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Position Statement having regard to the matters identified by the Lead Inspector in the Schedule of Matters for Hearings – 4th March 2010 

The overall provision of housing in relation to the adopted Core Strategy, Regional Spatial Strategy and national guidance in PPS3.
The original representation (OR) 1410/GEN/925/1 put through Mid Devon District Council (MDDC) upon general matters affecting the whole plan and particularly in respect of Tiverton is that the evidence base to that plan does not support the application of a greater than targeted provision for a large number of dwellings.  

This raises issues of overprovision to a degree in Tiverton (+100%) which although allowing for flexibility
 has knock-on effects for infrastructure provision (Matter 4) and an ordered release of land and deliverability as well as leading to a loss of credibility with all who would seek to rely on the plan provision for long term planning.  The projected demographic structure indicates a greatly increasing aged population.   Much greater emphasis should be put into the DPD on old age provision in housing - for Mid Devon area (and Tiverton in particular) - and on old age infrastructure support systems than for an employment base which is vastly over estimated (and in terms of land use space allocation) against the demography of the economically active age groups and their likely work styles (such as home working or commuting to higher order employment centres).   As stated in the OR 1410/GEN/925/1, the Secretary of State, Hazel Blears, has significantly amended the draft Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) Policy on Market & Coastal Towns in July 2008.  The words ‘secure targeted development which can address regeneration needs’ have been deleted from this policy.  The policy of retaining the “primary focus for development in the South West will be the Strategically Significant Cities and Towns (SSCTs)”, still stands for Torbay, Plymouth, Newton Abbot and Exeter.  There is no longer a similar focus on Market and Coastal Towns.  The words in draft RSS paragraph 3.4.2 ” should focus in future”, are deleted.  The Core Strategy was finalised (July 2007) and the AIDPD was begun well before the emerging RSS had reached its advanced form of July 2008.  The MDDC Local Development Framework has focussed or concentrated the targeted growth on the four principal market towns within Mid Devon district with the greatest emphasis on Tiverton.  This focus or concentration complied with the unaltered draft Development Policy B.  

The Core Strategy drawing on the emerging unaltered draft RSS re-stated the RSS draft policy as 

· Concentrate development at 11 “Principal Urban Areas” (including Exeter and Taunton) and other designated centres for growth.

· Small towns and villages to provide for local needs. 

It can be seen that concentrating development on the market towns in Mid Devon was a chosen option for MDDC but not now reflected in the Draft RSS.  The Focus, or Concentration, of development only remains for ‘Strategically Significant Cities and Towns’ and none is identified in Mid Devon. 

The MDDC is unable to challenge the draft RSS Policy HMA4.  The Tiverton Civic Society (TCS) is not so fettered.  It feels a duty to bring to the Inspectors’ notice where the draft RSS out-dated data and drawn down into the MDDC  LDF may be challenged and why the exceptional targets do not deal with the draft RSS demands for self-sufficiency but are to satisfy a wider imposed requirement unrelated to the needs of local communities in Mid Devon and Tiverton in particular.  The TCS has done this, drawing on the data available in the DPD data base, under the ORs registered by the District Council under 1410/119/926/1 and 1410/TIV6/927/1.   As explained above the MDDC have chosen to add and concentrate significant extra numbers of dwellings to the draft RSS target.  Land use planning has to accommodate uncertainties but the TCS are most concerned at the uncertainties derived from the DPD evidence base and the effects this will have on other Matters being addressed by the Inspectors such as employment needs, and deliverability examined further under the relevant Matter 1 sub headings and infrastructure provision under Matter 4.  The TCS are not invited to be a participant to Matter 4.  There are two sets of data from DCC currently available for Mid Devon and are given in full as an attached Appendix.  Their analyses, in terms of old age needs for housing but not for employment space becoming dominant, are already in the submitted TCS ORs.

The population data coming from Devon County Council and the data derived from the Office of National Statistics vary significantly in their respective projections.  It is not stated in the OR 1410/119/926/1 and 1410/TIV6/927/1 what causes this variance.   The TCS now understand that the County Council’s demographer statistician, in the Council’s Strategic Intelligence Unit, adopts a moving 20 year back base data to project forward 20 years whereas the ONS uses a moving 5 year back base data to project forward 20 years.   The ONS is projecting forward 20 years using base data from an unparalled high 5 years in terms of the region’s and local economic activity (2001 – 2006).    The Inspectors are invited to draw their own conclusions, if they wish to do so, as to how credible the ONS projected population statistics are, when they understand the basis for the modelled projection are already now greatly uncharacteristic of what has happened since 2007.   The Mid Devon (base data 2006) and Tiverton Town population DCC projections dated 2007 are derived from a much longer time series (1986 – 2006) that evens out short-term anomalies such as an unprecedented house boom period in the period 2001 – 2006. 

