DPD Housing Meeting, 16th April, Minutes
Follaton House
Present

Paul Bennett, TotSoc



Mary Edwards, DADD

Dave Mitchell, DOS

Adrian Porter, TTT



Nick Richards, SOFA

Pat Sykes, Sustainability Group

Laurie Taylor, Allotments Association

Kate Wilson, Friends of the Earth

Cllr Tony Whitty, Totnes Town Council

Jill Tomalin, Totnes Community Strategy Group (facilitator)

Cllr Robert Vint, SHDC (in attendance)




Graham Swiss, SHDC Planning

Denise Vigars, SHDC Planning

1) Minutes
1.1) Any final amendments to the minutes of the meeting of 1st April should be sent to Jill. 

1.2) Participants at the initial, plenary meeting on 28th February at Follaton House had received an email from Jill setting out the concerns about the accuracy of the minutes produced by SHDC. The five people who had attended the meeting were asked to vote on whether they agreed with this position: Four agreed that the minutes were not accurate, and one abstained.
. 
2) Housing Information.

Denise Vigars led an informal discussion in looking at the responses she had prepared to the pre-determined questions, which had been held over from the last meeting.

Q1) What are the legal requirements to allocate land for allotments? 

Denise confirmed that there is no legal requirement on SHDC to provide allotments. Laurie Taylor pointed out that as the planning authority, it is in SHDC’s hands to identify potential sites, although it is the Town Council who have to make “sufficient provision”. The new homes anticipated will require 5-6 new plots, but some 50 more are needed. Mary confirmed that Darttington Parish has 5/6 allotments and that Dartington Hall Trust provide others.
Q2) Is it possible to limit the number of homes to be built for any one development to address concerns on infrastructure? And is it possible to limit the number of homes by setting an upper limit (quantity or percentage of space) on any mixed use development? e.g. in order to maintain an employment site predominantly for employment use, while facilitating redevelopment. 
Denise confirmed that limits and conditions can be set to ensure that improvements required can be secured. However, Graham cautioned that it is always possible within the planning system for a developer to seek to amend these. He also cautioned that developments to need to be proposed which are viable.

Paul Bennett raised the issue of the current bill on affordable housing which may provide new ways to address this issue. Graham confirmed that, while the DPD will try to stay flexible, and policy documents are regularly reviewed, the core policy document was only reviewed in 2006 and the current target is one of the highest in the country. 

Following the meeting, Paul requested that a caveat should be included in the DPD that, should government or other funding become available to purchase land solely for this purpose, that the opportunity should be taken to do so with a corresponding downwards adjustment made to the number of market housing units to be provided.
Q3) If KEVICC and/or Baltic Wharf are not selected as preferred options, are we able to prevent large scale building on these sites, or are they pretty certain to go ahead (provided they address levels of affordable housing requirements etc)?

Denise confirmed that, within the existing development boundary, the presumption is in favour of development, and the planning authority will come under pressure to release thee sites. After discussion, in which the purpose of the DPD and precise definition of what constituted a windfall site was questioned, it was concluded that, if no policy exists to prevent development, then any site not allocated in the plan could be deemed a windfall site, and development was always a possibility.   
Q4) Are SHDC willing to require the later stages of the Southern Area Development to be linked to that of the Market Square – to ensure an integrated approach, and to secure 106 funding for key community resources?

This question was not discussed and needs to be brought forward at he plenary discussion.
3) Key Community Criteria for site selection



Jill confirmed that the Key Criteria list sent with the Vision were designed to help participants assess sites in the light of the issues raised in the consultation process. The questions are fairly crude, and not comprehensive, but provide a starting point for the site assessment forms alongside the STA assessments.

4) Individual Site Assessments
The group undertook a review of the short listed sites, using the site assessment forms:
4.1) Site 5/6, Riverside

Site 5, Riverside, 6.8 hectares

Site 6, Steamer Quay, 2.2 hectares

Viewed as highly sustainable by the STA, the site is close to the town centre, with scope for dense development. The Employment group has proposed this as a mixed development with two hectares of employment land providing a potential business quarter on Steamer Quay and the lower reaches of site 5, and possibly with housing above business premises. 

Paul Bennett commented that, if fully developed, the upper reaches of site 6 are not particularly close to town. There is general concern re the impact of the development on the approach up the river if the development is too large. However, a smaller number of houses, in line with the community responses to the DPD, is considered an option. 

4.2) Site 7, Baltic Wharf

8.5 hectares in total, approximately half is proposed for development. 

