
 

 
 

RESPONDING TO THE PLYMOUTH AND SOUTH WEST DEVON JOINT 
LOCAL PLAN 2014-34 

 
PURPOSE 
 
This document is Modbury Neighbourhood Plan Group’s (the Group) formal response to the Plymouth 
and South West Devon Joint Local Plan 2014-34 (the Plan). 
 
SUMMARY 

 
Whilst the Group fully supports the Plan’s strategic objectives to provide for a degree of sustainable 
growth to contribute to national development targets and also supports the Plan’s policy framework, it 
opposes the level of growth projected for the South Hams as a whole and for Modbury in particular. It 
also opposes the Plan’s choices of development sites to provide the new housing in Modbury, not least 
because they run counter to the emerging Modbury Neighbourhood Plan which is expected to be 
finalised in the late spring and adopted in the autumn of this year.  
 
GROWTH TARGETS FOR THE SOUTH HAMS AND MODBURY 
 
The Group is fortunate to have a wide range of relevant expertise amongst its membership. It includes 
development, affordable housing, architectural, landscape architecture and population projection 
expertise. Indeed one of its members previously worked for Somerset County Council on its population 
and housing projections. The Group has therefore undertaken some detailed research on the 
methodology for determining the 20 year requirement for new housing in the Plan. The results of this 
research are attached at Appendix A and show that the housing targets for the South Hams have been 
artificially inflated by some 2,000 homes above the need for local population growth – 800 as a ‘market 
uplift’, 300 for second homes and 900 to address an undersupply of housing in West Devon.   
 
The Group considers that the target of 80 additional homes for Modbury – on top of the 93 
already under construction - should be reduced to 40 for the following reasons: 
 

 The overall housing targets for the South Hams are based on unsound evidence as explained 
in Appendix A; 

 Modbury should not be required to absorb more housing because West Devon has not 
earmarked enough housing for its own natural growth and because of arbitary allowances for 
market uplifts and second homes; 

 The transport infrastructure supporting the town is inadequate to take higher levels of 
growth; 

 The local economy is unlikely to provide sufficient jobs to support higher numbers leading to 
increased commuting and congestion, and; 

 The rate of growth being imposed on the town is greater than any time in its existence and 
threatens to damage its historic core and overwhelm the community and existing services. 

 
DEVELOPMENT SITES IN MODBURY 
 

The 93 homes currently being built at Palm Cross Green represent a major westward extension of the 
settlement boundary and both the community and the Modbury Parish Council (MPC) have voiced their 
concerns about any further westward expansion. A public meeting organised by MPC on 26 July 2016 in 
response to the Plan’s initial consultation was attended by over 120 people. Only 2 were in favour of 
extending, all the rest were for development to be spread around the town in small sites which could be 
phased to ease the assimilation of new population growth into the community. This formed the basis of 
the Group’s and MPC’s formal responses to the consultation. 
 



During the autumn the Group evaluated the various alternative potential sites and submitted a 
recommendation for additional housing to be delivered through 4 of 5 shortlisted sites spread around the 
town. This was accepted by MPC and a written submission was hand-delivered to South Hams District 
Council (SHDC) in December 2016. 
 
In meetings with the strategic planners during January it became evident that SHDC was developing its 
proposals for Modbury without reference to the the Group’s and MPC’s submission. Indeed, the planners 
professed not to have been aware of its existence. Further representations were made and the results of 
the Neighbourhood Plan questionnaire survey which showed that 82% of respondents were in favour of 
spreading new development around the town on smaller sites were also shared with the planners.  They  
nevertheless decided that all the new housing should be delivered on three sites adjacent to the Palm 
Cross Green site – in other words little different from last summer’s proposals which had received 
overwhelming rejection from the community. 
 
The Plan was then approved on this basis and further consultation commenced on 15 March 2017 with a 
Modbury drop-in session conducted at the Memorial Hall on 23 March when further disquiet about the 
proposed sites was voiced. Another public meeting was held by MPC on 7 April 2017 attended by over 
85 residents and overwhelming support was given to this Group’s view that new development should be 
spread around the town and not concentrated on the western outskirts. 
 
