Minutes of DPD Plenary Meeting: 23rd April

The Cary Room, Follaton House

Present

Paul Bennett, TotSoc

Ian Blackwell, TLC

Jim Carfrae, DOS
Colin Drew, Totnes Boating Association

Mary Edwards, Dartington Against Detrimental Development
Ernest Fleck, Dart Harbour Navigation Authority

Susan Hannis, Co-Housing Group

Tony Mead, Totnes Town Council

Dave Mitchell, Traffic and Transport Forum 
Adrian Porter, Transition Town Totnes
Nick Richards, SOFA

Pat Sykes, Sustainability Group

Carol Wellwood, Allotments Association 




Paul Wesley, Chamber of Commerce



Kate Wilson, Friends of the Earth


Cllr Tony Whitty, Totnes Town Council

Jill Tomalin, Totnes Community Strategy Group (and facilitator)

Cllr Robert Vint, SHDC (in attendance, not voting)


Denise Vigars, SHDC

Graham Swiss, SHDC

Steve Forsey, SHDC

Introduction

Jill began the meeting by indicating that discussions had taken place at previous meetings to move the group towards convergence; these would be formally voted upon this evening. She acknowledged that, in order to avoid ambiguity, specific numbers would be voted upon, as statements of our preferred outcomes. These figures should be taken as approximate indicators of approval only. 

She acknowledged that, particularly with new information having been given, it was hard for participants to determine whether they had a clear mandate on which they could vote. If they did not, they would have the opportunity to abstain. 

n.b. It was noted that Dartington may also be covered by the Rural Areas DPD which has not yet been produced. This may hinder Mary Edwards/DADD’s ability to endorse elements of the Totnes and Dartington DPD.

1) Vision

The Vision offered was approved by 10 votes (with six abstentions). This was in part due to the alternative last minute proposal circulated to some participants by Tony Whitty. This alternative will be taken up for discussion by the STA group, and any proposal which results will be sent to participants by email.
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2) Housing sites

2.1 Denise Vigars explained the basic patterns of housing density:

· Average, medium density at 45 dwellings per hectare is typically traditional (probably three bed) semis

· Higher density at 60 dwellings per hectare is likely to have more storeys, and possibly, but not necessarily less open space

· High density dwellings, at 75 units per hectare, will have an urban feel, and may be higher rise.

She cited a number of examples:

· Poundbury, 40 units on average

· Sherford,  40 units per hectare, on average, rising to 70 in the town centre

· Millenium site, 71 units per hectare

It was noted that the Southern Area development varied from c40 at the bottom to c70 at the top.

2.2 Jill outlined the individual sites recommended by the Housing group and the issues which surrounded them. A map of Riverside demonstrated the amount of land which c140 houses at a density of 60 units per hectare, plus two hectares of employment land, would take up. There was some confusion about the precise number of jobs which could be expected on the remaining available space at Baltic Wharf, if the boatyard is to be protected as a priority alongside 100 homes, with contradictory information from two separate conversations with Michael Cozens. It was concluded that, even on the lower figures, there was scope for reasonable development. The impact of differing levels of density and numbers of units at KEVICC was considered.  

A number of points of clarification and comments were made. 

· It was agreed that Allotments (raised by Carol Wellwood); and Core policies/a query on optimum numbers of homes on employment sites (Robert Vint) would be dealt with later; 

· concerns over the limitations of the group to represent the town and reach decisions on inadequate information (Nick Richards and others) were shared. This is why it is so important that everyone is free to put through independent submissions to the inspector in the next stages of the process;

· concerns that flood information is still not clear (Susan Hannis) were also shared;

· The absence of a Dartington Parish Council representative (Mary Edwards) was noted, due to the date coinciding with the Parish Council AGM.

2.3 It was proposed that a principle should be established that if densification levels exceed 45 units per hectare, then some part at least of the space freed up should contribute to additional public open space. This was approved by 14 votes in favour, with three abstentions. 

