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Summary

In response to recent changes the Government has made to the way the planning
system works South Hams District Council (SHDC) needed to consult local residents
regarding planning issues as part of their ‘statement of community involvement'.

SHDC conducted a planning consultation exercise amongst local residents, with the
main focus being on their citizens’ panel ‘Sounding Board’. A booster of face-to-face in-
home interviews amongst ‘hard to reach’ younger residents, aged under 35, was also
conducted. The surveys were also made available in a number of local libraries and
through the Council for all residents to complete.

The survey was designed by South Hams District Council and administered by post to
panel members in November 2004 by ‘Marketing Means’. A total of 655 replies were
received from panel members, resulting in a response rate of 71%. In addition 77 face-
to-face interviews were conducted and 560 additional surveys were completed by the
wider community.

Summary of Results

Core Strategy

e Support for the Council’s preference to develop ‘mixed sites’, whereby both
housing and employment facilities are available on the same site, is fairly high,
with two-thirds (67%) of respondents supporting this idea to some extent.

Affordable Housing

e The majority of respondents support, to some extent, the Council’s proposals for
the provision of affordable housing; ‘at least two-thirds of housing on proposed
developments should be affordable housing’ (76%) and ‘at least half of houses on
other sites, not proposed in the LDF, should be affordable housing’ (77%).

Employment and Skills

e Support was high for all employment related proposals with over 8 in every 10
respondents supporting the proposal for an increased amount of new
employment land to help the local economy (86%) and the idea of small to
medium sized developments on the edges of towns and small sites for workshops
on the edges of villages (88%).

Accessible Services

¢ Respondents are in support of sustainable developments with the large majority
supporting the proposal that new housing and employment development should
be located where it can maximise the use of public transport and minimise private
car use (94%), new developments should include cycle routes and footpaths
where practical (93%), and pedestrians should be given priority in main shopping
streets (90%).

e Car ownership and the issues surrounding this are also important, and less than
half of respondents (45%) supported the notion that new developments should
only include the minimum amount of parking necessary.

Environment
e Respondents felt all aspects of the environment were important when assessing

proposals for new development, with at least 9 in every 10 respondents feeling
each of the environmental issues were very or fairly important.
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Other Key Issues

e Support was incredibly high for preventing the loss of village shops, Post Offices
and pubs where no convenient alternative exists, with almost unanimous support
for this (99%). Support was also high for protecting the vitality and viability of town
centres, with 96% of respondents supporting this proposal to some extent.

Dartmouth

e One in every 6 respondents with an opinion felt the proposed development of 230
new homes for Dartmouth was too many. When offered options for this scale of
development support was higher for the smaller developments, with three-fifths
(62%) of respondents supporting a development at Collingwood Road and 57%
supporting a development at Rock Park.

e Support for proposed employment development was similar across all four of the
proposed locations, with around half of all respondents supporting them to some
extent. The strength of support did differ across locations, with the strongest
levels of support being for employment development at Noss (20% offering strong
support) and West of Townstal (16% offering strong support).

Totnes

e Over 7 in every 10 of those expressing an opinion felt the proposed 320 homes in
Totnes was too many. When offered options for this scale of development support
was highest for a small development at Follaton Farm, with over three-quarters
(78%) of respondents supporting this proposal while around half supported the
other proposed locations.

¢ Respondents were also offered two proposed locations for employment
development, Newton Road and Follaton farm. Support for both employment
locations was high, with three-quarters of respondents (76%) supporting each.
This increased to 83% and 82% amongst those who considered Totnes to be
their main town indicating local residents are keen for increased employment
opportunities.

Woolston Green

e Seven in every 10 of those with an opinion felt the proposed development of 5
new homes in Woolston Green was the right numbed and support was highest for
development at Beara Lane, with two-fifths (42%) of respondents supporting this.

Other villages

e A number of sites for housing and mixed uses had been proposed in the First
Deposit Local Plan and current support was similar for retaining both the housing
development at Diptford (58%) and the employment workshops at Morleigh (56%)
while 52% supported retaining the mixed use development at Strete.

Ivybridge

e The Council proposed no new homes be developed at Ivybridge and 52% of
those with an opinion felt this was the right number of homes which increased to
64% of those considering Ivybridge to be their main town, while 43% felt it was
too few homes.

e There was large support for the redevelopment of the SHDC depot site south of
the A38 for employment purposes, with four-fifths (81%) of respondents
supporting this proposal.
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Modbury

e Six in every 10 respondents expressing an opinion felt the proposal for 40 new
homes at Modbury was the right number. Of the two alternative sites proposed for
this development support was highest for development on land west of Palm
Cross, with 51% of respondents supporting this location, increasing to 86%
among those considering Modbury to be their main town, clearly indicating that
this is the location with the higher level of local support for inclusion in the LDF.

Yealmpton

e Six in every 10 respondents with an opinion felt the 20 new homes proposed for
Yealmpton was the right number and over two-thirds (68%) of respondents
supported the proposed housing development east of Milizac Close, while three-
fifths (61%) supported the proposed employment development adjacent to Kitley
‘Pick Your Own’ site.

Other Villages

¢ A number of sites for housing and employment had been proposed in the First
Deposit Local Plan and around 7 in every 10 respondents supported retaining the
proposed housing development at Lee Mill (72%) and the proposed employment
development at Wrangaton (70%), with a slightly lower proportion supporting
retaining the housing development at Ermington (62%).

