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1.0 Introduction

Appendix A)

1.1 I have been instructed by Exeter Estates Ltd and I have made representations on the 
Submission Teignbridge Local Plan (herein referred to as ‘STLP’) on their behalf.  Exeter 
Estates Ltd own the Peamore Centre (aka Frank Tuckers Garage) which is situated to the 
south west of Exeter and accessed from the A379.  My clients obtained planning permission 
in May 2013 (planning permission reference12/03079/MAJ) for an extension to this site, in the 
area referred to as SWE2 of STLP.  The permission comprises:

1.2 The approved masterplan (illustrative) is attached (see .  The site extends to 5 
hectares, which covers the whole of the proposed SWE2 allocation.

1.3 My client’s representations on STLP seek to extend this allocation for an additional 13 
hectares for a mix of employment uses.  

1.4 This Statement addresses the Inspector’s questions, and should be read in conjunction with 
my client’s other submissions to the STLP.  

“Outline application for employment development (Use Classes B1(c), B2 and B8) up to 
17,885 square metres (gross floor area) together with associated infrastructure including new 
vehicular access from the A379, improvements to the existing access to the Peamore Centre, 
a vehicular access to the northern boundary of the site, an internal road layout, car parking, 
open space, landscaping and services (Approval sought for means of access”



2.0 Inspector’s Questions

2.1 I take each question in turn below.  We have omitted question 16 as this is not relevant to my 
client’s submission.

2.2 It is difficult to establish how the Council have arrived at their current figure of 71.5 hectares of 
employment land allocations based on sound evidence.  Paragraph 2.6 of STLP states: “

.”  The 
Council has not published an up-dated Employment Land Review, nor any topic/technical 
papers to accompany the submission Plan.  Therefore, I am unable to test whether the supply 
of employment land against demand based on current or recent data. 

2.3 The objective of STLP is to make Teignbridge self-sufficient in terms of jobs. Adopting the 
Council’s approach of using job creation as a basis of assessing employment land required, 
the proposed supply of employment land (71.5 hectares1) is inadequate.  Using the Council’s 
methodology2, 71.5 hectares of employment land would create a potential range of jobs 
between 7,1503 and 8,171 jobs4.  This is against a growth target of 9,900 jobs (refer to para. 
5.24 of the ELR) in the emerging draft RSS (now revoked) and an additional 19,000 jobs to 
meet the existing shortage in the District as a result of out-commuting.  To provide for this 
level of job creation, STLP would need to allocate 57 hectares of employment land5 to 
balance only the level of out commuting.  

2.4 As stated above, the provision of 9,900 jobs in the RSS assumes economic growth between 
2006 and 2026 of 3.2% but equates to a level of job provision of less than 1 job per new 
dwelling, even taking into consideration the downward revised housing target for STLP.  If a 
housing based growth target is assumed (which would align with the assumption 
underpinning the STLP of one job per working age person provided within the District) then 
one job per house6, using the same assumptions, requires 32.55 hectares. This equates to 
89.55 hectares of employment land7, or an under allocation of 18.05 hectares.  However, 
using the Council’s figures, the ratio of jobs per household is higher at 1.22 jobs per dwelling8.   
The requirement for employment land using this scenario then increases to approx. 40 
hectares, or a total requirement of 97 hectares. This is a shortage of 25.5 hectares based on 
the proposed allocations.  

2.5 This shortage escalates when we test the assumptions upon which these calculations are 
based. 

1) 1) The Council adopt a floorspace to job ratio of 1 job per 35 square metres of 
floorspace for B Use Classes.  This is a far too simplistic approach.  Business uses are 
far more varied and a ‘one size fits all’ approach is too crude to adopt.  The Council’s own 
evidence9 supports this.  Table 2.1 below shows the variation in the figures within the 

11. Will the LP provide an adequate supply of employment land? Are the proposed 
sites viable and deliverable?

This 
is a recalculation of the needs assessed within the Employment Land Review 2010, taking
account of more recent data, and which suggested a very similar need for jobs growth

