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Appendix 5 – Options for accelerating Delivery of DA2 Link Road  4 May 2016 

Following Planning Committee of 5th April, officers have held individual discussions with the three 

main DA2 landowners and Teignbridge Council finance officers to propose and discuss options for 

accelerating the delivery of the DA2 link road.  This note summarises all the options considered in 

those discussions.  

It should be noted that Development Area 3 has now begun the planning process (with request for 

an HRA scoping opinion) and formerly stated their intention to submit a planning application in 

November 2016.   

The County Council has also confirmed that it will wait to introduce any Traffic Regulation Order 

requiring right turn movements from the A379 on to Sandy Lane until any such time as the impact of 

turning onto Elm Grove road becomes unacceptable  

The tables below include the following information: 

 Table 1: All options which have been explored, their implications and recommendation.  

 Table 2: Estimated build out rates by Development Area.  

Table 1 – of all Options Explored Summary  

Option Description  Implications 
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PHASED ACCESS FROM NORTH ONLY: 

TDC could seek to use the Development 
Framework Plan (DFP) to phase development 
from Sainsbury’s roundabout, preventing road 
access from the south before full provision of a 
completed northern access.   

Following adoption of the DFP, this option would 
guide the Council to refusing applications on 
Area 2, until Area 3 and 4 are is permitted and 
commenced.  

 

This option would not be acceptable to landowners of 
Area 2 (who have submitted a planning application) 
and who have confirmed they would appeal, with the 
potential for costs to be awarded against the Council.   

In addition, such an approach carries a significant risk 
of creating a ransom situation which would slow or 
possibly stop development. Any ransom payments 
would significantly erode the viability of development, 
reducing their ability to deliver the link road early and 
any affordable housing.  

Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) should 
reflect Local Plan requirements. Using the DFP SPD 
process to add phasing constraints to the allocation is 
not recommended and contrary to guidance. The 
landowner of Area 2 may therefore legally challenge 
the DFP document. 

This option would slow housing delivery, which would 
also have implications on the Council’s 5 year housing 
land supply, risking unplanned development.  

OPTION AT HIGH RISK OF APPEAL AND POSSIBLE RISK OF JUDICIAL REVIEW.  

POTENTAL IMPACT ON DEVELOPMENT VIABILITY AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING.  

IMPACT ON DELIVERY RATES AND 5 YEAR LAND SUPPLY.  
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DEVELOPERS JOINTLY PROCURE LINK 
ROAD: 

Landowners to work together to procure and 
construct link road as soon as possible. This 
option would enable economies of scale in 
procurement and potential early delivery of 
completed road.  

This option was discussed with landowners. None of 
the landowners were willing to work together to jointly 
procure a link road.  All landowners agree to deliver 
the link road from boundary to boundary within their 
area. The option is therefore undeliverable.  

LANDOWNERS ARE UNWILLING TO COOPERATE TO PROCURE LINK ROAD.   

3 
 

TEIGNBRIDGE BUILD ROAD UNDER 
LICIENCE: 

TDC to seek to build road under licence, 
delivering link road from the north to boundary of 
Area 3-2.  

This option would require landowners’ 
agreement and full planning permission for 
housing layout to determine route of the link 
road.  

This approach moves much of the risk and cost 
of delivering a link road onto the public sector.  
Would require an agreement to see repayment 
of link road costs as homes are built.  

Public sector forward funding of link road would incur 
significant capital borrowing costs, which are beyond 
the agreed capital programme commitments.   

At an estimated cost of £5m for delivery of the link 
road from Sainsbury’s to boundary of Area 3-2, TDC 
Finance Department estimates an annual revenue 
cost of at least £210,000 per annum over 10 years 
(interest and MRP cost).  

Building the road in just Area 3 at an estimated cost of 
£3m, would cost £189,000 per annum, of which 
interest payments would account for £70,000 per year 
over a 10 year period. 

Any delay to repayment, for example due to slower 
build out rates, would incur refinancing costs and 
further years of interest payments.  

In addition, a public finance approach is considered 
unlikely to bring the road forward significantly sooner 
than private sector led delivery. 

OPTION 3 IS CONSIDERED FINANCIALLY UNVIABLE.  

UNLIKELY TO BRING THE ROAD FORWARD SOONER.  
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USE CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT PLAN 
TO REQUIRE CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC TO 
GO NORTH AS SOON AS FEASIBLE.  

Include condition for Construction Environment 
Management Plan to require landowners to 
allow construction traffic from sites to travel 
north to Sainsbury’s roundabout as soon as road 
is constructed.  Such an agreement would allow 
traffic to use the road after 50 dwelling trigger, 
even though the link road would not yet be 
adopted. 

