
 
Inspector’s Matter 5 

(Savills for Clarence Developments Ref 21297) 

  Page 1 of 11 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
TEIGNBRIDGE DISTRICT COUNCIL  
 
LOCAL PLAN 
 
EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXAMINATION STATEMENT 
 
CLARENCE DEVELOPMENTS LTD 
 
Submitted 12 AUGUST 2013 
 
 
 
Matter 5: Housing 

10 September 2013 

 

CLARENCE DEVELOPMENTS LTD EXAMINATION STATEMENT 3 
CLARENCE DEVELOPMENTS LTD REF: 21297 



 
Inspector’s Matter 5 

(Savills for Clarence Developments Ref 21297) 

  Page 2 of 11 

Matter 5: Housing 
10 September 2013 

 
 
 

Introduction  

This Examination Statement has been submitted by Clarence Developments Ltd (including Mr 

and Mrs Hendy and Mr Richardson) as part of the Examination in Public on the Teignbridge 

District Council Local Plan 2013-2033.  The Statement highlights and where necessary expands 

upon representations submitted by Clarence Developments Ltd at the Proposed Submission 

(Regulation 20) stage of the Local Plan process.  It does not repeat representations but 

responds to the Inspector’s questions.  

 

Referencing 

Clarence Developments Ltd has referred to its representations submitted on the Proposed 

Submission ‘Publication’ Local Plan throughout the Examination Statement.  
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Abbreviations/ Glossary  

 TDC – Teignbridge District Council  

 LP – Teignbridge District Council Local Plan 2013-2033   

 NPPF – National Planning Policy Framework 

 Savills – Planning Consultant 

 SA/SEA – Sustainability Appraisal/ Strategic Environmental Assessment  

 CD – Clarence Developments 
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Matter 5: Housing 

13 August 2013  

 

19.  Are the proposed housing numbers justified; are they based on an objective 

assessment of needs, using up to date, reliable evidence, including the latest 

CLG household projections?  

19.1  Whilst Clarence Developments is promoting the land at Houghton Barton and strongly 

supports the strategic allocation at NA1, there remain concerns over whether the LP will 

meet the District’s objectively assessed needs, as discussed in our Housing 

Assessment (December 2012). 

19.2  The NPPF is clear that Local Planning Authorities should use its evidence base to 

ensure that its Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and 

affordable housing in the housing market area (paragraph 47). 

19.3 Proposed Local Plan Policy S4 sets out the need for 620 dwellings per annum (dpa) 

over the 20 year plan period, equating to 12,400 dwellings.  This figure has been 

derived by the Council from the 2012 SHMA, which TDC sees as comprising the most 

up to date assessment of local housing needs in Teignbridge District.  Clarence 

Developments questions the requirement of 620 dpa on a number of grounds.  These 

are set out within this statement. 

19.4  It is the contention of Clarence Developments that the figure of 620 dpa does not take 

into account any historic shortfall and thus does not represent a full reflection of the 

district’s full, objectively assessed needs.  Figure 4 of the 2012 SHMA sets out that 

3,696 additional dwellings were required between 2007-2012, equating to an annual 

requirement of 739 dpa.  However, the December 2012 Teignbridge Monitoring Report 

reveals that only 1,840 dwellings were completed in this five year period.  Based on the 

level of need required to be delivered during this period, the Council fell short by some 

1,856 dwellings.  

19.5 Whilst TDC has discounted the draft South West RSS as being ‘significantly out of date’ 

(Five Year Supply Statement, June 2013) Clarence Developments believes the RSS to 

represent the most robust assessment of housing needs in Teignbridge and mirrors 

closely the Council’s previous SHMA findings, which point to a requirement of c.740 

dpa.  This is corroborated by the Inspector’s Report for Appeal Decision 
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APP/P1133/A/13/2191841, ‘Land at Bradley Road, Bovey Tracey’ (7 August, 2013) in 

which the Inspector stated that the weight she could accord to the 2012 SHMA was, 

‘substantially less than that attributable to the RSS’. 

