Totnes and Dartington DPD: Community Response Document
Introduction

This document has been prepared as a response to the South Hams District Council Development Plan Document for Totnes and Dartington, dated October 2007.

It is written as a collective community response, coordinated by the Town Council and the Totnes and District Community Strategy Group (the community organisation responsible for the town’s Community Plan). Information on the extent of our consultation, and the community organisations involved, is contained in Section 1, Our Approach and Appendix B, Local Organisations Involved in the Production of this Document.

There are many areas of the DPD plan with which the community is largely in agreement. The community is realistic about the level of development required to service the acute need for housing and employment. We know we face major infrastructure and sustainability problems, particularly as a historic town situated on a river – although, as the DPD observes, the Dart also provides an opportunity. Finally, we all share the desire to preserve those distinctive qualities which make Totnes and Dartington special, and which underpin not just the town’s attraction as somewhere to live or to visit, but also its economic and social well being. 
We therefore recognise the need to work together to agree what may be seen, in some elements, as a “least bad” option, in trying to resolve these potentially conflicting concerns. It has been significant that, throughout our consultation, very few people have challenged the fundamental requirement for 400 dwellings and significant employment opportunities here in Totnes and Dartington, though it is equally true that there is much concern about the limits to growth set by the historic infrastructure, anxieties raised in the absence of specific detailed proposals, and concern about the amount of green field land which could be lost.
However, there are some underlying assumptions within the DPD that we do question, and some specific proposals which we reject. Our dilemma is that, with only six weeks to absorb, consult and prepare a response, and a planning system and forms which require a PhD in planning to tackle, this document is inevitably incomplete. It has not been possible in the time available to produce rigorous assessments of sites, or to consult fully on some of the alternatives proposed, for example.

We welcome South Hams District Council’s stated intention to form an ongoing Community Forum. We therefore trust that we will be able to work with planners in the coming months to fully assess both their proposals and ours. Our aim will be to reach agreement on a “preferred option” which the majority of the community recognises as one which 
a) takes account of their concerns, 
b) is rigorously and fairly developed, and 
c) is a plan which they have been given full opportunity to endorse. 
We believe cooperative working is vital if we are to achieve these objectives.

Tony Whitty, Leader




Jill Tomalin, Chair
For Totnes Town Council



For the Community Strategy Group
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Our Vision

“By building on the cultural, natural and community assets which we share, Totnes and Dartington can secure our position as a small, thriving market town and cultural centre, serving the larger area around Totnes. The historic town centre, with its strong independent retail character and outstanding buildings, creates a strong sense of place, reinforced by the river setting and surrounding hills, while our community is characterized by progressive ideals and creative capability. These qualities combine to create the lively, tolerant and diverse community, grounded in a sense of place, which makes Totnes and Dartington individually distinctive.

New development will provide for high quality, locally distinctive, low carbon, sustainable development, including transportation systems, which meet the needs of the Totnes and Dartington area, particularly for affordable homes and jobs.  

Sustainable development, based on planning decisions which support localization, encourage use of appropriate and local building materials, energy efficiency and the development of local renewable energy resources, will increase the town’s resilience in the face of depleting natural resources and climate change, and reduce transport dependency. Development on green field sites will be minimized through a policy of densification coupled with enhancement of the public realm, leading to compact, convivial neighbourhood communities.

For Totnes, the focus of the town will be widened from the town centre to include both banks of the river Dart. This will help increase the vitality, community togetherness and self containment of the town as a whole and assist the wellbeing of Bridgetown.

For Dartington, the settlement’s sustainability will be enhanced through recognition of its interdependence with Totnes, while ensuring that the local character and identity of each, and their physical separation, will be preserved”
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1) Our Approach

The Town Council has long been concerned to ensure that the DPD, when published, would be widely consulted upon and actively debated in the community. Our experience has confirmed that six weeks is not an adequate time for people to become aware of what is being proposed, to absorb its implications, and to provide reasoned feedback, let alone prepare fully developed alternative proposals:

· We have had to spend considerable time reassuring people about the implications of the plan, as alarming rumours inevitably spread. 

· Community representatives are frankly baffled by the forms which they are supposed to fill in. These have proved a major disincentive for participating in this consultation, and a real barrier to community involvement in the process. 

· Developing reasoned analysis to arrive at possible alternatives has been difficult within the time constraints, and harder still to coordinate to achieve any broader consensus. 
· On a daily basis, more technical information and options have emerged (on issues such as transport or environmental policies on flood risks), which needed to be taken into account if our alternative options are not to be easily dismissed. 

Yet the community clearly needs to provide reasoned arguments to challenge the preferred options, and alternative proposals to address the issues. Without them, community opposition could be dismissed as irrational fear of change, lack of detailed understanding, or “nimbyism”. Without alternatives, the official preferred options could potentially be simply imposed because no other course of action emerges.

The Town Council and the Strategy Group had decided to run a two track strategy in anticipation of these difficulties, in which the Town Council would lead on public consultation, and the Strategy Group would seek to coordinate detailed analysis behind the scenes and prepare this submission.

Consultation Process

The Town Council 

· met with SHDC Planners to ensure Councillors were fully briefed
· arranged to have representatives at all the SHDC consultation exhibitions around Totnes to engage with people and secure feedback.

· wrote to over 60 community groups, drawing their attention to the importance of the DPD, and encouraging individual groups to make their views known to the District Council (and copied to the Town Council and Strategy Group).

· developed a detailed initial draft Council response which was made public early in the process to stimulate debate and feedback.

· worked speedily with KEVICC to present alternative plans which involved use of the KEVICC lower site, to start to publicise this alternative and enable some
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 feedback on it as well as the DPD preferred options.
· held its own consultation day in the Civic Hall on 8th November, which was extremely well attended by local people.
· hosted a public meeting in the Guildhall to encourage open debate.
· coordinated all the verbal and written responses, as detailed in Appendix C.

Finally, the Council again debated their response as an organisation, in the light of all the feedback they had received, and new information uncovered during the consultation period, 

adjusting their original standpoint in the light of new information and the views expressed.

. 
Developing Responses

The Strategy Group undertook to develop more detailed responses involving a broad spectrum of community groups both to the DPD contents and to any alternatives which emerged, and to prepare this submission: 

· a Housing and Built Environment Forum was quickly convened with members from groups with an interest in this area. This included representatives from TotSoc, Transition Town Totnes, Design Our Space, the Totnes and District Sustainability Group, the Co-housing Group and Friends of the Earth.
· tips on how to approach making a submission on the DPD were emailed to over 60 local community groups, who were encouraged to consult with their own members, and then exchange their views with other groups, before finalising their response..
· Strategy Group Trustees and the Forum met with SHDC planners to debate the detail of the DPD.

.

· Forum members and other volunteers have repeatedly met, visited sites, collated technical or specialist information and analysed sites, to help pull a response together. Their work informs this paper.
· Individual Forum members and Strategy Group Trustees have met with community groups, to help formulate their ideas and their responses.

· Strategy Group Trustees and Forum members developed their own assessment of the DPD, independent from that of the Town Council.
· The Traffic and Transport Forum of the Strategy Group undertook the same process, specifically looking at transport issues. 

· Members of the Forum have helped to collate information and enable the DPD response form to be completed (Appendix E of this paper)

· all written submissions received from groups have been read, noted, and are logged as far as possible in Appendix C. Comments in letters received from individuals have also fed into this submission. These however are not individually logged.   

· N.B. we are indebted to the Transition Town Totnes Building Group for their fresh assessment of 12 possible sites (contained in Appendix D of this response).
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2. Community Priorities
N.B. This section tries to provide an overview of widely held views within the larger community based on the recent consultation and feedback’
2.1) Priorities

We start by reiterating those areas which have been consistently raised by the community as matters of concern. We are not suggesting that these issues are missing from the DPD, but we do want to ensure that they are given appropriate prominence.

Collectively, we share the desire for 

· housing, with as much as possible made genuinely affordable in perpetuity, and which gives priority to local residents and reflects local needs. We would like to see a target set which is higher than the 50% minimum identified in the DPD.
· improved employment opportunities and job quality
· high quality, locally distinctive building which is sympathetic to the historical core of the town and its natural setting in the Dart valley.

· low carbon, sustainable development which addresses climate change, affordable warmth and other environmental concerns, and results in a substantially reduced ecological footprint
· the most efficient use of already developed land, with green field sites used only when no alternative exists

· smaller convivial, neighbourhood communities, not housing estates

2.2) Areas of Concern

As a community, we remain concerned about:

2.2.1) Access and Transport  

The issue: traffic infrastructure is currently overloaded, and extra traffic could cause serious harm. High Street/Fore Street remains a major issue, due to the number of vehicles and pressures on parking, potentially jeopardising trading in this market town. A more effective pedestrian priority/traffic calming scheme is required. The problems of parking remain acute in many residential areas.  

