West LtdConsultee ID: 21413 Agent: Bell Cornwell LLP

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Recognition is given of the need for new and improved infrastructure to come forward in line with development proposals and (at paragraph 2.17) that 
infrastructure is required to support sustainable, resilient communities. As a critical aspect to the long term health and well-being and sustainability of local 
communities, objection is made in that this later element should be incorporated within the substantive policy rather than leaving it to the supporting statement. It 
is therefore proposed that Policy S5 be amended to read:

“… The Council will:
f) support proposals for new development where they support sustainable, resilient communities.”

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 21415 Agent: Bell Cornwell LLP

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

S5 is an attempt to ensure that new development and new infrastructure are provided together.
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Our clients endorse the thrust of all of:
S5 because it is an attempt to ensure that new development and new infrastructure are provided together but make the observation that it is extremely expensive 
and difficult to deliver significant infrastructure and growth should occur where existing physical, social and community and green infrastructure capacity  exists 
and/or where it is most cost effective to provide such new capacity.

Change To Policy:

Bovis Homes SW LtdConsultee ID: 21444 Agent: D2 Planning Limited

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Whilst no objections are made to the principle of this policy there is no reference to the guidance contained within Circular 5/05 Planning Obligations and 
Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy 2010 which requires contributions to be necessary, fair, reasonable and directly related to the development.

Past experience with the Local Planning Authority has demonstrated that contributions sought do not always comply with these tests.

Change To Policy:

Reference needs to be made in Policy S5 to the supporting test to Circular 5/05 and Regulation 122 of CIL and the fact that contributions can only be requested 
when clearly justified.

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 21445 Agent: D2 Planning Limited

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Whilst no objections are made to the principle of this policy there is no reference to the guidance contained within Circular 5/05 Planning Obligations and 
Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy 2010 which requires contributions to be necessary, fair, reasonable and directly related to the development.

Past experience with the Local Planning Authority has demonstrated that contributions sought do not always comply with these tests.

Change To Policy:

Reference needs to be made in Policy S5 to the supporting test to Circular 5/05 and Regulation 122 of CIL and the fact that contributions can only be requested 
when clearly justified.

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21446 Agent: D2 Planning Limited

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Whilst no objections are made to the principle of this policy there is no reference to the guidance contained within Circular 5/05 Planning Obligations and 
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Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy 2010 which requires contributions to be necessary, fair, reasonable and directly related to the development.

Past experience with the Local Planning Authority has demonstrated that contributions sought do not always comply with these tests.

Change To Policy:

Reference needs to be made in Policy S5 to the supporting test to Circular 5/05 and Regulation 122 of CIL and the fact that contributions can only be requested 
when clearly justified.

South West HARP Planning ConsortiumConsultee ID: 21482 Agent: Tetlow King Planning

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The viability assessment assumes infrastructure requirements of £7,500 per dwelling, with figures any higher than this unlikely to be supported in the short or 
medium term. This must be built into any future viability assessment on Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). It would appear that if implemented today, then 
infrastructure contributions (including site specific Section 106 contributions) would make it difficult to achieve even 25% affordable housing requirements on site.

The Council must ensure that the delivery of affordable homes is not frustrated by setting a CIL that makes the affordable housing target unviable. This would be 
contrary to emerging guidance, as stated by Lord Attlee in the House of Lords during a debate on the Localism Bill on 17 October 2011, as set out below:

'The statutory framework for CIL provides for protection for affordable housing. This was, no doubt, in the minds of the previous Administration when they 
implemented the levy. However, we acknowledge that the guidance does not set this out as clearly and robustly as it could. We will revisit the guidance to make it 
clear that the imposition of a levy must not harm the delivery of affordable housing or other local policies set out in the local plan. I have asked my officials to work 
with the National Housing Federation to develop appropriate changes and we will reflect on the outcome in updated guidance from the Secretary of State.'