                                                            
1 Paragraph 2.8 of STLP states allocations amount to 67 hectares plus committed site at Ilford Park of 4.5 
hectares which equally 71.5 hectares of commitment during the plan period.
2 Methodology is set out in paragraph 2.7 of STLP
3 Just over 100 jobs per hectare
4 100 jobs provided for every hectare of land, 1 job per 35 square metres of floorspace , 4000 square metres of 
floorspace per hectare.
5 This assumption is based on 30% of all jobs in ‘B’ Use Classes.  30% of 19000 equals 5700 jobs.
6 12400 dwellings suggested allocation in STLP
7 57 hectares to meet current under supply of 19000 jobs plus 32.55 hectares arising from new homes
8 Housing stock is 56830 in the STLP area, and 69600 economically active + job seekers = 1.22 jobs per dwelling
9 Roger Tym & Partners Employment Land Study February 2010 Appendix 2



evidence, with the final column showing the most up-to-date information from the HCA10.  
The most up-to date HCA and the RTP Teignbridge figures (based on local data) shows 
that the jobs to floorspace ratios are significantly lower.  Therefore any floorspace 
calculation is a significant under-estimate of the true requirement for floorspace.  

RTP SERPLAN 
1997

DTZ Pieda 
SEERA 2004

RTP Teignbridge 
Study11

HCA Employment 
Densities 2010

Office B1(a) 18 18 12 12
Light Industry 
B1(c)

47

General Industry 
B2

35 34 49 36

Warehouse and 
Distribution

35 41 66 75

2) Historic data is available that would allow a more sophisticated calculation of 
employment land allocation based on future need by type of employment rather than 
a crude approximation of 1 job per 35 square metres.  This could be done by applying 
the percentage of jobs by sector to the employment densities above.  

3) The land requirement calculated in 2.3 to 2.4 above assumes that only 30% of jobs 
are for B-type uses.  The STLP12 makes allowance for some businesses to increase 
employment densities when recruiting new staff.  However, the current percentage of 
space in Teignbridge occupied by B-type uses is 36.2%13.  While businesses will 
increase employment densities, this will reach a saturation point at which a business 
will need to relocate.  Therefore it is unrealistic to apply a 30% requirement to all 
future space, and this figure needs to be increased over time to allow for those 
businesses that will naturally expand and for new businesses.

4) There is insufficient supply in the system to allow businesses to move without 
additional space being built.  Delivery of sites has historically been poor.

5) The Council also assumes a built density of 4,000 square metres per hectare of 
developable land.  This assumption is based on a sample size of one development 
site, which is statistically weak14.  Exeter Estates’ recent planning permission has a 
maximum built density of 3,577 square metres.  If a lesser figure is applied then the 
land requirement calculated both by the Council and here becomes greater.

6) The HCA15 state that smaller buildings generally accommodate higher densities of 
employment than larger buildings for all use types.  There are a large number of small 
buildings in the existing employment stock but there is an identified shortage of 
buildings of more than 1,000 square metres16.  Therefore, the approach adopted does 
not reflect accurately either current densities or likely future occupancy ratios.

Table 2.1: Employment Densities by Study (expressed as person per square metre)

                                                            
10 HCA Employment Densities Guide, Second Edition 2010
11 RTP Employment Land Study February 2010 Paragraph 3.17/3.18
12 STLP paragraph 2.7
13 RTP Employment Land Study February 2010 Paragraph 3.10
14 RTP Employment Land Study February 2010 Paragraph 5.46 
15 HCA Employment Densities Guide, Second Edition 2010
16 RTP Employment Land Study February 2010 Executive Summary Point 16



12. Is the floorspace/job ratio realistic? Will the LP provide adequate employment 
opportunities of the right type?

13.  Is the aspiration to provide one job for each resident of working age justified 
and deliverable?

14. Is the proposed distribution of new employment opportunities justified?

15. Is the protection of existing employment sites justified?

2.6 The floorspace to job ratio is not realistic.  It underestimates the requirement for floorspace 
and is applied by the Council too simplistically to provide a reliable employment land 
allocation (please see detailed discussion of this in relation to Question 11 above).

2.7 The RTP Employment Land Review discusses the need to provide higher quality jobs to 
attract people away from available out-commuting opportunities in Exeter17. The ability to 
attract employers will depend on the availability of employment space and the variety of 
space available.  There also needs to be flexibility in the determination of planning 
applications to allow the market to be responsive to occupier needs.