The Plan: this section is widely regarded as the weakest element in the DPD. 

At a strategic level there are no plans articulated as to how an integrated transport system can be developed (as SO13 requires). At the infrastructure level, there appears to be neither any existing long term plans for the development of the road system around Totnes and Dartington, nor understanding of the traffic flows, driver demographics or reasons for travel of those who use them. At a practical level, we need schemes to alleviate congestion in the summer, such as working with land owners to develop temporary park and ride schemes.  

We are particularly disappointed that the plan does not yet include site specific assessments 
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by the Highways Authority, who are currently responding to the DPD to the same timetable 

as the community. Preferred options may therefore be ruled out through their appraisal of the traffic implications, potentially without further consultation. 

We are concerned that

i) The implications of building 400 new dwellings and providing additional 
commercial development on through routes have not already been assessed.

ii) An assessment of likely growth in regional traffic between Torbay and Plymouth has not been included, and may possibly not have been considered.

iii) There are currently no serious plans to localize the economy in order to reduce traffic to sustainable levels.
iv) There are no plans articulated as to how an integrated transport system can be developed. N.B. We would like to see a commitment to transport policies based on the design principle of “filtered permeability”, i.e.when public transport, pedestrians and cyclists, are given preferential treatment over other modes of transport.
v) We challenge the assertion that a viable park and ride option does not currently exist (paragraph 10.4)
vi) The A384 approach road, including the crossing at Riverford bridge, and the roads through Dartington, are not adequate to accommodate additional traffic, particularly if it includes an increase in heavy commercial vehicles.

vii) The A385 through Totnes is already one of the most congested roads in Devon, with the junction at the bottom of Kingsbridge Hill a bottle neck that contributes to tail backs reaching right up Bridgetown Hill and along the Newton Abbot road in the summer. 
viii) Quality of life, pedestrian and cyclist safety, and economic success are all compromised by the congestion and the pollution current traffic levels cause. 

ix) The site specific assessments by Highways may lead to preferred options being rejected and new options being brought forward. In this event, we would expect new consultation to take place with the community before the revised DPD is taken forward for inspection.
2.2.2) Affordable Housing for Local People

The issue: while some expansion of the town to cater for housing and employment needs is accepted in the short term, the community remains concerned about its ability to support significant further increases. It must be recognized in the longer term that the central infrastructure of our historic town, positioned on the river, sets absolute limits to its growth. 
The Plan: it is felt to be vitally important that the housing developments outlined in the DPD address the needs of local people, i.e. those from the immediate area, and are made available at genuinely affordable levels. It has been claimed that, at the Southern Area development, the shared ownership properties remained out of reach of many local people, and just eight of fifty one houses (15.6%) were made available for rent from a social landlord, and could thus be deemed truly “affordable”. To fulfil the promise made to the local community to provide 50% affordable housing in this plan, appropriate conditions need to be set with developers to ensure that genuinely affordable homes are provided. These then need to be made available first to people who live or work within the Totnes Market Town area, i.e. including the adjacent parishes (as defined by the MCTi).
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2.2.3) Community Facilities
The issue:  the town is not well served by its existing community facilities, which are too
small for existing need, and thus certainly not adequate to support additional residents. The community wishes to be assured that public building needs will be met within the overall development plan and the planning period, as there is a fear that the last remaining suitable sites in the centre of Totnes may be lost in this coming round of development. 

The Plan: in addition to the recognised need to redevelop the Civic Hall, this means 

i) developing appropriate facilities for young people (particularly for the 9 – 13 and older age groups) to replace the wholly inadequate Pulse Youth Centre; 

ii) ensuring suitable facilities for after school clubs;
iii) safeguarding the future of the Scout Hut, TBA site and Rowing Club on Steamer Quay 

iv) relocating the Library into appropriately sized and central premises; and 

v) ensuring that any new school sites are close to the community they serve, and in a central location.

Additionally we are concerned that there is a lack of clarity about what is being proposed for local schools, and the level of support for any changes. Some parents are questioning whether the Grove School should be moved from its current location, while the Town Council would only want to see a third school, situated in Bridgetown, once St John’s has been improved and enlarged on its existing site. There is concern that, as most of the new development could take place in Totnes town, rather than Bridgetown, then this is not an appropriate site for a third school. Nonetheless, school rolls are likely to rise with the increase in dwellings planned. It is suggested that urgent discussions need to take place with Devon County Council, the schools, and parent bodies, to establish both the forecast need and the appropriate responses.

2.2.4) Impact of Sea Level Rises

The issue: there is increasing awareness of the increased risks of flooding. The community is very conscious of the environmental impact of climate change, and sceptical as to whether existing government predictions reflect the likely severity of rising sea levels. The Environmental Agency classes Totnes as a high risk area, and many of the key sites are potentially in flood zones. While the river is recognised as an asset both to potential economic development and to the quality of life in the town, there is concern that anticipated rises in sea level need to be planned for effectively.

The Plan: we understand that the Environment Agency divides flood risks into three zones, with Level 1 being the lowest risk, and Level 3 the highest. A hierarchical approach requires planners to exhaust level one sites before considering level two sites, and so on. Level 2 sites have to have a detailed flood risk assessment carried out by experts to determine the risk. Level 3 sites should not in general be included in development plans and are unlikely to gain permission for development. Level 3b requires a site to operate as a functional flood plain, e.g. allowing the flood waters to move freely across the site.

Our understanding is that parts of several of the sites under consideration are assessed as level two or level three flood zones and that work will begin shortly to assess the risks on these sites as required. 
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Those we are aware of are:

Level 2

Parts of Bidwell


Parts of KEVICC lower field

Level 3

Parts of Steamer Quay

Parts of Baltic Wharf

Parts of Dairy Crest (level 3b)

As flood risk maps were not available, it is not known how substantial a part of each site this represents, what the impact may be on the rest of the site, nor whether mitigating steps can be taken to overcome concerns. While it is not a surprise that land adjacent to the river is prone to flooding, it is clear that rising sea levels mean that new emphasis is being placed, quite rightly, on restricting development in such areas. There is a real possibility that plans put forward in these zones may be withdrawn following the risk assessment, or rejected on going forward for inspection. 

It is again our view that, if plans are subject to change because of flood zoning, the community should be fully consulted on the alternatives which are then brought forward. 

2.2.5) Sustainable Development 

The issue: both Totnes and Dartington have long been renowned as communities which lead the way in our awareness of environmental issues, and in our concern for finite natural resources and the impact of global warming. This is reflected in the decision to launch the Transition Town movement in Totnes, and the media interest it has created. This environmental awareness provides a pervasive ethos within these communities, and it is important that this distinctive trait is properly reflected in every aspect of our approach to building – from the planning stage onwards.  

The Plan: the developments which flow from this plan provide an opportunity for the town to demonstrate national leadership in these areas, if we are resolute in requiring the highest 
environmental standards and encouraging innovation. We cannot afford for key opportunities to be lost. Specifically we are concerned that
i) the preferred option sites at Riverside, Meadowside and Bidwell undermine SHDC commitments to protecting the environment. Each development will have an adverse impact on valuable landscape and built environment features within the area, and the important entrance gateways to both Totnes and Dartington. 

ii) the size of these proposed housing developments does not encourage compact convivial neighbourhoods.
iii) a target of 50% new development going on previously developed land exists, but the identified preferred options and strategy of identifying new land for employment purposes seem to contradict this commitment.

iv) greater emphasis should be placed on retro-fitting, renovating, or extending buildings before new build takes place.

v) there is no provision for self build, cooperative housing developments or community land trusts..
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vi) We wish to be reassured that passive solar gain and other factors which can enable renewable energy provision, are properly evaluated in site selection. The

Totnes Renewable Energy Society (TRESoc) should be a partner in achieving higher levels of local renewable energy.  

vii) there is a strong community desire to use local materials and the vernacular style, which we would like to see made more prominent in the plan.
viii) while we welcome a new focus on pedestrian and cycle paths, we would like to understand the full extent of this, and ensure there is a commitment to connecting up paths wherever possible to make an effective network.

ix) additionally we would like to see commitment to a policy of “filtered permeability” i.e. a policy in which pedestrians, cyclists and public transport are given priority over other forms of transport
x) the term “achieving sustainable development” should only be used when objectives can realistically be met, otherwise this is merely an aspiration. If it is not realistically achievable, terms such as “minimum harm” or “least unsustainable solution” should be used. 

