
Climate Change
Option Climate Change 1 

Option 1:  Determine district wide on site / decentralised renewable energy production targets for new development based on local evidence. 

Option 2:  Do not include a specific target based policy in the Core Strategy but encourage the delivery of the highest viable level of delivery of renewable energy and or energy efficiency for individual sites at the time of application. 

Which option do you prefer?  Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
Neither, see alternative under option 2.  If no choice then we would prefer option 1.
Option Climate Change 2 
Option: Encourage the development of efficient and viable renewable and decentralised energy resources, balancing the need for renewable and decentralised energy production against potential concerns and impacts. 

Do you agree this is the only reasonable option available for the Core Strategy?
Not really, see alternative.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
The CS should cover all new developments as well as extensions to existing buildings.  There is a lot of confusion and flux in the Code for Sustainable Homes, the CS needs to set ambitious building sustainability targets to keep pace with developments, but should start with at least the equivalent of Code Level 4 if not 5.  Building targets should be set in terms of CO2 emissions rather than RE, whether centralised or localised so that developers decide on the best way to deploy RE to achieve targets.  Building targets should be set for each phase of the life of new buildings (i.e. build, use and decommissioning).

This whole section misses two key opportunities to tackle Climate Change.  We would like to propose two policies which will have knock-on benefits for both the economy and housing delivery.  These policies also support the new localism agenda.
Suggested Policy A – The council should support developments for low impact community development.  This should apply to development plans which meet acceptable quality standards, are off-grid (or equivalent) and have a tenure structure (leasehold/freehold/covenant) and management which requires owners to commit to low impact community principles (eg participation in car clubs).  Successful developments such as Hockerton and the Llammas project have proven the deliverability and desirability of such development.  This policy would increase the delivery of resilient communities and low impact housing.
Suggested Policy B – The council should support self-build developments which are specifically built off-grid to a high environmental, design, and build-quality specification.  These could be allowed where there are no objections from local residents and dwellings are within a reasonable distance (eg 2km) of community facilities such as schools and daily bus service.   This will ensure no future public contribution requirement for schools and other transport.  This policy can deliver a small amount of very high quality housing stock and make Teignbridge a leader in sustainable construction.
Option Climate Change 3 

Option 1:  Determining Plan area wide sustainable construction policies for new development in advance of national policies and requirements. 

Option 2:  Waiting for national requirements to be adopted.

Option 3:  Encouraging increased adoption of parts of the Code for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM where viable and where this will facilitate mitigation / adaptation to climate change.   

Option 4:  Determining local requirements for sustainable construction where strategic sites present unique opportunities to be in advance of national requirements. 

Option 5:  A combination of Options.

Which option do you prefer?
Option 1, provided “policies in advance of national standards” means greater environmentally sustainable policies.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
Any mixing of options would water down the CS as it would, in the future, give the council the option to decide as it pleases.  This rather defeats the object of having an LDF and a CS.  The text provided encouraging respondents to choose option 5 and the explanations given are somewhat misleading!
Option Climate Change 4 

Option: Ensure development does not take place in locations that are at an unacceptable risk of flooding and that new development does not increase the risk of on or off site flooding from rivers, the sea or heavy rainfall, and includes Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems. 

Do you agree this is the only reasonable option available for the Core Strategy?
Well of course!  Please also see alternative below.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
A very general statement which needs to be made more specific in terms of what constitutes ‘unacceptable risk’, what national standards should be followed/exceeded.  At the very least it should be based on expected sea levels, rainfall patterns defined by the government’s climate forecasts for the life expectancy of any new development.
Green infrastructure and environmental networks

Option Green Infrastructure and Environmental Networks 1 

Option 1: Make no specific requirement for green infrastructure alongside new developments.

Option 2: Encourage the delivery or funding of new green infrastructure balanced alongside other development needs on all development sites. 

Option 3: Require all new developments to provide on-site green infrastructure improvements.

Option 4: A mixture of Options 2 and 3.