19.6 Based upon the 790 dpa requirement of the SW RSS between 2006 and 2012, TDC 

would have had to provide 4,740 dwellings.  In the corresponding period the 2012 AMR 

reports that 2,379 dwellings were completed, equating to a shortfall of 2,361 dwellings. 

19.7 As shown therefore, the Council has fallen short of the RSS target by -2361 and the 

2012 SHMA target by -1,856 respectively. 

19.8 As illustrated, the housing figure outlined in draft policy S4 of the Local Plan Proposed 

Submission does not include nor acknowledge any historic shortfall, and in effect 

appears to be proposing a ‘clean slate’ approach from 2013.  This is unsound as that 

unmet need has not gone away and needs to be allowed for.  Savills questions the 

approach of the Council in this regard as the plan is not justified (based on no 

acknowledgement of the need for a higher residual requirement) and also not positively 

prepared (as no mechanism is outlined to address the acknowledged shortfalls and 

‘pent up’ need).  Savills outlines that evidence of housing need and historic supply 

should in combination be used to justify the overall housing requirement.  As outlined it 

would be sensible to factor within the calculation of objectively assessed need the 

historic shortfall of at least 1,840 dwellings that occurred from 2007-2012 based on the 

Council’s own SHMA. 

19.9 Clarence Developments supports the use of the Sedgefield Method of calculating 

residual housing requirements, which since the adoption of the NPPF has been 

supported at Appeal and also the Secretary of State in determining Appeals.  The 

Method attributes all of the current shortfall to the requirement to be delivered in the 

next five years of the Plan Period and thus made up for in the short term.  Based upon 

this method the first five years of the plan could be as follows: 

a)  SHMA Shortfall (2007-2012) -1,856 

Total Requirement 2013 to 2033 12,400 

Annual Requirement 2013 to 2033 620 

Historic Shortfall (2007-2012) -1,856 

5 Year Requirement  3,100 

5 Year Requirement with shortfall 4,956 

Total Annual Requirement (2013-2018) 991 
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When compared against the RSS requirement the shortfall equates to 2,361 over the 

period 2006-2012. 

b)  RSS Shortfall (2006-2012) -2,361 

Total Requirement 2013 to 2033 12,400 

Annual Requirement 2013 to 2033 620 

Historic Shortfall -2,361 

5 Year Requirement  3,100 

5 Year Requirement with shortfall 5,461 

Total Annual Requirement 1,092 

 

19.10  As per paragraph 47 of the NPPF, it is the clear intention of the Government to increase 

short term supply to assist with a significant boost in housing delivery, notably as this 

increases the choice and market competition for housing; Clarence Developments is of 

the opinion that The Local Plan does not embrace this approach.  The inclusion of 

residual housing need in the overall housing requirement would represent positive plan 

preparation as required by paragraph 17 of the NPPF.  

20.  What is the justification for lower housing numbers than proposed in the earlier 

draft Regional Strategy and draft Core Strategy, on grounds of housing need?  

20.1  The emerging Local Plan proposes 12,400 dwellings (620 dwellings per annum).  This 

is a reduced housing requirement compared to the Preferred Options consultation (740 

dpa), SHMA 2007 and 2010 update (740 dpa) and the SW RSS figure (790 dpa).  

Clarence Developments believes there to be no justification for lowering the housing 

numbers. 

20.2 It is the assertion of the 2012 SHMA that ‘huge changes have occurred in the economy 

and housing market of the UK, which have major implications for the housing market of 

Teignbridge’ (Teignbridge SHMA Update 2012) and it is in response to these factors 

that they have revised their housing requirement down to 620 dpa. As demonstrated in 

this statement this is perverse given the market conditions in 2010 were very similar. 

20.3 Clarence Developments contends that the extrapolation of short term market and 

migratory trends across a 20 year plan period is flawed.  Indeed, paragraph 11 of the 



 
Inspector’s Matter 5 

(Savills for Clarence Developments Ref 21297) 

  Page 7 of 11 

2012 SHMA itself concedes that, ‘migration is subject to significant fluctuation from year 

to year’. 

