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MATTER 1 – STRATEGIC ISSUES 

A. Introduction 
1. This ‘Statement’ is submitted on behalf of Shutterton Park Limited (SPL) and should be read in 

conjunction with SPL’s formal written representations to the Draft Submission Local Plan, submitted in 
December 2012 (‘December representations’).  

2. For the purposes of clarity, and in accordance with paragraph 18 of the Inspector’s Guidance Note, SPL 
will be relying upon both their December representations and their written representations to the 
Preferred Options Core Strategy consultation (March 2012). Copies of both representations have been 
provided to the Inspector. 

3. This Statement addresses issues and questions identified by the Inspector and provides a 
summary of the Local Plan’s (LP) soundness in accordance with paragraph 182 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). To prevent repetition, cross reference is made to SPL’s 
December representations throughout. 

4. SPL is taking part in the oral sessions of the EiP and look forward to discussing these issues in 
more detail with the Inspector and other parties. 

5. For clarity, SPL is promoting site DA1 for residential led development, for up to 350 homes, including 
30% affordable housing and a multi-purpose community building, as proposed by the Council in the 
Preferred Options Core Strategy. 

B. Summary of Soundness – Strategic Issues 
1. SPL’s December representations identify a number of unsound policies. As requested by the Inspector, 

Table 1 sets out which policies are unsound, the soundness criteria they fail on and provides cross 
reference to the relevant part of SPL’s December representations explaining why they fail, how they can 
be made sound and the changes proposed by SPL. 

Policy Soundness Criteria Why it fails / How it 
can be made sound Suggested change 

S3 – Land for Business, 
General Industry and 
Storage and Distribution 

Consistent with national 
policy 

Section E, Paragraphs 
1–9, Pages 21-22 

Section M, Paragraph 2,  
Page 54. 

S4 – Land for New Homes 

Positively prepared 
Justified 
Effective 

Consistent with national 
policy 

Section E, Paragraphs 
10-47 

Section M, Paragraph 2,  
Page 55. 

S17 - Dawlish 
Positively prepared 
Effective 

Section E, Paragraphs 
48-59 

Section M, Paragraph 2,  
Page 56. 

S21A – Settlement Limits Positively prepared Section E, Paragraphs 
60-62 

Section M, Paragraph 3,  
Page 56. 

Table 1. Summary of unsound ‘Strategic’ policies 
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2. Section L (Summary and Conclusion) of SPL’s December representations summarises key objections to 
the Proposed LP. 

3. For ease, suggested text changes are set out in Appendix 1 of this Statement. 

4. In addition to the above policies, SPL note that some of the concerns raised in their December 
representations to the Proposed Submission Local Plan have been explored further by Teignbridge 
District Council (‘the Council’). Notably the Council has undertaken additional work in relation to their 
statutory duty to cooperate and statutory duties under the Environmental Assessment of Plans and 
Programmes Regulations 2004 (SEA Regs) and the related EU Directive (SEA Directive); however 
many of the errors identified in SPL's December representation have not been rectified. SPL’s comments 
on these matters are addressed below in response to the questions identified by the Inspector. 

C. Issues and Questions for Discussion 

Q.1: Does the LP present a clear spatial vision of the district, recognising its 
distinct qualities and specific communities? 

1. Yes, but the vision is inappropriate on the basis it is founded on an unsound evidence base (including an 
objectively assessed housing need) and failings in the Council’s statutory duties under the SEA Regs and 
SEA Directive. 

2. See Sections B (Plan Making Process) and C (SEA/SA) of SPL’s December representations for more 
detail. 

Q.2: In broad terms, will the LP provide an appropriate balance between the 
housing and employment needs of the District, while safeguarding its 
environmental assets? 
3. No. The LP does not provide an appropriate balance between housing and employment needs. 

4. See Sections E (Strategic Policies) and F (Prosperous Economy) of SPL’s December representations for 
more detail. 

Q.3: Does the LP meet sub-regional needs and address cross boundary issues 
effectively? Has the duty to cooperate been fulfilled? 

5. No. While the Council has demonstrated their efforts to fulfil the duty to cooperate, this is fundamentally 
flawed on the basis the Council has not met its objectively assessed housing need. 

6. See Section E, paragraphs 10 – 59 of SPL’s December representations for more detail. 

Q.4.  Is the LP based on a sound process of sustainability appraisal and testing 
of reasonable alternatives, in a proportionate manner? 

7. The LP is not based on a sound and lawful process of sustainability appraisal and testing and reasoning 
in respect of reasonable alternatives.  
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8. SPL has outstanding concerns in relation to the lawfulness and soundness of the Council’s approach to 
SA/SEA, in relation to both the preparation of the LP and also following changes made to the LP by Full 
Council (21st September 2012). To assist the Inspector, relevant extracts from Overview and Scrutiny 
Committee (4th September 2012), Executive (13th September) and Full Council meetings relating to 
amendments to Policy DA1 are included in Appendix 2. These are omitted from the LP Evidence Base. 

9. Section C of SPL’s December representations identify five main concerns (see paragraphs 3a-d & 11, 
Section C) with the Council’s approach to SA/SEA which renders the Local Plan unlawful and unsound. 
Following the close of consultation on the Proposed Submission Local Plan in December 2012 the 
Council produced an ‘Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal’ (CDA6, June 2013), however these 
concerns remain valid. 

10. Paragraph 3a identifies how the SA/SEA fails to assess reasonable alternatives. While some additional 
work has been undertaken by the Council to attempt to demonstrate that reasonable alternatives have 
been considered, no assessment of the likely significant effects has been carried out to demonstrate this.  

11. Paragraphs 3b-3d identify that in terms of housing allocation, the SA/SEA does not deliver the most 
appropriate strategy for Dawlish when compared against reasonable alternatives (3b); that changes made 
by Full Council render policies DA1 and DA2 unsound (3c); and that the SA/SEA is in breach of SEA 
Regs and the SEA Directive because it fails to explain the reasons for selecting and rejecting the 
reasonable alternatives in the Proposed Submission LP against sites in the Preferred Options (3d); and 
for why there has been a significant decrease in residential development (and therefore affordable 
housing as well) in Teignbridge, Dawlish and on the DA1 site from earlier drafts of the proposed LP 
when the objective evidence demonstrates an urgent housing and affordable housing need in the 
Borough.  

12. With regards to paragraph 3d, page 35 of the ‘Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal’ (titled ‘changes 
of note’) explains that sites at Dawlish (e.g. DA1 and DA2) were changed following amendments by Full 
Council. It goes on to state that the alternative site at Dawlish (e.g. DA2) does require greater mitigation 
for its impact on cirl bunting territories affected by the larger allocation (the additional 6.5ha), but that 
on balance this was considered to be acceptable. This explanation is fundamentally flawed and provides 
further weight to the concerns set out in paragraphs 3b and 3c that the SA/SEA does not deliver the most 
appropriate strategy and that changes made by full council render policies DA1 and DA2 unsound. It is 
irrational and unlawful for the Council to have submitted a LP for examination that is demonstrated by 
its own evidence to not be the most appropriate strategy and no reasons have been given for this or the 
significant and material change in policies from earlier drafts. The reasons for this are set out in the 
following paragraphs. 

13. Paragraphs 21-26 (Section B) of SPL’s December representation summarise the Overview and Scrutiny 
(O&S) Committee’s recommended changes (4th September 2012) in relation to Policy DA1 and DA2; 
these changes were as a result of a concern that inclusion of houses on the South of Shutterton Lane’s 
(DA1) eastern land parcel would result in the loss of the physical separation between Dawlish and 
Dawlish Warren and that the eastern parcel should be allocated an Area of Great Landscape Value 
(AGLV). This reason is not recorded in the ‘Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal’. By this 
important omission, the SA/SEA fails to record the actual reason for the change 

14. Section H of SPL’s December representation provides a rebuttal to the changes recommended by the 
O&S Committee and approved by Full Council (in relation to the need for a strategic gap between 
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Dawlish and Dawlish Warren). For brevity these arguments are not repeated; of greater significance 
however and in support of paragraphs 3b and 3c (Section C) is the fact that at its Committee meeting on 
14 January 2013, following refusal of SPL’s planning application for residential development on the 
Land South of Shutterton Lane (DA1) on 30th November 2012, the Council's Planning Committee 
formally withdrew reason for refusal 5 (the loss of a natural break between Dawlish and Dawlish 
Warren). In removing this reason for refusal the Council formally recognised that no such gap existed, 
therefore removing the basis for the recommendation of the O&S Committee to change the allocation of 
housing in Dawlish between sites DA1 and DA2. The actual reason for the change, introduced by 
Members, has therefore been abandoned by the Council, but this gap in evidential justification for the 
current draft policy is not reflected or assessed in the SEA. 

15. As identified above, the ‘Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal’ also states that changes to the 
allocation of housing in Dawlish would require greater mitigation but that on balance this was 
considered to be acceptable. This has turned out not to be the case and is exemplified by a recent 
planning application for 75 residential dwellings on land within the proposed boundary of DA2 
(application ref: 12/03797/MAJ). The Council’s ecologist, the RSPB and SPL object to the application 
and Natural England has also raised concerns (a copy of SPL’s objections are included in Appendix 3), 
citing the significant impact of development on cirl bunting and the adverse effect of development on 
European protected sites (whether alone or cumulatively). The applicant has not provided additional 
objective evidence to resolve the concerns to date and, therefore, the application remains undetermined 
including because a "likely significant effect" from the 75 unit scheme on the protected sites is deemed 
to exist under the Habitats Regs because the risk of one cannot be excluded on the basis of objective 
evidence (Commission v UK C-6/04, para 54). Development of the DA2 site has not been demonstrated 
to be compliant with the Habitats Regs (unlike the DA1 site, the development of which for up to 350 
residential units and a multi-purpose building has been screened out under the Habitats Regs with the 
support of Natural England). 

16. A further concern and breach of the SA/SEA process lies in the fact that while TDC recognise in the 
‘Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal’ that increases in the site area of DA2 will require greater 
mitigation for its impacts on cirl bunting territories, no change is recorded in the site’s assessment of 
impact on ‘Natural Environment’, when compared with the Preferred Option scenario. This is clearly 
incorrect and requires further consideration by the Inspector.  