Sherford New Community

e Affordable housing was thought to be the most important issue that should be
focused on during the development of Sherford New Community, with 63% of
respondents selecting it as a priority issue and 35% selecting it as their top
priority. This was followed by the development of schools, with 68% of
respondents mentioning this as a priority, healthcare (59%) and public transport
(54%).

Additional dwellings on the edge of Plymouth

e As well as proposing a new community at Sherford, the Devon Structure Plan
also requires the LDF to identify land within the Plymouth PUA for about 450
houses. The majority of respondents felt these houses should be located at
another site, or sites other than at Sherford (65%), with development at Woolwell
receiving the most support (81%), closely followed by Newnham (78%).

Employment land at Langage / Deep Lane

e The Council believes that a Strategic Employment site focused around the A38
Deep Lane junction grouping both the Langage and Sherford employment
proposals together would be more beneficial and should be promoted through the
LDF. Support for the proposed grouping was high, with over three-quarters (77%)
of respondents supporting it to some degree.

Kingsbridge

e Half of respondents with an opinion felt the proposed 150 new homes for
Kingsbridge was the right number, while a third felt it was too many. Three-
quarters of respondents (76%) supported the proposed development at Trebble
Park and around two-thirds supported the development at the other three
proposed locations.

e Support was high for an employment development on the western side of
Stentiford Hill, with 7 in every 10 respondents (70%) supporting the proposal to
some extent. Support was also high for the proposed employment development at
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Torr Quarry, with 9 in every 10 respondents (90%) supporting this and 40%
expressing strong support.

Salcombe

e Half of all respondents expressing an opinion felt the proposed 40 new homes at
Salcombe was the right number, with the remaining respondents being split
between feeling 40 homes was too few or too many. Support for the proposed
housing development at Bonfire Hill was high (76%), as was support for a small
employment development on the northern side of Shadycombe Creek (74%).

Chillington
e Over 6 in every 10 of those giving an opinion felt 25 new homes in Chillington was
the right number and support for a mixed use development offering affordable
housing, workshop units, a village hall and public open space in the town was
high, with 70% of respondents supporting it to some extent.

Other villages

e Asite for housing in Malborough had been proposed in the First Deposit Local
Plan and two-thirds of respondents (67%) supported retaining this proposal as
part of a mixed-use scheme, while a similar proportion (66%) supported an
additional housing site at Loddiswell.
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1.0 Introduction / Background

The Government have introduced major changes to the way the planning system works
and, as a result, the South Hams Local Plan will be replaced by a Local Development
Framework (LDF). A key part of the LDF will be developing policies relating to new
development and, as part of this, the Council must now produce a ‘statement of
community involvement’, demonstrating how it will involve local residents in planning
issues. As part of this, hard to reach groups need to be engaged in the consultation.

In response to this, SHDC conducted a planning consultation exercise amongst local
residents, with the main focus being on their citizens’ panel ‘Sounding Board’. A booster
of face-to-face in-home interviews amongst ‘hard to reach’ younger residents, aged
under 35, was also conducted. The surveys were also made available in a number of
local libraries and through the Council for all residents to complete.

2.0 Method

The survey was designed by South Hams District Council and administered by post to
panel members in November 2004 by ‘Marketing Means’. A reminder was sent two
weeks after the initial mailing to those who had not yet responded. Panel members
returned their completed surveys in a ‘Freepost’ envelope, their responses were then
processed and analysed using ‘SPSS’.

Face-to-face interviews were conducted in-home amongst residents aged 16 - 34 in the
South Hams area. Fieldwork was conducted between 23 October to 6™ November
2004. Interviewing focused on the following wards; Totnes Bridgetown, Dartington,
Dartmouth Townstal, Bickleigh & Shaugh, Ivybridge Woodlands, Ivybridge Central,
Ivybridge Filham, Kingsbridge North, Kingsbridge East, Westville & Alvington, and
Allington & Loddiswell.

Additional surveys were made available to residents through local libraries and the
Council offices throughout the 6 week consultation period which ran from 19" October to
31% November 2004,

The survey was divided into four sections. The first section covered key strategic
planning issues and was answered by everyone. Respondents were then presented with
a map of the South Hams area, split into three areas; Totnes and Dartmouth, Ivybridge
and Modbury, Kingsbridge and Salcombe. Respondents answered the appropriate
section of the survey depending on where they lived. Those living in the Dartmoor
National Park area (21 respondents, 2%), which is not covered for planning matters by
SHDC, only answered the first section of the survey. The questionnaire included maps
showing all the development sites identified so respondents could give an informed
opinion.

A copy of the questionnaire can be found in the appendices. The full data tables can be
found in a separate document.

Please note, some of the charts and figures quoted might not add up to 100% due to
rounding.
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3.0 Response
The panel membership stood at 929 at the start of this survey. There had been 655
replies at the time of writing this report. This gives a panel response rate of 71%.

In addition 77 face-to-face interviews were conducted and 560 additional surveys were
completed by the wider community. Of these additional surveys 316 were complete
surveys, while 244 were one or two page documents that had been put together by a
resident and distributed to residents in the Totnes and Dartmouth area.

This gives an overall total of 1292 completed surveys. Throughout the report the results
are looked at by the different sources, as well as overall.
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4.0 Core Strategy

Respondents indicated their level of support for the Council’s preference to develop
‘mixed sites’, whereby both housing and employment facilities are available on the same
site.