The Group therefore considers that the choice of the sites for development – all on the western 
fringe of the town – are the wrong ones for the following reasons, each of which is linked back to 
the Plan’s own strategic objectives and planning policies as listed in Appendix B: 

 

 It will further exacerbate the creation of a separate community outside the natural boundary 
of Modbury – a community which will look outwards rather than into the town (DEV20); 

 It will have a major impact on the surrounding countryside because the sites occupy elevated 
and visually exposed agricultural land (SO6.8, SO10.2, TTV2, TTV31); 

 There will be reduced diversity of the natural and built environment with new housing all 
being built in one area (DEV24); 

 Delivery in adjacent sites will make it less likely that development can be phased (TTV31); 

 It will be more difficult for residents’ needs to be met by walking to shops and facilities – so 
reduced sustainability and increasing congestion (SO6.6, SO10.3, SO11.6, DEV1, DEV20, 
DEV31); 

 There will be a tendency for new residents to shop outside Modbury given the difficulty of 
parking and walking/carrying (TTV2); 

 It will affect the centre of gravity of the town, taking it away from the historic heart and 
departing from the balanced growth which characterised the last 500 years of Modbury’s 
development (SO10.6, SO11.4, DEV20), and; 

 It fails to comply with Modbury’s own emerging Neighbourhood Plan which is due to be 
submitted for adoption later in the year (SO6.2, DEV31). 

 
The Group has undertaken a detailed review of alternative sites and is proposing two sites on the 
eastern side of the town which have willing vendors and a developer – east of Aylston Park and east of 
Silverwell Park (sites B and C on the plan attached at Appendix C). 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The Group therefore urges the Inspector to amend the Plan to reduce the housing target for 
Modbury to an additional 40 and approve the two sites on the eastern side of the town – east of 
Ayleston Park and east of Silverwell Park – for this development in accordance with the Group’s 
emerging Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Approved by Modbury Neighbourhood Plan Group 
Ann Turner, Chairman 
April 2017 
V3 17.04.17 



APPENDIX A – JOINT LOCAL PLAN HOUSING TARGETS 
 
OVERALL JUDGEMENT  
 
The Joint Local Plan (the Plan) is unsound because the calculations upon which the allocations are 
made have assumptions that are unrealistic and unreasonable and the arguments used to justify them 
are at odds with other statements in the background papers. 
 
The allocation of growth to settlements is inconsistent with a “Plymouth Growth” strategy and contrary to 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) desire to reduce commuting. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
From an forecast increase of 2,700 households in the South Hams the Plan suggests a dwelling demand 
of 4,500 in the South Hams part of the Thriving Towns and Villages (TTV) Policy Area and 300 in the 
Dartmoor National Park.  This increase includes 900 dwellings from West Devon, 800 from a “market 
uplift” (an attempt to reduce prices by oversupplying the market) and 300 from extra second homes.   
 
The Plan calculates that there are 5,532 dwelling plots available in the South Hams part of the TTV 
Policy Area.  This is more than double the household increase. 
 
The dwelling demand figures should be reduced and some allocations should be removed from 
the Plan, particularly in towns and villages which have growth rates higher than Plymouth, the 
strategic growth centre.  If this were done in Modbury 40 units could be removed from the Plan 
proposals. 

 
A. HOUSING NEED FORECASTS 
 
Base forecasts 
 
These start quite correctly from 2014 based household projections using 2015 mid-year estimates, all 
done by Devon County Council (DCC) using approved methodology for the population and household 
forecasts.  A 10 year migration trend has been preferred rather than the 5 year trend used by the Office 
of National Statistics (ONS) population and Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) 
household forecasts.  This produces a higher number of households but has a better time span including 
pre-recession data. 
 
The total increase in households between 2014 and 2034 in the three local authorities is forecast to be 
22,700 of which 2,700 are in the South Hams (source: Table 4 para 3.7.2 DCC report – Plymouth 
population projections). 
 