17. On 10th July 2012 the Executive Committee recommended a reduction in housing numbers from 14,800 
(c. 740 dwellings per year) to 12,400 homes (c. 620 dwellings per year). This reduction was approved by 
Full Council on 21st September 2012. For reference Minutes from these meetings are included in 
Appendix 4. No rational reasoning has been given for the Councillors' decision to reduce housing 
numbers. The objective evidence indicates the opposite. (Note, a Core Strategy was quashed in the Save 
Historic Newmarket (2011, para 40) because no reasons were given for rejecting alternatives and why an 
increase in the residential development made no difference). 

18. The LP was substantially and materially amended by Councillors contrary to what even the Council's 
own evidence base demonstrates is the most appropriate strategy. The SA/SEA has subsequently been 
"retrofitted" to reflect this reduction, against a LP that had already been "prepared". Both, therefore, are 
unlawful because the SA/SEA has not been carried out "during the preparation" of the Local Plan (Reg. 
5(1), SEA Regs). Moreover, the SEA Addendum relies upon the Sustainability Assessment Review Note 
(CDD10, 2010) which was produced by the Council for the Issues and Options Consultation. Section 3.6 
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of the Review Note states that providing housing (including affordable housing) at a level below 740 
dwelling per year would be the worst option in supporting housing objectives. 

19. Based on the above it is evident that the SA/SEA and Local Plan are unlawful and the Local Plan does 
not represent the most appropriate strategy for Dawlish when taking into account reasonable alternatives, 
also rendering the Local Plan unsound due to it being unjustified, ineffective and not positively prepared. 

Q5: Does the LP address issues of climate change satisfactorily? Will increased 
employment lead to more commuting by car? 
20. No comment. 

Q.6.  In broad terms, what new infrastructure will be required to deliver the 
key elements of the plan; can infrastructure be delivered? 

21. SPL’s December representations previously identified concerns in relation to the scale of infrastructure 
required to deliver DA2 (see paragraphs 4 and 5, Section J). These concerns remain valid. 

22. Strategic Policy S17 (Dawlish) identifies new infrastructure essential to delivery of the Local Plan’s 
aspirations for Dawlish. This includes development of Dawlish Warren Coastal Park (see also DA7) to 
support the Council in meeting their legal duties in respect of the Habitats Directive, and provision of a 
new vehicular access through the proposed development between Elm Grove Road and the A379 Exeter 
Road (enabling the development of DA2). Policy DA2 provides further details of infrastructure 
requirements for Dawlish, including the need to provide extra care housing provision, multi-purpose 
community facilities and land drainage and water management works within DA2. 

23. The Council’s draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) dated August 2012 estimated that the cost of site 
infrastructure required to deliver DA2 is in excess of £12m – this excluded other costs associated with 
enabling works or the provision of affordable housing. It is understood that such costs make delivery of 
the site unviable and no evidence to the contrary has been provided – as stated above in paragraph 15, 
developers are already attempting to bring forward the fringes of DA2 to avoid what is understood to be 
the inherently unviable infrastructure costs (such as the new vehicular access route through the site 
(essential to its "comprehensive" development as referred to in DA2), to which developments within 
DA2 are meant to contribute. This approach (without providing adequate funding for the delivery of site 
infrastructure across DA2) renders DA2 even less viable and makes DA2 (and by virtue, S17) even more 
ineffective and undeliverable. The undesirable planning outcome of developers "cherry picking" the 
viable parts of the DA2 site leaving the remainder of the site undeveloped resulting in an 
incomprehensive development should be prevented by an amendment to DA2. A further revision to DA2 
is, therefore, requested by SPL (see Appendix 5). 

24. An updated IDP (CDD98, April 2013) is submitted with the Proposed Submission Local Plan. In relation 
to Dawlish the scope of infrastructure is considerably different to the draft IDP. The updated IDP no 
longer includes provision of  new vehicular access through the proposed development between Elm 
Grove Road and the A379 Exeter Road to enable development of DA2; neither does it include land 
drainage and water management works to Secmaton Lane included in the Draft IDP. On the basis that 
Policy S17 has not changed and still identifies the need for a new vehicular access route to enable DA2, 
it is unclear how this will be delivered and no objective evidence has been submitted to demonstrate it 
can viably be provided or its deliverability.  
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25. The Dawlish Warren Coastal Park is essential to delivery of the whole Local Plan. The Council rely on 
the Coastal Park to meet their responsibilities under the Habitats Directive and provide adequate 
protection to European protected sites. The Council’s evidence base to the EiP includes an options report 
for delivery of suitable alternative green space (SANGS); the coastal park is included as an option.  

26. On 30th July 2013 the Council’s Executive Committee discussed options for delivery of the Coastal Park 
as set out in the Local Plan. With regard timescale and urgency of delivery, the Report to the Executive1, 
authored by the Business Manager for Strategic Place states that: 

27. ‘Preparatory work and discussion related to SANGS is required urgently so that delivery of these 
projects can be certain before planning applications come in the area. The s106 agreement negotiated as 
part of the Shutterton Park appeal has earmarked £436,800 for acquisition and capital costs of 
delivering the SANGS and £264,671 for maintenance and management of SANGS.  However the 
agreement is clear that this sum will not be paid if the council has not acquired the mitigation area prior 
to commencement of development.  This provides a very tight time horizon for acquisition.’   

28. The above statement suggests that the Council are reliant upon the delivery of the appeal site (e.g. 350 
residential units south of Shutterton Lane) to fund delivery of the Coastal Park (or part thereof). This is 
at odds with Policy DA1 of the Local Plan which seeks to allocate south of Shutterton Lane for 3ha of 
employment. Moreover it suggests that if SPL’s appeal is dismissed by the Inspector, the timing for 
delivery of the Coastal Park will be compromised and progress delayed significantly.  

29. Additionally, the S106 agreement signed and completed between the Council and SPL for the South of 
Shutterton Lane development contains other provisions and options to ensure the development results in 
no likely significant effect on the protected sites and fully complies with the Habitats Regs irrespective 
of the timing of provision for the Dawlish Coastal Park. Therefore, should Dawlish Warren Coastal Park 
not come forward in a timely fashion, the proposed residential development of DA1 by SPL does have 
an acceptable alternative solution agreed with the Council to deliver appropriate SANGS. 

                                                      
1 http://www.teignbridge.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=38250&p=0  
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APPENDIX 1 – Suggested Text Changes 

1. Proposed text changes are marked blue, deletions are marked with a strike. Footnotes are provided where necessary 
for explanatory purposes. Where further assessment is required by the Council, such as in relation to accuracy of 
housing numbers, text is highlighted yellow. 

S3 Land for Business, General Industry and Storage and Distribution 
(previously Land for Business, Industry and Warehousing) 
 
The Council will promote an improved balance of jobs to working population by positively supporting business, general 
industrial and storage and distribution development (Use Classes B1, B2 and B8) in sustainable, financially viable2 
locations to create about 300 jobs per year in these sectors. The Local Plan will: 
 
a) allocate sufficient land for the development of about 3 hectares of business, industrial and warehousing sites per year; 
b) promote a range of scales and types of economic development land; and 
c) ensure a deliverable supply of 15 hectares of land for business, industrial and warehousing uses at any one time. 
 
The approximate distribution of employment development between the towns over the period of the plan should be: 
 
d) Heart of Teignbridge (Kingskerswell, Kingsteignton, Newton Abbot) 60%+ 
e) South West Exeter 5%+ 
f) Dawlish 3%+ 
g) Bovey Tracey 3%+ 
h) Chudleigh 3%+ 
 
The Council will support proposals for business, industry and warehousing development that support the objectives set 
out above and are in accordance with other relevant policies in this plan. The Council will monitor and seek to 
proactively bring forward employment land and buildings to achieve the strategic objectives of the Local Plan. In 
accordance with national policy, the Council will not protect employment land from other development or uses where 
there is no reasonable prospect of the land being used for employment in the long term.3 

 

S4 Land for New Homes 
Sufficient land will be made available to increase the rate of new house building to [704] dwellings per year over the 
plan period). A proportion of these dwellings will be affordable housing in accordance with WE2. During this period, 
the approximate distribution of dwellings between towns including allocations and commitments should be: 
 
a) Heart of Teignbridge (Kingskerswell, Kingsteignton, Newton Abbot) about 50% 
b) South West Exeter about 15% 
c) Dawlish about 12% 
d) Teignmouth about 5% 
e) Bovey Tracey about 5% 
f) Chudleigh about 5%4 
 
The Council will monitor the housing market and will seek to proactively ensure that this level of provision is brought 
forward. 

Supporting text to policy S4:  

                                                      
2 To ensure land allocated for employment use is financially viable to develop. 
3 In accordance with paragraph 22 of the NPPF. 
4 Based on a review by SPL of the SHMA (2012) which indicates proposed housing demand in the Local Plan is 
unsound. The Council must undertake further work on housing numbers and identify the correct distribution of housing 
land. 

008



Subject Teignbridge District Council Local Plan 2013 – 2033: Examination in Public (EiP) 

Date 13 August 2013 Job No/Ref 308 
 

 

 

J:\218000\218993 SHUTTERTON OPA AND EIA\20. EIP\WRITTEN STATEMENT\DRAFT 2\MATTER 1 - STRATEGIC\MATTER 1 - STRATEGIC ISSUES_SPL.DOCX 

Page 8 of 12Arup | F0.13  
 

2.12 National planning policy requires that Local Plans meet their objectively assessed development needs, and in the 
case of housing this should be forecast through a Strategic Housing Market Assessment. The Council prepared 
its assessment in 2007, and updated it in 2010. Both of these forecast a housing need of 740 per year, indicating 
a need over 20 years of 14,800 dwellings. Given the significant changes in the housing market since the earlier 
assessments, the Council had the assessment updated in 2012. A need of 620 [704] dwellings per year was 
identified in the assessment, which amounts to 12,400 [14,080] over the 20 years of the plan period. The 
evidence used to prepare the South West Regional Spatial Strategy, which was never adopted, has been 
suggested to be potentially material. However, the key evidence used was the 2004 based ONS household 
projections, which were based on data from the period 1999 – 2004. These projections are now significantly out 
of date, and therefore the up to date assessment carried out for the Council is a more appropriate evidence base 
for the Local Plan. The Local Plan will be reviewed on a 5 yearly basis. 