Level of support for mixed use sites

40%

31%

30% ~

20%
20% ~

16%

14%

0,
10% 8% 9%
2%
0% T
Strongly Support Slightly Slightly Object Strongly  Don't know
support support object object

Base: All those answering (1001)

Support for mixed use sites is high, with two-thirds (67%) of respondents supporting this
idea to some extent.

Panel members and face-to-face respondents were more supportive of the idea
compared to external respondents (71% and 68% support vs. 60%). Respondents from
the Kingsbridge & Salcombe area were also less supportive of the idea compared to
respondents from the Totnes & Dartmouth area and lvybridge & Modbury area (55% vs.
70% and 71%).

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 1)
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4.1 Affordable Housing

The provision of affordable housing for local people is a key issue for the Council.
Respondents were presented with a number of possible approaches to affordable
housing and asked to indicate their level of support for each one.

Level of support for approaches to affordable housing

At least two-thirds of housing on proposed

0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
dewelopments should be affordable housing 11%] 7% 9% 9% | 1%

At least half of houses on other sites, not proposed in

0, 0, 0, () 0,
the LDF, should be affordable housing B4 6%) 3%

New housing developments should be at highest
density suitable for site to help reduce amount of land
needed for development

11%| 18% |6%42%

Houses to be built on new sites in towns and villages
to meet housing needs of local people, even though
this will exceed the housing allocation for district

8%| 18% [12% /(2%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
| Strongly support @ Support @ Slightly support 0O Slightly object
0O Object O Strongly object 0 Don't know

Base: All those answering (991 - 995)

The majority of respondents support to some extent the proposals for the provision of
affordable housing; ‘at least two-thirds of housing on proposed developments should be
affordable housing’ (76%), ‘at least half of houses on other sites, not proposed in the
LDF, should be affordable housing’ (77%).

Support was slightly lower for the proposals focusing on high density housing
developments and exceeding the housing allocation, with around 6 in every 10
respondents supporting them to some extent (61% and 60% respectively).

Differences
Again, support was higher for all proposals amongst panel members and face-to-face
interviews, compared to external respondents.

Those living in the Totnes & Dartmouth area were less likely to support the proposal for
houses being built on new sites that will exceed the housing allocation for the district,
with just over half (55%) of respondents from this area supporting the proposal
compared with 60% support overall.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Tables 2a — 2d)
Respondents were also asked if there were any other housing related matters that they

felt required policy guidance in the LDF. In total 450 respondents made a comment and
these are recorded in Appendix 1 Table 39.
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4.2 Employment and Skills

Another key issue for the Council is to create the conditions for the growth and
maintenance of quality economic activity. Respondents were presented with a number of
possible approaches to the provision of employment land to meet local needs that could
be included in the LDF and asked to indicate their level of support for each one.

Level of support for types of employment development

Small-medium sized sites on edge of towns / small
sites for workshops on edges of villages

2%
1%

16% 3%069

Provide for an increased amount of new employment
land in some towns and \illages to help the local
economy

17% |496%4%9p 1%

Medium sized sites on main road network, suitable for

0, 0, 0,
warehousing and distribution 8% 8%15%41 2%

Sites suitable for office development 10%| 9% 4% [3%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
m Strongly support @ Support @ Slightly support O Slightly object
O Object 0O Strongly object 0O Don't know

Base: All those answering (984 — 1005)

Support was high for all employment related proposals. Over 8 in every 10 respondents
(86%) supported the proposal for an increased amount of new employment land to help
the local economy, with the majority of respondents (88%) supporting the idea of small
to medium sized developments on the edges of towns and small sites for workshops on
the edges of villages. Three-quarters of all respondents also supported the LDF
proposals for medium sized developments on main road networks (77%) and sites
suitable for office development (74%).

Differences
Again, panel members and face-to-face respondents were generally more positive about
all of the employment related proposals compared to external respondents.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 3 and Table 4a — 4c)
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Farm Diversification

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of support for the LDF containing policies
to help guide farm diversification. Support for this was very high, with 9 in every 10
respondents (90%) supporting this proposal to some degree. These respondents then
indicated the types of farm diversification they thought were acceptable, as shown in the
chart below.

Acceptable types of farm diversification

Farm shops | 89%

Accommodation (e.g. B&B, self catering) |87%

Rural employment sites (e.g. barn conversions
. | 77%
into workshops)

Tourist facilities (e.g. farm visits) |73%

Tea rooms | 63%

Leisure facilities (e.g. horse riding, paintballing,

0,
golf courses etc.) | 58%

Other 13%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Base: All those answering (899)

Farm shops and accommodation were viewed as being the most acceptable forms of
diversification, supported by 89% and 87% of respondents respectively. Thirteen percent
of respondents mentioned other forms of diversification and these are shown in
Appendix 1, Table 40.

Respondents were also asked if there were any other employment related matters that
they felt required policy guidance in the LDF. In total 273 respondents made a comment
and these are recorded in Appendix 1 Table 41.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 5 and Table 6)
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4.3 Accessible Services

Two thirds of the South Hams population live outside of the 4 main towns, therefore
access to services is another key issue. Respondents were presented with a number of
possible approaches to ensuring services are accessible to all residents and asked to
indicate their level of support for each one.