2.2.5) Public Realm and Open Spaces

The issues: i) The recent consultation on Castle Meadow and the figures released in the Totnes Open Space Strategy Discussion Paper, confirm again that Totnes is short of public amenity space in almost every aspect. There is widespread concern about this issue. Play facilities and open space for children to play in are a high priority amongst residents. Many people do not have access to private gardens and would welcome somewhere to sit out and access to natural areas close to where they live. The South Hams Public Realm Strategy has drawn attention to the need for additional sports pitches.

ii) Our historic and listed buildings play an important part in the economic life of the town, being a key part of why people come to Totnes. They contribute enormously to the quality of our public realm. Yet, many of them are in a bad state of repair, and at least one has been on the At Risk register for ten years without effective steps being taken.

The Plan: We welcome proposals to make additional open spaces available, the desire to include play spaces in developments, and the efforts to improve access to the river.  However, despite objective SO2 committing the District Council to policies which will conserve and enhance our heritage buildings, there is no indication within this plan of how it intends to do this.   
We remain concerned that 

i) there is only one specific site identified for Allotments, which is wholly insufficient to satisfy the known shortfall and high desire for allotments in the area. Devon targets propose a figure of 12 plots of 200square metres per 1000 households, which suggests that Totnes should have near 100 allotments. The Allotments Association, formed in 2006, has 80 members awaiting suitable provision. We support the Allotments Association proposal that every new development should have space allocated to allotments. They also propose Copland Lane or Sheepfield as suitable sites.
ii) there is some concern that creating public open spaces should not be a process of sanitizing or suburbanising green spaces – we like things to be natural! 
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iii) We wish to ensure that all open space proposals are clearly viewed holistically, 
and brought together within the Totnes Open Space Strategy, which is currently being developed by the Town Council
iv) Densification should not be at the expense of public open space provision.

v) We would like to see more emphasis placed on preserving our heritage buildings, management of the conservation zone, and the development of policies which support this, particularly in the context of traffic management, or retrofitting to enable ongoing or extended usage.

2.2.6) Community Ownership and Management
The issue: the community remains suspicious of developments in which they do not feel fully involved or consulted. 

The Plan: in order to build community and ensure that housing, employment areas and the public realm develop in accordance with residents’ wishes, a variety of techniques to integrate the community into the management of these areas need to be employed, and reflected in this plan. Techniques could include:

· community ownership or management of sites, for example through community land trusts

· robust financial models for genuine affordability including “mutual home ownership” (especially within community land trusts, self build and co-housing developments)

· policies which enable self build of affordable homes

· co-housing and housing co-op initiatives to manage affordable housing

· creation of local forums to ensure active ongoing community participation in local government decision making, rather than mere consultation.
· A consortium of small, local developers to partner larger national/regional developers and given a mandate to develop the more innovative housing, such as self-build and co-housing.

In the case of the DPD, South Hams proposal to create a stakeholder group to maintain ongoing participation in the development of the DPD is therefore to be welcomed.
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3) The Planning Process and Underlying Assumptions

N.B. This section challenges a number of procedures, underlying assumptions or approaches which appear to have influenced the choice of preferred options within the DPD. These issues have been raised by several community groups in addition to the Strategy Group and the Town Council:
3.3.1) Setting of Targets

We believe it would be more effective to set targets for the number of people to be housed, rather that the number of dwellings to be built. The plan uses the words dwellings, houses and homes interchangeably, which does not make clear what the evidence base shows the need to be. We believe it should be explicit about the nature of the buildings required. We are, however, convinced of the need for 400 dwellings, many of which could be flats, and our proposals reflect this.

More importantly, we do not believe it is appropriate to define employment opportunities in terms of numbers of hectares newly designated for employment use. Rather, the target should be expressed as numbers of jobs to be created. 

N.B. We recognise that this approach is driven by the planning system, and not necessarily 
within the remit of South Hams District Council to change. However, that system is at odds with overarching environmental policies, in demanding use of new (green field) sites rather than promoting better use of existing ones, and needs to be challenged. 
Finally, we believe there are a number of aspirations within the DPD which should be converted into specific, measurable targets, to strengthen the commitment to achieving them. We would like to work with planners in the coming months to set meaningful targets that ensure that the aspirations of the community will be met. 
3.3.2) Densification 

If the target for employment is set in terms of jobs created, it opens up a debate about whether existing sites can be legitimately used more intensively, thus creating the new jobs which are undoubtedly required, while minimising development on green field sites. Naturally, all new developments should also be as compact as possible. 

We believe that there may be good opportunities to use the sites more intensively at Dairy Crest, Baltic Wharf, Webbers Yard and Babbage Road (see also point g) overleaf)

We therefore question how much additional green field land is really necessary. Is the Bidwell scheme required sufficiently to override the many disadvantages this proposed development brings with it (see section 4.3, alternative proposals)?

N.B. Densification of housing is an existing policy (SO5), which the community supports, subject to achieving high quality standards. We therefore propose an additional explicit Strategic Objective to ensure densification on industrial sites.
3.3.3) Transparency of Targets

Since the first presentation by South Hams to community groups, there has been disquiet about the ambiguity, and possible lack of transparency, surrounding the application of the target for the numbers of dwellings to be built in Totnes.
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The DPD requires sites to be identified where 400 new dwellings are to be built, allocated across its preferred option sites. Planning rules allow additional housing to be developed if the land they are built on is classified as a “windfall” site. It has been reported that SHDC are apparently trying to find a combined total of 600 houses. This number is not in the public domain. 

During the consultation period, information about plans for two other sites has emerged (at KEVICC and Baltic Wharf) with detailed proposals potentially for 420 additional houses between them. We know that these plans were being discussed with planners during the period in which the plan was being drawn up, so the two question which are inevitably being asked across the community are

· why have these sites been rejected as preferred options? and

· what will happen if and when they come forward for planning permission at a later date?

We therefore wish to make it clear that the community supports provision for an additional 400 dwellings, our concerns about infrastructure notwithstanding, but will strongly oppose significant additional housing being nodded through as “windfall” housing or on the grounds of necessity. In the case of KEVICC, we know more about the proposals, and support further consideration of them as a preferred option site (see section 4.3.4). In the case of Baltic Wharf, we are particularly concerned by paragraph 9.51 of the DPD, which reads

“In order to enable such redevelopment, it may be necessary for a comprehensive scheme…… to include some provision for an appropriate mix of uses. ….. This might include some residential development which could also help to meet some of the need for affordable housing. To be able to support the principle of some housing at Baltic Wharf, the Council would need to be convinced that this is vital to enabling the site’s regeneration for employment and would require that in excess of 50% should be affordable for local needs.”
We have not been invited to comment on the Baltic Wharf proposals, indeed most of the town remains completely unaware of them. The Town Council has already ruled out using the site for dwellings in any respect, as a matter of principle. Other groups are less adamant, acknowledging that some housing may be suitable once all employment opportunities have been achieved. In this event, some question whether it would be better to use premium land for expensive houses, to maximize the return, and then use the money for higher levels of affordable housing elsewhere. 
However, on one point we are all agreed – if there is to be any significant amount of housing on Baltic Wharf, it must be as part of the 400 dwellings, and not in addition to it. Anything else would be a gross breach of transparency and trust, and completely at odds with the tenor of the South Hams Statement of Community Involvement.

If the target is significantly more than 400, then the community is entitled to know that, and make its responses accordingly.

3.3.4) Site Assessment

The Sustainability Threshold Assessment model for assessing individual sites has come in 
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for much debate, with more than one group commenting that it appears that the preferred answers have been pre-selected, then appraised to achieve the required outcomes.

It is inevitable that some level of subjectivity will emerge in any process such as this. However, there appears to be no prioritization of the criteria for assessment. We believe the criteria should have been modified, added to and weighted in line with the Aims, Vision and Objectives. We also believe this process would be more transparent if a scoring system was used, in which the relative weights of key criteria were clearly visible. If this approach were used, it would clearly be necessary to ensure any criteria which would invalidate a site regardless of the overall score e.g. flood risk, would be applied and the site ruled out.
Additionally, it would be helpful if some sites, where there are significant variations within the site, could be subdivided and individually assessed (as was done for Meadowside, Sites 22/23/24.). The sites which would have benefited from this approach are;

Riverside, Site 5  – upper and lower

Baltic Wharf, Site 7 – upper and lower

Puddavine, Site 21 – as per the three fields, a/b/c. 

N.B. It has not been possible for us to undertake a full assessment from scratch, in the time available. Appendix D provides an alternative assessment of 12 sites developed by Transition Town Totnes, which demonstrates how radically different assessments can be achieved according to the weighting you give key criteria. While this paper does not specifically endorse the TTT conclusions, we believe that the proposed stakeholder forum needs to take a fresh look at all the sites under consideration. 
3.3.5) Number of sites for dwellings
The DPD planners have elected to limit the number of sites to be developed, putting immense strain on the infrastructure in the vicinity. We believe that the number of sites developed for homes should be modestly increased, i.e. to create a larger number of smaller, compact developments, in order to achieve the target set, while spreading the impact more 
widely, and allowing a reduction in the size of the Riverside and Meadowside developments. Alternative proposals are detailed in Section 4.3.