2.13 Delivery in the first half of the plan period will include sites currently under construction and those with 
planning permission. At 1st April 2012 there were commitments for 3,544 dwellings, including 788 under 
construction and 2,756 not started. The plan allocates sites with capacity for a further 8,990 [9,290] dwellings, 
totalling 12,534 [12,884] dwellings. This is broadly sufficient to meet the overall need of 12,400 [14,100] 
dwellings over the plan period. The remainder will be delivered later in the plan period on sites yet to be 
identified. 

 

S17 Dawlish 
Dawlish will be a sustainable, thriving and prosperous place that supports a high quality of life for all its residents. It 
will regenerate as a premier year round visitor resort, be safe from flood risk, adaptable to climate change and have 
reduced carbon dependence, be an area with a high quality natural environment and protected important wildlife 
interests.  
 
The Plan will seek to: 
a) allocate 3 hectares of land for employment development and promote improvements to Dawlish Business Park; 
b) allocate land with capacity for at least [1,300]5 new homes; 
c) provide for vehicular access through the proposed development between Elm Grove Road and the A379 Exeter Road; 
d) support enhancements to Dawlish Community College and primary school facilities; 
e) allocate land for a Coastal Park, community park and also complementary suitable alternative natural green space; 
f) support the construction of a multipurpose building capable of incorporating health facilities and early years learning; 
g) support improved community facilities; 
h) support regeneration 
i. in the town centre at the Strand, Tuck’s Plot and seafront at the Warren Approach 
i) identify strategic ‘blue and green’ routes to facilitate walking and cycling to improve connectivity at Dawlish; 
j) protect Dawlish Warren/Exe Estuary international wildlife sites; 
k) maintain the physical separation between Teignmouth, Holcombe, Dawlish Warren and Dawlish; and 
l) improve air quality. 
 
2. SPL do not suggest text changes to Policy S21A (Settlement Limits). SPL object to the allocation of Policy DA1 in 

its current form and propose it is redrafted to include both the eastern and western parcels of the land south of 
Shutterton Lane. SPL therefore object to the proposed settlement limits as currently drafted on the Proposals Map 
which are supported by Policy EN2A. 

                                                      
5 Id. 
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APPENDIX 2 – Amendments to DA1 and DA2 by Councillors 

 

Appendix includes extracts from Minutes / Committee Reports / Recommendations of the: 

 

 Overview and Scrutiny Committee, 4th September 2012 

 Executive, 13th September 2012 

 Full Council, 21st September 2012 
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OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
 

4 SEPTEMBER 2012 
 

 
Recommendations to the Executive meeting arising from 
Local Plan Development Plan Document 2013-2033 – 
Appendix A.  
 
 
S4 Land for New Homes 
Paragraph 2.12 page 11. 
 
Discussion took place on the figures surrounding windfall homes.  Members 
were advised that the National Planning Policy Framework set out that 
windfall sites could only be included for a 5 year period.  It was agreed in light 
of this, there was a need to review the Plan on a regular basis and the 
following recommendation was agreed. 
 
Recommendation 
That the Local Plan be reviewed on a 5 yearly basis. 
 
 
S6 Resilience 
Page 16 
(c)  use or contamination of energy, water, soil and materials should be 
minimised. 
 
Recommendation 
That the words ‘or contamination’ be deleted. 
 
 
S7 Carbon Emission Targets 
Page 16 
The Council will work with partners and through public and private 
investment and the management of development, will seek ……. 
 
Recommendation 
That the wording be amended to include ‘proactively’ ie The Council will work 
proactively with partners ….. 
 
 
S10 Transport Network 
Page 18 
 
To include an additional paragraph as follows: 
 
Recommendation 
g) no former, currently redundant rail land would be granted planning consent 
which would prevent its use for either its original purpose, or as another part 
of the sustainable transport system. 
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Concern at flooding issues in that area. 
 
Recommendation 
That a sentence be incorporated in the supporting text which highlights the 
known surface water flooding issues in the area. 
 
 
SWE1 South West of Exeter Urban Extension 
Paragraph 10.10, Page 97 
 
The Devon Metro Study, commissioned by Devon County Council and Torbay 
Council, considered the re-opening of the Exminster station to be unviable, 
with a new station at Marsh Barton a more attractive option.  While a re-
opened station at Exminster is not likely in the early part of the Plan, there 
may be opportunity at the latter end and support will be given to any proposals 
for new buildings and any car parking facilities in relation to a station. 
 
Recommendation 
That the Plan be amended to include the above paragraph in 10.10 
 
Paragraph 10.16, Page 99 
 
The nearby village of Exminster has an existing school which cannot be 
expanded on its existing site, and which appears to be under some pressure 
as a result of housing commitments in the village.  There may be scope to 
provide some of the urban extension primary school requirements on a new 
primary school site at the village and to resolve both issues in this matter.  
Further consideration of this option will be given in conjunction with the Local 
Education Authority. 
 
Recommendation 
That the Plan be amended to include the above paragraph in 10.16. 
 
 
DA1 South of Shutterton Lane 
Page 104 
 
Concern that the inclusion of houses on this site would result in the loss of the 
physical separation between Dawlish and Dawlish Warren.  It was felt that 
reallocation of housing allocation to DA2 North of Secmaton Lane would result 
in the same number of houses for Dawlish. 
 
Recommendation 
That the site be reduced to 3 hectares by removing the eastern field of the 
allocation, and be allocated for employment only.  
 
DA2 North West of Secmaton Lane 
Page 104 
 
As a consequence of the recommendation on DA1, this site needs to be 
expanded. 
 
Recommendation 
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That the site be increased by 6.5 hectares by the addition of land at the 
southern end of the site, that the site be allocated for 860 dwellings with no 
employment, and that the site include the multi-purpose building by adding a 
new criterion with wording identical to that recommend for policy DA1 criterion 
c. 
 
 
DA4 West of Southdowns Road 
Page 106  
 
Recommendation 
That the proposal for housing to the West of Southdown Road be reduced to 
20 houses at the North East end of the site.  That the green infrastructure  to 
the South West of the coastal path be taken out of the allocation. 
 
 
DA5 Land at Littleleigh, Holcombe 
Page 107 
 
Members disagreed that this policy be deleted from the Plan. 
 
Recommendation 
That Policy DA5 be reinstated in the Plan. 
 
 
BT2 Bradley Bends  
Page 116 
 
An amendment was proposed to remove Bradley Bends, with the housing 
allocation replaced by additional sites at Newton Road and Jefferey’s Yard, 
and by additional dwellings and employment within the Challabrook site BT3.   
The reason is that Bradley Bends is in an AGLV and prone to flooding.   
 
Recommendation 
That Bradley Bends development be deleted from the Plan, that additional 
housing allocations be included at Newton Road and Jefferey’s Yard 
 
BT3 Challabrook 
Page 117 
 
It was proposed that the primary school site be removed from the allocation as 
the site at BT4 Le Molay Littry Way was a preferable site for that use.  This 
would allow the Challabrook site to contain additional housing and 
employment development. 
 
Recommendation 
That policy BT3 be amended by increasing the housing and employment 
provision and deleting the primary school site. 
 
 
 
 

013

matthew.wright
Rectangle



1 
 

EXECUTIVE  
      

13 SEPTEMBER 2012 
 

 
 
This report sets out the recommendations from the Overview & Scrutiny 
Committee held on 4/9/12. These are set out in black text and were circulated 
with the agenda for the Executive meeting on 13/9/12.  The text in blue 
against each recommendation sets out the response of the Service Manager- 
Spatial Planning & Delivery. 
 
The following appendices are referred to by the Service Manager:- 
1 Kingsteignton alternative sites.  
2 Penns Mount revised map. 
3 Monitoring 
4 Affordable housing and Community Infrastructure Levy 
5 Conitor Copse 
6 Bovey Tracey, including Indio House map. 
 
A number of comments were made by the Overview & Scrutiny Committee at 
its meeting on 4/9/12. These did not constitute formal recommendations but 
were referred to the Service Manager- Spatial Planning & Delivery to consider 
These comments are included in the Minutes of the meeting. These 
comments are set out in Appendix 7.  
 
The Executive is asked to consider the comments of the Service Manager on 
the formal Overview and Scrutiny recommendations and the draft Local Plan, 
Appendix A, as previously circulated, and make recommendations to the 
Council meeting to be held on 21/9/12 on the version of the Local Plan to be 
submitted to the Department of Communities and Local Government. 
 
Neil Aggett 
Democratic Services Manager 
 
 
 
Recommendations of Overview and Scrutiny/Service Manager 
comment .The page references relate to Appendix A , the draft 
Local Plan. 
 
S4 Land for New Homes 
Paragraph 2.12 page 11. 
 
Discussion took place on the figures surrounding windfall homes.  Members 
were advised that the National Planning Policy Framework set out that 
windfall sites could only be included for a 5 year period.  It was agreed in light 
of this, there was a need to review the Plan on a regular basis and the 
following recommendation was agreed. 
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SWE1 South West of Exeter Urban Extension 
Paragraph 10.10, Page 97 
 
The Devon Metro Study, commissioned by Devon County Council and Torbay 
Council, considered the re-opening of the Exminster station to be unviable, 
with a new station at Marsh Barton a more attractive option.  While a re-
opened station at Exminster is not likely in the early part of the Plan, there 
may be opportunity at the latter end and support will be given to any proposals 
for new buildings and any car parking facilities in relation to a station. 
 
Recommendation 
That the Plan be amended to include the above paragraph in 10.10 
 
Service Manager - No concerns 
 
 
Paragraph 10.16, Page 99 
 
The nearby village of Exminster has an existing school which cannot be 
expanded on its existing site, and which appears to be under some pressure 
as a result of housing commitments in the village.  There may be scope to 
provide some of the urban extension primary school requirements on a new 
primary school site at the village and to resolve both issues in this matter.  
Further consideration of this option will be given in conjunction with the Local 
Education Authority. 
 
Recommendation 
That the Plan be amended to include the above paragraph in 10.16. 
 