20.4 In justifying the reduction, TDC has set out what is effectively a circular argument.  The 

Council suggests that migration has been a key factor in influencing the revised housing 

requirement with Figure 13 of the SHMA showing that the number of persons leaving 

Torbay and moving to Teignbridge has fallen, whilst the number of people leaving 

Teignbridge has increased.  Clarence Developments does not believe migration and 

housing supply to be mutually exclusive, rather the changes in migration patterns are a 

direct result of TDC’s persistent under delivery of housing.  Indeed, as evidenced in 

question 19 of this representation, between 2007 and 2012 TDC was only providing 

circa 50% of its required housing (SHMA 2012). Therefore, its is hardly surprising that 

out-migration has increased given that the level of house building needed has been at 

half the level of what is required to meet market needs and demand in the District. 

20.5 This observation takes on considerable weight given that Paragraph 38 of the Council’s 

own SHMA 2012 states that, ‘it is difficult to claim this as a long term trend, but the 

increased migration to Torbay may reflect housing pressures in Teignbridge’ 

(Teignbridge SHMA Update 2012).  

21.  Will the right numbers and mix of housing be delivered to meet local needs?  'Are 

the proposed proportions of market and affordable homes justified?  Are the 

density assumptions reasonable?  

21.1 Broadly Clarence Developments does not oppose the target of 20% affordable housing 

within the settlement limits of Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton provided this is viewed 

flexibly in light of s106 and CIL requirements.  To this end Criterion B of Policy WE2 is 

welcomed in respect of its viability clause. 

21.2 Clarence Developments does have concerns over the density that will be required to 

achieve the capacity required in the reduced allocation boundary for NA1.  Market 

assumptions suggest densities of 30-35 dph on strategic urban extensions. 

22.  Is the broad distribution of housing justified?  

22.1  Yes.  Clarence Developments considers that the broad distribution of housing is 

justified.  

23.  Is the housing trajectory realistic; can it be delivered?  Will the LP provide a five 

and ten year housing supply without reliance on windfalls?  
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23.1 The five year supply assessment submitted by Clarence Developments in December 

2012 shows that the Council cannot demonstrate a five year housing supply.  This is 

acknowledged by the Council in several recent planning application decisions.  Indeed, 

the Council concedes in its Five Year Supply Statement (June 2013) that it can only 

currently demonstrate a 3.8 year supply.  Left in the current position, the lack of housing 

land is likely to result in increased under delivery against the annual requirement, which 

would increase the annual requirement in subsequent years and could therefore put 

increased pressure on the five year supply position of the Council.  Savills, in their 

Housing assessment (December 2012), tested a number of scenarios for the five year 

housing land supply position of the Council in order to provide an indication of the likely 

level of supply and as a result, robustness of the Council’s approach to the Local Plan.  

These scenarios are based on the existing Structure Plan figure, the Proposed 

Modifications South West Regional Spatial Strategy figure and the SHMA 2007, 2010 

and 2012. As noted previously, these all consistently suggest a higher level of need 

than currently proposed. 

23.2 All the scenarios tested by Savills showed that the Council cannot demonstrate a five 

year housing land supply and hence the present position falls foul of Government policy 

contained within the NPPF.   

24.  Will the plan provide an adequate number of affordable homes?  

24.1  Please see Question 21. 

25.  Is the proposed percentage requirement for affordable housing realistically 

deliverable, based on sound viability evidence?  

25.1 Please see Question 21. 

26.  Is the distribution of housing across the District justified?  

26.1 Please see Question 22. 

27.  Is there sufficient flexibility in the proposals to deal with contingencies?  

27.1 No.  The Council’s 5 Year Supply Statement identifies that as at 1st April 2013 there 

were commitments for 4,293 dwellings with a total provision of 12,434.  The Council has 

used the SHMA 2012 update to identify a need for 12,400 dwellings over the plan 

period.  The identification of 12,434 potential dwellings is not significantly more than the 

identified housing need figure and as such it will be very important to ensure the Council 
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has flexibility built in to ensure other sources of housing can come forward if this does 

not. 