Paragraph 2.22 – New Homes Bonus and Community Infrastructure Levy
We welcome the Council setting out the benefits of new development and the additional funding through New Homes Bonus. We will make individual comments 
on the use of Community Infrastructure Levy in later sections, however there needs to be careful consideration of the impact on the delivery of affordable housing 
and whether proposed levels of CIL here can be delivered without affecting the proposed affordable housing delivery targets.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Wolborough Residents AssociationConsultee ID: 21504 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The need for affordable houses in particular is not in question; nor is the need for infrastructure improvements and the near desperate need for more jobs 
regardless of any addition to the population.  However, it is the sheer scale of the Council’s proposals that cause us such concern.  
The projected house building numbers for the “Heart of Teignbridge” at 9000 demands significant up-front expenditure to provide site access and infrastructure, 
services and a range of facilities to support the additional population.  A very substantial percentage of this expenditure (roads, utilities etc) has to be spent before 
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house building can even begin and others costs grow in urgency as the population increases (schools, medical, leisure and recreational facilities).  

We believe that the Core Strategy over-promises what can be achieved in terms of infrastructure and community facilities.  The end result could be large scale 
housing developments with inadequate infrastructure to support them.  There are already numerous infrastructure deficits in the Heart of Teignbridge and 
elsewhere in the District that will only worsen as the population grows.  As an example the traffic congestion and resultant air pollution in Newton Abbot will 
worsen with little opportunity of resolving the impact of additional vehicle movements.  Leisure facilities are already under pressure with a shortage of playing 
fields in particular.  This is clearly demonstrated at some schools where sports facilities are remote from their campus.  Progressively over the years outdoor 
facilities for sports and play have been sacrificed to accommodate ever increasing numbers of pupils.

With recent news items about an impending drought in much of the Country, we are concerned that there will be insufficient provision of water, particularly 
potable water, to cope with greatly increased demand.  Longer standing residents have experienced firsthand the difficulties that arise when storage, retention and 
delivery of water is compromised.  Climate change can only exacerbate the problem.

Change To Policy:

Consultee ID: 21510 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The impact on the infrastructure is not really addressed, the rail network capacity does not appear to be increasing, parking at Newton station does not appear to 
be addressed, the capacity of the road network beyond the individual developments appears to be largely ignored.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Skypark Development Partnership LLPConsultee ID: 21531 Agent: Bell Cornwell

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

S5 is an attempt to ensure that new development and new infrastructure are provided together.

Our client endorses the thrust of all of:

S5 because it is an attempt to ensure that new development and new infrastructure are provided together but we make the observation that it is extremely 
expensive and difficult to deliver significant infrastructure and growth should first occur where existing physical, social and community and green infrastructure 
capacity exists and/or where it is most cost effective to provide such new capacity.

Change To Policy:
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Consultee ID: 21533 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Para 2.22 Page 18.  The draft Core Strategy appears to assume levels of New Homes Bonus which will arise from the proposed developments and at para 2.23 
confirms that the New Homes Bonus have been taken into account in considering the strategies and proposals in the draft.

However, the New Homes Bonus is already been substantially used by Teignbridge Council to support the day-to-day council expenditure as confirmed in the 
budget and medium term financial plan approved by the Council on 24 February 2012.

In the three financial years 2012-13, 2013-14 and 2014-15, Teignbridge expects to receive £4,322,000 in New Homes Bonus and yet in placing just £550,000 of that 
into an ‘Infrastructure Investment Fund’. This leaves some £3,772,000 ‘unavailable’ to support and benefit the communities for which this Core Strategy earmarks 
additional housing. 

It would suggest the draft Core Strategy does not have a sound financial basis that will reassure communities that the promise of infrastructure provision (page 17 
S5 (e) is robust and deliverable by the Council   

At para 2.20 the draft Core Strategy is uncertain about the level of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) that will be achieved and whether, for example, non-
residential development will be required to make contributions to achieve the necessary infrastructure.

In summary, it would seem the level of investment needed in infrastructure is greater than can be achieved through CIL and that which is made available by the 
Council’s use of the New Homes Bonus and consequently, begs the question as to whether the Council is being overly ambitious in seeking to deliver a high level of 
new housing which cannot be properly supported.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21541 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The problem anticipated will have the inevitable knock-on effect of the inhabitants of the new Housing Developments having to seek work in the larger 
connurbations such as Plymouth and Exeter and therefore putting even greater pressure on the already traffic-clogged roads and lanes around the area - not the 
most desirably 'green' result.
n.b. the proposed development west of Newton Abbot is potentially,a prime example of this.