2.4 It was proposed that all central sites should be assumed to have a density level of 60 (average across the site) unless indicated to the contrary. This was passed by 15 votes, with two abstentions. It was noted that sites further away from the centre would be more likely to have lower density levels. Graham Swiss indicated that Totnes had a need for affordable housing suitable for families (which require gardens and sheds), and Steve Forsey cautioned that high density 3-4 bedroom flats built in Devonport had proved unsuccessful, and the area was now being regenerated. 
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2.5 The following density levels were agreed

· Riverside A (Steamer Quay) 
75 units

(with 9 votes in favour of 75 units, and five in favour of sixty units per hectare)

· Riverside B 


60 units

(with 10 votes for 60 units and three for 45 units per hectare)

· KEVICC


60 units

(with 8 votes for 60 and five for 75 units)

· Baltic Wharf


75 units

(with 13 votes for 75 units and three for 65 units per hectare)

2.6 Site 24 (part of Meadowside): there was support for site 24 to be used to enable a self build, 100% affordable housing development, possibly co-housing, generating perhaps 20 homes. Ian Blackwell commented that at just 5% of the total housing requirement, this was a low figure for Totnes, and we should aim higher. The position on this site was later amended (see point 2.11)

2.7 Numbers of houses: the group moved on to determining the number of dwellings to be developed on each site. Nick Richards explained that SOFA had made a substantial concession regarding the KEVICC site, in agreeing to two hectares of potential development.. Now that the density level had been set at a lower figure (60), then he would wish to see the housing number reduced on this site to 120 i.e. still two hectares of development.

2.8 The recommendations for Riverside (140 units) and Baltic Wharf (100 units) were approved with 13 votes and 12 votes in favour respectively.

2.9 The position at KEVICC was debated:

· Nick reiterated that SOFA had already conceded that 2 hectares of development might be acceptable if unavoidable. He acknowledged that the school needs to find a solution to bringing the improvements required. He suggested that the lower field site was a potentially suitable place for a new school, but rejected any solution that included both houses and the proposed school, because of the loss of the remaining green space which would result.

· Tony Whitty confirmed the Town Council view that the proposed development would enhance the town in providing improvements in both education and sporting facilities.

Subject to achieving the provisos on affordable housing and open/play space, he supported the development.

·  Kate Wilson confirmed that the site is one of the last remaining flat amenity sites in the town. She urged the need to future proof, as once gone, it could not be replaced. She called for the area to be developed to be as small as possible.

· Carol Wellwood stressed the importance of the site for informal picnic and play space.

· Adrian Porter questioned whether there should be both dwellings and a primary school.

· Jill Tomalin advocated support for the recommendation of 150 homes at a density level of 60 units per hectare, believing that the development of the school facilities warranted this. She also said that, as a brown field site within the development boundary, the site may well gain approval for development as a windfall site anyway, and the town could end up losing both this site and any alternative green field site nominated in its place.

· Susan Hannis commented that high density development on this site would not be appropriate.
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· Kate Wilson queried the KEVICC commitment to achieving affordable housing requirements, but Dave Mitchell responded that the community position on this (that this was a requirement) should address this.

· Tony Whitty restated that the site is not a public open space. Its development would be of benefit to the town.

· Steve Forsey described the shopping list of demands on this site as long. He cautioned that reducing the number of homes would challenge the viability of the proposal.

· A vote on increasing the density showed only four in favour of this route.

· In response to a suggestion that 106 money could be pooled to support this proposal, Mary Edwards pointed out that this would not be of benefit to Dartington.

· Jill Tomalin suggested that it might be possible to achieve affordable housing levels if a self build scheme on site 24 (owned by Dartington Hall Trust) was appended to this proposal. Kate Wilson indicated that the same was possible with Sheepfield (owned by DCC). Tony Whitty surmised this may already be under discussion.

· Dave Mitchell queried whether Devon would put any money in to the development. Nick Richards quoted a total budget of £19m, with £10m to redevelop the Elmhirst site and the remaining £9m for the remaining site. Jill Tomalin confirmed Steve Jones’stated position that enough capital had to be raised to make it irresistible for DCC to contribute the balance of funds to enable it to happen. 

2.10 Finally three basic options were voted on for the KEVICC lower field site:

a) to have two hectares of development, at a density level of 75, producing 150 homes

b) to have two hectares of development at a density level of 60 units, reducing the total number to 120; or

c) increasing the land to 2.5 hectares, to build 150 units at a density level of 60.

Option c) was preferred, with six votes cast versus three votes for option b). In view of the high number of abstentions and the lack of a strong majority, Jill agreed that the recommendation should be clearly indicated to be a majority decision.
N.B. There have been two points of clarification requested following the meeting.

a) in discussing building on the KEVICC lower field, it was implicit that any building should be on the site of existing buildings. This should be made explicit.

b)  Tony Whitty confirmed that he and Cllr Mead had been mandated by the Town Council to vote in favour of 180 homes, and had therefore abstained from voting. Both Councillors remain in favour of development on the KEVICC site.
2.11 The group then reviewed the suggestion that sites 24 and 27 (Sheepfield) might be proposed for a 100% affordable housing self build, possibly co-housing, development to enable the developers to achieve the targets set for affordable housing. This would be in addition to the 150 homes agreed, and potentially in addition to the 400 dwellings identified on the preferred option sites. Both were agreed, with 12 votes in favour of site 24, and 10 in favour of site 27.    