Level of support for ensuring accessible services

2%
11%| | (3%
1%

New housing / employment development should be
located where it maximises use of public transport &
minimises car use

L 2%
14% B | 19%
1%

New development should include cycle routes and
footpaths where practicable

Pedestrians are given priority in the main shopping street Nop%b( 2%
Vehicle access should be restricted in town centres to 9% 5o
help reduce congestion °
New development should include no more than the
- . 13% (| 1%
minimum amount of parking necessary
T T T T
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
m Strongly support @ Support @ Slightly support O Slightly object

0 Object O Strongly object O Don't know

Base: All those answering (1005 — 1014)

Respondents were in support of sustainable developments, with the large majority (94%)
supporting to some extent the proposal that new housing and employment development
should be located where it can maximise the use of public transport and minimise private
car use. Following on from this 93% were also in support of new developments including
cycle routes and footpaths where practical, and 90% in support of pedestrians being
given priority in main shopping streets.

However car ownership and the issues surrounding this are also important, and less
than half of respondents (45%) supported the notion that new developments should only
include the minimum amount of parking necessary.

Differences

External respondents were less supportive of pedestrians being given priority and
vehicle access being restricted in town centres, with 86% and 71% respectively
supporting these proposals.
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Car parking concerns were less of an issue for respondents from the Totnes and
Dartmouth area, whereby 54% of respondents supported the proposal for minimal car
parking spaces for new developments, compared with 45% support overall.
Respondents from the Kingsbridge and Salcombe area were generally less supportive of
all the proposals compared to respondents from other areas.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 7a — 7e)
Respondents were also asked if there were any other accessibility to services issues

that they felt required policy guidance in the LDF. In total 342 respondents made a
comment and these are recorded in Appendix 1 Table 42.
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4.4 Environment

The environment is one of the South Hams principal assets, therefore the Council is
keen to maintain the area’s high quality landscape and enhance its features.
Respondents were presented with a number of factors and asked to indicate how
important they felt each one was when assessing proposals for new development.

Level of importance when assessing
new development proposals

The local landscape character (building in locations to
suit local landscape)

1%
1%

17%

Protection of air & water quality 20% 4%

Flood prevention 20% 2%1%

Local ecology (protecting wildlife, flora & fauna) 26% SOJ( 1%

Local distinctiveness (fitting in with local designs) 32% B%o ]2-:/4)
0
Energy efficiency (reducing wastage, use of solar panels
)} y ( 9 g p 3506 6% 3
etc.)
T T T T
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
| Very important o Fairly important O Neither
0O Not very important O Not at all important

Base: All those answering (1010 - 1017)

Respondents felt all aspects of the environment were important when assessing
proposals for new development, with at least 9 in every 10 respondents feeling each of
the environmental issues were very or fairly important. The local landscape character is
deemed to be the most important aspect, with four-fifths (81%) of respondents feeling
this was very important. This was closely followed by ‘protection of air and water quality’
and ‘flood prevention’, with over three-quarters of respondents (78% and 76%
respectively) feeling these aspects are very important.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 8a — 8f)
Respondents were also asked if there were any other environmental matters that they

would like to see included in the LDF. In total 307 respondents made a comment and
these are recorded in Appendix 1 Table 43.
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4.5 Other Key Issues
Respondents were also asked to indicate their level of support for a number of other key
issues for the district.

Level of support for proposals affecting other importantissues

Prevent the loss of village shop / Post Office / pub where no
conwvenient alternative exists

Protect vitality & viability of town centres by focusing

0,
shopping development there rather than elsewhere 01%

Restrict development of caravan, camping & chalet sites in
coastal and other environmentally sensitive areas

2%
2%

Support tourism by preventing loss of hotels in resorts &

. 1%
coastal villages

2%

I
25% 50% 75% 100%

0%

B Strongly support @ Support @ Slightly support 0O Slightly object
O Object O Strongly object 0O Don't know

Base: All those answering (997 - 1011)

Support was incredibly high for preventing the loss of village shops, Post Offices and
pubs where no convenient alternative exists, with almost unanimous support for this
(99%). Support was also high for protecting the vitality and viability of town centres, with
96% of respondents supporting this proposal to some extent.

Support was still strong, although to a slightly lesser extent, for restricting development
of caravan and camping sites in sensitive areas, and preventing the loss of hotels in
resorts, with 87% and 88% of respondents supporting these proposals.

Differences

Respondents completing the survey by a face-to-face technique were generally more
likely to say ‘don’t know’ in response to these questions, possibly as they have less time
to properly consider their answers compared to those self completing the survey.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 9a — 9d)

The survey also asked respondents about SHDC'’s proposal to build 30% of new homes
on previously developed land, rather than on greenfield sites, compared to the 50%
target set across the South West. Three-fifths (61%) of respondents felt the 30% target
set by SHDC was too low, while a third (32%) felt this target was just right, however this
figure increased to 59% amongst those completing the survey by a face-to-face
methodology. There were no differences by area.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 10)
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5.0 Totnes and Dartmouth Area

Over half of all respondents were from the Totnes and Dartmouth area (52%). A third of
the panel respondents (34%) and a third of the face-to-face interviewees (33%) were
from this area. All of the external one page surveys were returned by residents from this
area, as were over half (56%) of the full external surveys.

Totnes and Dartmouth areareturns

100%

100%

75%

56%
52%

50% -

34% 33%

25% - —

0% ‘ ‘
Total Panel External External 1 Face-to-face

suney page
Base: All those from Dartmouth and Totnes area answering (658)

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 11)
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Respondents were presented with the scale of housing development SHDC is proposing
for the Dartmouth and Totnes area. For each development they were asked to indicate
whether they thought it was too few homes, too many homes or the right number of
homes.