Dwelling forecasts 

 
Household forecasts are then turned into dwelling forecasts by allowing that at any time a certain 
number of dwellings will be vacant.  Normally this is about 3%.  However DCC have used 2011 Census 
data which includes second homes as vacant.  For the South Hams the vacancy rate is 14.8%.  Applying 
these vacancy rates gives a dwelling requirement of  3,100 for the South Hams, 4,300 for West Devon, 
16,600 for Plymouth and 24,000 for the Housing Market Area (HMA) (source Table 5 para 3.7.6 DCC 
report). 
 
Use of second homes in calculation of vacancy rate 

 
Including second homes in this calculation is unreasonable.  In the South Hams the highest proportion of 
second homes are in the coastal communities like Salcombe, Dartmouth, Thurlestone, Bigbury-on-Sea 
and Newton and Noss.  Inland, in the towns of Ivybridge and Totnes, the figures are much less.  As it is 
these areas in which most of the new allocations are made it is unreasonable to assume that more than 



10% will be second homes.  If one uses the 3.3% figure that is the Plymouth vacancy rate the 
dwelling requirement for the South Hams would be 2,800, ie 300 units less. 

 
Housing Market uplift 

 
To calculate the “Overall Assessed Need” (OAN)  the Local Plan Experts Group (LPEG), a task group 
set up by Government to recommend improvements to the planning system, have suggested that where 
there is a large ratio between house prices (or rentals) and local earnings then a “market uplift” should 
be applied so that more houses are built to try and make them more affordable (this  recommendation 
has been submitted to Government but so far no action has been taken).   In the case of the South 
Hams the maximum uplift has been applied, of 25% (West Devon 20%, Plymouth 10% despite the 
price of houses there being less than the national average).  This gives a requirement of 3,924 for the 
South Hams, 5,162 for West Devon, 18,217 for Plymouth and 27,303 for the HMA (source Table 7 para 

4.1 Housing Topic Paper Feb 2017). 

 
These recommendations of LPEG have not yet been taken up by DCLG.  Indeed, as all bar one Local 
Authority Area in England would now be deemed liable for an “uplift” it is difficult to see where the people 
are coming from to live in the extra houses.  The growth of households in the UK as a whole is reliably 
well forecast and DCLG small area forecasts are linked to the national forecast.   
 
In the Plan area as a whole there hasn't been a problem with land supply.  Sherford has been approved 
for some years and is only being developed slowly and there are other allocations that have been on the 
books for some time without starting.  In Modbury the development now being built was initially allocated 
in 2010. 

 
Finally, there is no evidence in the Plan as to where the additional households are going to find 
employment.  The forecasts of employment growth made in the Peter Brett report (SHMA Part 1. section 
4) indicate that job growth is only just adequate for the DCC population forecast.  A greater population 
increase generated by 3,300 extra houses in the Plan area (800 in the South Hams)  will require more 
jobs or if they are not forthcoming there will be a significant increase in unemployment (as implied in 
para 5.40 Housing topic paper Feb 2017). 

 
The Dartmoor component 

 
A total of 600 dwellings (300 in South Hams and 300 in West Devon) has to be removed from the HMA 
figures as part of the area is in the Dartmoor National Park which is a separate planning authority.  This 
is reasonable. 

 
Summary of dwellings needed in the Plan 

 
The Plan provides for an increase of 26,700 dwellings throughout the HMA (3,624 in the South Hams, 
4,862 in West Devon, 18,217 in Plymouth).   

 
This is to provide for a forecast increase in households of 22,700 across the HMA. 
 
If Plymouth's vacancy rate and no housing market uplift were applied the dwelling requirement would be 
22,900, some 3,800 (14%) less than in the Plan. 
 