3.3.6) Securing developers funding for community resources. 

We are told that large developments enable the District Council to secure contributions towards community facilities such as play areas. The implication is that developers will only provide funding for community facilities which are actually part of the site which they are developing. We would like to see the developments in Totnes viewed holistically, so that facilities which serve the people who will be living in the houses can be funded irrespective of whether they are actually included on the development site. If developers will only provide contributions to community facilities within larger schemes, then the number of developers should be limited, and they should be required to work at more than one site.
3.3.7) Community Approaches to Affordable Housing 

We question whether large developers and registered social landlords are the only way, or the best way, to deliver affordable housing. In particular, we are concerned that, in Appendix 4 of the DPD, the “responsible agency” is, without exception, designated as SHDC, the “private sector” or a Housing Association. 
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Community Land Trusts, co-housing, housing co-ops and self build should be encouraged, to make a positive contribution to solve the affordable housing crisis. Involving the community is an effective way to secure unique, quality buildings at low cost. 
3.3.8) Omissions from the plan 

i) Follaton House Car Park
Significant comment has been made that the District Council has applied double standards in not including its own “back yard” as a site which should at least have been formally assessed. It is our belief that part, at least, of the extensive car park area should be considered for housing development in preference to development on a green field site. Feedback at consultations confirms the belief that Council employees should be subject to the same policies (in this case encouraging car sharing and alternative forms of transport to the car) as other workers, by limiting the number of spaces and charging, just as hospital workers experience.
ii) Babbage Road Business Park

There is virtually no mention of this key area in the plan, which also needs redevelopment and reinvestment – both in the road network and because some areas of land are underused or vacant. This is another area ripe for densification, which should be properly utilized before we consider developing a green field site. 
3.3.9) Consultation and Feedback

Community feedback confirms the difficulties surrounding filling in the official feedback forms. It is absurd to expect people to grapple with previous planning documents in order to challenge the logic behind policies, for example, or challenge using the nine tests of soundness. We are glad that South Hams District Council shares this view, and believe it should be made abundantly clear to national government that the current methodology is unfit for purpose in encouraging community involvement and meaningful participation. 

Furthermore, six weeks public consultation does not allow for community engagement with the issues, let alone the development of well considered alternatives. This period should be lengthened, or – better still - the community fully involved earlier..

Finally, we were disappointed that South Hams District Council did not arrange a public meeting, as requested, to allow the options to be openly discussed. We believe that an active debate, in which the community participates and listens, encourages everyone to recognise the complexity of the issues, the constraints within which we have to work, and confront the many compromises which have to be faced if there are potentially conflicting priorities. It was left to the Town Council to arrange a public meeting, and it occurred without South Hams representatives being present. 
The South Hams Sustainable Community Strategy states “One of the key principles of community based planning is that of active community participation, and there must be real opportunity for people to influence and change decisions and services, and there should be adequate resources both for the involvement activities and the outcomes”. We believe that
the community has not had adequate involvement prior to the publication of the DPD. The District Council now needs to respond to this document, and the other submission it receives, by involving the community in a full review of the alternatives before going forward to inspection.
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4. Outline Responses to the Proposals

N.B. This section looks at the key proposals contained in the DPD, the level of support which they enjoy, and offers some alternatives. Other responses are given in Appendix A. 

4.1) Community Responses

4.1.1 General Areas of Agreement

By and large, there appears to be broad community support for the following elements of the plan, subject to concerns about implementation issues being overcome.:

· Vision Statement: the community shares the desire for high quality, locally distinctive, low carbon sustainable development (however the statement itself is felt to be insufficient, and has been built upon in the alternative presented at the start of this document). 
· Strategic Objectives: comments made throughout the consultation process confirm there is community support for these strategic objectives:

Housing
SO3  - “Secure high quality, locally distinctive, low carbon, sustainable housing developments”
SO5 – “Provide for housing at the highest densities suitable for the site to ensure an efficient use of land without compromising design and layout quality.”
Transport   
SO13 – “Develop an integrated transport system which minimizes the   
?? to travel, optimizes the choices between travel modes, and reduces the impact of travel on the environment.”

Environment
SO 23 – “Promote low carbon sustainable development which will help to reduce the consumption of fossil fuels and the emission of greenhouse gases.”
4.1.2 Support for proposals

There is also general support for these proposals:

· Development on Riverside Site 6 (Steamer Quay), with development extending into the lower section of Site 5
· Limited housing development at Meadowside 

· High density redevelopment of Baltic Wharf, Dairy Crest and Webbers Yard for employment use, and to maximise employment levels (we would like to see Babbage Road added to this list)
· Ensuring at least 70% of town centre premises remain as shops, and confirming that amusement arcades are inappropriate in Totnes

· Designating the Grove School site as a community resource to provide a Youth Centre and open space in the event that the School moves
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· Improving the Rotherfold (but not by building houses there)
· Protecting Borough Park as a community open space providing sports facilities
· Environmental policy areas re Bridgetown (Jubilee Road etc) and Cherry Cross

· Plans for continuous riverside access and the creation of a sustainable network for cyclists and pedestrians throughout the town 
· Development of a wetland amenity area on the east bank of the river.

4.1.3 Conditional Support for Market Square/Civic Hall Redevelopment 
While the majority of community organizations which have been involved in our consultation support the proposal in principle, it is undeniable that this approval is often given with substantial provisos. There are also residents and groups who oppose the development or have major misgivings. These include 

· the livelihoods of market traders must not be jeopardised in pursuit of this plan 
· an unsatisfactory compromise will be reached as it is not feasible to achieve all that is required,
· there will be loss of community control  

· some people calling for  retrofitting the hall rather than redevelopment. 
· widespread opposition to housing on the square and worries about car parking 
· There are also concerns that the relationship between the development of the Civic Hall/Market Square area and existing developments proposed for the Southern Area, (which is adjacent to the site on the other side of South Street) is not integrated or explicit.  

These points are explored in more detail in section 4.2 
4.1.4 Proposals which are Opposed

The following elements of the plan are opposed:

· Any development on the upper part of Riverside Site 5

· Development of employment land at Bidwell, Site 20

· Full development of Meadowside, Sites 22/23/24. 

N.B. Section 4.3 explains the reasons for these views before proposing alternatives.
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4.2 Market Square and Civic Hall Issues

4.2.1) The Importance of the Market

However contentious this issue, there is one aspect which enjoys 100% agreement - the market is an essential part of what makes Totnes the place it is, and any development must ensure that the market traders are fully protected and trading uninterrupted during the period of redevelopment. As one person put it, it will be no good if it is a case of “The operation was successful. The patient died”!

4.2.2) The Range of Responses

We have identified three broad types of responses:
a) those who support redevelopment, and believe it should be possible to both redevelop the site AND retain the market. Like the Town Council and the Strategy Group, they identify key provisos which must be addressed to retain their support. Are they visionaries, optimists or naive?
b) those who oppose the redevelopment because they believe the threat to the market traders, and adverse impact on other retailers, is so great that we cannot afford to take the risk. Are they unduly fearful; pessimists who are instinctively wary of change; or realists?

c) a broad swathe of people who find it difficult to imagine how all the proposed elements (new hall, library, offices, housing, a market which retains its existing footprint and car parking) can be accommodated within the site – many of whom are therefore suspicious that some unsatisfactory compromise will be foisted upon them. Are they cynical or simply experienced? 

4.2.3)  Concerns

Our feedback suggests that key provisos to the points in the DPD are:
a) Provision of a new indoor multi-function community facility

This is supported, but with a proviso that this must be of the same size as currently, but appropriately configured to facilitate multiple uses and enable disabled access to all areas.

b) Provision of a high quality outdoor public realm

This is supported. Any design must ensure that the Civic Square retains as least as much open space as currently available.

c) These spaces to provide capacity to enable the Market to continue

This is supported. There must be no reduction in the space made available to the market.

d) Retail Use at Ground Level

This is supported, subject to ratification by community consultation

e) Scope for commercial, office and residential development above ground level.

This is supported with the following reservations:

i) housing is felt to be inappropriate next to a community space which will be busy in the evening, and an open site where a market is set up early in the morning. The scheme should be made financially viable without housing, if t all possible..

ii) if not, the provision of affordable housing would have to be incorporated sympathetically and managed to the benefit of the community
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f) Pedestrian access through the site

This is supported. Additionally the Market traders require vehicle access to/from South Street to enable loading and unloading.

g) High standards of design

We agree this is imperative.

h) Possible provision of a new library

We would like to see this more strongly committed to. Every effort should be made to include a new library on site, which we believe should take priority over offices or housing.

.