3) Green field employment sites
3.1 Jill outlined the reasons why the Employment group had decided to nominate the full five hectares of land, when the community had strongly advocated densification of existing brown field sites in preference to losing green field sites in the consultation responses. These were the 
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economic need as outlined by Michael Cozens; and the concern that, if 5 hectares were not identified, then somewhere else (such as Bidwell), may be developed. The recommendation also indicated that it is crucial that part of the nominated five hectares should be held back until brown field sites had been fully utilised, to hold true to the desires of the community to ensure existin brownfield sites are fully utilised first. 

3.2 Mary Edwards expressed concern that a survey by DADD in 2003 led to rejection of any development on site 19, Opposite Webbers Yard, by Dartington residents. She indicated that the proposal came from Schumacher College, part of the Dartington Hall Trust.

Jill Tomalin confirmed that the proposal to swap sites 19 and 20, as a way of avoiding Bidwell, had come from several groups around the town. Totnes Town Council had always taken the line that they would follow the lead of Dartington Parish Council. In writing the joint proposal, it had therefore been agreed to downplay this option, to support the hierarchy of alternatives put forward by Dartington Parish Council.  

3.3 Mary Edwards brought up the DADD proposal that a site at Gerston Cross should be considered. She acknowledged that DCC had indicated that the road system would need to be upgraded. Jill confirmed that this was why this site had been rejected.

3.4 A proposal to support the inclusion of 2 hectares at Riverside and 1 hectare at Beacon Farm with immediate availability was approved (with votes in favour of the two sites at 14 and 11 respectively)

3.5 Site 27, Sheepfield, was then considered. Jill indicated that it had been nominated for three potential uses – for employment, for housing and for allotments. Carol Wellwood confirmed that the Allotment Association recognised that, were they to secure the site, it was likely to be on a temporary basis for perhaps 5 – 10 years.

Points raised were:

· Could this be a suitable car free site, given concerns about access (Robert Vint)?

· Would it be suitable for live/work spaces (Pat Sykes)

· While quite steep (Susan Hannis) Jim Carfrae said that this should not rule it out for self build.

· Ian Blackwell queried DCC’s position re the school. It was agreed that the site’s size probably mitigated against this being considered suitable for a new school. 

· Tony Mead confirmed that, with two primary schools already full, and the level of growth expected, there would be a need for expansion, either through a site for 210 children or, more probably, 420. He challenged the information given previously by DCC that the Grove School governors had made a submission asking for the Grove to remain on the existing site. 

Ultimately, the group rejected this as a preferred option employment site by 8 votes to 3. However, a subsequent proposal to flag this site as a potential mixed use or housing site, was supported by 11 votes, with two against, and three abstentions (see also point 2.11)
4) Brownfield Employment sites

It was agreed that Dairy Crest should be designated as a mixed use site, subject to a proviso that any housing development should be clearly subordinate to a high level of employment to take 
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advantage of the excellent transport links (12 votes in favour, four abstentions). Kate Wilson queried the impact that the flood zoning may have on the site layout, but was reassured that the safeguarding wording which is proposed would ensure that housing is only possible if improvements to employment activity also occur. 

Ian Blackwell stressed the importance of densifying existing brown field sites first, and Jill undertook to ensure the importance the community places on this priority should be made clear in the report. Ian also questioned whether, as a member of the Atmos Project Steering Group, Jill should not vote on this issue. Jill offered to withhold her vote, but expressed the view that the resolution (which she had supported) was one with a clear mandate from the community, and directed at all potential developers, which neither advantaged nor disadvantaged the Atmos Project. The meeting agreed this position. 

5) Other Outstanding Issues

a) Market Square

Tony Whitty confirmed that a working group had already been set up to initiative a development proposal for the Market Square. This group includes representatives of the Market Traders, and 

is currently awaiting the results of surveys. There is a commitment to full consultation and community involvement.

Jill sought confirmation that the community would wish the DPD to redesignate this site as suitable for mixed us, but that it would no longer make reference to dwellings. Provisos safeguarding the footprint of the market, and the livelihoods of the Market Traders would be developed at a future meeting with the traders. 