27.2 Given the need for flexibility highlighted in paragraph 27.1, Clarence Developments 

notes concern that no non-implementation rate has been factored into the supply 

projected to come forward over the plan period.  Even with 10% non-implementation 

factored in the Council would not be able to meet the 12,400 requirement, 

notwithstanding that this is set too low in any event. 

27.3  As outlined, Savills considers there to be the opportunity for greater certainty to be 

provided by the plan in respect of the extra allocations and returning back to the scale 

of development put forward at the preferred options stage.  This would increase plan 

effectiveness and would be the positive approach advocated by the NPPF.  

27.4 Clarence Developments questions whether the 667 dwellings under construction and 

therefore likely to be complete before the Plan period commences in 2013 can be used 

to count towards the 12,400 requirement.  If not then the Council has only identified 

11,767 dwellings over the plan period (based on 2013 start date) which is below its 

identified housing requirement and as such more reliance will be placed on windfalls, 

increasing densities and delivering development via neighbourhood planning. 

27.5 The Land at Houghton Barton proposed for allocation under draft policy NA1 can be 

delivered early in the plan period and contribute to the first five years of it.  As such it is 

confirmed that the site is deliverable in terms of being available now, offering a suitable 

location for development and achievable.  This accords with paragraph 47 of the NPPF. 

27.6 In paragraph 2.16 of the LP the Council makes the concession that it is necessary to 

have a degree of flexibility in the LP, to allow for unexpected events such as significant 

increases in demand or delay in sites coming forward.  However, beyond no allowance 

for windfall sites, the only contingency appears to be simply increasing density of the 

proposed allocations.  On allocations such as NA1 on which site area has already been 

reduced, increases in density would just not be possible.  Clarence Developments 

suggests that additional capacity at proposed allocations be used as a contingency.  To 

this end Clarence Developments notes that the additional capacity at NA1 (c.2,500 

dwellings) could be used to make up for historic shortfalls or as a contingency reserve 

allocation so as to allow TDC sufficient flexibility and allow the LA to adapt to rapid 

change as per paragraph 14 of the NPPF. 
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28.  Will the needs of gypsies, travellers and travelling show people be met 

satisfactorily, in accordance with government guidance?  

28.1  Clarence Developments continues to strongly object to the scale of the Gypsy and 

Traveller allocation at NA1, which compromises site deliverability through the loss of 

developable land which is already significantly constrained by the reduction in the 

allocation boundary.  Despite the boundary reduction, the Gypsy and Traveller 

requirement remains at 24 pitches, despite the marked reduction in site area. 

28.2 In addition, there is no justification as to why NA1 is any more suitable than other site 

allocations and why it is required to deliver such a high proportion of the identified need 

(32%). 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

Overall as outlined Clarence Developments believes that the Local Plan as proposed is 

generally sound, as detailed in the representations submitted in December 2012.  The Local 

Plan now provides the basis, in evidence, for the onward development and release of proposed 

allocations and reserve allocations.  

However, a number of core matters remain: 

 The overall housing requirement to reflect evidence, meet unmet need and duty to co-

operate 

 The scale of allocations 

 The lack of flexibility and contingency 

What parts of the Core Strategy are unsound?  

Accordingly, we appeal to the Council to request further Main Modifications in respect of the 

housing requirement under the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act (Section 20 7C) (As 

Amended by the Localism Act).  

As outlined in other Statements, the principal change is in respect of the overall housing 

requirement policy S4 and in maintaining a sufficient land supply. 
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These changes all remain within the spirit of the SA/SEA and the overall plan, and hence it is 

unlikely that parties will be prejudiced following them.  

Which soundness test(s) it fails and why?  

Clarence Developments is not satisfied that the present approach of the Local Plan is positively 

prepared, justified, effective or consistent with national planning policy.  

 

 

END OF STATEMENT 