Which option do you prefer?
Ideally we’d like option 2 “encourage” is changed to “require”.  Option 2 should require specific objectives and standards to be met.  There is an assumption that improved Green Infrastructure can only be provided at the expense of other community benefits such as affordable housing, we would challenge this.  
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
This section should have a specific recommendation about inclusion of food producing spaces as part of the green infrastructure mix.  This can include allotments and community gardens as well as small scale permaculture areas.
Option Green Infrastructure and Environmental Networks 2 

Seek to preserve and enhance existing green infrastructure networks as part of the planning balance

Do you agree this is the only realistic option available?
Yes.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
We understand that to mean maximising and increasing the use of such existing networks to promote a sustainable environment.
Criteria for defining settlement boundaries  

The extent of development boundaries in the Newton Abbot Area and other identified main towns and villages should be based on the following criteria: 
Drawn to include:

· The existing built form of these settlements.

· Existing permissions for development for housing immediately adjoining the built form.

· Sites allocated for development in a Development Plan Document for the Local Development Framework.

But exclude:

· Extensive rear gardens which singly or collectively could lead to a scale of development inconsistent with the settlement status.

· rural uses such as farm yards, and paddocks/stables. 

· buildings associated with extensive land uses such as golf clubhouses and sports pavilions.

· detached groups of buildings where infilling in the gap between the settlement and the group would lead to unacceptable building along roads extending away from the settlement where services and facilities are located.

Do you agree with the proposed criteria for defining settlement development boundaries?
Yes.

Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?

Option Coastal areas 1 

Option 1:  Include the criteria for defining the 'Undeveloped Coast' in the Core Strategy - with the inward and seaward boundaries being shown on the Local Development Framework Proposals Map. 

Option 2:  Rely on settlement boundary policies to protect the undeveloped coast.

Which of these options do you prefer?
Option 1 because option 2 is effectively a moving target.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
Coastal area should include a specific “future proofing” area of development exclusion based on possible future tidal flooding areas related to sea level rise?
Transport and other facilities

Option Transport and facilities 1 

Option 1: Direct growth to areas where accessibility by a range of means of transport can be maximised and work in partnership to improve accessibility across the Plan area. 

Option 2: Require new development to contribute physically and financially to sustainable transport measures and to include Travel Plans. 

Option 3: A combination of Option 1 and 2.

Which option do you prefer?
We think both options could be useful but favour development where public transport links are already provided.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
New developments should be required to incorporate environmentally sustainable transport infrastructure – bike parking, bus shelters, bike paths and where possible contribute to area-wide environmentally sustainable transport (bus contributions, cycle path network…).  
We found the use of the term “sustainable” misleading as it is not always associated with the specific aspect such as environment, commercial or community.  Maybe the term “viable” should have been used instead.  
Option Transport and facilities 2 

Option 1:  Infrastructure and community facilities will be provided to support new development.  Provision will be phased to ensure that it comes forward in step with construction and taking account of the need for development to remain viable. 

Do you agree that this is the only reasonable option available for the Core Strategy?
No, this option effectively leaves the level of facilities provided in the hands of developers.  Once a development is started it will be too late to phase in the infrastructure as pressure from developers to complete the ‘bare essentials’ increases.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
The Core Strategy needs to make it clear what minimum level of infrastructure facilities would be required for new development.  These should go beyond the usual categories listed and include aspects such as local food supply, community cohesion measures (including job opportunities) and energy security.  

The CS could also make a minimum requirement for community meeting space for new large developments (eg village halls).  Community space is fundamental for resilient futures in response to changing climate and economics.
Housing and affordable housing need

Option Housing Need 1 

Option 1: Provide for about 740 dwellings per year, equal to the level of need.

Option 2: Provide for more than 740 dwellings per year, above the level of need.

Option 3: Provide for less than 740 dwellings per year, below the level of need.

Which option do you prefer?
Option 3.  

The evidence that there is a natural district driven increase in the population is questionable as is the assertion that the viability of Teignbridge communities is threatened without a significant increase in housing and retail.  All of the pressure for additional housing comes from national targets and the growth of nearby conurbation ( Exeter, and Torbay).  Using the CS figures, a further 15,000 new homes in the study period would be required to meet the population forecast of 160,000 in 2031 and this is assuming current levels of occupancy.  
This is a 30% increase in urbanisation over that period, higher than at any time in the past 50 years.  We could not find the council’s evidence to justify this level of population growth.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
We understand and support the need to provide additional housing especially affordable homes.  We also support the premise that without a strategy on how this will be achieved, commercial pressure will, inevitably, take precedence over what the environment can sustain.  However, we feel that the numbers set here are so high that they alone will be environmentally unsustainable.  We are even more concerned that the Core Strategy fails to provide sufficiently robust safeguards for the impact of such a major expansion in population, housing and associated infrastructure.  