2.8 It is not clear in Plan Teignbridge that the aspiration is to provide one job for each resident of 
working age or for those that are economically active. Paragraph 1.17 states that 
development will be managed to “

” however paragraph 2.6 seems to base the number of jobs required on the number 
of economically active people and job seekers.  

2.9 In order that the LPA provide one job for every person of working age (assuming that ‘working 
age’ is defined as 16 to 64), this will require the provision of 78,600 jobs18.  There are 
currently 50,600 jobs in Teignbridge19, a difference of 28,000.  The difference is accounted for 
by unemployment, out-commuting and the economically inactive.  

2.10 The difference between the number of jobs in Teignbridge and the economically active is 
19,000.  A discussion of the employment land requirement to achieve zero net commuting is 
set out in paragraph 2.3.  However, to meet the requirement of the working age population 
would require an employment allocation of 73.5 hectares, before allowing for the 9,900 
additional jobs (discussed in paragraph 2.3 and 2.4 above).  It may be the Council’s aspiration 
to provide this number of jobs but given the current employment land allocation, this is likely 
to be undeliverable.

2.11 The Council’s aspiration is to create self-sufficient communities, and a more self-sufficient 
Teignbridge District, by reducing the level of out-commuting.  Therefore allocating land 
adjacent to existing settlements provides for more sustainable settlements.  However, the 
South West Exeter growth area within Teignbridge allows for 2,000 additional dwellings to be 
constructed but with no significant additional employment land within the allocation in 
Teignbridge.  Policy S3 allocates a mere 5% of the total future distribution of employment land 
to South West Exeter.  It is more likely that residents in the SWE urban extension will look to 
Exeter as a major attraction and seek job opportunities.  The Council’s aspiration is unlikely to 
be achieved without a major employment allocation near to South West Exeter.

2.12 The amount of employment land on the edge of Exeter needs to be increased to create a 
balance between housing provision and jobs within Teignbridge.  

2.13 The Council’s Annual Monitoring Report (AMR)20 shows that for the period April 2011 to 
March 2012, the net increase in constructed employment floorspace (not including town 
centres) was 839.7 square metres.  The total amount of either unimplemented or under 

provide enough jobs in Teignbridge for the working age 
population

                                                            
17 RTP Employment Land Study February 2010 Paragraph 7.29
18 RTP Employment Land Study February 2010 Paragraph 3.39 based on 2007 figures
19 STLP paragraph 2.6 based on average figure between 2006 and 2010
20 Teignbridge Planning & Delivery Report 2011-2012 published December 2012



construction floorspace equalled 41,887 square metres.  However the figures show that there 
was a loss of about 8,000 square metres of unimplemented space (planning permissions that 
have lapsed in the last year).  

2.14 In the previous AMR21 there was an overall loss of employment space due to conversion or 
change of use to alternative uses.  The total amount of either unimplemented or under 
construction floorspace equalled 46,041 square metres.  However the figures show that there 
was a loss of about 4,357 square metres of unimplemented space (planning permissions that 
had lapsed in the period 2010-2011).

2.15 The difference between the unimplemented or under construction consents in 2012 and those 
in 2011 is 4,154 square metres.  Looking at the rate of completions, it is unlikely that the loss 
is down to completion alone, but that some unimplemented planning consents have lapsed 
and have not been renewed.

2.16 Therefore, to maintain a balance between supply and current demand, which requires the 
maintenance of an oversupply of B-type space of circa 7.5% (as sated in the ELR) for 
flexibility in available employment space, and to allow for future increases in the number of 
jobs in the District, either in existing or new employment space, it is critical that the Council 
maintains current floorspace levels given the history of poor rates of completion over the 
previous 5 years.  

2.17 Changes in Government policy since the publication of STLP relating to Part J Permitted 
Development (change of use from B1 (a) to C3 dwelling houses) may result in a loss of 
employment space over which the Council has very little control.  Therefore the annual net 
rate of completions may be outweighed by a loss of floorspace resulting from this policy. It will 
therefore be more important that the Council are flexible in the way in which they allocate and 
release employment land to meet demand in the District.

