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Matter 5: Housing  

19. Are the proposed housing numbers justified?  

20. What is the justification for lower housing numbers? 

1. There are clear reasons to consider that the Plan underprovides over the period and hence that 
any flexibility suggested is likely in reality to understate the level necessary to provide for an 
objective assessment of need, including the required margin of flexibility to enable those needs 
to be met in practice.   

2. The reasons identified in the Plan (para 2.12) refer simply to changes in the housing market as an 
explanation for the reduced level of housing need (and consequent provision).  This is not robust 
and potentially significantly understates the level of need arising within the Plan period.  The 
2012 SHMAA Update reflects nearly 5 years of recession and flat growth and is unduly influenced 
by this period in the national economic cycle.   

3. The contrast with the earlier SHMAA and Draft RSS figures from 2006 is significant and potentially 
understates the overall trend in growth over the Plan period.  The 2012 SHMAA specifically deals 
with the recessionary period 2007-12.  The Plan has in effect adopted the lowest of the recent 
projections and risks compounding historic under-delivery.   

4. Even in a period of low or no growth, where net migration is subdued and hence housing demand 
is suppressed, the 2012 SHMAA indicates that recent dwelling completions in Teignbridge have 
average 354 units per annum, well below the growth identified in any set of household projection 
and suggests that this may in fact have helped out migration (para 42).   
 

5. The SHMAA and the ONS data on which it is based, urges caution in the use of the data as a 
prediction over the longer term without reference to wider economic and political or policy 
changes that may arise over the period.  It is also disproportionately affected by very small 
changes in the national and international migration rate, which can reflect wider economic 
activity, or simply response rates.  Hence, caution needs to be exercised when taking the lowest 
level indicated in any of the recent SHMAA figures and it may be more prudent to adopted an 
average or some measure between the two.   

6. The Plan needs to take account of the fact that we are now in a period of growth, which although 
perhaps tentative, shows every sign of growing out of the depth of recession experienced since 
2007/8.  Confidence and economic activity typically promote greater mobility and it is likely that 
this will be reflected in figures closer to historic levels.  It is anticipated that growth will gather 
pace as the economic cycle continues and hence that growth levels closer to the earlier SHMAA 
assessments will be achieved well within the Plan period.   

7. It is not clear what account has been taken of the change in economic circumstances, other than 
simply to accept the lower forecast without question and not consider whether this is a robust 
strategy that addresses the need for economic growth and new housing over the period.   

8. The scale of the difference is significant, at a 16% reduction from the 14,800 of the Preferred 
Options to 12,400 in the Submission Plan.   

9. A recent appeal decision (APP/P1133/A/13/2191841) at Bovey Tracey has also concluded that 
there was not a 5 year supply of housing land as required by the NPPF and that there had been a 
consistent pattern of under-delivery in housing supply.  The decision reinforced the requirement 
for a 20% margin on the required supply to address this issue.  This has led to a cumulative 
shortfall in the supply of housing that needs to be addressed in the Plan.   
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21. Mix of housing and proportions of affordable homes  

1. The proportion of affordable housing to market housing needs to be determined by overall site 
viability, taking into account all costs associated with the delivery of each site.  This is a 
fundamental principle in order to achieve viable development, the housing trajectory and the 
aspirations of the Plan.   

2. We have concern over the requirement for self build plots at a fixed percentage.  The evidence 
for this requirement seems limited, yet the policy suggests that when marketed, if the plots are 
not taken up, then the only alternative would be to offer these as an additional element of 
affordable housing.  This does not appear to be justified or supported by a sound evidence base 
and may further erode the viability and hence deliverability of individual sites.   

22. Distribution of housing  

1. It is correct that the major part of provision should go to the Heart of Teignbridge and be 
focussed within and as extensions to the main urban areas.  This is consistent with the principles 
of sustainable development.  It is essential that new housing is located close to the major centres, 
allowing access to the range of goods and services needed to support the community.  Newton 
Abbot and Kingsteignton together provide the major part of sporting, retail, social service and 
supporting infrastructure and it is right that the focus of sustainable development should be 
within these areas.   

2. Policy S4 in effect leaves 10% of overall supply unallocated within the overall distribution, with 
the identified distribution amounting to only 90% of the identified need.  This is not positive plan 
making.   

23. Housing trajectory  

1. There has been a consistent pattern of under-delivery in housing and no real evidence that the 
rate of delivery will increase in the short term given the scale of initial investment required to 
facilitate some of the major sites, especially given CIL and enabling infrastructure requirements 
that will also be felt in the Plan period, impacting further on viability.  

2. A number of the allocations and a major part of the housing proposed within the Plan period are 
on major sites that depend to a large extent on significant new road and other infrastructure.  
The Plan itself is not likely to be adopted before 2014, many of the allocated sites need 
comprehensive EIA, will follow a major application process and need corresponding road 
infrastructure to be designed and delivered.   

3. The lead time for these to come forward is likely to be significant and hence the trajectory, which 
assumes an increase from circa 400 dw/pa in 2013/14 to 640 dw/pa by 2015/16 must be 
doubtful.  The longer the trajectory takes to achieve that level, the higher the resulting level will 
need to be, to achieve the Plan requirement over the Plan period.   

4. Hence, we would suggest that additional flexibility is provided to seek to ensure that the number 
of sites is increased to allow for a higher level of growth both in the short term and later in the 
Plan period.   

25. Affordable housing  

1. The lower levels of affordable housing cannot of itself adequately take account of individual site 
viability, which remains to be considered on a site by site basis as applications come forward.   
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2. It is essential that affordable housing requirements, in combination with CIL and infrastructure 
requirements do not form a viability burden on sites or inhibit the rate of delivery.  The combined 
requirements of new public open space, social infrastructure, transport and affordable housing 
represent a significant cost that must be proportionate to the value achieved by landowners and 
developers in order for sites to come forward, without there being a disincentive to early delivery 
to meet the housing trajectory.  Hence viability assessment is key. 

26. Housing distribution  

1. There is a mismatch between employment floorspace and housing provision within the Heart of 
Teignbridge, with the housing provision having been reduced from the 50-60% indicated in the 
Preferred Options to 50% in the Submission Plan, without clear or sound justification.  As the 
major centre of population within the District, with the majority of services, facilities and support 
infrastructure, if the Plan is to achieve a sustainable pattern of growth, the level should be within 
the upper level of the 50-60% range.  This would help support the delivery of the necessary 
infrastructure.   

27. Flexibility  

1. Sibelco UK supports the broad approach and aims of the policy but consider that in order to be 
effective the Plan needs to have the ability to identify and consider the release of additional 
land that is free from short term constraint to enable additional new housing development.   

2. It is the case that many of the allocations are subject to infrastructure and other requirements or 
constraints that may have an impact on viability, the delivery of the housing trajectory and 
affordable housing numbers.  Hence the ability to bring sites forward in the circumstances 
described in WE1 is welcomed, subject to a pragmatic approach being taken to performance 
against the trajectory and to the criteria adopted.   

3. There is a disincentive to bringing forward sites that are not within the urban area in that the 
proposed CIL charging schedule proposes a penalty rate of CIL for sites that are outside the 
defined settlement boundary.  This is not justified by any difference in infrastructure costs and 
acts to discourage flexibility of provision.   

 