Change To Policy:
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Consultee ID: 21542 Agent:

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The Chercombe Bridge Road/Ogwell rat-run is already very busy during the rush hours (check police reports of accidents) and this will increase ten-fold.   Are there 
any plans to restrict the use of this route?   How will people be encouraged to use the main roads?

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Barratt StrategicConsultee ID: 21549 Agent: RPS Planning & Development

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Paragraphs 2.20 to 2.24
1) It is helpful that the CS refers to the potential of CIL in delivering the infrastructure required to support the growth strategy. Moreover, it is encouraging that the 
CS refers to the New Homes Bonus and how it will be used to service the needs of households and businesses affected by development. Too often the New Homes 
Bonus money is seen as a means of ‘plugging the gap’ in other Council budget cuts which is clearly not the Government’s intention.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Consultee ID: 21560 Agent: Alder King

Policy Support: Yes

Policy Response:

We support the principle of Policy S5 which seeks to provide adequate infrastructure to support sustainable and resilient communities.

In order for the Council to meet this objective, of planning for sustainable communities, it is important that new communities are planned as places where people 
want to live and work, now and in the future. New extensions to settlements need to address accessibility (both in terms of location and physical access) for all 
members of the community to jobs, health, housing, education, shops, leisure and community facilities. We, therefore, consider that mixed-use extensions that 
offer housing together with employment development should be given priority for development within the Core Strategy. An expanded allocation at KK1 ‘Land off 
Torquay Road’ would meet this objective.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteIndividual

Consultee ID: 21563 Agent: Alder King

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

We support the principle of Policy S5 which seeks to provide adequate infrastructure to support sustainable and resilient communities.
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In order for the Council to meet this objective of planning for sustainable communities, it is important that new communities are planned as places where people 
want to live and work, now and in the future. New extensions to settlements need to address accessibility (both in terms of location and physical access) for all 
members of the community to jobs, health, housing, education, shops, leisure and community facilities. We, therefore, consider that mixed-use extensions that 
offer housing together with employment development should be given priority for development within the Core Strategy. An expanded allocation at Milber would 
meet this objective.

Change To Policy:

Sibelco UK LtdConsultee ID: 21571 Agent: Herridge Property Consullting Ltd

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

Representation: The aspirations of this policy are broadly supported.  However, Sibelco object in part to the lack of clarity in the detail of the policy as explained 
below:

It is very important that the Council avoids producing a ‘wish list’ of infrastructure requirements and aspirations which cannot be delivered by the proposed level of 
development. In particular the Council should acknowledge in assessing deliverability
as required by PPS 12 the significant level of cost which will be imposed on development as a consequence of many of the other policies within the CSDPD.  

This represents a serious risk to delivery and therefore failure to meet the vision and overarching objectives of the plan which will render the plan unsound under 
the tests of effectiveness in PPS 12. Unrealistic expectations and failure to acknowledge and reflect the cost implications of plan policies generally on development 
will lead in our experience to landowners reluctance to bring land forward for development and/or developers failing to implement schemes with permission due 
to adverse viability. TDC have some evidence of this with approved schemes in recent years.

The Policy indicates criterion d) that CIL and other mechanisms may be used to bring infrastructure forward.  The Council should be clear what these mechanisms 
are and how far they can be relied on in addition to CIL for the delivery of infrastructure, for example whether or not New Homes Bonus will be used and to what 
extent. 

It is important that landowners and developers have clarity particularly in respect of the individual policies for proposed urban extensions as to what will be 
covered by CIL, what the delivery mechanism will be and what a site will have to provide through s106.

Change To Policy:

It is recommended that the following additional criteria is included in the policy

f) Clear detailed guidance will be provided for individual area policies, in particular the proposed urban extensions, confirming what infrastructure will be provided 
by CIL, detail of other delivery mechanisms, and what individual area policies will have to contribute through s106 obligations
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Eagle One Ltd & Eagle One Homes LtdConsultee ID: 21572 Agent: PCL Planning

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The aspirations in this regard are noted, particularly with regard to the use of a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in order to bring infrastructure forward. The 
Council should be careful to avoid building an excessive ‘wish list’ or raising aspirations beyond those which development can reasonably deliver; bearing in mind 
that many policies contained within the emerging Core Strategy will be a cost to a development which will need to be reflected in any assessment of CIL.