2.18 Teignbridge is a predominantly rural district.  People travel from the rural areas to work, as 
demonstrated in the Council’s evidence22, the majority of sub-areas have a higher proportion 
of people out-commuting to work than living and working in those areas (ratio of 65% out-
commuting). There is a distinct correlation of proximity to the large settlements and out-
commuting.  The highest proportion of people who live and work in the area are those in the 
National Park area, where 70% and over live and work in the area.  While there is a need to 
provide further employment land in the main settlements, to ensure that the whole District is 
self-sufficient, the Council must identify employment opportunities in the rural areas to meet a 
need currently not met.  Sites such as SWE2 and adjoining land can actively meet that need 
by providing deliverable, viable and unconstrained employment sites in the rural areas to re-
balance the District between urban and rural employment supply.

17. Does the Plan provide an appropriate framework for the rural economy?

                                                            
21 Teignbridge District Council Annual Monitoring Report 2010-2011 published December 2011
22 Core Document CDD4 ‘Comparative Assessment of growth options around Exeter’ May 2012, page 8, Plan of 
Self Containment



3.0 Conclusions

3.1 The NPPF makes it clear that there is a presumption in favour of sustainable economic 
growth and development.  Further, the Government makes in clear in paragraph 17 that plan
making should, amongst other things, proactively deliver sustainable economic development 
responding to wider opportunities to growth.  Paragraphs 18 to 22 of the NPPF make it clear 
that the Government is committed to securing economic growth and the local planning 
authorities should have a clear and economic vision and strategy for their area and support 
existing business sectors.

3.2 The STLP fails to supply an adequate supply of employment land to meet the Plan’s 
objectives of economic growth, to reduce net out-commuting to zero and to meet the 
employment need of the increased population as a result of new house building.  The 
assumptions that underpin the calculations to achieve the supply of employment land as set 
out in STLP are flawed.  The distribution of employment opportunities to existing urban areas 
is justified.  However, there is a mismatch in employment allocations and proposed housing 
allocations, which, in the case of South West Exeter, will lead to an increase in out-
commuting.  This part of the District, which is rural, already has a high level of out-commuting.  
Without supplying additional employment land to meet additional need, the development of 
new housing without associated employment land in the District will result in the Council 
failing to meet two of its own plan objectives.

3.3 Paragraph 182 of the NPPF sets out four tests of soundness.  We assess STLP against each 
test below:

Positively planned – Employment land allocations are based on the 2010 RTP 
Employment Land Review.  The Council has not updated the ELR.  The statistical 
analysis upon which the ELR is based on 2007 and 2008 data, when the full impact of the 
‘credit crunch’ was not evident.  Some recalculation of the employment land has been 
undertaken (as set out in paragraph 2.6 of the STLP) but the evidence of this re-
calculation is not presented in full.  It is our view that the Plan is unsound in relation to 
employment land allocations as a result. 

Justified – As set out above, employment land policy and allocation is not based on 
proportionate evidence.  New evidence needs to be provided to justify the amount of 
employment land allocated in STLP or the Council need to amend their policy to remove 
their aspiration to provide one job for every person of working age.  This objective cannot 
be achieved based on the current Plan targets.  

Effective – Teignbridge District has a record of lack of delivery and supply of good quality 
employment floorspace.  The Plan does not provide for a ‘step change’ in delivery or 
supply.  The strategy identified in proposed Policy S3 does not explain how the needs of 
the district are going to be met over the lifetime of the Plan nor does it make adequate 
provision to meet the job requirement of the District.

Consistent with National Policy – For the STLP to deliver sustainable development, it 
should demonstrate that it can actively deliver a balance of jobs and homes.  It sets out to 
achieve one job for every person of working age, however it allocated insufficient land in 
the District to achieve this objective.  It also fails to demonstrate how this land will be 
delivered and what contingencies are in place should the same issues of supply and 
delivery of land over the Plan period continue following the historic pattern.

3.4 The changes required to make the Plan sound are i) to re-evaluate and increase the amount 
of employment land to be defined in Policy S3 and ii) achieve i) by allocating additional land 
as set out in our other evidence submitted to the Inspector in respect of Matter 10.

•

•

•

•
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