B. The housing supply forecasts 

 
As the policy figures are for 2014 to 2034 some houses have already been built and there are 
permissions already given.  There are also substantial allocations proposed in the Plan from last year's 
consultation.  In addition there is an allowance of 720 dwellings for development in the sustainable 
villages (interestingly if one tots up the villages that have 30 proposed, 20 proposed and 10 proposed 
one gets to 990, not 720).  Finally there is an allowance for windfalls – developments on very small sites 
and conversions.  In total it is estimated that there is a supply of 29,808 units in the Plan area, of 
which 9,019 are in the TTV policy area and 20,789 in the Plymouth policy area (includes Sherford 



and the Plymouth fringe).   The 9,019 is made up of 5,532 in the South Hams and 3,487 in West 
Devon (tables 8 and 9 page 35 Housing Topic paper). 
 
Overall this is sufficient to provide for the 26,700 dwelling requirement which has been calculated on a 
local authority and not policy area basis.  However it is not well balanced within parts of the Plan area. 
 
C. Balancing Demand and Supply 

 
South Hams and West Devon have a dwelling requirement of  8,486 compared with a supply of 9,019 in 
the TTV policy area (ie, not including Plymouth fringe and Sherford), a surplus of only 533 dwellings.   
Plymouth has a requirement of 18,217 against 20,789 supply, a surplus of 2,572 in the Plymouth policy 
area. 
 
Within the TTV policy area there is a problem in that West Devon has a requirement for 4,862 dwellings 
and only a supply of 3,487, a deficit of 1,375. In the South Hams there is a requirement for 3,624 and a 
supply of 5,532, a surplus of 1,908.  This situation has arisen because the forecasts made last year 
and upon which the Plan proposed allocations were made had a higher growth in the South 
Hams and less in West Devon. 
 
The solution adopted in the Plan is to transfer 1,700 of the West Devon requirement, 800 into 
Plymouth and 900 into the South Hams (para 5.53 Housing Topic paper March 2017).  This is 
despite the argument put earlier in para 5.48 of the Housing Topic Paper that it is unreasonable 
to expect significant commuting between West Devon and the South Hams. 
 

In the Housing Topic paper para 5.60 there is a reference to three options for the distribution of housing 
development around the JLP area.  Only two have been presented. The third option could have been 
“distribute the 1,700 excess from West Devon into the Plymouth Policy Area”.  The arguments 
would have been similar to those used for option 2, particularly as Plymouth is the strategic 
growth area.   It is only the over supply caused by the excess allocations in the Plan in the South 
Hams that make the transfer of 900 into the South Hams a convenient solution. 

 
A further 900 houses in the South Hams part of the TTV policy area will add more workers seeking 
employment as they are unlikely to commute back to West Devon and are therefore likely to commute 
into Plymouth, contrary to the aims of the NPPF which supports sustainable development and a 
reduction in the need to travel. 
 
D. JLP distribution of housing numbers 

 
Following from this balancing act the Plan proposes that 4,500 dwellings are constructed in the 
South Hams part of the TTV policy area, 3,200 in the West Devon part and 19,000 in the Plymouth 

policy area, made up of 13,200 in Plymouth and 5,800 in the South Hams Plymouth fringe area (mainly 
Sherford). Thus in total 10,300 dwellings are proposed within the South Hams District part of the Plan. 

 
There is still a supply of 5,532 plots and, should all be taken up, the growth in the South Hams part of the 
TTV Policy Area will be even greater, all to satisfy a basic forecast of 2,700 extra households. 

 
E. Suggested solution. 

 
The housing demand forecasts should be reduced by only applying the basic vacancy rate (not including 
second homes).  This would give a figure of 22,900 for the Plan area, of which 2,800 would be in the 
South Hams part of the TTV area. 
 
Allocations should be removed from those towns and villages which have a larger than Plymouth 
increase in their housing stock.  Based on 2011 census dwellings data the Plymouth policy area will 
have a 16.8% increase compared with a 15.1%  increase in the Plan area overall.  Ivybridge has a 
22.2% increase, Tavistock 19.8%, Okehampton 23.3%, Dartington 35.2%, Modbury 21.3%, Hatherleigh 
19.4%, Lifton 18.2%.  It is surely contrary to the  Plan’s strategic objectives to have increases in the 



more rural areas greater than in the strategic growth centre. Some of the communities with high 
increases are already dormitories for Plymouth.  Should not the priority be on getting Sherford developed 
rather than continuing to expand the more outlying towns and villages? 
 