As an alternative, we would favour an initial expansion of 500. homes p.a. over 3 years is undertaken which can be followed by a review of both the demand and impact before any further expansion is planned.

Furthermore we expect the CS to put specific emphasis for development on ‘brown-field’ and ‘windfall’ sites as recommended by the Sustainability Appraisal of 2005. 
Option Housing Need 2 

Option 1: Include an affordable housing requirement threshold of 5 dwellings for urban sites and 2 dwellings in rural areas.

Option 2: Alternative thresholds to these - please state your view.

Which option do you prefer?
Option 1

Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
Option Housing Need 3 

Option 1: A target for all applicable sites of 40% affordable housing.

Option 2: An alternative target - please state your view and give reasons why.

Which option do you prefer?
Option 1, but only if these meet the same environmental standards as other new developments.  Please refer to our response in the Climate Change section on what standards should be adopted.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
Allocation criteria for these should also be considered to avoid the district becoming a regional provider of social housing.   Such criteria could include priority for local residents as well as occupants with a mix of economic and social background.
TDC Comment: Option 1 supports the sustainability objectives of housing supply and mix of housing type.

Option Housing Need 4 

Option 1: Incorporate provision for Gypsies and Travellers within strategic site allocations.

Option 2: Include a policy setting out criteria for planning applications for Gypsy and Traveller sites, based on national policy and the assessment of need. 

Option 3: Allocate sites in rural and other areas sufficient to meet the identified need.

Which option do you prefer?
Option 1.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?

Employment opportunities

Option Employment Opportunities 1 

Option 1: Employment growth to create a 1:1 ratio between jobs and working residents.

Option 2: Lower employment growth, relying on additional jobs outside Teignbridge.

Option 3: Higher employment growth, to support housing growth in nearby centres and reflect the strategic location of Newton Abbot in particular. 

Which option do you prefer?
Option 1.  Option 3 will simply encourage commuting elsewhere, so is incompatible with stated objective.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
More employment opportunities supports a reduction in commuting requirements which is fundamental to a future in times of energy scarcity.  We support adding jobs and jobs space in line with new housing.

We support greater employment opportunities, but would like to see a focused employment strategy to encourage opportunities which are environmentally sustainable.  Employment opportunities should not simply increase low skilled non-food retail jobs, instead future-critical areas such as local food production, recycling or RE development, manufacture, supply and installation should be encouraged
Option Employment Opportunities 2 

Option 1: Distribute the employment allocations in the same general manner as the housing.

Option 2: Concentrate new employment at Newton Abbot to a greater extent than the housing.

Option 3: Disperse new employment away from Newton Abbot to smaller settlements and rural parts of the Plan area.

Which option do you prefer?
Option 1

Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
Although employment distribution in the same general manner as housing reduces need to commute longer distances, there may be existing employment shortages which would first need to be addressed.  These may need to be located closer to existing housing such as the three main urban centres in the district.
Option Employment Opportunities 3 

Option 1: Concentrate additional business development on strategic mixed use urban extensions.

Option 2: Provide a wide range of discrete single use business parks, in and adjoining towns and villages.

Option 3: A combination of mixed use developments and business parks depending on local circumstances and opportunities.

Which of option do you prefer?
Possibly option 3, see alternative comment below as both option 1 and 2 has merits.
Are there any reasonable alternative that should be considered?
Employment space provides flexible space which can be adapted to a variety of uses in response to changing circumstances and as such we support the requirement for major new housing developments to include some space for employment uses.  This can include craftsman, creative, and food related businesses which will play an increasingly important role in future.  Large business parks should also be provided as this enables a) taking advantage of large-scale decentralised heat and power, and b) provides space for emerging green-growth industries to develop in the district.
Option Employment Opportunities 4 

Option 1: Adopt the Retail and Leisure Study proposed retail hierarchy and include new facilities of an appropriate scale in strategic site allocations across the Plan area. 