Assessed as highly sustainable by the STA, the Employment group considered this site suitable for mixed development, but were concerned to protect the marine employment, and have proposed a minimum space for the boatyard/marine activity of 12,000sqm. 

The group confirmed this as a possible housing site, and noted that the care home would be classified as C2, and thus would not count towards the housing targets. There is also concern about the EA assessments, which are likely to be worse than predicted. 

4.3) Site 9, Follaton Bungalows

2.6 hectares

Currently assessed as having potential constraints by the STA, it is reasonably close to town centre, with suitable access for pedestrians and cyclists. It is not subject to flooding! Jill explained that officers had some concerns about this site, which were reflected in the STA assessment. Although north facing, it is not considered very steep, and its development would potentially help upgrade facilities for residents in Follaton. Tony Whitty identified it as a possible site for a school. It was agreed that his site is better than many other potential green field sites.

4.4) Site 10, Follaton House

0.8 hectares

Assessed as having potential constraints by the STA, this is a small green field site which encroaches on the arboretum, and was consequently rejected for development. The Allotment association suggestion that this could be used for allotments was not uniformly welcomed. 

4.5) Site 13, Copland Lane 

6.3 hectares

The STA assessment describes this site as a “problematic location”. In discussion this site emerged as a “holding tank” for excess water and therefore at risk of flooding. It was agreed that only the furthest field could be considered for development, and this site was consequently rejected for housing.

However, it was deemed particularly suitable as public open space, with potential for allotments.
4.6) Site 18, Webbers Yard

3.4 hectares

Assessed as highly sustainable by the STA, Webbers Yard is clearly in need of regeneration. 
DADD will canvas opinion in Dartington at their public meeting on 26th April, to find out whether the local community would be willing to see some limited housing on Webbers Yard to facilitate regeneration of employment activity on the remaining parts of the site. If this is the case, it was agreed this site would be recommended as a preferred option site.  

4.7) Site 21, Puddavine

2.8 hectares on central field area only

The STA assessment identifies this site as having potential constraints. This site has previously been proposed and was strongly rejected by residents at that point. However, it was noted that this was for a larger development, covering the entire area.

After some confusion about the different designations of the three fields which make up this site, it was agreed that the Z shaped field is included in the KEVICC proposal, and the topmost field, which accesses Barracks Hill is unlikely to be acceptable to local residents, because of concerns about the impact of additional traffic there. While DCC highways consider that access might be difficult to the remaining field, necessitating a mini roundabout, this site was still considered to be favourable to Meadowside.

n.b. Adrian Porter suggested hat the Z shaped field might be considered as suitable for housing if the KEVICC option is not accepted.

4.8) Sites 22, 23, 24 Meadowside

5 hectares

Assessed as having potential constraints by the STA on site 22, and a problematic location on sites 23 and 24, the summary of community responses confirmed that the community is not enthusiastic about these sites. They impact adversely on the approaches to Totnes and Dartington Hall estate, which is not currently reflected in the STA. However, the community has consistently put forward site 24 for a potential self build development.
Kate Wilson indicated that site 24 had twice been flooded recently; There have been previous objections on access grounds, but the land owner now supports development on this site. 

n.b. While the sites were therefore not supported as a preferred option site, there remains a community interest in developing a self-build project on site 24 which needs to be taken forward to he next meeting..
4.9) Site 25, KEVICC Lower Field 

5.4 hectares

The STA assesses this site as highly sustainable, but there was much discussion on the many complex issues which surround this site.

The group agreed that this is to all intents and purposes, a green field site, and particularly important as one of the few open, flat sites in Totnes. 
Nick Richards proposed that developers contributions from other sites be used as a way of raising the capital required for the redevelopment of the school while protecting this key open space. His solution was to use the KEVICC field as offsite provision of open space needed by the planned 400 new dwellings. The brown field area of the Elmhirst site could then be used for housing development, and the remaining field and pitches could be purchased for the community as public open space. However, Graham Swiss indicated that this scheme was not viable financially, and was also concerned that the other sites would need open space and other provisions on site.   
Previous discussions were briefly re-aired. Comments included:

· The field has been functioning as a public open space, as access had not been discouraged in recent years (others indicated that this had only been due to the goodwill of the school). 
· while it was generally conceded that the KEVICC proposals would probably enhance playing field provision for organised sports, the site is important for informal use, and the need for flat land was stressed - others felt the KEVICC proposal delivered this.

· The KEVICC issue should not be linked to Open Space, with questions about how the open space requirement is met within the DPD. 