The OR 1410/119/926/1 and 1410/TIV6/927/1 then uses the data to explain how there is as much as +100% overprovision for housing and is not repeated here.

Although it has been a worthy effort by MDDC to keep the Development Plan Programme going speedily, the problems ensuing from late changes in Regional Policy are now with us.  One may not ‘cherry pick’ among the RSS policies rejecting Policy B (altered) and adhering to HMA4 for a housing target.   The RSS has to be treated as sound as a whole.  The TCS argue the DPD is unsound on this issue and for all other reasons put forward in the totality of its representations.   

Moving on to PPS3, the issues arising in the AIDPD, which are in conflict with PPS3 and particularly assessed by the TCS, are the “Evidence-Based Policy Approach – Local Development Documents and Regional Spatial Strategies policies should be informed by a robust, shared evidence base, in particular, of housing need and demand, through a Strategic Housing Market Assessment and land availability, through a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment. “  

Also Paragraph 21 of PPS3 “Local Planning Authorities should plan for a mix of housing on the basis of the different types of households that are likely to require housing over the plan period. This will include having particular regard to:

– Current and future demographic trends and profiles.

– The accommodation requirements of specific groups, in particular, families with children, older and disabled people.”

The OR 1410/119/926/1 & 1410/TIV6/927/1 deal with these matters at length drawing upon the shared evidence base of the LDF and the SHLAA.   Attention is also drawn in the ORs to the demographic projections showing an increasing incident of the elderly and decrease in the economically active age groups between 20 – 64.  This is not repeated.

The approach to flexibility of housing supply including contingency sites.

The supporting text to draft RSS Policy B has also been altered materially and now  paragraph 3.4.2 (referred briefly in the previous issue and ORs) is given here in part for further assessment to clarify the OR and better inform the issue being addressed:

3.4    Development at Market and Coastal Towns
for 3.4.2 
3.4.2 The RSS intends that these towns are places should be focal points for where locally significant scales of development should focus in future, with including provision for the bulk of district housing provision outside the SSCTs made in them.  Local Authorities should base their allocation of proposals for development in relation to at these towns on a clear, evidence-based view understanding of the their changing roles and functions, particularly  of all settlements in their area for work and service delivery.  This requires a sound understanding of how they function and the hierarchy of relationships between small villages, between villages and ‘market towns’, and between these communities and the SSCTs.  In some districts there may be few or no towns which meet all the criteria of Development Policy B, and in these cases districts should take account of the functional role of settlements beyond their boundaries as well as identifying those settlements with the potential to play a more strategic role locally and allocate development accordingly.  Local Accessibility Assessments should be used to help identify those settlements.  Development in towns identified under Development Policy B should be specifically geared to meeting local objectives – in terms of including tackling pockets of deprivation, meeting needs for affordable housing, addressing the impacts of larger shopping centres on local town centres and delivering elements of local economic strategies, for instance, to respond to declining traditional industries.  Development at those places which reinforces dormitory relationships with SSCTs should be discouraged.
These material alterations indicate there is more flexibility in promoting a spread of new housing within Mid Devon district to meet the overall RSS housing targets although the ‘bulk’ of district housing is intended to be in Mid Devon’s market towns rather than previously to secure targeted provision, and in the AIDPD, to concentrate on ‘Market and Coastal Towns’.   Clearly the Inspectors can decide what is meant by ‘The RSS intends’ and ‘bulk’.  On the meaning of ‘bulk’ the TCS would use the common understanding of the ‘main part’, which is the greater than half.   Spreading the dwellings target for Mid Devon about more settlements in Mid Devon would ease the greatest pressure being imposed on Tiverton (55% of total draft RSS target housing allocation) and Cullompton (32%).   Two towns take up 88% of the dwellings allocation and with Mid Devon’s third market town , Crediton (8%), taking the market town allocation over 95% of the RSS dwelling allocation – see paragraph 2.9, AIDPD.     This shows an adherence by MDDC to the unaltered and now outdated RSS draft policy whereby far more than the bulk of district housing is concentrated on three market towns.  The key word here is ‘concentrated’.  Also at the end of paragraph 3.4.1, jobs and services in Market Towns are both for their own populations and their surrounding settlements.  This does not mean for induced populations created by over provision of housing and employment space.  It is understood by the TCS from discussion with East Devon District Councillors (EDDC) the ‘spread’ policy is one the EDDC would like to pursue or at least explore.  