Views on proposed developments

[ [
Dlptfﬁgdn;ess new o% 46% 34%
[ \
e homes ’ % >
[ \
Strete - 30 new
homes 20% 36% 5%
[ \
Dartmouth - 230 new
homes 9% 21 3%
| | |
Totnes - 320 new
A, 64% 18% 10%
| : | |
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

| Too few homes @ Too many homes O Right number of homes 0O Don't know

Base: All those from Dartmouth and Totnes area answering (466 - 574)

There was a high proportion of respondents who felt they could not comment on these
area specific development sizes. Around a third of respondents (34%, 35%, 38% and
39%) could not comment for each development, apart from the Totnes area, where just
10% of respondents felt unable to comment.

The table below shows the findings among those who had an opinion.

Diptford - 5 Woolston Green Strete - 30 Dartmouth - 230  Totnes - 320
new homes - 5 new homes new homes new homes new homes
Too few 26% 22% 8% 8% 8%
Too many 5% 7% 33% 60% 2%
Right number 70% 71% 59% 33% 20%

Findings would suggest that SHDC has got the scales of development correct for the
smaller developments at Diptford, Woolston Green and, to a lesser extent, at Strete, with
70%, 71% and 59% of respondents with an opinion feeling the proposed scales of
development are right. However, for the larger proposed developments at Dartmouth
and Totnes the feeling among respondents is that these developments are too large,
with 60% and 72% indicating this. However, it should be remembered that this area
received all of the one page external questionnaires and 56% of the full external
guestionnaires suggesting that development is a key concern for residents in this area.
When these respondents are removed from the sample the proportions of those feeling
the scale of development is too large in Dartmouth and Totnes decreases to 48% and
549% respectively.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 12a — 12e)
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5.1 Dartmouth

Respondents were shown a map identifying the Council’s preferred locations for the
proposed 230 homes in Dartmouth, a substantial proportion of which would be
affordable housing. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of support for each of
the proposed locations.

Support for locations as sites for housing development

\
1% (1%

Collingwood Road,
Townstal (former TTB
Fabrications site) - up to
about 30 homes

8% ||3! 32%

Rock Park (in Townstal, 3% 3%
adjacent to the BRNC) - 10% | (4% 32%
about 30 homes

Milton (on the western

edge of town) - up to 12% 33%
about 170 homes
| | | |
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
m Strongly support @ Support @ Slightly support O Slightly object
O Object O Strongly object 0O Don't know

Base: All those from Dartmouth and Totnes area answering (338 - 340)
Around a third of respondents did not comment on the proposed locations.

Support was higher for the smaller developments, with three-fifths (62%) of respondents
supporting the development at Collingwood Road and 57% of respondents supporting
the development at Rock Park. A quarter (25%) of respondents objected to the larger
development at Milton, and this increased to 49% among those who considered
Dartmouth to be their main town.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 13a — 13c)
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Respondents were also shown a map identifying the Council’s preferred locations for
employment development in Dartmouth, which took into account the fact that the town’s
long established employment areas have little scope for further development.
Respondents were asked to indicate their level of support for each of the proposed
locations.

Support for locations as sites for employment development

Noss (on the eastern
0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
bank of the river Dart) B 701595 R0
West of Townstal
(opposite the park and 14% 295%45% 33%
ride)
Townstal Road (a site
between the new sports
14% |5%| 8% M9 34%
centre and Dartmouth
Football Club)
Little Cotton (to the west
0, 0, 0, 0,
of the park and ride) B 9% [NE% e
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
B Strongly support @ Support o Slightly support O Slightly object
0O Object 0O Strongly object 0O Don't know

Base: All those from Dartmouth and Totnes area answering (330 - 332)
Again, around a third of respondents did not comment on the proposed locations.

Overall support was very similar across all the proposed locations, with around half of all
respondents (50%, 55%, 49% and 43%) supporting them to some extent. The strength
of support did differ across locations, with the strongest levels of support being for
employment development at Noss (20% offering strong support) and West of Townstal
(16% offering strong support).

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 14a — 14d)

Respondents were also asked if there were any other comments they had about
housing, employment or mixed use developments in Dartmouth, or any other proposals
the LDF should be including. In total 73 respondents made a comment about
developments in Dartmouth and 54 respondents made additional suggestions for
inclusion within the LDF. These are recorded in Appendix 1 Table 44 and Table 45.
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5.2 Totnes

Respondents were shown a map identifying the Council’s preferred locations for the
proposed 320 homes in Totnes, a substantial proportion of which would be affordable
housing. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of support for each of the
proposed locations.

Support for locations as sites for housing development

Follaton Farm (as part of a
mixed use scheme) - about
20 homes

15% 6% [B% 6% | 8%

The Southern Area - about

0, 0, 0, 0,
100 homes 6% | 9% 14% 12%

KEVICC Lower School -

about 150 homes 10% 26% 7%

Dartington Lane - about 50

[ 0 0,
homes 11% 20% 8%

West of Ashburton Road
(Puddaven) - about 220
homes

46% 7%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

| Strongly support @ Support o Slightly support O Slightly object

0 Object 0O Strongly object 0O Don't know

Base: All those from Dartmouth and Totnes area answering (565 - 569)

Around 1 in every 11 respondents (7% — 12%) did not comment on the proposed
locations.

Support was highest for a development at Follaton Farm, with over three-quarters (78%)
of respondents supporting this proposal. Around half of respondents supported the
proposed developments at The Southern Area (59%), Dartington Lane (53%) and
KEVICC Lower School (49%). Support for a development West of Ashburton Road was
much lower, with just a third (33%) supporting this development. However support
increased to 51% among those considering Totnes to be their main town, though it is
worth noting that all of those completing the 1 page external survey did not indicate their
main town and support was much lower among this group (just 7%).

