DPD Housing Meeting, 1st April, Minutes
The Guildhall, Totnes
Present

Paul Bennett, TotSoc



Dave Mitchell, DOS

Adrian Porter, TTT



Nick Richards, SOFA

Mick Rusling, TLC



Jo Telling, Dartington Hall Trust
Kate Wilson, Friends of the Earth

Carol Wellwood, Allotments Association

Cllr Alida Whittaker, Dartington Parish Council
Cllr Tony Whitty, Totnes Town Council

Jill Tomalin, Totnes Community Strategy Group (facilitator)

Cllr Robert Vint, SHDC (in attendance)




Denise Vigars, SHDC Planning

Jennie Beams, SOFA



Alan Blake, KEVICC

Andy Dexter DCC

Stephen Jones KEVICC


Rick Gachl, KEVICC Governors

Peter Swallow, Hopwood and Swallow

1) KEVICC Proposals
1.1) Stephen Jones explained the proposal has developed from a desire to improve the school which has 25 temporary classrooms, high heating bills; and key subjects (Maths, science) dispersed over the campus. Redworth (built in 1929) is no longer fit for purpose

However, Devon is the 3rd worst funded county, and KEVICC is not the worst school facilities, so it would be years before achieving redevelopment through this route. 
1.2) It also became an opportunity to improve community sports facilities:

· The need for playing fields can be met through dual use.

· The all weather pitch needs replacing

· Football Foundation identified Totnes as a potential centre for the South Hams (potential funding source)

· Current pitches have poor drainage.

· A combination of new all weather pitches and grass pitches can be used harder and fulfil all needs of local clubs (rugby, football, hockey) as well as the school requirements.

n.b. 1.75 acres of open land and the boathouse will be retained adjacent to the river.

1.3) Dartington Trust proposed development option through making z shaped land available next to the main site. 
At the heart of the scheme is a need to generate enough capital to enable DCC to justify KEVICC “jumping the queue”. Stephen proposed the main benefits of the scheme are;

1) It provides a school properly fit for purpose

2) It addresses the need for playing fields

3) It supports the larger community sports strategy (for healthy living)

4) It provides 180 homes, of medium-high density.

1.4) Rick Gachl confirmed the support of the governors, and the benefits of a single site, describing the scheme as the “last, best option”.

1.5) Peter Swallow stressed this is within the development boundary, currently private not public land, and it would achieve a good sustainability assessment. 

1.6). In response to questions, the following points emerged:

· The quantity of affordable houses currently included is c60. However, work is starting on a complex development plan, which may enable this to increase. The important point is to deliver sufficient capital contribution to enable DCC to support the plan.
· Current density assumptions are 45 to the hectare (PPG3 guidelines, 30 – 55)

· PPG17.and PPG3 are to some extent in conflict. PPG17 sets down procedures specifically for disposing of playing fields. It was confirmed that South Hams have been asked to report back on this issue to the group.

· The Z shaped field was developed bearing in mind light pollution, visual impact, and its closeness to core buildings. The other adjacent land could potentially provide further development long term if required.

1.7) Jennie Beams and Nick Richards spoke on behalf of SOFA. Jennie started by putting the development in the context of the “tapestry” of open space across Totnes. She set out the constraints PPG17 lays out (n.b. in view of the complexity of this, these extracts have been included in full, for reference): 
· “Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land should not be built on unless an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space or the buildings and land to be surplus to requirements”.

· “As a minimum, assessments of need should cover the differing and distinctive needs of the population for open space and built sports and recreational facilities. The needs of those working in and visiting areas, as well as residents should also be included”.

· “Open space is defined in the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as land laid out as a public garden, or used for the purposes of public recreation, or land which is a disused burial ground. However, in applying the policies in this Guidance, open space should be taken to mean all open space of public value”

· “In advance of an assessment of need, local authorities should give very careful consideration to any planning applications involving development on playing fields. Where a robust assessment of need in accordance with this guidance has not been undertaken, planning permission for such developments should not be allowed unless:

1. the proposed development is ancillary to the use of the site as a playing field (eg new changing rooms) and does not adversely affect the quantity or quality of pitches and their use;

2. the proposed development only affects land which is incapable of forming a playing pitch (or part of one);

3. the playing fields that would be lost as a result of the proposed development    would be replaced by a playing field or fields of equivalent or better quantity and quality and in a suitable location. (The new land and facility should be at least as accessible to current and potential new users, and at least equivalent in terms of size, usefulness, attractiveness and quality. Wherever possible, the aim should be to achieve qualitative improvements to open spaces, sports and recreational facilities), or

4. the proposed development is for an outdoor or indoor sports facility of sufficient benefit to the development of sport to outweigh the loss of the playing field”

·  “Parks, recreation grounds, playing fields and allotments must not be regarded as 'previously-developed land', as defined in annex C of PPG3. Even where land does fall within the definition of 'previously-developed', its existing and potential value for recreation and other purposes should be properly assessed before development is considered.”