Additionally, car parking needs must be assessed in the context of both the redevelopment 
of the Southern Area and ongoing concerns about adequate parking to encourage shoppers from beyond the immediate vicinity of Totnes and Dartington who need to access the town by car. Providing car free homes is desirable if it works, but not the answer if it means residents simply add to the pressure on surrounding public car parks.

4.2.4) Retrofitting v Redevelopment

It is also clear that there are two schools of thought as to the approach to be adopted. One group would like to see a retro-fit of the existing Civic Hall building, believing it to be preferable on ecological grounds. This approach is also felt likely to be less disruptive during redevelopment, thus reducing the impact during the implementation on the market traders. A second group condemns the current building as “unfit for purpose”, and often believes that the external aspect of the current building is unattractive and unworthy of a key site within the town. They believe new build, as part of a more substantial redevelopment and undertaken in phases, provides the best opportunity for a visionary, architecturally outstanding, and innovative design which provides the only feasible way to fully accommodate all that is required.
4.2.5) The Relationship between the Market Square/Civic Hall and the 

Southern Area Development
A future phase of the Southern Development is proposed on land adjacent to the Market Square. It makes no sense to make detailed proposals for the Market Square, without being clear about what might be built on the adjoining part of the Southern Area (the Heath’s Nursery Car Park). 

The DPD demonstrates both a lack of 'joined up thinking' and a lost opportunity. For example, the two areas are connected by a small, green transitional 'corridor' linking the historic town centre to new housing, and used by hundreds of visitors every day. This important area, currently wasted space, needs to be handled sensitively to unify the area.

Further, the DPD states that “significant commercial and residential elements” (including 30 dwellings) would be necessary to make the scheme self-financing. This need (and the need for residential units) reduces if the Market Square and future Southern Area development are combined, since the latter could subsidise the former.

The community believes strongly that the Market Square redevelopment should be primarily devoted to the public realm (both indoor and outdoor). The provision of office and residential units on the scale proposed puts that public space at risk, while, since only 
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“market value” housing can generate finance, the insistence that 50% of the dwellings be affordable, means that a large part of the footprint would have to be devoted to housing.

Furthermore, parts of the site are already devoted to commercial use which already generates income. Finance can only come from additional commercial units or increased rents. The former will reduce the public space, and the latter will be strongly opposed by traders and the local community. We are all clear that the distinctive quality of the market area is due in no small part to traders, whose margins are small and whose livelihoods are precarious. It is also currently the only place which acts as a small business start up unit, have incubated Harlequin Bookshop, Maya, Sacks and The Gilded Lily amongst others.
It is suggested that detailed consideration of the development of the Market Square be 
removed from the DPD. The community will oppose any commitment to include 30 houses within the Market Square until more detailed designs are available. Lee Bray (Head of Community Regeneration at SHDC) has admitted that, due to the complexities involved, it is unlikely that more detailed proposals for the Market Square would be available by the time the DPD was submitted to the Inspector, (proposed for May 2008).   

Alternatively, the inter-relationship between the Market Square and the Southern Area (TP1) should be explicit both in the text and in the plans, to specifically tie the funding of indoor and exterior public realm space to the Southern Area (and/or to other development sites within the DPD), and to remove the need to make development of the Market Square self-financing. As a consequence, any plans should be integrated to cover both sites.
4.2.6) Next Steps

Three groups (Totnes Living Community, Totnes Development Trust and Transition Town Totnes) have specifically indicated that they will withhold support until they are aware of specific proposals.  As a first step towards this, we therefore wish to see the position of the Market Square proposal within the DPD clarified as outlined in 4.2.5 above. Thereafter, we support the Town Council’s stated position, and would thus like to see
a) extensive public consultation, led by the Town Council, to identify what the community would like to see, 

b) the drawing up of design briefs based on the consultation and the development of a feasibility study
c) the opportunity for the community to be fully involved in all stages of the project’s development, but particularly in assessing the specific proposals which are generated, before determining whether they believe the project should go ahead. 
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4.3) New Proposals for Consideration

N.B. This section provides an overview of options which have emerged from the consultation process. .

These new proposals are supported by the Town Council, Strategy Group and community groups as indicated in each case. If these options are developed, we would wish to see full community consultation before they are formally adopted as the preferred option, to enable the wider community to engage with appropriately detailed proposals.
The rejection of the full DPD proposals for Meadowside and Riverside are based on the belief that neither can absorb the level of housing suggested within the existing transport and social infrastructure, both would have a detrimental impact on the local environment, and both need to be reduced in size - it is also a principle of this submission that it is preferable to have a modest increase in the number of sites, to create a larger number of smaller, compact, neighbourhoods, rather than a few large housing estates. This will spread the impact more widely, and help achieve a sense of community. 
The proposals to further investigate KEVICC lower site, and the other alternative housing sites have been brought forward to ensure that the overall target of 400 dwellings can be achieved across some or all of these sites. We would wish to be able to work with South Hams planners to arrive at the best combination of use of these sites.
4.3.1) Riverside (sites 5 and 6)
The proposal to put 220 new houses, plus a hectare of employment land for mixed use has been widely rejected in the town on the grounds that

· Road access at Steamer Quay Road, and on to Bridgetown Hill is very poor, and potentially dangerous. This problem is intractable
N.B. The DPD itself (paragraph 10.25) says “The main A385 Bridgetown Hill is steep and generally busy. Additional vehicular access onto it would be likely to cause a hazard. Developments that would result in an increase in the number of accesses onto or vehicles accessing Bridgetown Hill in this area will not be permitted”. This must surely equally apply to substantial development at Riverside.
· Overall infrastructure in Bridgetown is also poor. This includes private, public and commercial transport as well as community facilities, health and commercial services.
· A development of this size on the upper part of site 5 would impact adversely on the character of Totnes, and the relationship between the town and the surrounding green hills. 

However there is support for a smaller development, based on Steamer Quay Site 6, and including the lower reaches of Site 5, to include
· a reduced number of houses on the lower part of Site 5 
· housing on the area of the caravan site and along the north side of the road in Site 6 
· a hectare of employment land
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· a new pedestrian and cycle bridge, enhanced riverside public space and new green open space to service all of Bridgetown’s residents

· provision for allotments

· provision for a third school site within area 5, if this proves appropriate (see 2.2.3) 
· provision for the caravan park to be re-sited further down the riverside if necessary 

Supported by

Totnes Town Council

The Strategy Group

TotSoc

Transition Town Totnes

Traffic and Transport Group

Totnes and District Sustainability Group

Detailed comments made are:
a) housing - the development should be well screened from the river, arranged sympathetically within the topography of the hill, and arranged around the third school site, if it is needed. Additional dwellings could be provided on the current caravan site and along the northern side of the road within site 6, subject to the caravan site being relocated further down the riverside.

b) Provision for about 1ha of employment land - we support this proposal. Any development of the quay side should provide commercial outlets as part of a unified plan incorporating appropriately designed access to the waterside and passenger boats.

c) New primary school -  we would prefer to see any school site integrated into the housing development to avoid it being sited on the edge of the town and the community it serves.

.
d) Public open space, including a large new public open space, public space linking the riverside and the Bridgetown green corridor, and enhanced riverside public space - the DPD proposals are supported with the following provisions; 
i) if the caravan park is developed, provision should be made to relocate it further e 
down the riverside
ii) alternative provision be made if necessary for Totnes Boating Association clubhouse and boat storage park, and the Scouts hut.

iii) appropriate provision is made for coach/car parking

iv) Continuous riverside access is provided, with improved play provision and disabled access.

e) Childrens’ play provision - this is supported, subject to priority being given to creating a suitably equipped play area nearby first.
f) Network for footpaths and cycleways including a footbridge and a circular footpath link from Longmarsh to Weston Lane - this is supported subject to these conditions:

i) the bridge would be designed sympathetically, with full community involvement in the design selection process.

ii) The bridge would not interfere with navigation or access to moorings sited upstream. 

iii) The bridge should include cycle as well as pedestrian provision.
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g) Contribution to offsite improvements and the local roadway network - this is supported, with the reservation that some 106 money must be allocated to community enhancement, and not used entirely for infrastructure works
h) Car parking space - we agree that the total space must not diminish.

i) Provision for enhanced tourist, visitor, café and boating facilities - this is supported with the following reservations

iv) that provision is made for a caravan park, sea scout/youth facilities and the TBA.

v) Consideration be given to a water sports area possibly by Longmarsh, where any relocation could be sited near the Rowing Club. 

vi) The area should not be overdeveloped and be of sympathetic design.

j/k/l) Provision for allotments and Public Art, and a contribution to education provision - 

these proposals are supported. We need to have allotments to serve the Bridgetown community. Public art provision has not been visible in the past, and commitment to this should be upgraded. If the third school is not required, contributions should be made available for community/youth facilities

m) Strategic landscaping - although there is lack of clarity about what this might actually mean, it is welcomed with a general feeling that landscaping can provide visual screening and soften the appearance of new development, and should be as natural as possible, particularly as this area provides the gateway to Totnes for visitors arriving by river. 
4.3.2) Meadowside 