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 15a — 15e)
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Identifying sites for employment land in the Totnes area to meet current and future
needs is difficult as there is a severe shortage of suitable land. However, respondents
were shown a map identifying locations the Council had identified as possible sites for
employment development and asked to indicate their level of support for each of the
proposed locations.

Support for locations as sites for employment development

Newton Road 5% 12%

4%

Follaton Farm (as part of
(as p 6%| |4% 11%

a mixed use scheme)

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

m Strongly support @ Support @ Slightly support O Slightly object
0 Object 0O Strongly object 0 Don't know

Base: All those from Dartmouth and Totnes area answering (342 - 346)

Support for both employment locations was high, with three-quarters of respondents
(76%) supporting each. Support increased to 83% and 82% amongst those who
considered Totnes to be their main town suggesting local residents are keen for
increased employment opportunities.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 16a — 16b)

Respondents were also asked if there were any other comments they had about
housing, employment or mixed use developments in Totnes, or any other proposals the
LDF should be including. In total 327 respondents made a comment about
developments in Totnes and 232 respondents made additional suggestions for inclusion
within the LDF. These are recorded in Appendix 1 Table 46 and Table 47.
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5.3 Woolston Green

Respondents were shown a map identifying the Council’s preferred locations for the
proposed new homes in Woolston Green to meet the need for affordable housing in
Staverton parish. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of support for each of
the possible locations.

Support for locations for housing development

\
3%
Beara Lane 10% | |4%6 48%
2%
Western edge of
A 5%5% 8% 47%
village
Do
Bakers Orchard 8% | 11% 48%
West of Bakers or | 70 o 0
Orchard 7% 7%| 8% 48%
T T 1
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
W Strongly support @ Support o Slightly support O Slightly object
O Object O Strongly object 0O Don't know

Base: All those from Dartmouth and Totnes area answering (293 - 294)

Due to a lack of knowledge of the locality, close to half of all respondents (47% — 48%)
did not comment on this matter.

Support was highest the Beara Lane option, with two-fifths (42%) of respondents
supporting this. Around three in every 10 supported the proposed developments on the
Western edge of the village, Bakers Orchard and West of Bakers Orchard.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 17a — 17d)
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5.4 Other Villages

Respondents were shown a map identifying sites for housing and mixed uses that had
been proposed in the First Deposit Local Plan and asked to indicate their level of support
for retaining each of the site specific development proposals in the LDF.

Support for retaining development proposals

2%
10%]| ||| 10,  38%

1%

Diptford - housing
development at Wheat
Park - 6 - 8 homes

Moreleigh -
employment
workshops
dewvelopment at
Moreleigh Cross Farm

10% |31

o

2% 38%
1%

4% 4%
5% 35%

Strete - mixed use
dewelopment in the
centre of the village

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

| Strongly support @ Support @ Slightly support O Slightly object

O Object O Strongly object 0O Don't know

Base: All those from Dartmouth and Totnes area answering (283 - 284)

Close to two-fifths of all respondents (35% — 38%) did not comment on the proposed
locations.

Support was highest for retaining the housing development at Diptford, with three-fifths
(58%) of respondents supporting this development. Following this 56% of respondents
supported retaining the proposal for employment workshops at Morleigh, and half (52%)
supported retaining the mixed use development at Strete.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 18a — 18c)

Respondents were also asked if there were any other comments they had about
housing, employment or mixed use developments in the villages, or if there were any
other villages that needed housing or employment development. In total 26 respondents
made a comment about developments in the villages and 55 respondents suggested
other villages that needed housing or employment development. These are recorded in
Appendix 1 Table 48 and Table 49.
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6.0 lvybridge and Modbury Area

A quarter of all respondents were from the lvybridge and Modbury area (28%). Two-fifths
of the panel respondents (41%) and a third of the face-to-face interviewees (33%) were
from this area. A fifth (22%) of the full external surveys were returned by residents from
this area.

Ivybridge and Modbury area returns

50%

41%

40%
33%

30% 28%

22%

20%

10% -

0% ‘
Total Panel External External 1 Face-to-face
suney page

Base: All those from Ivybridge and Modbury area answering (355)

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 11)
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Respondents were presented with the scale of housing development the Council is
proposing for the Ivybridge and Modbury area. For each development they were asked
to indicate whether they thought it was too few homes, too many homes or the right
number of homes.

View on proposed developments

Aweton Gifford - 20 new

0,
homes S0

25%

Modbury - 40 new homes 49% 18%

Iwbridge - no new homes

Yealmpton - 20 new
homes

Newton Ferrers - 25 new
homes

Lee Mill - 30 new homes

Ermington - 30 new homes

47%

10%

47%

20%

44%

23%

44%

14%

31%

43%

19%

0%

25%

50%

75%

| Too few homes @ Too many homes 0O Right number of homes 0O Don't know

Base: All those from Ivybridge and Modbury area answering (322 - 333)

100%

Between 10% - 25% of respondents felt they could not comment on these area specific

development sizes.

The table below shows the findings among those who had an opinion.