Option 2: Elevate Newton Abbot to a higher "Main Town Centre" status within the Study hierarchy to acknowledge its different current and future role (plus allocate new facilities at strategic site allocations across the Plan area). 

Option 3: Expand the hierarchy of centres to include other Local Centres to be determined through a wider review of local shopping facilities. 

Option 4: A combination of 2 and 3.

Which option do you prefer?
Option 1

Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
Option Employment Opportunities 5 

Option 1:  Plan to deliver all the comparison floorspace need identified in the Retail and Leisure Study.

Option 2:  Plan to deliver the comparison floorspace need identified to 2021 with a review of the Retail and Leisure Study to inform longer term growth. 

Option 3: Phase the delivery of comparison retail floorspace across the plan period to allow time to determine the impacts of new development, and to update the Retail and Leisure Study and subsequently the Core Strategy if required in due course. 

Option 4: A combination of these options.

Which option do you prefer?
Option 3 as it enables an appropriate response to changing patterns of consumption and prevents over-development of retail space which may not be needed in a post-peak oil economy.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
We are particularly concerned about the proposed long term level of non-food retail floor space equivalent to twice that of the recent Exeter Princesshay city centre development.  We neither see the evidence for the need nor the acknowledgement of the consequences of this scale of retail provision in the district.  It goes against many of the council’s stated objectives.
Option Employment Opportunities 6 

Plan for any major additional retail floorspace to be delivered in Newton Abbot, Teignmouth or Dawlish with potentially only minor developments (or nothing to be allocated) elsewhere. 

Do you agree this is the only reasonable option available for the Core Strategy?
Yes

Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
Please also refer to our alternative response to Option 3 of Employment Opportunities.
Option Employment Opportunities 7 

Subject to delivery of new supermarkets in Dawlish and Teignmouth, make no planned provision for new convenience goods floorspace in the Plan area, other than small scale provision in any strategic site allocation. 

Do you agree this is the only reasonable option available for the Core Strategy?
Yes

Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?

Option Employment Opportunities 8 

Option 1: Identify sites in identified Town Centres to meet the need for office floorspace during the plan period .

Option 2: Identify the majority of sites needed to meet the identified need in the identified Town Centres with the limited provision in sustainable employment locations elsewhere.

Option 3: Identify a more even distribution of land for office development in the Plan area with a mix of sites in identified Town Centres and in other sustainable locations.
Which option do you prefer?
Option 3, particularly if the reference is to environmentally sustainable locations.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?

Settlements and Places
Option Settlements 1-5 

Which option do you prefer?
Please refer to our response to Spatial Options later on.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?

Option Rural Areas 1 

Option 1: Allocate sites for mixed market and affordable housing.

Option 2: Allocate sites for affordable housing only.

Option 3: Allocate no housing sites, relying only on windfalls and rural exception sites for market and affordable housing respectively. 

Option 4: Limit housing in rural areas to affordable housing only.

Option 5: Prevent new housing in rural areas altogether.

Which option do you prefer?
Option 2

Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
We particularly support affordable social housing in rural areas.

We also support such developments especially if they met our suggestions made earlier in the response to alternatives Option 1&2 of the Climate Change section.  Namely; for low-impact communities and/or off-grid, eco self-build of an exceptional quality which was located within reasonable distance of basic facilities (school, village shop) and daily public transport.
Do you agree with the minimum criteria for defining a ‘Village’ listed?

Probably not, although we are unsure how this relates to the 2006 Teignbridge Settlement hierarchy Report.
Are there any other local factors which should be taken into account?

The population size should also be included as a factor.
Spatial options

Option Spatial Options 1 

Option 1: Balanced Distribution.

Option 2: Newton Abbot Area focus.

Option 3: Exeter Facing.

Option 4: Coastal and Rural dispersed.

Which option do you prefer?
Option 3.  
Despite the greatest impact on agricultural land for this option, we, like the council, believe that the main pressure for the additional housing/population will come from the planned growth in Exeter.  It is therefore in keeping with the stated objectives (minimising travel) to locate a significant proportion of new development close to the employment centre.
Are there any reasonable alternatives that should be considered?
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