· There is scope for enhanced activity by the river where public access is good. 

Michael Hicks reiterated Graham’s point that that there are limitations on 106 money.   

4.10) Site 26, Dairy Crest

2.8 hectares

The STA assesses this site as sustainable with constraints. However, the position on Dairy Crest is in flux, and complicated by the uncertainty regarding the flood assessment. 

In principle, the need for limited housing as a means to securing new jobs on the site was supported. In view of the uncertainty, it was felt that this site would be difficult to put forward as a preferred option site, and it was reiterated that, to avoid excessive housing development, an effective form of words is needed in the DPD to limit the amount of housing.

4.11) Site 27, Sheep field

0.8 hectares

Assessed by the STA as having potential constraints, this site could be used for employment activity or mixed use, and has been proposed as a preferred option site for employment. 

Graham Swiss confirmed this is a green field site currently outside the development boundary. Access is potentially difficult, with a multitude of ownerships on Kennicott Drive.  

Laurie Taylor confirmed this was also an ideal site for allotments.  
5) Discussion on the Ideal Configuration 

In a wide ranging discussion, the following conclusions were reached:

 . 

5.1 Riverside. 

Jill put forward Riverside as an option, on the grounds that it had previously been supported by the community provided it was a reduced number of houses, and did not extend fully up the hill of site 5. An initial figure of 100 homes was deemed acceptable. 
In the discussion which followed, Graham Swiss expressed the general concerns that, if smaller developments were proposed, then community improvements would be at risk, due to the loss of economies of scale.. There was a general belief that this was a site suitable for higher density levels, which may help address the extent to which it would spread. 

n.b. Following a later discussion, it was proposed that the number of home to be built may need to go up, to perhaps 140. It was agreed that the impact of increasing densification and having more houses would be assessed by Jill and Denise prior to the next plenary discussion, and a decision would be taken at that meeting, in the light of the information provided. 

5.2) Baltic Wharf

There is equal uncertainty about the precise option for Baltic Wharf, given the lack of clarity following the decision of the employment Group to protect c12000 sqm of marine activity.

However, this is also a site on which high density levels are believed possible, and a provisional total of 100 dwellings was considered acceptable, as the basis for preparing further information for review at the plenary session. 
5.3) Other Green field sites
A hierarchy of alternative green field sites was reached, with Follaton Bungalows outperforming both Puddavine and Meadowside (Follaton House and Coplands Lane having already been rejected).

n.b. Graham Swiss reiterated that this is not a good site for housing, because of its topography, problems with access, and the fact that it is north facing.
n.b. The exact position on Sheep field was not resolved at this meeting. It remains a potential preferred option site for employment going forward to the plenary session. The meeting may wish to discuss whether this should be put forward as a mixed use site.   

5.4) Webbers Yard 

The position on Webbers Yard will await the consultation arranged by DADD for 26th April. As a brown field site, this was confirmed as a strong candidate as a preferred option site for housing, and the levels on other sites would then be reduced accordingly.
5.5) KEVICC Lower field
To provide a firm proposal for discussion, Jill put forward her view that, weighing up all the issues, the KEVICC site should be nominated as a preferred option site. In view of the larger community benefits if the school and playing fields were upgraded, she was prepared even to consider reducing the Affordable Housing requirement slightly. However, the view of the meeting was that this was not negotiable and the requirement should remain.

In trying to find a compromise position acceptable to all, Dave Mitchell put forward a suggestion that housing should be limited to the brown field elements of the site, and it was suggested that with greater densification this would enable a large part of the field to remain undeveloped and retained as open space. On this broad basis, this position was agreed by all. 

n.b. Following the meeting, it became clear that the proposal had included a suggestion to reduce the number of houses to 150. Although not all those present heard this number, it has been accepted that this was what led the FoE and SOFA participants to agree to this proposal, and it will therefore be put forward at the plenary session on this basis. The exact level of densification will also be discussed at that meeting, based on the worked examples being prepared] 

6) Allotments

The group finally reached the topic of allotments! 

It was agreed that there is a considerable shortfall in the number of allotments relative to the need. The Allotments Association has identified the following sites as suitable, and will be pursuing these with the Town Council, who have the responsibility for providing allotments. However, it is hoped that planner will be able to give a high priority to addressing this need when negotiating community benefits within any new development: 

13 Copland Lane

10 Sheepfield

11 Follaton farm

near 5 Riverside i.e. between sites 4 and 5, at the junction of Dukes Road and Western Lane.