Potential to require contributions towards 
monitoring and enforcement of Construction 
Environment Management Plan (CEMP). 

This option is broadly acceptable to all landowners, 
despite some concerns raised over impact of 
construction traffic on site marketability.    

This option would reduce traffic on Elm Grove Road 
and bring the link road connection through as soon as 
feasible, and with minimum costs.  

Developers could contribute towards the cost of 
dedicated monitoring and enforcement of the DA2 
CEMP, to ensure construction complies with the terms 
agreed. 

It is estimated that this option could see provision of 
completed link road in place by 2021.  

OPTION IS DELIVERABLE AND LOW RISK.  
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COMPULSORY PURCHASE OF LAND: 

Add text to Framework Plan to set out in what 
circumstances the Council would consider use 
Compulsory Purchase (CPO) powers. 

The use of CPO powers would be a back-stop if 
any of the sites failed to come forward, or failed 
to deliver the link road.  

This option would communicate the Council’s 
clear intentions if development stalls.  

The use of CPO powers would only be required if the 
landowner failed to bring forward their land, which is 
unlikely given the discussions and letter of intent from 
the landowner’s planning consultants, stating objective 
to submit planning application in November 2016.   

If CPO was necessary, the process takes 
approximately 2 years and may include a public 
inquiry. A full detailed planning application would also 
be required to deliver the road.  

CPO would not result in a time saving to road delivery. 

 
THE USE OF CPO WOULD NOT ACCELERATE LINK ROAD DELIVERY, BUT RATHER IS A BACK-
STOP TO ENSURE THE FULL ROAD IS DELIVERED.   
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USE GRAMPIAN CONDITION TO  
LIMIT DEVELOPMENT IN AREA 2 UNTIL 
2020: 

Additional planning condition or S106 to prevent 
construction of more than 50 dwellings on Area 
2 until an agreed date (possibly 2020).  

To limit this risk of ransom, if link road is still not 
completed to boundary of Area 2-3 by 2020, 
Area 2 may proceed from the south.  

This option would allow 4 years for link road to 
be completed before more dwellings are built in 
Area 2.  

This option is likely to have the impact of delaying 
commencement of Area 2.  

However, this option is not acceptable to the 
landowner of Area 2, who has clearly stated they 
would Appeal.  

In view of the highways evidence submitted by the 
applicant and Highway Authority, officers believe that 
there is a significant risk of the Council losing such an 
appeal.  

It is likely to be argued that such a condition is not 
reasonable or necessary, is contrary to guidance and 
could be found unreasonable if placed before an 
inspector.  

Finally, this option would also slow the rate of housing 
delivery and have implications for the Council’s 5 year 
housing land supply.  

THE USE OF SUCH A ‘GRAMPIAN CONDITION’ IS NOT RECOMMENDED, DUE TO RISK OF 
APPEAL. 

 

Recommendation 

Officers recommend that the Council;  

 Pursues adoption of the amended draft Development Framework Plan which includes an 

area-by-area trigger of 50 dwellings for link road delivery, plus; 

 Option 4: Use Construction Management Plan to require construction traffic to go north as 

soon as feasible; 

 Option 5: Set out Council’s intentions to use CPO powers if necessary; 

Other options will not speed up delivery of a completed link road, are likely to result in Appeal or 

challenge, and will erode the Council’s 5 year land supply which will increase the chance of 

unplanned development occurring in the rest of the district. 
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Table 2: Estimated build out rate based on Option 4 (CEMP) and Option 6 (CPO) 

YEAR Area 2 Area 3 Area 4 Cumulative 
Dwellings 
completed.  

Notes 

2016/17 0 0 0 0 
Area 4 outline now permitted - Reserved matters submitted.  Area 2 planning application 
determined. 

2017/18 0 0 0 0 
Outline application for Area 3. Reserved matters for Area 4.  

2018/19 0 0 25 25 
Reserved Matters for Area 2. Area 3 reserved matters. Area 4 begin construction. 

2019/20 50 0 50 125 
Area 4 completes 50. Bridge begins construction.  

2020/21 50 25 50 250 
Area 3 begins dwelling construction. Area 2 completes 50. Bridge and road completed 
and connected to boundary of Area 2-3.  

2021/22 75 50 50 425 
 

2022/23 100 50 25 600 Right turn Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) applied to Elm Grove Road. 

2023/24 100 25 - 725  

2024/25 34 - - 759  

 