Service Manager - No concerns 
 
 
DA1 South of Shutterton Lane 
Page 104 
 
Concern that the inclusion of houses on this site would result in the loss of the 
physical separation between Dawlish and Dawlish Warren.  It was felt that 
reallocation of housing allocation to DA2 North of Secmaton Lane would result 
in the same number of houses for Dawlish. 
 
Recommendation 
That the site be reduced to 3 hectares by removing the eastern field of the 
allocation, and be allocated for employment only.  
 
Service Manager – please see comment for DA5 below 
 
DA2 North West of Secmaton Lane 
Page 104 
 
As a consequence of the recommendation on DA1, this site needs to be 
expanded. 
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Recommendation 
That the site be increased by 6.5 hectares by the addition of land at the 
southern end of the site, that the site be allocated for 860 dwellings with no 
employment, and that the site include the multi-purpose building by adding a 
new criterion with wording identical to that recommend for policy DA1 criterion 
c. 
 
Service Manager – please see comment for DA5 below 
 
DA4 West of Southdowns Road 
Page 106  
 
Recommendation 
That the proposal for housing to the West of Southdown Road be reduced to 
20 houses at the North East end of the site.  That the green infrastructure  to 
the South West of the coastal path be taken out of the allocation. 
 
Service Manager – please see comment for DA5 below 
 
DA5 Land at Littleleigh, Holcombe 
Page 107 
 
Members disagreed that this policy be deleted from the Plan. 
 
Recommendation 
That Policy DA5 be reinstated in the Plan. 
  
Service Manager – some concerns a 
 
Comment on DA1 DA2 DA4 and DA5  While these changes would not 
undermine the strategy of the Local Plan, I have some concerns about them.  
I do not believe that the planning reasons for the removal of the eastern half of 
the DA1 site are strong, and there is therefore a possibility that the Planning 
Inspector who considers the Local Plan will reinstate the allocation.  There is 
an existing planning application on the site, and this will need to be 
determined which may lead to the development of the site in any case, either 
through decision at Planning Committee or on appeal.  By comparison, the 
additional 6.5 hectares to be added to DA2 is within a County Wildlife Site, 
which is already partially impacted by the existing DA2.   
The concentration of virtually all of the dwellings on one site makes the 
strategy vulnerable because it has no “plan B” in the short term for Dawlish if 
that site does not come forward, and potentially reduced competition for 
potential homebuyers in the local market.  This also reduces the five year land 
supply, which may have an implication for overall soundness of the Local Plan 
and our position at appeal. 
The separation of the employment from the housing provision means that 
there is much less certainty of the employment land being built.  A mixed use 
development as previously proposed ensures that phasing policies can be 
applied across the site, and that there is an element of cross-subsidy between 
the uses.  Employment sites on their own have fairly limited value, and the 
hope value for housing would be likely to encourage landowners to wait for a 
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further plan review or test the council via an application and appeal.  In this 
particular case, there is an existing planning application which will need to be 
determined. 
The provision of dwellings in Holcombe would be contrary to the Local Plan 
strategy and would require specific justification. 
 
 
BT2 Bradley Bends  
Page 116 
 
An amendment was proposed to remove Bradley Bends, with the housing 
allocation replaced by additional sites at Newton Road and Jefferey’s Yard, 
and by additional dwellings and employment within the Challabrook site BT3.   
The reason is that Bradley Bends is in an AGLV and prone to flooding.   
 
Recommendation 
That Bradley Bends development be deleted from the Plan, that additional 
housing allocations be included at Newton Road and Jefferey’s Yard 
 
Service Manager - I have some concerns about these changes, since they 
would reduce the development provision in Bovey Tracey by about 60 
dwellings and 1.5 hectares of employment land.  This is because the Bradley 
Bends site proposed 150 dwellings and 1.5 hectares employment land, 
whereas the additional land for development put forward has capacity for 90 
dwellings as set out in Appendix 6. 
 
BT3 Challabrook 
Page 117 
 
It was proposed that the primary school site be removed from the allocation as 
the site at BT4 Le Molay Littry Way was a preferable site for that use.  This 
would allow the Challabrook site to contain additional housing and 
employment development. 
 
Recommendation 
That policy BT3 be amended by increasing the housing and employment 
provision and deleting the primary school site. 
 
Service Manager – see  comments under BT2 above. 
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COUNCIL  
 
21 SEPTEMBER 2012 
 
 
Present: 
Councillor Clarance (Chairman) 
Councillor Bromell (Vice Chairman) 
Councillors Ballinger, Brodie, Christophers, Clemens, Colclough, Connett, Corney-
Walker, Cox, Dennis, Dewhirst, Evans, Fry, Fusco, Goodey, Gribble, Haines, Hocking, 
Holmes (a.m. only), Hook, Keeling, Klinkenberg, Lake, Lambert, Lewis, Lonsdale, 
Matthews (p.m. only), McMurray, Parker, Petherick, Purser, Russell, Shantry, Vogel, 
Walters and Williams. 
  
Apologies: Councillors Austen, Barker, Bunday, Falcao, Hockin, Jeffery, Price, Prowse, 
and Smith. 
 

These minutes will be approved at the next Full Council meeting on 6 November 
2012  

 
 

148.  CHAIRMAN’S INTRODUCTION  
 

The Chairman welcomed all Councillors and members of the public to the 
meeting.  He acknowledged the importance of the Local Plan to the 
communities of Teignbridge. 

 
Many Members had attended the Overview & Scrutiny Committee on 4 
September and the Executive meeting on 13 September.  He said Members 
would give serious consideration to the points raised.  There would not always 
be a consensus about what was right both from the Chamber and the public in 
the gallery, but the Chairman expected the appropriate level of courtesy and 
respect to be maintained throughout the meeting. 

 
149.  MINUTES 
 

The minutes of the meeting held on 29 June 2012 were signed as a correct 
record subject to the following amendments: 
 
 Alteration to page 41, third bullet point, change Councillor Hockin to 

Councillor Hocking; and 
 An apology from Councillor Williams to be added. 

 
150.    CHAIRMAN’S ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 

The Chairman thanked all those who had contributed to his recent water ski 
jump at the Coombe Cellars. The collection had raised close to £300 with the 
overall total standing at £540 for his chosen charity, the Devon Air Ambulance. 
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COUNCIL (21.09.12) 
 

207 

 

The amendments to paragraphs 10.10 and 10.16 recommended by the 
Executive were approved, and subject to these amendments, policy SWE1 was 
approved.   
 
SWE2 – Employment adjacent to Peamore (new policy) 
 
This policy was approved. 
 
SWE3 – Ridge Top Park (new policy) 
 
This policy was approved. 
 
DAWLISH 
 
DA1 – South of Shutterton Lane 
 
The Director referred to a letter of representation members had recently 
received. Although the proposal did not follow the officer’s recommendations it 
would not render the plan unsound. 
 
Councillor Petherick said it had been right for the people of Dawlish to express 
their opinions in respect of DA1.  The policy, if implemented, would link the two 
settlements of Dawlish and Dawlish Warren which at present were separated 
by open fields.  He urged Members to support the recommendations from the 
Overview & Scrutiny Committee and the Executive. 
 
The Council considered the recommendations of Executive and Overview and 
Scrutiny and attachments 4 and 5 of the updates sheet which included a map. 
 
Policy DA1 was approved with the inclusion of the revised wording 
 
DA1 South of Shutterton Lane  
 
A site of approximately 3 hectares is allocated south of Shutterton Lane which 
shall:  
 
a) deliver 3 hectares of land for employment development, for a mix of 

predominantly B1, B2 and B8 uses as appropriate to the site and its wider 
context, ensuring that there is also a mix of unit size to enable businesses 
to start up and expand; support will also be given to employment 
generating uses provided that they are compatible with the immediate 
surroundings and do not conflict with town centre uses;  

 
b)  create a high quality landmark development for the gateway to the town 

on the A379 Exeter Road. 
 
Councillor Vogel abstained. 
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DA2 – North West Secmaton Lane 
 
As a consequence of the amendment to DA1 this policy was approved as 
follows, in line with the Executive and Overview and Scrutiny recommendations:  
 
DA2 North West Secmaton Lane  
 
A site of approximately  35 hectares is allocated north-west of Secmaton Lane 
for a mixed use urban extension which shall:  
 
a) include a comprehensive landscape and design led master plan for the 

strategic site allocation, produced with meaningful and continued input 
and engagement from stakeholders;  

 
b) create a high quality landmark development for the gateway to the town 

on the A379 Exeter Road;  
 
c) deliver at least  860 homes with a target of 25% affordable homes;  
 
d) include a 50 bed extra care housing scheme and/or other appropriate 

elderly housing provision; 
 
e) deliver a multi-purpose building capable of incorporating health and early 

years children facilities; and  
 
f) provide for vehicular access through the development between Elm Grove 

Road and the A379 Exeter Road, including supported bus service, cycle 
lanes and footpaths 

 
Councillor Vogel abstained. 
 
DA3 – North of Meadow Park (policy deleted) 
 
The deletion of this policy was approved. 
 
DA4 – West of Southdowns Road 
 
This policy was approved as follows, in line with the Executive’s and Overview 
and Scrutiny committees: 
  
DA4 West of Southdowns Road  
 
A site of approximately 0.6 hectare is allocated west of Southdowns Road for 
residential use to include:  
 
a)  at least 20 homes with a target of 25% affordable homes;  
b)  vehicular access to be achieved from Southdowns Road;  
c)  a landscape buffer along the southern boundary of the site;  
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Your ref 218993- 00    

Our ref 12/03797/MAJ    

        

  13 Fitzroy Street 
London 

W1T 4BQ 
United Kingdom 

t +44 20 7636 1531  
d +44 20 77552523     

christopher.tunnell@arup.com 
  www.arup.com 

Tom Wilson 
Teignbridge District Council 
Forde House 
Brunel Road 
Newton Abbot 
Devon 
TQ12 4XX 
   

9th May 2013 

Dear Mr Wilson 
   

 
Planning Application 12/03797/MAJ - Objection 
   

 
 

On behalf of Shutterton Park Limited ("SPL"), Arup object to planning application 
reference 12/03797/MAJ.  
 