This development has also been rejected as proposed by the DPD. We believe that the proposed development is weak because of

· problems with access

· potentially increasing problems with flooding
· the high visibility impact on the approach to Totnes, changing the character of the town
· an adverse impact on the character of the Dartington estate, which could be visually downgraded to the status of a Country Park if approached through a larger development.
· Increased traffic cutting through the Dartington Estate
· Better opportunities to develop on Puddavine, site 21 (Field b), or other less sensitive sites within the town, see below

Given the importance of its position as a highly visible site at the entrance to the Dartingtn Estate, we believe Meadowside could be used to develop buildings of special significance in pioneering ecohousing, co-housing or self build. We therefore propose an alternative much smaller development on the Meadowside site, to include a provision for allotments, which entails

· a limited high density development on site 24
· using site 23 to support a self build project, and

· leaving Site 22 undeveloped.
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Supported by
Totnes Town Council

Dartington Parish Council

Strategy Group

TotSoc

DOS

Transition Town Totnes
Co-Housing Group

All Development Opposed by
Totnes and District Sustainability Group 

4.3.3) Other Sites Potentially Suitable for Development
The following sites are also suggested for re-consideration:

Puddavine (site 21, field b)
This site is split into three separate fields. Field A is close to KEVICC and might become
 part of that development plan for the school (see below). Field C faces some local opposition because of concerns about congestion on Barrack’s Hill if this was opened up. This proposal therefore defines the development opportunity as being on field B only at this stage.
The site is put forward either as an alternative to Meadowside, or to partner the smaller development we propose, because
· it would be less visible on the approach road into Totnes and therefore make less impact on the character of the town and local environment. 

· it does not have potential flooding problems, (as Meadowside does).

· as a south facing site, Puddavine enables solar gain. .

· it enables smaller scale, sensitive development on the approach to the Dartington estate at Meadowside.
· It reduces access problems if both sites are limited in the number of dwellings contained on each. 

Supported by:

Strategy Group

Transition Town Totnes

Totnes and District Sustainability Group

Traffic and Transport Group (majority decision as preferable to Meadowside site)
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Follaton House Car Park (no site number)

There have been calls for part of the District Council car park nearest the town to be made available for housing. It is believed that the extensive space given over to cars could be reduced without incurring massive loss of spaces, especially if parking fees and car sharing schemes were introduced as elsewhere in the South Hams. If necessary, overspill parking for staff could be made available on Site 11 Follaton Farm. It is a suitable site for housing, being within walking distance of the centre of town.

Alternatively, the car park has been proposed for a park and stride/park and ride site to provide such a facility at the top of town. Even if this is not feasible six days a week, it would be beneficial as a seasonal facility on Fridays and Saturdays, to coincide with the market and key trading days.
Supported by:

Strategy Group

TotSoc

Totnes and District Chamber of Commerce
South Hams Friends of the Earth

Market Traders Association

Totnes and District Sustainability Group
Transition Town Totnes (TTT also believe that sites 9 and 11 are more benign than Meadowside, as they do not have significant traffic, landscape or floodrisk issues.) 
Park and Ride supported by 
Traffic and Transport Group

Chamber of Commerce

Market Traders Association

Sheepfield (Site 27)
There is uncertainty about what and where the community wants to site its schools, with comment received from some parents who do not wish to see the Grove School relocated to Sheepfield because of poor access. They claim this site would not allow for growth. If the Grove School is not relocated, then the desperately needed Youth facilities need to be located somewhere else….  
It is suggested that this area needs further discussion involving Devon County Council to gain clarity about the best way to achieve community requirements. If the Sheepfield site proves unsuitable for community use, then we consider it could be suitable for housing. Alternatively, it could be used for allotments.
Supported by:

Strategy Group

TotSoc 

Transition Town Totnes
Totnes and District Sustainability Group
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4.3.4) KEVICC Lower Site

Additionally, we would like to evaluate the proposal being put forward by KEVICC and Dartington Trust, as a potential site. These proposal potentially provide 

· room for up to 180 dwellings

· public open space including a significant new pubic open space; linkage via a green area to the river and including the cycle/pathway; and enhanced riverside public open space including continuous riverside access and play provision

· children’s play provision on site and a contribution towards enhancement of existing facilities nearby

· contribution towards improvements to the highway network

· provision for access of community transport on both sites

· adequate provision for car parking on both the KEVICC sites

· no loss in green space, and a net increase in the provision of sports pitches, to be sited on the upper site

· improved community access to the school facilities arising out of operating on one site   

· strategic landscaping and parkland/landscape enhancement

However, there are currently a number of concerns: 

· the proposals currently put forward limit the percentage of affordable housing to about 30%. This percentage is unacceptably low, and will need to achieve the 50% minimum to be supported. Consequently, some of the community amenities which are mooted in the proposal may not be delivered. 
· the extent of the development would need to be debated in the context of the overall plan.

· the community would want cast iron guarantees that this site will not be rejected as a preferred option site, only to be approved soon afterwards as a “windfall” site i.e. so that its development occurs in addition to the 400 dwellings covered by the DPD plans. 

With these provisos, at this early stage, there appears to be considerable interest in some or all of this plan from the community.

Supported by

Totnes Town Council

The Strategy Group. 

DOS

Transition Town Totnes-
Totnes and District Sustainability Group

Traffic and Transport Group
TotSoc
Opposed by
SoFA

South Hams Friends of the Earth
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4.3.5) Bidwell 

We strongly question the need for an additional green field site to be developed for commercial use, if extra jobs can be created by using existing land more intensively. 

N.B. One hectare of new land within the Riverside development is not opposed.

If there remains an urgent need for heavy industrial or high levels of freight activity, it has been asked why these activities should not be located close to the A38, thus minimising heavy goods vehicles travelling along the A384 into Dartington and beyond. A site adjacent to the A38/A385 at Marley Head has been identified by Dartington Parish Council as potentially suitable for this option.

In the event that green field development in the immediate vicinity proves unavoidable, then the site at Bidwell is still strongly opposed on the following grounds:

· it is visually prominent. Placing this development on the main approach road to Totnes, Dartington and the Dartington Estate (including Schumacher College), will inflict heavy damage on the area’s overall landscape character. This will ultimately adversely affect economic activity in both Totnes and Dartington - particularly at the Cider Press Centre, Schumacher College and the Dartington Estate.   

· access on to the A384 is unsuitable for heavy lorries

· there are two roundabouts in close proximity which would be unsuitable for lorries turning

· heavy lorries and increased traffic over Riverford Bridge on the A384 would be unsuitable

· it is unacceptably sited next to the new primary school, and would significantly adversely impact on carefully developed designs to provide single storey, cedarwood building clusters which are ecologically sound and at one with their current rural surroundings. 

· The Government report, “Every Child’s Future Matters” drew strong conclusions about the negative impact of pollution, traffic and industrial development on children’s health and well-being which will be trampled on if this site remains a preferred option.

· As industrial land, we also understand there is no need to seek planning permission for a mobile phone mast, which would be of great concern to parents with children at the school. 
· it will also have a negative impact on the tranquility of the adjacent church and grave yard, and Broom Park housing estate.
· The site would add to existing traffic congestion and increase the level of danger to pedestrians (notably to/from the school) and cyclists (to/from Schumacher College)  

· It is sited on a flood plain.-
· SHDC’s own sustainability assessment indicates “this site does not positively progress any objectives for sustainability” – we believe this is an understatement, which hides a multitude of unnecessary negative impacts on the environment and social wellbeing of the local area...
However, in the event that some green field development proves unavoidable, then the “least bad” option is for limited development on a site on the A385 adjacent to Beacon Park. 
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We believe this should not exceed a further hectare of development. This has the following advantages:
· it removes an unsightly industrial park from full view on the main approach road to Totnes, thus preserving the rural character of the surrounding area

· in particular, it preserves the green fields around the school, and reduces pollution and traffic safety concerns in the area of the school

· it sites all the industrial development in one place on the A384, which may ultimately enable plans to ease heavy good vehicle use on the A385, including any future road improvements to this area

Supported by

Dartington Parish Council

Totnes Town Council

The Strategy Group

Friends of Schumacher College
South Hams Friends of the Earth
Totnes and District Sustainability Group
Transition Town Totnes

Traffic and Transport Group

Dartingon Primary School

Forum of Dartington and Week Residents

Chamber of Commerce
Totnes Development Trust   
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Appendix A) 
Additional Responses to the DPD
A.1 The Vision

Comment back on the proposed vision statement in the DPD requested:

· an opening paragraph which outlines the distinctive qualities of Totnes

· strengthening of those elements relating to resource depletion and climate change

We have therefore proposed the following:

“By building on the cultural, natural and community assets which we share, Totnes and Dartington can secure our position as a small, thriving market town and cultural centre, serving the larger area around Totnes. The historic town centre, with its strong independent retail character and outstanding buildings, creates a strong sense of place, reinforced by the river setting and surrounding hills, while our community is characterized by progressive ideals and creative capability. These qualities combine to create the lively, tolerant and diverse community, grounded in a sense of place, which makes Totnes and Dartington individually distinctive.