 1.8) Jennie stressed that 
· planning activity cannot rectify previous mistakes and this land, once gone, is lost for ever, 
· it is the only remaining flat area and in a valuable central position by the river
· it has been used informally for years by local residents, who therefore perceive it as public space.

1.9) Nick Richards commented that current plans for 400 dwellings infer c1000 additional people, who will also need access to open space. The lower field provides that opportunity. He questioned whether development money obtained from other sites could be used to help fund the school developments. He also pointed out the previous loss of the race track and football fields on the Dairy Crest site.

1.10) Other points which emerged were:

· while the sports facilities proposals may meet the needs for organised sport, the lower field could be used for a multiplicity of uses – community space, leisure space, unstructured games activity etc. It is also visually strong.

· Jennie confirmed that SOFA is not against the single site approach, and asked whether the Redworth site could ultimately cope with likely demand.

· Andy Dexter confirmed that DCC would not allow building on the field unless it went hand in hand with the school redevelopment.

· The timescale for any development to be implemented would not be less than three years. It was later confirmed that, if it were not to go ahead, the earliest likely date for DCC to be able to upgrade the school could be 12 years away.

· Alan Blake stressed the enthusiasm of the sporting bodies for the proposal, providing the capability, he said, to get 300-400 people off the streets. The all weather technology now allows one all weather pitch to take the load of 3 -4 standard pitches. .

· In response to queries on likely demand for places, it was confirmed that the school currently takes in students from the Torbay area. In the event of local growth, these places would not be made available elsewhere. On the current position, local demand requires c1500 places – there are currently 1800 students.

· Carol Wellwood asked about horticulture, wildlife and community space. Stephen Jones replied that a walled garden with greenhouse is being developed to provide a community garden. There is also a rose garden and woodland, which will be retained to maintain the campus feel. The area next to the river will remain undeveloped, and access routes ensured.
1.11) Finally, Cllr Alida Whittaker asked about the position re primary schools. Andy Dexter replied that the Grove School had expressed a desire to stay n their existing site, throwing potential plans into doubt. Rick Gachl stressed that this should not be allowed to complicate the already complicated position for KEVICC further! Long term growth is anticipated, so it may therefore be necessary to have a third school for 210 pupils. 

. 
2) Housing Information.

Denise Vigars led an informal discussion in looking at the responses she had prepared to a pre-determined list of questions.

Q1) Housing need – what are the statistics relating to housing need for the South Hams in general, and Totnes in particular? This to relate to both market housing demand and affordable homes

The needs assessment identifies a requirement for 600 affordable homes per annum, of which half are in Totnes. Full details of the evidence base are on the SHDC website, forward Planning section, entitled “evidence base.” Nick Richards confirmed that there are currently 493 families on the Totnes housing list. 
Q2) What types of housing are most required (e.g. 2/3/4 bed homes).

A mix of small 1-2 bed units and larger 3+ family units. We do not have a breakdown of the actual requirement locally i.e. analysis of current housing list.

Q3) What ground breaking approaches have been used elsewhere to facilitate affordable housing? Are we considering anything like that here?

The Affordable Housing team have concluded that managing affordable housing through the DPD process is the quickest way to go. 

Q4) What options exist for co-housing or self build? 

After discussion, it was noted that SHDC have no plans to encourage this (and are wary of categorising self-build as a route to affordable housing), and it would be up to the community to stimulate such a proposal, with appropriate safeguards, through a local housing association.

Planning Issues
Q5) What density assumptions are being made for proposed developments? Is there scope for further densification?
An average density has been applied. National guidelines suggest 30 – 50 dwellings per hectare, but city centres can easily rise to 80 or more. It was generally agreed that higher density levels will have to be considered as an ongoing planning policy. 
Q6) What assumptions are made about Open Space within such developments?

All the proposals meet the standards. In discussion it was agreed that it is difficult to address existing shortfalls in facilities, open space, allotments etc. They all form part of the larger shopping list of facilities required.  
Q7) What assumptions are made about car parking spaces per dwelling?

DCC set a maximum standard of 1.5 places per housing unit. In theory this could go donw to nil if desired, particularly in central positions within the town. However, Jill tomalin noted the dependence of the traders on public car parking spaces and, speaking on behalf of the Chamber of Commerce, warned against anything which would put additional pressure on existing car parks and the economic well being of the town..
N.B. The remaining questions will be held over until the next meeting.
Jill thanked everyone for their contributions in a long but interesting evening, and the meeting concluded.