The grant of planning permission for the application is not justified by the development 
plan or other material considerations. 
 
The planning application is also poorly prepared and lacks important information 
necessary for the Council to determine the planning application. Accordingly the ability of 
the public and statutory consultees to provide informed comments on the application is 
undermined. Further consultation on this application is required. Additionally, SPL also 
has serious concerns that the applicant and the Council has failed in their legal 
responsibilities under the Habitats Directive and Regulations so that the grant of planning 
would be in breach of them and that the grant of planning permission without an 
Environmental Statement would breach the EIA Directive notwithstanding the Secretary of 
State's EIA screening direction dated 12 February 2013. SPL and its legal advisors are also 
of the view that it would be unlawful for officers to determine the application under 
delegated powers and SPL has concerns in any event that it would be inappropriate to do 
so. 
 
A summary of the reasons supporting SPL’s objections to this planning application are set 
out below. 
 
Planning Application Form 
 
Question 13b (Biodiversity and Geological Conservation) of the application form is 
answered incorrectly. The applicant describes the proposed development as located 
adjacent to or near ‘designated sites, important habitats or other biodiversity features’. The 
site is located within the Langdon Fields County Wildlife Site (CWS).  On this basis the 
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planning application form is not accurate and must be corrected before the planning 
application is determined. 
 
Planning Policy Context 
 
The applicant places significant weight on policies of the South West RPG (2001) and the 
Devon Structure Plan (2004). These documents have been recently revoked by the 
Secretary of State.  
 
The relevant development plan document is the Adopted Teignbridge Local Plan (1996). 
Policies of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) are a material consideration. 
The applicant argues that the application is supported by policies set out in the NPPF 
which promote a presumption in favour of sustainable development, by virtue of paragraph 
47 of the NPPF. The applicant also argues that weight should be afforded to the 
Submission Version Teignbridge Local Plan, and in particular draft allocation DA2, of 
which this planning application forms part. 
 
These do not form a basis for granting planning permission and demonstrate that planning 
permission should be refused for the following reasons: 
 

1. It is recognised by SPL that the development plan is out absent or silent or some 
relevant policies are out of date. The following relevant policies are however not 
out of date, the application is contrary to them and they should be given full effect: 

 
(i) ENV9 – New development shall take account of the potential 

environmental pollution which they may cause; 
(ii) H9 – Provision of affordable housing; 
(iii) H11 – Design of new developments; 
(iv) H16 – Disabled access in new development; 
(v) R8 – Provision and/or enhancement of existing footpaths, bridleways 

and access to the countryside; 
(vi) R12 – Provision of suitable children play areas in new development; 
(vii) CS2 – Provision of community facilities / or contribution in new 

residential development; 
(viii) C8 -  Retention of trees, landscape and valued landscape features; 
(ix) C10 – Landscape schemes to be approved with all planning 

applications; 
(x) C16 – Safeguard of species and habitats protected by law; 
(xi) C17 – Impact of development on designated European sites; and 
(xii) C19 – Loss of designated natural and wildlife features, including CWS. 

 
2. Pursuant to para 216 of the NPPF, the Submission Version Teignbridge Local Plan 

is of very limited weight because its preparation is not at an advanced stage, there is 
no objective evidence base to support the plan (particularly changes made by the 
Full Council to policies DA1 and DA2), the plan is subject to significant 
unresolved objection (including to policy DA2 and objections lodged by SPL) and 
relevant parts of the plan are inconsistent with the NPPF. 

 
3. In any event, policy DA2 requires that a comprehensive landscape and design led 

masterplan for the proposed strategic site allocation is produced with meaningful 
and continued input and engagement from stakeholders, which has not been 
prepared. The master plan submitted is not approved, comprehensive or 

023



12/03797/MAJ   

9th May 2013 Page 3 of 12 
 

 
  
 

developable. The site is not being developed in a comprehensive manner and so is 
contrary to policy DA2. This poses a significant risk to the provision of critical 
infrastructure such as the key link road through the site needed and important 
mitigation measures (such as relating to ecology, habitats and the European 
protected habitats sites) to support the development. 

 
4. In terms of the NPPF, the application does not benefit from the presumption in 

favour of sustainable development for the following reasons: 
 

(i) the presumption does not apply if an application requires an appropriate 
assessment under the Habitats Directive and Regs. An appropriate 
assessment is required if an application is likely to have a significant 
effect on a protected European site. In light of the precautionary 
principle a likely significant effect is deemed to exist under case law if it 
cannot be excluded on the basis of objective evidence. In this instance, a 
likely significant effect is deemed to exist. No screening opinion for the 
purposes of the Habitats Directive and Regs has been carried out. 
Natural England also apparently believes a significant effect is likely or 
that there is a risk of one, which has not been excluded on the basis of 
objective evidence; and / or 

 
(ii) a key criteria in the presumption is that it does not apply if the adverse 

impacts of granting planning permission would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies 
in the NPPF as a whole. In this instance, the presumption does not apply 
for those reasons because, for example development: 

 
(a) results in the complete loss of a County Wildlife Site (Section 

11, NPPF); 
(b) is not sustainable; 
(c) is poorly designed (Paras 56-68, NPPF) 
(d) does not contribute to conserving or enhancing the natural 

environment (Para 17, NPPF);   
(e) will impact on European protected species, such as dormice and 

greater crested newts and lacks detailed mitigation measures to 
protect such species (Section 11, NPPF); and / or 

(f) will have a likely significant effect on protected European 
habitat sites or there is a significant risk of one that has not been 
excluded on the basis on objective evidence such that a likely 
significant effect is deemed under case law to exist and 
mitigation measures are either inadequate or inadequately 
identified or assessed. 

 
(iii) the presumption is subject to the qualification that planning permission 

is to be granted if the criteria for the presumption are met unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. In this instance, the 
following material considerations indicate permission should be refused 
so as to displace the presumption: 

 
(a) the matters listed above; 
(b) there is no evidence that the application will secure high quality 

design (Para 17, NPPF); 
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(c) safe and suitable site access is not provided (Para 32, NPPF); 
(d) the application lacks detail in relation to the delivery of 

affordable housing and meeting local housing need (Para 50, 
NPPF). 

 
Although it is recognised by SPL that some relevant adopted plan policies are out of date, 
the Council's current views on the subject are noted.  In terms of the Council’s ability to 
demonstrate a 5 year supply of housing land, the Council will be aware of its Planning 
Committee's decision on 26 November 2012 on the application 12/02281/MAJ and the 
evidence submitted by the Council’s Service Manager for Spatial Planning at a recent 
planning inquiry (12/02281/MAJ) in relation to the land south of Shutterton Lane which 
sets out the Council’s current position. In the Council's formal decision and the Service 
Manager's evidence, the Council contends that a five year supply of housing can be 
demonstrated. The appeal remains outstanding and if the Council is to be consistent, it 
would presumably determine the application 12/03797/MAJ consistent with its approach at 
the recent inquiry whilst a decision is outstanding. Clarity is sought on the Council’s 
position in relation to its position to be adopted on the 5 year housing supply issue in its 
determination of this application.  
 
With regards the applicant’s second argument that this application forms part of a larger 
draft allocation in the Submission Version Local Plan, this argument is at odds with the 
applicant’s decision to appeal against the Council’s EIA Screening Opinion which 
proposed to assess the application in the context of the draft allocation. The applicant did 
not agree for the purposes of the EIA screening opinion that it should be assessed in the 
context of the larger allocation but on its own merit. In support of the applicant, the 
Secretary of State (SoS) recognised that the Submission Version Local Plan is not an 
adopted plan and ‘is currently effectively a development plan proposal’. The position of 
the SoS in relation to the weight to be given to the draft allocation is therefore clear; 
limited weight can be afforded to it.  
 
This is however contrary to the applicant's planning application documents which indicate 
throughout that the site forms part of a larger development. 
 
Based on the above, and subject to other comments set out in this letter of objection the 
Council should clarify the basis for its determination given the SoS view that very limited 
weight can be given to the Submission Version Local Plan. The Council must therefore 
refuse the application on the basis that: 
 

(i)  The development is contrary to policies ENV9, H9, H11, H16, R8, R12 , 
CS2, C8,C10, C16, C17, C19 in the adopted local plan, which remain consistent 
with the NPPF; 

 
(ii)  The development is not sustainable and will have significant adverse effects 

on the environment including the loss of a CWS, potential impact on European 
protected species such as dormice and greater crested newts, and impact on 
European protected habitats; 

 
(iii)  Other material considerations indicate that planning permission should be 

refused, including failure to meet local affordable housing need, unsafe and 
unsuitable access proposals, and poor quality design; 
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(iv)  Given the Council's decision and evidence in respect of the application / 
appeal (ref: 12/02281/MAJ), the principle of consistency in decision making 
applies whilst the appeal is outstanding and if the Council is to be consistent it 
would presumably refuse application 12/03797/MAJ consistent with its 
approach at the recent appeal; and 

 
(v)  Legal errors exist that must be rectified including the failure by the 

applicant and the Council to comply with the Habitats Directive and 
Regulations and the failure by the applicant to submit an Environmental 
Statement in breach of the EIA Directive (notwithstanding the existence of the 
screening direction). 

 
Affordable Housing – Lack of Commitment 
 
The applicant gives no commitment to meeting affordable housing requirements. 
Paragraph 3.2 of the Planning Statement states that the ‘proposal will provide for 
affordable housing, however the exact proportion, mix and tenure will be subject to further 
discussion with Teignbridge District Council’. The Teignbridge Affordable Housing SPD 
(2010) sets a requirement of 30% affordable housing in Dawlish. Reference to this SPD in 
the applicant’s Planning Statement is a notable absence. 
 
As of October 2012 there were a total of 448 families living in Dawlish registered with 
Devon Home Choice. The need for affordable housing in Dawlish is therefore acute. 
Paired with the low costs associated with delivering this small land parcel on the fringes of 
draft allocation DA2 (i.e. limited enabling costs) there exists no reason why the applicant 
should not meet the requirement of 30% set out in adopted planning policy and the 
applicant has submitted no sufficient evidence to justify a departure from it. 
 