New development will provide for high quality, locally distinctive, low carbon, sustainable development, including transportation systems, which meet the needs of the Totnes and Dartington area, particularly for affordable homes and jobs.  

Sustainable development, based on planning decisions which support localization, encourage use of appropriate and local building materials, energy efficiency and the development of local renewable energy resources, will increase the town’s resilience in the face of depleting natural resources and climate change, and reduce transport dependency. Development on green field sites will be minimized through a policy of densification coupled with enhancement of the public realm, leading to compact, convivial neighbourhood communities.

For Totnes, the focus of the town will be widened from the town centre to include both banks of the river Dart. This will help increase the vitality, community togetherness and self containment of the town as a whole and assist the wellbeing of Bridgetown.

For Dartington, the settlement’s sustainability will be enhanced through recognition of its interdependence with Totnes, while ensuring that the local character and identity of each, and their physical separation, will be preserved”
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A.2 Objectives

7.3 Housing

SO1: Ensure that the current and future housing needs of the community are met.

Amend to: ”Ensure that the current and future housing needs of the local community are me sustainably.”
SO2: Provide affordable housing to meet local needs.
Amend to: ”Provide affordable housing to meet local needs, ensuring a proportion of land in each development site is allocated for use by a housing cooperative, community land truss, co-housing venturs or self build initiatives”

However, we also need to define clearly what is “local” and “affordable” – in order to ensure that people who live or work in the Totnes and Dartington MCTi area are given priority and in a way which is genuinely affordable for them. 
SO3: Secure high quality, locally distinctive, low carbon, sustainable housing developments.

Amend to “Secure high quality, locally distinctive, low carbon, sustainable housing developments taking into consideration opportunities for solar gain. Carbon reduction and renewable energy targets should be set and subject to review in the light of national guidance.” 

We need to ensure that housing provision is appropriate to the need, and of equally high standard in its location and construction.
SO4: Promote mixed use, mixed type, tenure blind schemes to meet the range of identified housing needs.

Agreed.

SO5: Provide for housing at the highest densities suitable for the site to ensure an efficient use of land without compromising design and layout quality.

Amend to: “Provide for housing, including flats, at the highest densities suitable for the site to ensure an efficient use of land, transport, energy and natural resources, without compromising design and layout quality”.

We believe a target for minimum density levels should be added into this paragraph. Transition Town Totnes have proposed a figure of 50 dwellings per hectare, the Development Trust set 40. Both organisations indicate acceptable upper levels of 70 dwellings per hectare.

Design and specification must be appropriate for the variety of needs
SO24: Ensure green infrastructure is integral to development.

Amend to “Ensure green infrastructure (including allotments, play areas and public open space) is integral, accessible, and incorporated into all development as a planning condition” 

New Objectives

We propose two new objectives:

a) “Meet affordable housing needs by encouraging the re-use, repair, retrofitting,
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conversion and extension of existing buildings and the use of windfall sites in preference to new build and the use of green field site”; and
b) “Ensure that developments are designed to encourage communication, conviviality and a sense of community.”
Paragraph 7.4.
The final sentence should read “ Development will be high quality… “ (not “expected to be”). 
7.5 Economy

SO7: Regenerate the district’s towns, villages and their hinterlands, using previously developed land and existing buildings where appropriate.

Agreed, but change final two words to: ”wherever possible.”..

SO8: Provide for business growth and development, supporting indigenous growth, growth sector, and providing year round sustainable, well-paid employment.

Amend to: “Provide for sustainable business growth and development, supporting indigenous growth, growth sector, and providing year round sustainable, well-paid employment.

SO9: Secure high quality, locally distinctive economic development including tourism.

Agreed.
SO10: improve the district’s economic infrastructure

Amend to: “Improve the district’s economic infrastructure, with an emphasis on densification of sites, and include the integration of transport into any detailed economic planning area”.

SO25: Increase the scope for additional retail activity to meet the needs of both residents and visitors whilst retaining a vibrant and viable Town Centre Zone.

Agreed, but with the following amendment: ”Increase the scope for sustainable retail activity if possible to meet the needs of both residents and visitors, whilst giving priority to supporting existing businesses to ensure a vibrant and viable Town Centre Zone is retained”.

SO26: Maximise the opportunities for Totnes to develop and retain its heritage and cultural uniqueness, building on its existing expertise in the arts, independent retail and environmental/green business.

Agreed.

New Objectives
We propose:

a) “Provide for housing at the highest densities suitable for the site to ensure an efficient use of land without compromising design and layout quality”; ad

b)”Develop a high density Sustainable Business Park, incorporating a small business start up unit, on a central employment site.”
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7.7 Transport and Accessibility
SO13: Develop an integrated transport system which minimises the need to travel, optimises the choices between travel modes and reduces the impact of travel on the environment.

Amend to: “.All developers must, through cooperation with transport providers, integrate into the transport system to minimise the need for  travel, optimises the choices between travel modes and reduces the impact of travel on the environment, particularly that caused by cars”.

SO14: Development that generates a high number of trips must be located where it is accessible to sustainable transport within the town Centre Zone.

Amend to “Development that generates a high number of trips must include footpaths and cycleways which link to existing developments, be located where it is accessible to sustainable transport, or be situated within the Town Centre Zone”
SO16: Support the role of Totnes as a market town, especially the town centre.

Amend to: “Support the role of Totnes as a market town, serving the MCTi Totnes and district area and beyond, especially in the town centre and conservation area”.

SO17: Retain existing and promote new local services, facilities and amenities for residents and visitors.

Amend to: “Retain existing and promote new community services, facilities and amenities for residents and visitors. Redevelopment of existing sites should be emphasised, rather than rather than development of green field sites” 

New Objective

We propose:

“Include a strategy of filtered permeability in relation to local transport design”.

7.9 Environment

SO18: Conserve and enhance the quality of the locality’s countryside and river landscape.

Amend to: “Conserve and enhance the quality and biodiversity of the locality’s countryside and river landscape, avoiding use of green field sites for housing and employment is reduced through more intense use of existing sites”

SO19: Conserve and enhance the areas geological resource and the diversity and abundance of wildlife habitats and species.

Agreed.

SO20: Conserve and enhance the historic, architectural and archaeological character and features of the area with special regard to the Totnes Conservation Area, Totnes Castle and Dartington Hall.

Agreed but add an additional sentence: “This should take pre-eminence over SO23 where it conflicts with historic, architectural and archaeological character of the area”.

SO21: Promote opportunities for increased sport, recreation and leisure facilities and opportunities in the Totnes and Dartington area including provision for greater
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 enjoyment of the Dart Valley.

Agreed.

SO22; Achieve development which is of a high quality, respects its location and is compatible with the sustainable management of land, soil, air and water.

Agreed.

SO23: Promote low carbon sustainable development which will help to reduce the consumption of fossil fuels and the emission of greenhouse gasses.

Amend to: “Promote zero carbon sustainable development using energy from renewable sources which will significantly reduce the consumption of fossil fuels and the emission of greenhouse gasses”.

Paragraph 7.10 

Add additional second sentence: “Any development should enhance the gateway to Ttotnes up the river Dart”

New Objective

We propose:

Every new development (over a defined size) should have space allocated to allotments. .

A.3 Proposal 5 - Baltic Wharf
But see point 3.3.3 above. 

In general, there is support for redeveloping Baltic Wharf, with strong support for the development of an informal recreation space. There are concerns about ensuring that marine facilities and related employment are protected, and some uncertainty as to how public access to the river side will be enhanced while achieving this.

The Town Council is opposed to any houses on this site. Other groups believe it may be possible to accommodate houses as well as securing employment opportunities through densification. However, we are not prepared to accept a substantial housing development on this site unless they are included in the 400 houses identified on preferred sites within the DPD.

Our responses to the DPD proposals are:

a) Land for employment provision

This is supported. While the Town Council would rather that housing was not included in any plans, other community groups recognize that some limited housing may be necessary to support the redevelopment of the site. 

b) Retention of boat yard.