The distribution of housing between settlements – choice of sites with ref to SA.
This matter offers the opportunity to look further at whether or not the AIDPD represents the ‘most appropriate strategy when considered against reasonable alternatives’
.  There appears to have been no consideration of other ‘spreads’ in developing the distribution of housing between settlements in Mid Devon.  This further raises the issue of spreading the development demands of the RSS more equitably about the District or even assessing the start formation of a new settlement
, in the latter part of the plan period to 2026 and relating closely to the M5, to ease the sudden thrust of accelerated and over weighted development on a place like Tiverton.  These possible re-distributions have not been options before the public so references to SA are not possible.  It should be noted that Market Town development, which “reinforces dormitory relationships with SSCTs,” and  “should be discouraged” has been deleted from draft RSS paragraph 3.4.2.  The clear inference is: a dormitory function may be encouraged.    This discouragement is a key issue in the Core Strategy affecting all settlements with significant commuting function to Exeter, such as Tiverton and Crediton and Cullompton. 
It seems to the TCS to be too late in the DPD plan making process to reflect a fundamental change in strategic thinking arising from the altered RSS and this creates a fundamental weakness in this DPD.

The overall provision of employment in relation to the Core Strategy and Regional Spatial Strategy.
The OR 1410/GEN/925/1 referred above and the OR related to 1410/119/926/1 and 1410/TIV6/927/1, sought to show that the evidence base on employment for the draft RSS and the Core Strategy and this DPD are all predicated on evidence bases which are no longer sound or credible due to the unforeseen slump in the economy since 2007 and its long term knock-on effects.  If the AIDPD’s statements of employment demand for Tiverton were credible, the likelihood of much employment being satisfied was out of touch with the demography of Tiverton’s projected future population make-up.  Also the latter ORs directed attention to the Core Strategy, repeated in the AIDPD at paragraph 1.23 of an over ambitious  “aim of achieving a 1: 1 relationship between jobs and resident employees”.   This helped to produce the enormous figure of 41% of the future estimated employment use space for Mid Devon to be located at Tiverton.   It is self-evident from these ORs that the estimated requirement for employment land use space is grossly over calculated with consequent blight through unused designated land in a development plan.  The recently published PPS4 states, “If there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated economic use, the allocation should not be retained, and wider economic uses or alternative uses should be considered “
.   Buildings for employment will seldom pre-date housing for new populations as the financial risks for developers are too great unless the employment land can be guaranteed to meet a certain demand.   This case will be more so if the Community Infrastructure Levy or, as indicated in Policy AL/IN/1 - other demands through planning obligation (an increasingly fraught area of development management) is imposed on employment use development.  These ORs show the plan lacks credibility and this undermines the whole future plan process in Mid Devon.   
The distribution of employment between settlements– choice of sites with ref to SA.

It has to be repeated again that within the context of employment distribution, the changes to draft RSS Policy B indicate that a concentration of development at Market and Coastal Towns is no longer a requirement but “The RSS intends that these towns should be focal points for locally significant development including provision for the bulk of district housing provision outside the SSCTs.”   Like the housing spread, the distribution of employment allocation between settlements in the District is skewed too heavily towards the Market towns with Tiverton providing a massive 41% of the District total and only 14% being considered available for all other settlements not identified as Market Towns.   A concentration of ‘locally significant development” in Market Towns is no longer a requirement which arose from the original form of Policy B and before the Secretary of State amended the Policy and supporting text.  As stated above, this raises the issue of spreading the development demands of the RSS more equitably about the District or even of assessing the formation of a new settlement relating more closely to the M5 to ease the sudden thrust of accelerated and over weighted development on a place like Tiverton.  The Structure Plan period ending in 2016 sees a new Settlement at Cranbrook of 3000 + houses.   The possibility of looking at the Sampford Peverell area for the planning of another new settlement to relieve an approximate 30% accelerated growth in Tiverton’s population by 2026 years has not been considered for public consultation.  The matter has been mooted more than once in the past 40 years and presumably has had some sustainability appraisal done.   A spread of more employment space in the many villages about Mid Devon is another option opened up by the Draft RSS alteration.  The TCS would like to see where Broadband is or will be available during the plan period in Mid Devon settlements as this is a key to the 21st  century  cottage industry or small employment use options.  These possible re-distributions between settlements or a new settlement option have not been options before the public and there may be no SAs available.
Deliverability and Monitoring – general.
The issue of deliverability is touched upon in the above parts of the PS.  No comment on Monitoring.