Aveton Modbury - Ivybridge -  Yealmpton Newton Lee Mill-  Ermington -
Gifford - 20 40 new no new - 20 new Ferrers - 25 30 new 30 new
new homes homes homes homes new homes homes homes
Too few 16% 11% 43% 27% 19% 33% 9%
Too many 12% 29% 5% 15% 24% 16% 38%
Right number 72% 60% 52% 59% 58% 51% 53%

Findings suggest that SHDC has got the scales of development correct for all
developments in the lvybridge and Modbury area, with over half of those with an opinion
feeling each development is for the right number of new homes.

While over half of respondents (52%) feel no new homes is right for Ivybridge, two-fifths
(43%) feel this is too few, indicating a significant minority of respondents feel there is a
housing need for Ivybridge. This increased to three-fifths (61%) among those completing
a full external survey. However, amongst those indicating Ivybridge to be their main
town, 64% felt no new homes were necessary, possibly because they are more aware of
the lack of community infrastructure.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 19a — 199)
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6.1 lvybridge

Due to Ivybridge’s rapid expansion since the 1960’s and its lack of community
infrastructure the Council has suggested that no new houses should be proposed in the
LDF at Ivybridge. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of support for this
statement.

Respondents were also shown a map indicating the proposed location for employment
development in Ivybridge at the SHDC depot site south of the A38 and asked to indicate
their level of support for this statement.

Support for housing and employment proposals

No new houses should
be proposed in the LDF 8% 17% 11% @9
at lwbridge

The SHDC depot site
south of the A38 should
be redeveloped for

16% 7% 6%| (3%
employment purposes to
help meet local
employment needs
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
@ Strongly support @ Support @ Slightly support O Slightly object

0 Object O Strongly object 0 Don't know

Base: All those from Ivybridge and Modbury area answering (345 - 346)

Three-fifths of respondents (60%) supported the idea that no new houses should be
proposed for Ivybridge, this increased to 74% amongst those considering Ivybridge to be
their main town. However only two-fifths (42%) of those completing a full external survey
supported the proposal.

There was a lot of support for the redevelopment of the SHDC depot site for employment
purposes, with four-fifths (81%) of respondents supporting the proposal, this was fairly
consistent across all of the key groups.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 20 and Table 21)

Respondents were also asked if there were any other comments they had about
housing, employment or mixed use developments in lvybridge, or any other proposals
the LDF should be including. In total 125 respondents made a comment about
developments in lvybridge and 100 respondents made additional suggestions for
inclusion within the LDF. These are recorded in Appendix 1 Table 50 and Table 51.
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6.2 Modbury
Respondents were shown a map identifying the Council’s two alternative sites for the 40
homes proposed for Modbury, one of which needs to be selected to take forward.
Respondents were asked to indicate their level of support for each of the proposed
locations.

Support for locations for housing development

4% 3%
Land t of Pal
and west of Palm 12% 500 37%
Cross
Land east of Ayleston
Y 594 6%)| 8% 39%
Park
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
B Strongly support @ Support o Slightly support O Slightly object
O Object O Strongly object 0O Don't know

Base: All those from Ivybridge and Modbury area answering (314 - 321)

Close to two-fifths (37% and 39%) of respondents did not comment on the proposed
development locations.

Support was highest for development on land west of Palm Cross, with 51% of
respondents supporting this location, compared with 41% supporting the location on land
east of Ayleston Park. Support for development at Palm Cross increased to 86% among
those considering Modbury to be their main town, clearly indicating that this is the
location with the higher level of local support for inclusion in the LDF.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 22a - 22b)

Respondents were also asked if there were any other comments they had about
housing, employment or mixed use developments in Modbury, or any other proposals
the LDF should be including. In total 67 respondents made a comment about
developments in Modbury and 68 respondents made additional suggestions for inclusion
within the LDF. These are recorded in Appendix 1 Table 52 and Table 53.
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6.3 Yealmpton

Respondents were shown a map showing the Council’s preferred locations for
employment and housing development in Yealmpton and asked to indicate their level of
support for each of the proposed locations.

Support for employment and housing development

A site for about 20
houses on a site to the
east of Milizac Close

o 2%  25%

A site for employment
dewvelopment adjacent to

q 0,
Kitley Pick Your Own je 2%
Site
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
m Strongly support @ Support @ Slightly support 0 Slightly object
O Object O Strongly object 0 Don't know

Base: All those from Ivybridge and Modbury area answering (310 - 312)

A quarter (23% and 25%) of respondents did not comment on the proposed
developments locations.

Support was slightly higher for the proposed housing development, compared to the
proposed employment development. Over two-thirds (68%) of respondents supported
the proposed housing development east of Milizac Close, and this increased to 83%
among those considering Modbury to be their main town (the closest main town to
Yealmpton), while three-fifths (61%) supported the proposed employment development.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 23a - 23b)
Respondents were also asked if there were any other proposals the LDF should be

including for Yealmpton. In total 67 respondents made additional suggestions for
inclusion within the LDF. These are recorded in Appendix 1 Table 54.
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6.4 Other Villages

Respondents were shown a map identifying sites for housing, employment and mixed
use that had been proposed in the First Deposit Local Plan and asked to indicate their
level of support for retaining each of the site specific development proposals in the LDF.

Support for retaining development proposals

Wrangaton -
employment
development east and
west of the former
MOD Bittaford Stores

21%

Lee Mill - housing
development north of
the \illage

18%

Ermington - housing

development east of 22%

the \illage
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
m Strongly support @ Support @ Slightly support 0 Slightly object
O Object 0O Strongly object O Don't know

Base: All those from Ivybridge and Modbury area answering (316 - 319)

Around one-fifth of all respondents (18% — 22%) did not comment on the proposed
locations.