This is supported. 

c) Public open space

The informal recreational land is welcomed. There is concern that industrial part of the site is not suitable for a play area or even for riverside access, and that open space needs to be kept separate from industrial areas.
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A.4 Proposal 6 - Dairy Crest

The community has repeatedly indicated its desire for this site to be retained for employment use. Currently, it is unclear how plans will develop for the Dairy Crest site, but a group has been set up under the aegis of the Totnes Development Trust to develop a proposal for a Sustainable Business Park. 
The Totnes Sustainable Business Park Group aims to attract and select commercially viable, sustainable businesses that meet Totnes’ future economic, environmental, social and cultural needs in a low cost, post-oil economy. They would manage the site as a Community Land Trust. Their major objective is to secure employment to at least equal the number of jobs which existed through Dairy Crest, who commit to operating in a low carbon way, recycling where possible, and developing shared facilities and resources (renewable energy from the river, cardboard recycling etc),  
Such an approach would achieve many of the aims laid out in our response to the DPD:

· it would operate a zero carbon approach, providing a flagship for such developments of the future

· it manifests the ethos of Totnes in a way which is likely to attract interest and  visitors and add to our reputation
· it has great synergy with the overall aspirations and ideals of Totnes

· it can encourage localisation

· there are real opportunities for renewable energy on site

· it can exploit the proximity to the railway as freight increasingly is forced off the road. 

The Totnes Sustainable Business Park is supported by

Totnes Town Council

South Hams District Council

Totnes Development Trust

Totnes and District Chamber of Commerce
Totnes and District Sustainability Group
Transition Town Totnes

Totnes and District Strategy Group

However, the site is not without problems, of which the most noticeable is that part of it, at least, is designated as a Flood zone (3b), and cannot be built on. It is to be hoped that an imaginative solution to the concerns this raises can be found, such as building on the affected part of the site on stilts to provide parking spaces at ground floor level. 

Plans for continuous access to the riverside and appropriate cycling and pedestrian paths must also be accommodated.

Nonetheless, the site was previously underused, and it is believed that densification on the Dairy Crest site can deliver the jobs which are needed in the town.

Our responses to the DPD are:

a) Employment Provision for classes B1 and B2

This is supported, with the proviso that the Sustainable Business Park Group are involved and supported in any proposed developments.
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b/c) Footpath/cycle path, and enhanced public realm adjoining the Dart with improved pedestrian linkages 

These proposals are supported, with the proviso that there are commitments to the development of a cycle path on the stretch of river from Brutus Bridge to the Dairy Crest site, to provide safe access and support cycle journeys to Dairy Crest and on to Dartington..

A.5 Proposal 7 - Webbers Yard

Like other existing employment sites, we believe Webbers Yard to be underutilized. We understand there are currently a number of vacant plots, while the buildings formerly occupied by Dartington Tech need to be considered. We wish to be assured of maximum utilization and densification of this site before considering developing on a separate green field site.
Our response to the specific proposals in the DPD are:

a) Employment Provision

b) Environmental enhancement

c) Retention of the Lescaze building

d) High quality design

e) Provision of public open space

f) Enhanced pedestrian and cycle access.

We support all these proposals. Dartington Parish Council has stipulated that all new build should be in accordance with the recommendations from Transition Town Totnes about use of renewable energy and sustainability of the site. We would also like to ensure that the cycle routes suggested are linked to existing pathways and cycle routes as much as possible. 

A.6 Proposal 8 -Town Centre Zone

Our comments are:
a) Town Centre Zone
We support the development of Town Centre zone policies which support the vitality of the town centre. However we have the following reservations:
i) car parking and traffic issues cannot be ignored

ii) development outside the core zone should not endanger the vitality of the town centre.  

b) Within the core area: at least 70% to remain for retail, class A/residential development at ground floor level will not be permitted.

This proposal was welcomed. We would however like to see the development of policies which encourage upper floors to be used for residential purposes.

c) Amusement arcades

The community welcomes plans to prevent development of amusement arcades through the use of the most stringent conditions that are enforceable.
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A.7 Proposal 9 - Totnes Policy Areas

Our comments are:
a) KEVICC

But see point 3.3.3 above

The DPD position may be superceded by the proposal for the Lower field becoming a preferred option. The Community will resist any attempts to secure housing on the KEVICC fields in addition to the 400 dwellings committed to in the DPD’s preferred options.
b) The Grove School

This was supported with the following reservations:

i) if the Grove School needs to be re-sited, it must be on an identified and accessible site within Totnes

ii) there is a lack of parking in the immediate vicinity

iii) consultation with DCC about the future of all our primary schools should be entered into as a matter of urgency.

c) The Rotherfold.

There is total support for the re development of the Rotherfold in principle. However, there are a number of issues which need to be determined through consultation with the residents, the businesses in the Narrows, and the community at large. These centre on

i) parking, amount and location

ii) ensuring the development is not in isolation from the rest of the town

iii) ensuring that a substantial area of public open space should facilitate multi-purpose use

It is suggested that development of the Totnes Open Space Strategy should contribute to a project for the Rotherfold being developed.

d) Changes of Use at Policy Areas 4,5,6,7

This is supported. It is important that any development which is approved reflects the character and buildings of its immediate area.

Points e) – k)

These are supported. All relevant environmental and wildlife bodies should be consulted on the proposed development of a wetland area, which may provide opportunities for educational facilities.

A.8 Proposal 10 - Access and Transport

The following responses are made:
a) Pedestrian Priority Scheme in Fore St/High St

This is widely supported. Clarification of exactly what this means and how it is to be managed needs to be agreed between DCC, SHDC, TTC and consulted upon to resolve what has been a long standing issue of contention. The Chamber of Commerce has suggested reviving the previous mediated agreement as the basis for determining what the community wants.. 
b) Park and Stride Scheme

This is welcomed. 
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c) Riverside walks/Footbridge/Continuous public access

This was supported with the following reservations, as previously stated;
i) there needs to be full access to moorings. Consideration should be given to a public pontoon and moorings for access to the town for visitors arriving by boat.

ii) the bridge would be designed sympathetically, with full community involvement in the design selection process

iii) the bridge would not interfere with navigation or access to moorings sited upstream

iv) the bridge should include cycle as well as pedestrian provision

v) full consultation should take place with the boating community, TBA etc


vi) any financial contribution raised for a bridge should be used for community and youth facilities and not infrastructure in the event that the bridge is not developed.

Additional Proposal
We propose an additional paragraph laying out plans for alternative options for getting round the area, notably rickshaws, community transport, cycle ways and paths. There are references throughout the plan for localized improvements to paths and cycle ways, and we would like to see a commitment to building a network of suitably lighted paths/cycleways which join up the existing paths, and commit to upgrading existing paths where necessary, including the footpath and a potential cycleway from Brutus Bridge to the railway bridge. Such a scheme would dramatically improve safe access around the town and to Dartington.

A.9 Proposal 11 - Dartington Policy Areas

a) Policy Areas 13 / 16 to be retained as an open space

This is supported.

b) Policy area 17

Supported. We would like to se this strengthened

c) Site opposite Webbers Yard proposed for Sports pitches
Rejected. It is Dartington Parish Council’s view that Dartington is already well equipped with outdoor spaces, which are often used by Totnes residents. They have therefore recommended that additional sports pitches should be provided at the top of Bridgetown. This proposal is, unsurprisingly, supported by residents in Totnes, who recognize that they do not have adequate provision.

d) Special Policy Area

This is supported.
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Appendix B)
Organisations which have Contributed to this Consultation
Chamber of Commerce (CoC)
Co-housing Group

Dartington Parish Council

Design Our Space (DOS)

Forum of Dartington and Week Residents

Friends of Schumacher College 
Grove School

Market Traders Association
Narrows Traders Association

SOFA
South Hams Friends of the Earth (FoE)
Totnes Allotments Association
Totnes Boating Association (TBA)
Totnes Development Trust (TDT)
Totnes and District Sustainability Group (TDSG)
Totnes and District Strategy Group (SG)
Totnes Living Community (TLC)
Totnes Town Council

TotSoc 

Traffic and Transport Working Group (T&T) 
Transition Town Totnes (TTT)
Plus Feedback from participants at the Town Council Guildhall meeting and TTC consultation days, and letters and submissions from individuals
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Appendix C) Log of SHDC, Town Council, Strategy Group and Community feedback on the DPD 

This appendix tries to log in brief the particular views of the organizations which have contributed to this paper. For a full statement of their position, please refer to their own submission.
Appendix D) Transition Town Totnes Alternative STA

We have included this alternative STA, done on a limited number of sites, using key criteria, to demonstrate how easy it is to reach a different conclusion, equally strongly held, about each of the sites under review. 
The majority of comments in this submission relate to the assessments which site behind the matrix shown in Appendix 2 of the DPD. We believe that, before sites can be put forward as preferred options for inspection, the community needs to understand the rationale behind the choices which planners have reached, and to jointly assess the sites put forward by the community as alternative.

Appendix E) DPD Official Feedback Forms

, .