James Wyeth BA(hons) FRICS FRTPI (rtd)

On behalf of the Tiverton Civic Society
Appendix

Population projections    Source: Office for National Statistics (ONS) 

Copyright: Crown copyright
Mid Devon by age

	Age band
	2006 (base)
	2011
	2016
	2021
	2026
	2031

	0-4
	4,000
	4,600
	4,900
	5,200
	5,300
	5,300

	5-9
	4,300
	4,500
	5,200
	5,500
	5,700
	5,800

	10-14
	4,900
	4,700
	4,800
	5,500
	5,800
	6,100

	15-19
	4,600
	4,800
	4,600
	4,800
	5,400
	5,700

	20-24
	3,300
	3,800
	3,900
	3,700
	3,800
	4,300

	25-29
	3,300
	4,100
	4,500
	4,600
	4,400
	4,400

	30-34
	4,100
	4,000
	4,900
	5,400
	5,400
	5,200

	35-39
	5,300
	4,800
	4,800
	5,700
	6,300
	6,200

	40-44
	5,800
	6,000
	5,400
	5,400
	6,400
	7,000

	45-49
	5,300
	6,200
	6,400
	5,800
	5,800
	6,800

	50-54
	5,000
	5,600
	6,500
	6,700
	6,100
	6,100

	55-59
	5,700
	5,200
	5,900
	6,800
	6,900
	6,300

	60-64
	4,900
	5,800
	5,300
	6,000
	6,900
	7,000

	65-69
	3,900
	4,900
	5,800
	5,300
	6,000
	6,900

	70-74
	3,300
	3,800
	4,700
	5,600
	5,100
	5,800

	75-79
	2,800
	3,000
	3,400
	4,300
	5,100
	4,800

	80-84
	2,100
	2,300
	2,500
	2,900
	3,700
	4,400

	85 and over
	1,900
	2,200
	2,600
	3,100
	3,800
	4,800

	Mid Devon
	74,500
	80,200
	86,200
	92,300
	97,900
	102,900


Note: Figures may not add due to rounding

Population Projections   Source: Base - Registrar General
Projections - Devon County Council
Mid Devon by age

	Age
	2006 (base)
	2011
	2016
	2021
	2026
	2031

	0-4
	4,000
	3,900
	3,900
	4,000
	4,100
	4,100

	5-9
	4,300
	4,200
	4,200
	4,200
	4,300
	4,400

	10-14
	4,900
	4,800
	4,700
	4,600
	4,700
	4,800

	15-19
	4,500
	4,700
	4,600
	4,500
	4,400
	4,400

	20-24
	3,400
	3,500
	3,700
	3,500
	3,400
	3,200

	25-29
	3,200
	3,600
	3,700
	3,900
	3,600
	3,500

	30-34
	4,000
	3,600
	4,000
	4,100
	4,300
	4,100

	35-39
	5,300
	4,700
	4,300
	4,700
	4,900
	5,100

	40-44
	5,800
	5,900
	5,300
	5,000
	5,400
	5,600

	45-49
	5,300
	6,100
	6,200
	5,700
	5,300
	5,800

	50-54
	5,100
	5,600
	6,400
	6,600
	6,000
	5,700

	55-59
	5,700
	5,300
	5,900
	6,700
	6,800
	6,300

	60-64
	4,900
	5,700
	5,400
	5,900
	6,800
	6,900

	65-69
	3,900
	4,700
	5,500
	5,200
	5,800
	6,600

	70-74
	3,300
	3,700
	4,500
	5,200
	5,000
	5,500

	75-79
	2,900
	2,900
	3,300
	4,100
	4,800
	4,600

	80-84
	2,100
	2,300
	2,400
	2,800
	3,400
	4,100

	85+
	2,000
	2,300
	2,700
	3,100
	3,700
	4,600

	Mid Devon
	74,500
	77,700
	80,800
	83,900
	86,700
	89,000


Note: Figures may not add due to rounding

� This flexibility does not include the materially large non-allocated sites that, if added, would lead to a further lack of credibility and the document becoming a non-plan. 


� Core Strategy, paragraph 3.2


� PPS12, Paragraph 5.4, 3rd bullet point of boxed text referring to “Soundness”.


� There are two new Settlements being formed in Devon. The nearest is at ‘Cranbrook’ by  Broadclyst, see Proposal ST12 in the Structure Plan.  “In the period 2001 to 2016 the new community in East Devon District should include provision for at least 3,000 dwellings…”


� PPS4 Policy EC 2.1.h
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