If Modbury was to have a 16.8% increase on its 2011 dwelling stock (812) that would mean an 
extra 136 dwellings instead of the 173 proposed, a reduction of 37. Thus halving the 80 new 
allocations is a reasonable suggestion. 

 
If there continues to be a problem with lack of supply in West Devon then all its excess demand should 
be transferred into the Plymouth policy area, not into the South Hams. 
 
 
 
Mark Lawrence, Bsc (Hons) Mathematical Statistics 
Head of Research and Information Section, Planning Department (1972 - 1988) 
Somerset County Council 
Head of the Policy Unit, Chief Executive’s Department (1988 – 1996) 
Somerset County Council 

 
14 April 2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



APPENDIX B – JOINT LOCAL PLAN STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES AND PLANNING POLICIES WHICH 
CONFLICT WITH CURRENT SITE ALLOCATIONS 
 
Strategic Objective SO6 – prosperity and sustainability: 

 Objective 6.2: Enabling bottom-up planning processes in local communities by 
supporting…neighbourhood plans 

 Objective 6.6: Helping to reduce the need to travel and provide more sustainable…options 

 Objective 6.8: Preserving and enhancing the beauty of the…countryside, protecting (it) from 
inappropriate development and maximising our environmental assets 

 
Strategic Objective SO10 – maintaining a beautiful and thriving countryside 

 Objective 10.2: Protecting and managing the landscape 

 Objective 10.3: Contributing to carbon reduction measures by reducing the need to travel 

 Objective 10.6: Strengthening the links between rural settlements and the surrounding landscapes 
 
Strategic Objective SO11 – high quality development 

 Objective 11.4: Provides high quality places which create a positive legacy for future generations and 
properly responds to the historic environment…to deliver high quality development and sustainable 
communities 

 Objective 11.6: Responds positively to the challenges of climate change, reducing carbon emissions 
and creating more resilient communities 

 
Thriving Towns and Villages Policies (TTV) 

 Location of new housing will be where it enhances or maintains the vitality of rural communities 
(TTV2) 

 Development will respect the character of the countryside (TTV2) 

 Development adjoining or very near to an existing settlement will be supported where it meets the 
essential, small scale local development needs of the community and provides a sustainable solution 
(TTV31) 

 Avoid the best and most versatile agricultural land (TTV31) 
 
General Development Policies (DEV) 

 Development (should) support good residential amenity, accessibility and…their wider health impacts 
(DEV1) 

 Housing developments should be designed to be integrated with the adjacent developments and not 
appear to be an unrelated addition to the rest of the town… with good pedestrian, cycling and public 
transport connectivity to existing developed areas…and local services (DEV10) 

 Ensuring housing is built…in locations that relate well to existing communities (DEV10) 

 Provide improved walking, cycling and public transport links in and around the town centre (DEV17) 

 Have proper regard to the pattern of local developments and the wider development context and 
surroundings in terms of…siting, layout…visual impact, views, scale, massing…historic value and 
character… (DEV20) 

 (Good development) is also about the spaces within which the development sits, the quality of the 
relationships between the development and surrounding areas… (DEV20) 

 Be located and designed to respect scenic quality and maintain an area’s distinctive sense of place 
and reinforce local distinctiveness (DEV24) 

 Ensure that…the development meets the need for walking, cycling and public transport 
connectivity…alongside place-shaping objectives (DEV31) 

 Locate new homes in locations that can enable more walking, cycling and public transport access to 
local services and amenities (DEV31) 

 Low carbon solutions are required to address climate change concerns (DEV31) 

 The more strategic approach to neighbourhood plans advocated elsewhere in the plan is one of the 
tools we can use to achieve greater personal and community engagement (DEV31) 

 
 
 



APPENDIX C – PLAN OF ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT SITES 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