The lack of information provided by the applicant in the Planning Statement in relation to 
affordable housing is a key omission from the planning application. Given the importance 
of affordable housing delivery in Dawlish, reinforced by numerous planning committee 
members, and established in adopted planning policy, clarity is required as soon as 
possible in order to undertake meaningful consultation on this application. It is considered 
that the Council cannot determine the application or provide a recommendation to its 
Members in the absence of a firm commitment to 30% on-site provision of affordable 
housing. Once agreed between the applicant and the Council, and if the applicant fails to 
meet the 30% affordable housing requirement, it will be necessary to re-consult on the 
planning application for the statutory period. Failure to do so would result in a flawed 
consultation period due to an absence of important information, material to the 
determination of this planning application not being consulted on. 
 
Housing Delivery – Clarity Required 
 
The applicant does not provide any indication over what period the proposed development 
will be delivered. Clarity is therefore required. A phasing plan is not submitted in support 
of the planning application and more information in relation to timing and phasing of 
delivery is required in order to allow the Council to determine the planning application. 
This is particularly important given the scale of development currently proposed in this 
location, and the associated construction impacts of these cumulative developments. The 
in-combination effect of construction cannot be determined by the Council without this 
information. 
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Environmental Impact Assessment – Cumulative Development 
 
The applicant's planning application documents clearly indicate throughout that the site 
forms part of a larger development. See for example: 
 

(i)  Design and Access Statement – see Strategic Plan, Consultation Event; 
(ii)  Design and Access Statement – ‘Opportunities’ Section; reference to ‘first 

phase of…urban extension; and 
(iii)  PCL Planning Letter, dated 3rd August 2012 – ‘Our proposal is to develop 

circa 250 new homes at Gatehouse Farm…’ 
  
The cumulative impact of the development of this site together with the larger 
development of which it forms a part is plainly likely to have significant effects on the 
environment, which engages the requirement under the EIA Directive for an 
Environmental Statement to be submitted at this stage assessing the overall cumulative 
effect. It is therefore unlawful for the Council to grant planning permission in breach of the 
EIA Directive without an Environmental Statement having first been submitted on this 
basis (notwithstanding the Secretary of State's screening direction). This is supported by 
relevant case law.  
 
The Secretary of State's screening direction also does not adopt a precautionary approach 
as required by case law (e.g. Loader v Secretary of State (2012)), particularly given the 
presence of highly sensitive habitats and ecology nearby.  
 
Additionally, the Secretary of State in effect fails to properly assess the likely significant 
impacts upon designated sites and protected species by commenting that ‘a detailed and 
thorough assessment of the potential impacts of this proposal upon designated sites and 
protected species should be submitted with any subsequent planning application’. It is clear 
from this statement and the analysis in the ecology section below that the Secretary of 
State did not have sufficient information on the impacts to determine that such effects were 
not likely to be significant.   
 
Transport and Access 
 
A Transport Assessment (TA) is submitted by the applicant. The TA is based on out of 
date traffic surveys and does not provide a robust assessment of the impact of the proposed 
development. The baseline traffic surveys and data used by the applicant are at least six 
years old, undertaken in 2007, for the purposes of assessing a different planning 
application (Ref: 08/03014). This approach fails to take into account the actual impact of 
developments and changes to the road network since 2007, such as those facilitated by new 
development in Dawlish, including residential development along Secmaton Lane and 
changes to the A379 generated by the construction of a new Sainsbury’s Supermarket. 
Instead the TA predicts what changes might have happened since 2007, based on 
assumptions. Up to date traffic survey data is readily available to the applicant at low cost. 
On the basis that the Council view this application as a smaller parcel of a larger draft 
allocation in the Submission Version Local Plan (Policy DA2), of strategic importance to 
the delivery of housing in Dawlish, it is concerning that the Council does not accord equal 
importance to assessing the transport impacts of this development, which, if not robustly 
assessed, may have a detrimental impact on highways safety and congestion across 
Dawlish and the wider area. SPL recommend that the Council, in consultation with Devon 
County Council, undertake a further review of the TA and request the applicant update the 
conclusions of the TA based on up to date and robust traffic survey data. 
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The survey would also have to assess the impact on the basis of the cumulative impact of 
the larger development of which the site forms a part so as to assess the likely significant 
traffic impacts on environment for EIA purposes and the two protected European sites and 
protected European species (such as great crested newts) for Habitat Directive purposes. 
 
It is unclear how the TA has assessed the cumulative impact of the application on the wider 
area. Section 3.57 of the TA identifies three committed developments (consented), 
however no explanation or modelling of the cumulative impact of other development 
proposals is provided.  
 
In terms of design, it is noted that the site has a single point of access. No emergency 
access routes are proposed. This presents dangers to future residents in the event of an 
emergency. For example if the site access is blocked this would prevent access into the site 
for emergency vehicles such as fire engines or ambulances.  
 
SPL reinforce the concerns of Devon County Council (DCC) in relation to the design of 
the site access and roundabout. In particular SPL is concerned that the proposed 
roundabout will be of an insufficient size to accommodate future traffic flows generated by 
the proposed development of draft allocation DA2. In the instance that the planning 
application boundary needs to be redrawn to accommodate a larger roundabout, as 
suggested by DCC, SPL will expect the planning application to be withdrawn and 
resubmitted as a new planning application and subject to further consultation. 
 
Ecology Commentary 
 
Ecological Assessment 
 
As mentioned above, without the required assessment under the Habitats Directive and 
Regs, it is unlawful for the Council to grant planning permission. This together with the 
other ecological assessments referred to below need to be carried out so as to assess the 
impacts on the basis of the cumulative impact of the larger development of which the site 
forms a part. 
 
SPL has instructed specialist ecological consultants EAD to review the application. The 
outcome of their review is set out in this ecology section. 
 
An Ecological Appraisal Report (EAR, Parsons Brinckerhoff, 2012) has been submitted 
with the application, but this is not an adequate assessment for the purposes of the Habitats 
Directive and Regs and in any event the Council has not carried out the required 
assessment under the legislative requirements. The scope of the EAR was to ‘document the 
baseline ecological conditions, assess the potential for protected and/or species of 
conservation interest that could pose a constraints to development and provide measures to 
avoid, mitigate or compensate for adverse effects to ecological interest features’. It is 
considered that the scope of the EAR is inadequate and should have been an Ecological 
Impact Assessment Report, based on professional guidelines published by the Chartered 
Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management (2006) to include the following: 

• a detailed understanding of the ecological baseline, including surveys for all 
protected/notable species (see below);  

• an assessment of construction and post-construction impacts; 

• detailed mitigation measures for adverse impacts; 
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• residual effects.  

 
Without this level of information and integrity of assessment, the Council can have no 
confidence in the statements on ecological impact and mitigation currently detailed in the 
EAR. The Secretary of State EIA screening letter (12 February 2013) states clearly that, 
whilst EIA was not considered a requirement, ‘a detailed and thorough assessment of the 
potential impacts of this proposal upon designated sites and protected species should be 
submitted with any subsequent planning application’. 
 
Ecological baseline 
 
The EAR documents that the site is dominated by arable, improved grassland and semi-
improved neutral grassland, bordered by hedgerows. Broadleaved trees occur throughout 
the site and a pond, set within marshy grassland, occurs within the northern part of the site. 
The sites lies within Langdon Fields (Secmaton) County Wildlife Site, which has been 
designated for mixed farmland with bird interest, namely cirl bunting. The Exe Estuary 
Species Protection Area (SPA) occurs 1.6km to the east and Dawlish Warren Special Area 
of Conservation (SAC) occurs 1.7km to the east.  
 
The EAR identified suitable habitat within the proposed development site for the following 
protected species: 

• badgers; 

• reptiles;  

• bats; 

• hazel dormice; 

• breeding birds, including cirl bunting.  

 
No detailed surveys have been undertaken for these species and no site-specific survey 
data have been included in the EAR. Protected species (such as bats and hazel dormouse) 
are a material consideration for the Council when determining a planning application. For 
Species of Principal Importance (UK Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) Priority Species), 
such as reptiles, hazel dormouse, cirl bunting and some bat species, the Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 requires the Council to have regard to the 
conservation of these species when determining a planning application. Therefore, without 
site-specific survey data for the above species, Teignbridge District Council cannot 
determine the planning application in accordance with its planning and legal duties and the 
application should be refused, or held pending until such a time that the requisite survey 
data has been submitted, consulted upon and considered by TDC. 
 
In addition to the above, whilst a pond occurs within the site boundary, no reference within 
the EAR is made to the potential presence of great crested newt, which is a European-
protected species and Species of Principal Importance. Ponds are often suitable for this 
species and as such detailed surveys should have been undertaken. Similarly, no survey of 
hedgerows within the site was undertaken in accordance with the Hedgerow Regulations 
1997 (as amended).  
 
Impacts on cirl bunting 
 
Consultation responses from the Council Ecologist (24 April 2013) and the RSPB (12 
March 2013) correctly identify the inadequacy of the approach to the survey, assessment 
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and mitigation of impacts of the proposed development for cirl bunting. This is significant 
as the site lies within a County Wildlife Site designated for cirl bunting. As outlined above, 
no survey for the species was undertaken and generic mitigation measures for breeding 
birds are detailed in the EAR. In consultation with the RSPB, the Council has a 
compensation tariff for residual development impacts to cirl bunting, based on the number 
of territories identified and likely to be impacted during species-specific surveys. Once the 
cirl bunting surveys have been completed, this tariff would need to be applied; this 
requirement is set out clearly in the consultation response from the RSPB. 
 
Impacts on the Exe Estuary SPA and Dawlish Warren SAC 
 
The EAR states that impacts on the Exe Estuary SPA and Dawlish Warren SAC would be 
mitigated through the payment of a levy per residential unit (to provide ‘funding towards 
measures to prevent and offset disturbance impacts to the designated sites’) and through 
the creation of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANGS) within the development 
layout. There is no reference in the applicant's documents to contribution being as set out 
in the Habitat Mitigation Contribution within the Joint Interim Approach as the proposed 
levy (agreed by the Council, Exeter City Council and East Devon District Council) or the 
design and compliance of the SANGS in accordance with Natural England Guidance. 
There is also no assessment of potential impacts of the development on water quality 
within the Exe Estuary SPA and any implications for Dawlish Warren SAC. Consequently, 
Teignbridge District Council should adopt the precautionary principle and conclude that 
the development proposals would have a likely significant adverse effect on the integrity of 
the SPA and SAC and refuse planning permission in the absence of an assessment 
compliant with the Habitats Directive and Regulations. 
 