Failure to reflect all of the cost implications on development will have a number of consequences, either landowners will fail to bring forward land, house prices will 
rise, or developers may fail to bring forward or implement projects due to adverse viability. Criterion d of the Policy indicates that other mechanisms may be used 
to bring infrastructure forward. The Council should give clear consideration to the utilisation of the New Homes Bonus to assist in the provision of infrastructure, 
rather
than being totally reliant on CIL.

Further clarity is required to ensure that developers are left in no doubt about what they are responsible for providing (via S106 or as part of their developments) 
and what the Council will deliver utilising CIL/New Homes Bonus etc. The clarity needs to be provided at an individual scheme level if it is to be of practical use.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Michael Dark Flowers LtdConsultee ID: 21573 Agent: PCL Planning

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The aspirations in this regard are noted, particularly with regard to the use of a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in order to bring infrastructure forward. The 
Council should be careful to avoid building an excessive ‘wish list’ or raising aspirations beyond those which development can reasonably deliver; bearing in mind 
that many policies contained within the emerging Core Strategy will be a cost to a development which will need to be reflected in any assessment of CIL.

Failure to reflect all of the cost implications on development will have a number of consequences, either landowners will fail to bring forward land, house prices will 
rise, or developers may fail to bring forward or implement projects due to adverse viability. Criterion d of the Policy indicates that other mechanisms may be used 
to bring infrastructure forward. The Council should give clear consideration to the utilisation of the New Homes Bonus to assist in the provision of infrastructure, 
rather
than being totally reliant on CIL.

Further clarity is required to ensure that developers are left in no doubt about what they are responsible for providing (via S106 or as part of their developments) 
and what the Council will deliver utilising CIL/New Homes Bonus etc. The clarity needs to be provided at an individual scheme level if it is to be of practical use.

Change To Policy:
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Devon NHS PartnershipConsultee ID: 21584 Agent: PCL Planning

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The aspirations in this regard are noted, particularly with regard to the use of a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in order to bring infrastructure forward. The 
Council should be careful to avoid building an excessive ‘wish list’ or raising aspirations beyond those which development can reasonably deliver; bearing in mind 
that many policies contained within the emerging Core Strategy will be a cost to a development which will need to be reflected in any assessment of CIL.

Failure to reflect all of the cost implications on development will have a number of consequences, either landowners will fail to bring forward land, house prices will 
rise, or developers may fail to bring forward or implement projects due to adverse viability. Criterion d of the Policy indicates that other mechanisms may be used 
to bring infrastructure forward. The Council should give clear consideration to the utilisation of the New Homes Bonus to assist in the provision of infrastructure, 
rather
than being totally reliant on CIL.

Further clarity is required to ensure that developers are left in no doubt about what they are responsible for providing (via S106 or as part of their developments) 
and what the Council will deliver utilising CIL/New Homes Bonus etc. The clarity needs to be provided at an individual scheme level if it is to be of practical use.

Change To Policy:

NewSiteOrganisation

Tony Joyner & Plants Galore LtdConsultee ID: 21585 Agent: PCL Planning

Policy Support:

Policy Response:

The aspirations in this regard are noted, particularly with regard to the use of a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in order to bring infrastructure forward. The 
Council should be careful to avoid building an excessive ‘wish list’ or raising aspirations beyond those which development can reasonably deliver; bearing in mind 
that many policies contained within the emerging Core Strategy will be a cost to a development which will need to be reflected in any assessment of CIL.

Failure to reflect all of the cost implications on development will have a number of consequences, either landowners will fail to bring forward land, house prices will 
rise, or developers may fail to bring forward or implement projects due to adverse viability. Criterion d of the Policy indicates that other mechanisms may be used 
to bring infrastructure forward. The Council should give clear consideration to the utilisation of the New Homes Bonus to assist in the provision of infrastructure, 
rather
than being totally reliant on CIL.

Further clarity is required to ensure that developers are left in no doubt about what they are responsible for providing (via S106 or as part of their developments) 
and what the Council will deliver utilising CIL/New Homes Bonus etc. The clarity needs to be provided at an individual scheme level if it is to be of practical use.

Change To Policy:
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