Note: there was pressure to conclude the meeting from this point. Therefore where clear majorities existed, the actual numbers of votes were not counted or recorded.

The Focus Group accepted the recommendation that proposals for the Civic Hall/Market Square development are progressed via the Town Council working group established for this purpose, with specialist input from SHDC officers. Appropriate safeguards should be included in the DPD to protect the market and its traders. They also approved a proposal that called for SHDC to ensure that any development of the Market Square area is linked to plans for the Southern Area development.

b) New School site

Given the uncertainty about the DCC plans for a new school and the lack of mandate to discuss a potential site, it was agreed that our concern over this issue should be made clear.(approved, with one abstention)

c) Youth provision

Similarly there is disquiet that the DPD may not include suitable provision for a much needed Youth space to replace the Pulse Centre, if it is ultimately decided that the Grove School should continue to operate from its existing site. It was agreed that attention should also be drawn to this issue (approved, with two abstentions)

d) Windfall sites

Graham confirmed that it is not possible to put a limit on the total number of homes that might be built on windfall sites in the plan period.
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e) 106 Money

The Focus Group was asked if it wished to identify priorities for 106 money. Graham Swiss reminded the group that SHDC’s main priority for 106 money is affordable housing. In view of the late hour, it was agreed that all participants should email Jill with any priorities they wished 

to add to the following list: 

· To support redevelopment of the Market Square

· To support open space provision

· To prioritise allotments

· To encourage redevelopment of brown field employment sites

Jill will then email this to all participants for them to identify their three priorities, and collate the responses.

N.B.Following the meeting, a number of participants signalled that they felt demands on 106 money were already high, with affordable housing and infrastructure needs taking a high priority. No new priorities were identified. It was therefore decided not to establish any additional priorities, but merely to request that the proposals listed above be taken into account where appropriate. 

f) Other Safeguards

There have been a number of occasions when safeguards have been requested. These relate mainly to protection of employment land, marine activity and leisure sites, and the impact of the bridge and the potential market square redevelopment. It was agreed that Jill will undertake to identify these requirements and liaise with Denise Vigars to ensure that appropriate provisos are recommended for inclusion in the DPD. Ernest Fleck requested that the interests of the Dartmouth Pleasure Craft Company be protected in this way.

6) Core strategy, STA position and Setting of Targets.

The Focus Group agreed to await confirmation from SHDC on how they intend to involve representatives from the Focus Group in ensuring that the community priorities identified in the DPD consultation, are fed into the Core Strategy document, and all other relevant policy documents which support the DPD. This will be pursued via the STA group, comprising Kate Wilson (FoE), Dave Mitchell (TotSoc), Adrian Porter (TTT) Jill Tomalin (Strategy Group) and Tony Whitty (Town Council). It was agreed that Brian Evans would be approached to have a representative from Dartington on this group.

Additionally, it was agreed that the STA working group should continue to work with officers to complete the discussions on the STA assessments, and to develop targets within the DPD document. The following specific recommendations were approved:

· There should be more explicit text within DPD about transport issues/concerns (to avoid readers seeing a great vacuum) and climate change i.e. an explicit restatement of approaches and policies for the lay reader;

· Similarly, Open Space (another cross cutting element which would benefit from being brought together in the text);

· STA assessments – indications on size of site, potential for housing (high, medium, low density, potential number of dwellings etc) have been requested. Those criteria which do not differentiate between sites in Totnes should be omitted from the matrix, for clarity.
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7) Timetable

Graham confirmed that the SHDC timetable is currently under review. He agreed to advise participants if a decision is taken to change the dates. He also agreed that, as soon as the revised DPD is made public, he will advise all participants to ensure that they are aware of its contents.

Tony Whitty confirmed that the Town Council were planning a public meeting on 7th or 8th May. Pat Sykes suggested that there is a large TTT meeting on 7th May, so the 8th May would be a better alternative. It was agreed that the outcomes of our deliberations would be kept on a 

confidential basis until the public meeting, when the Town Council, possibly in conjunction with SHDC, will brief the local press. This meeting has since been confirmed on ?? May, at ?? at the Civic Hall/Guildhall.
Jill confirmed that she will be writing up a report, to support this, which can be put on suitable websites, and be made available to developers/landowners etc.

The meeting concluded with thanks to all present, including the officers who had given substantial time and support to our deliberations. 

END