As a result, the presumption in favour of sustainable development for the development 
proposal does not apply in accordance with paragraph 119 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework:  
 
‘The presumption in favour of sustainable development (paragraph 14) does not apply 
where development requiring appropriate assessment under the Birds or Habitats 
Directives is being considered, planned or determined’. 
 
Design Commentary 
 
The Design and Access Statement (DAS) submitted by the applicant lacks detail and does 
not comply with the requirements set out in Article 8 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Development Management Procedure) Order 2010 (DMPO). These failings represent a 
breach in the planning application determination process, subject to potential legal 
challenge. 
 
Section 2-4 of Article 8 of the DMPO set out the requirement of a DAS. For example, 
Section 3 of Article 8 states that a DAS must explain the design principles and concepts 
that have been applied to the development in terms of amount, layout, scale, landscaping 
and appearance, and that it must demonstrate steps taken to appraise the context of the 
development and how the design of the development takes that context into account in 
relation to its proposed use. The applicant has made no effort to undertake these steps or 
provide sufficient evidence or analysis to support the evolution of the illustrative 
masterplan. Additional information must be provided in order for the DAS to comply with 
the legal requirements of the DMPO. 
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The above concerns are echoed by the Council’s Landscape Officer who objects on the 
grounds of insufficient information being submitted by the applicant. In particular the 
Landscape Officer identifies the lack of assessment in relation to visual impact and how 
views into and out of the site have been addressed during the design process and the 
contribution of the proposed design to local landscape character. Accordingly a Landscape 
and Visual Impact Assessment is requested by the Landscape Officer.  
 
In addition to these concerns, additional objections are raised by the Landscape Officer 
with regards the relationship between the application site, adjacent proposed development 
and committed developments, and the relationship of the application site with open space 
to the west of the site. It is evident that significant opportunities exist for wider linkages 
and visual connections with the surrounding countryside to the west, and that further work 
is required to maximise the community and environmental benefits of the proposed 
development. 
 
In addition to objections from the Landscape Officer, the Council’s Biodiversity Officer 
objects to the illustrative masterplan on the grounds that the proposed site access road (it is 
noted that ‘access’ is not reserved) bisects the Langdon Field CWS, destroying valuable 
habitat and leading to the total loss of four pairs of breeding cirl bunting. This objection to 
the site layout effectively renders the illustrative masterplan unworkable and subject to a 
complete review in order to avoid significant ecological impacts. Objections such as those 
from the Biodiversity Officer and Landscape Officer suggest a significant lack of pre-
application engagement between the Council and the applicant, which has inevitably 
resulted in a poorly designed, undevelopable illustrative masterplan. 
 
Loss of Best and Most Versatile Agricultural Land 
 
The Planning Statement accepts that the site is of high grade agricultural value. Paragraph 
6.30 and 6.31 of the Planning Statement make a number of conclusions in respect of the 
significance and quality of the agricultural land, however no evidence is provided to 
support these conclusions. In order for the Council to make an informed decision in the 
determination of this planning application, the applicant must submit an Agricultural Land 
Quality Assessment. 
 
Flood Risk Assessment 
 
A Flood Risk Assessment is submitted in support of the planning application. Drawing 
number 12120-600-001 (Indicative Surface Drainage Strategy) indicates a proposed 
attenuation pond on land to the west of the site, outside of the planning application 
boundary. Construction of the attenuation pond would constitute engineering works and 
would therefore require planning permission. Based on the current design of the surface 
water drainage strategy, the planning application boundary will need to be redrawn to 
account for all proposed development. 
 
Air Quality 
 
As indicated by the Council’s Environmental Health Officer, an air quality assessment is 
required in support of this planning application (including so as to assess the cumulative 
impact of the larger development of which the site forms a part). No air quality assessment 
has been submitted by the applicant. Once submitted it will be necessary for the Council to 
consult on the air quality assessment for the statutory consultation period. 
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Pre-application Consultation 
 
A total of four hours public consultation was undertaken in respect of this planning 
application. A public exhibition took place on Tuesday 7th August 2012, between 1530 and 
1930. SPL object to this application on the grounds that the pre-application consultation is 
not robust and is inappropriate when compared to the scale and significance of the 
proposed application. It is also equally important to note that the pre-application 
consultation undertaken by the applicant was in fact based on proposals to deliver 250 
dwelling rather than 75 dwellings. This is evidenced in the Agent’s letter dated 3rd August 
addressed to local residents, and within the consultation panel extracts included within the 
Design and Access Statement. The pre-application consultation is therefore flawed, as it 
was based on an entirely different proposal to that sought via this planning application.  
 
Planning Obligations 
 
The applicant does not provide a draft heads of terms with the application. SPL are 
therefore unable to comment on the appropriateness of potential planning obligations. It is 
assumed that contributions will be sought in relation to education and ICT, healthcare, 
indoor recreation, highways, cirl bunting, off site open space and SANGS provision, 
affordable housing and on-site art provision. 
 
SPL requires the Council to provide it with a copy of the draft heads of terms once 
available, the first draft S106 agreement and the finally agreed draft S106 agreement. We 
look forward to receiving copies. 
 
Committee Decision 
 
SPL has taken legal advice from Nabarro LLP solicitors and they have advised that the 
application is a major application (being more than 10 dwellings) and is a departure from 
the development plan (including as a departure from one or more of adopted 
policies ENV9, H7 (loss of countryside), H9, H11, H16, R8, R12 , CS2, C8,C10, 
C16, C17, C19  and / or P1 (loss of best and most versatile agricultural land). The 
application is a departure from the adopted plan as a matter of fact irrespective of the 
extent to which relevant policies are up to date. Officers do not therefore under the 
Council's delegation scheme have the lawful authority to determine the application and it 
must be referred to the Council's Planning Committee for consideration. The decision on 
the application will otherwise be left completely open to being quashed on a legal 
challenge.  
 
It is also considered appropriate that the application be referred to the Council's Planning 
Committee, particularly given the application encroaches on protected and sensitive 
areas, habitats and species including the designated County Wildlife area. 
 
Conclusion 
 
SPL object to planning application 12/03797/MAJ. The grant of planning permission for 
the application is not justified by the development plan or other material considerations. 
 
The planning application also lacks important information essential to its determination by 
the Council; a further period of statutory consultation is required; the planning application 
boundary must be reviewed in light of comments received by DCC and SPL; the Council’s 
failure to assess the application under the Habitat’s Directive is unlawful; the application 
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requires an Environmental Statement under the EIA Directive (notwithstanding the 
Secretary of State's EIA screening direction) and thus the application cannot lawfully be 
determined without one; has the potential to be subject to legal challenge; the illustrative 
masterplan is not developable in its current form; and the application is subject to 
significant objection from both TDC and DCC officers.   
 
On behalf of SPL and in light of the above concerns, I wish to be kept informed of 
progress on this planning application. In addition, in the light of the serious matters 
identified in the above objection, I would be grateful if you would confirm that this written 
response will be provided to us prior to determination of the application in order to allow 
us time to consider the legality of the decision making prior to its occurrence. 
 
 
Your sincerely, 

   
 
Christopher Tunnell 
DIRECTOR 
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APPENDIX 4 – Reduction in Housing Numbers  

 

Appendix includes extracts from Minutes / Committee Reports / Recommendations of the: 
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 Executive, 10th July 2012 
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OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY COMMITTEE 
 
22 MAY 2012 
 
 
Present: 
Councillor Connett (Chairman) 
Councillors: Brodie, Clarance, Clemens, Colclough, Corney-Walker, Dennis, Fry, 
Hockin, Holmes, Lewis, McMurray, Parker, Petherick, Prowse, Purser, Shantry, 
Smith and Williams. 
 
Apologies: 
Councillors Austen, Ballinger, Evans, Fusco, Goodey, Klinkenberg, Lambert, 
Matthews and Price. 
 
Other Members in Attendance: 
Cllrs Barker (Deputy Leader), Bromell, Cox, Dewhirst, Haines, Lonsdale and Vogel 
(Portfolio Holder for Housing & Planning). 
 
In Attendance: 
Nick Davies – Service Manager Development Management 
Steve Hobbs – Senior Planning Enforcement Officer 
Nigel Moore – Opinion Research Services (ORS) 
Nicola Bulbeck – Chief Executive 
Phil Shears – Deputy Chief Executive 
Simon Thornley – Service Manager – Spatial Planning & Delivery 
Amanda Downie – Service Lead for Housing 
Graham Davey – Housing Enabling Officer 
 
 

 
18. HOUSING NUMBERS REVEW 
 

The Committee received a presentation from the company appointed to 
update the Strategic Market Assessment, Opinion Research Services (ORS), 
during the presentation Mr Moore drew particular attention to:- 

 
 3 main groups of households who would be moving within the district 

o existing households; 
o new households – children forming their own household for the 

first time; 
o in-migrant households. 

 International migration figures not being used within the model as they 
were based on too sensitive sampling information as they were taken 
from a small sample;  

 figures from the Office of National Statistics (ONS) were used; 
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 Currently housing completions average 354 dwellings per annum, 
 housing requirement for the 2007-12 study identified the 5 year need 

for 3696 homes (740 homes per year) 
 the 2012-2017 update identified a need for 3101 homes over a 5 year 

period (620 homes per year).  
 

The Committee was advised that since the 2007 update there had been a 
significant change in migration within the area.  The 2004 spike in the Exeter 
and Torbay sub region, had been associated with the buoyant housing market 
and the relocation of the Met Office.  The housing market had slowed, figures 
identified a movement of people leaving Teignbridge and moving to Torbay, it 
was too early to confirm a trend. 
 
Mr Moore advised the Committee that ORS was not forecasting the future, 
they had used the most recent data, including that from the Office of National 
Statistics (ONS) to inform its report. 
 
The Deputy Leader asked Mr Moore if the ORS model was compliant with the 
National Policy Planning Framework (NPPF) and Communities & Local 
Government (CLG) practice guidance for the production of Strategic Housing 
Market Assessments (SHMA).  In response he advised that the ORS model 
and the outputs had never been raised by an Inspector as an area of concern 
and provided a robust evidence base for plan making. 
 
The Chairman of the Housing Numbers Review Group, Cllr Shantry, provided 
a presentation to the Committee on the Group’s findings, he made particular 
mention of:  
 

 10,000 new homes proposed by the Group having a significant impact 
on Teignbridge; 

 the figure would provide 44% more new homes than the average 
delivered in the district over the last 5 years; 

 ORS data being too old; 
 no surveys undertaken for Teignmouth, Dawlish, Bovey Tracey and the 

use of Dartmoor National Park which had no relevance; 
 the 5 year population model captured the biggest population boom  
 concern that the ORS model was not transparent; 
 ORS disregarding the figures provided by ONS for a population 

reduction, ONS figures showed a 60% population reduction; 
 migration trend was downward, population growth declining, housing 

market being stagnant and ORS still recommending 12,400 new homes 
for the period of the plan; 

 a call for 1/2 bed homes to address housing need and concern that 
developers were proposing to build mainly 3/4 bed homes; 

 
Cllr Shantry requested that the Overview & Scrutiny Committee support their 
recommendations as follows: 
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That Members of Overview & Scrutiny support the recommendation for 
10,000 new homes within the Core Strategy. 

 
Cllr Fry, a Review Group Member, advised that the evidence gathered 
assured her that figure of 12,400 was unsound.  That a further review of 
housing need should be undertaken in 5 years time, or when circumstances 
change to warrant it.   
 
Cllr Colclough, advised Members that as tourism was the district’s main 
industry therefore the coast, rivers and countryside should not be spoilt by 
over-development. 
 
In response to Cllr Shantry’s presentation, Mr Moore advised that: 
 
 the Review Group had double counted deaths by using the ONS data to 

predict a growth population of 14,000 and then using the ORS figure for 
household formations and dissolutions.  A recalculation would provide a 
significantly higher figure than that proposed by the Review Group.  The 
Chairman requested clarity of the figures to be provided for the Executive 
meeting. 

 
 data used in the update was based on what had been and not based on 

what might happen in the future.   
 

 migrants would continue to move to Teignbridge from the South East, they 
would have equity and could afford the housing.  If not enough dwellings 
were delivered it would be difficult for local households to get a foothold on 
the housing market or they would leave for cheaper areas, resulting in a 
loss of young working households within the district. 

 
 ORS’s model had been used by other local authorities and whilst 

challenged at public examination, their findings had never been criticised 
in an Inspector’s final report.   

 
He summarised by advising that ORS were confident that the Exeter & Torbay 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2007: Teignbridge Update 2012 was 
defendable. 
 
The Service Manager for Spatial Planning & Delivery advised the Committee 
that he had a duty to advise Members of the consequences of not accepting 
ORS’s figures.  The Core Strategy would be considered by a Planning 
Inspector at Examination, whose his duty was to declare whether the Core 
Strategy was sound or not.  If he found the housing numbers inappropriate he 
could allocate significantly more land for housing, this would be his decision 
and the Council would lose control of its future plan making.  

 
During discussion, particular reference was made to:- 

037



OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY (22.5.12) 
 

 

 

 
(a) the need for Cllr Shantry’s figures to be assessed by professionals to 

ensure they were robust; 
 
(b) surveys.  Cllr Haines advised the Review Group that their statement was 

incorrect the HMA did include Teignmouth, Dawlish and Bovey Tracey;  
 

(c) the Portfolio Holder for Planning reminded Members of the need to 
consider whether the reduction in housing numbers could be defended at 
cross examination at public examination. 

 

(d) Model used by ORS.  It was confirmed that the model used by ORS was 
based on guidance provided by Communities & Local Government; 

 
(e) why ONS data was not reliant.  Members were advised that ONS look at 

best available data then apply a formulae to convert it to population 
projections.  The weakest point of their projections were the international 
migration figures for local authorities due to the low sample numbers 
used; 

 

(f) Review Group affordable housing figures.  The Service Lead for Housing 
confirmed that the housing policy does not cover all housing need in the 
district.  The allocation policy had to take account of reasonable 
preference groups. 

 
The Deputy Leader (who had been invited by the Chairman to provide a 
response) reminded Members that any evidence to be used within the Core 
Strategy had to be robust.  Cllr Prowse voiced her concern that conflicting 
figures had been provided to the Committee, due to the importance of the 
decision there was a need for clarity.  She proposed an amendment to the 
recommendation: 
 

‘That the matter be deferred to enable the figures provided by Cllr 
Shantry to be verified.’ 

 
Discussion took place, it was agreed that an investigation into the figures 
provided by Cllr Shantry would be undertaken and an update report provided 
to the Executive at its next meeting. 
 
Following this discussion Cllr Prowse withdrew her amendment. 

 
 Recommended 
 

That Members of Overview & Scrutiny support the recommendation for 10,000 
new homes within the Core Strategy. 

 
 Cllr Corney-Walker and 5 other councillors requested a recorded vote. 
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(For the recommendation: Cllrs Brodie, Clarance, Clemens, Colclough, 
Corney-Walker, Dennis, Fry, Hockin, Holmes, Lewis, McMurray, Parker, 
Petherick, Prowse, Purser, Shantry, Smith and Williams; Abstention: Cllr 
Connett). 

 
 
 
ALAN CONNETT 
Chairman 
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EXECUTIVE 
 
LEADER:  Jeremy Christophers                                     OVERVIEW & SCRUTINY CHAIRMAN:  Alan Connett 
 
DATE: 
 

10 July 2012  

REPORT OF: 
 

Chairman of Overview & Scrutiny  
 

SUBJECT: HOUSING NUMBERS  
PART I  
  

1. PURPOSE 
  

This report informs the Executive of the recommendation made by Overview & 
Scrutiny Committee at its meeting held on 22 May 2012 following a review of 
the housing numbers to be included in the draft Core Strategy. 

 
2. BACKGROUND 
 

A review group of Councillors Shantry (Chairman), Colclough and Fry have 
considered the appropriate level of new houses to be provided in Teignbridge 
over the next 20 years. 
 
The review group presented its report to the Overview & Scrutiny Committee 
on 22 May 2012. A copy of the minutes of the Committee are attached. 

 
 
Cllr Alan Connett      
Overview & Scrutiny Chairman    
 
 
Wards affected All 
Contact for more information Neil Aggett – 01626 215113 
Background Papers (For Part I reports only) Agenda and Minutes Overview & Scrutiny Committee 
Key Decision N 
In Forward Plan N 
In O&S Work Programme N 
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TEIGNBRIDGE DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 
 

COUNCIL 
 
CHAIRMAN: Cllr Chris Clarance 

 
DATE: 
 

21 September 2012 

REPORT OF: 
 

LEADER OF THE COUNCIL AND SERVICE LEAD, 
SPATIAL PLANNING & DELIVERY 
 

SUBJECT: HOUSING NUMBERS  
 
PART I  
 

  
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Council resolves to: 
 
Approve the reduction in the overall 20-year housing need for the Local Plan 
from 14,800 to 12,400 homes, in line with the updated 2012 Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment. 
 
 

1. PURPOSE 
 
1.1 To inform Members of the outcome of the Executive meeting on 10 July 2012 

and to request Council to approve a reduction of housing numbers in relation 
to the 20-year Local Plan from 14,800 to 12,400 homes.  

 
2. BACKGROUND 
  

2.1  Following consideration of the Core Strategy by the Overview & Scrutiny 
Committee on the 22 November 2011 it was agreed that a review group be 
formed to re-examine the housing figures. 

 
2.2 The Housing Numbers Review Group presented its report to the Overview & 

Scrutiny Committee on the 22 May 2012.  The Committee resolved to 
recommend to the Executive that the housing numbers be reduced from 
14,800 to 10,000. 

 
2.3 The Executive considered the recommendation from the Overview & Scrutiny 

Committee to reduce housing numbers at its meeting on 10 July 2012 in 
conjunction with the report of the Service Manager for Spatial Planning which 
recommended lowering the planned number of homes for the 20 year Local 
Plan from 14,800 to 12,400.   

 

 Jeremy Christophers 
 Leader of the Council 

Simon Thornley 
Service Manager, Spatial 
Planning & Delivery 
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APPENDIX 5 – Policy DA2 : Suggested Text Changes 

DA2 North West Secmaton Lane 
A site of approximately 35 276 hectares is allocated north-west of Secmaton Lane for a mixed use urban extension 
which shall: 
 
a) include a comprehensive landscape and design led masterplan for the strategic site allocation, produced with 
meaningful and continued input and engagement from stakeholders; 
b) deliver 3 hectares of land for employment development, for a mix of predominantly B1, B2 and B8 uses as 
appropriate to the site and its wider context, ensuring that there is also a mix of unit size to enable businesses to start up 
and expand; support will also be given to employment generating uses provided that they are compatible with the 
immediate surroundings and do not conflict with town centre uses; 
b) c) create a high quality landmark development for the gateway to the town on the 
A379 Exeter Road; 
c) d) deliver at least 860 550 homes with a target of 25% affordable homes; 
d) e) include a 50 bed extra care housing scheme and/or other appropriate elderly housing provision; and 
e) deliver a multi-purpose building capable of incorporating health and early years children facilities; and 
f) provide for vehicular access through the development between Elm Grove Road and the A379 Exeter Road, including 
supported bus service, cycle lanes and footpaths 

 
Additional Text (not provided in SPL’s December representations): 
 
“In order to achieve the comprehensive development and delivery of the site and avoid undesirable planning outcomes 
of piecemeal development, the risk of an incomprehensive development and the failure to provide necessary 
infrastructure to support the development of the entire site, planning permission will be refused for applications that do 
not propose a comprehensive development of the entire site.” 
 
                                                      
6 In its current form Policy DA2 is unsound. To be redrafted in accordance with Policy DA2 of the ‘Draft Submission 
Local Plan Development Plan Document, 2013-2033’ (September 2012). 

042