Around 7 in every 10 respondents supported retaining the proposed housing
development at Lee Mill (72%) and the proposed employment development at
Wrangaton (70%), with a slightly lower proportion supporting retaining the housing
development at Ermington (62%).

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 24a — 24c)
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Respondents were also shown a map identifying additional sites in a number of villages
being considered for inclusion in the LDF. Again respondents were asked to indicate
their level of support for the proposed site specific developments.

Support for additional site specific developments

Newton Ferrers -
housing development at
Briar Hill campsite

16%  |5945%49 28%

Aveton Gifford - housing

{7)
development south of 14% 494 1% 36%

Little Court
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
| Strongly support @ Support @ Slightly support O Slightly object
0O Object O Strongly object 0O Don't know

Base: All those from Ivybridge and Modbury area answering (310 - 313)

A higher proportion of respondents felt unable to comment on the proposal for Aveton
Gifford (36% compared with 28% for Newton Ferrers). Whilst the chart suggests that
respondents were more supportive of the development at Newton Ferrers, when those
without an opinion are removed from the calculations support is actually higher for the
development at Aveton Gifford, with 88% of those offering an opinion supporting this
development, compared with 82% for the Newton Ferrers development.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 25a — 25b)

Respondents were also asked if there were any other comments they had about
housing, employment or mixed use developments in the villages, or if there were any
other villages that needed housing or employment development. In total 47 respondents
made a comment about developments in the villages and 50 respondents suggested
other villages that needed housing or employment development. These are recorded in
Appendix 1 Table 55 and Table 56.
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6.5 Sherford New Community

Respondents were informed about the proposed mixed use community at Sherford
which would be included in the LDF. Respondents were asked to indicate what they felt
the top five priorities should be when developing the community and providing facilities.
The chart below indicates respondent’s first priority, and also the proportion indicating
any priority (1-5) for each service.

Priorities

Affordable housing 63%

I = S
[ FE 7 N

Schools 68%
Public transport / park and ride
Healthcare / medical provision 59%
Employment areas

Community waste / recycling facilities

Libraries

Community halls / resource centre

Public open space / parks / children's play facilities

Sports / leisure facilities

Footpaths and cycle paths

Shopping facilities

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

E Any mention @ 1st Priority ‘

Base: All those from Ivybridge and Modbury area answering (355)

Affordable housing was clearly thought to be the most important issue with 63% of
respondents including it in their top 5 priorities, and, of those who indicated a top priority,
35% identified affordable housing, a significantly higher proportion than any other
category.

The provision of schools, public transport — park and ride, and health care — medical
facilities were clearly seen to be the other main categories of facilities that should be
prioritised.
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In total 16 respondents mentioned an alternative priority and these are shown below:

1st priority - Brixton Parish Council thinks the natural break between Plymouth/Brixton must be kept
1st priority - Cancel whole scheme

1st priority - Don't want any of it

1st priority - Forget it

1st priority - Green break between Plymouth and Brixton village

1st priority - Improve infrastructure for surrounding areas

1st priority - Natural break between Plymouth and Brixton

1st priority - Natural break between Plymouth and Brixton should be maintained
1st priority - Road access to Plymouth

1st priority - The natural ridge that separates Brixton from Sherford

1st priority - Motorway access to Plymouth

1st priority - Roads

5th priority - Improvements to A379 to city

5th priority - Housing for all

Access to A38

Sewage treatment, road connection to A38.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 26a — 26l)
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6.6 Additional Dwellings on the Edge of Plymouth

As well as proposing a new community at Sherford, the Devon Structure Plan also
requires the LDF to identify a site, or sites, around the edge of Plymouth for about 450
houses. Options include sites at Newnham, Woolwell and Staddiscombe, or,
alternatively, the extra housing could be accommodated as part of the Sherford New
Community proposal. Respondents were asked if they felt the additional 450 homes
should be allocated as part of the Sherford New Community or on another site or sites
around the edge of Plymouth.

The majority of respondents (65%) felt the additional houses should be located at
another site, or sites, around the edge of Plymouth, with just a third (35%) feeling these
houses should be allocated as part of the Sherford New Community. Respondents who
considered Plymouth to be their main town were less likely to support additional sites
around the edge of Plymouth, with 54% supporting this proposal. (Full tables: Appendix
1, Table 27)

Those respondents that preferred to see the additional homes provided for on a site, or
sites, around the edge of Plymouth were asked to indicate their level of support for such
development at locations around the edge of the city.

Support for developments at locations around
the edge of Plymouth

Woolwell 15% 4‘%0 206 10%

Newnham 21% 1% 6% |49 9%

Staddiscombe 7% | 8% | 7%| 11%

Another site 51%

T T

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

| Strongly support @ Support @ Slightly support 0O Slightly object
0 Object 0O Strongly object 0 Don't know

Base: All those from Ivybridge and Modbury area answering (86 - 200)

The location receiving the most support was Woolwell, with 81% of respondents
supporting this, followed by Newnham, supported by 78% of respondents. Just over two-
thirds (68%) supported the additional housing development being located at
Staddiscombe.

Support was also consistently high for development at Woolwell and Newnham amongst
those considering Plymouth to be their main town (77% and 79% respectively), but
slightly lower for development at Staddiscombe (58%).
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Two-fifths (41%) of respondents supported another site, however just 25 respondents
mentioned an alternative site, these are listed below. (Please note, one respondent
mentioned Ivybridge or Lee Mill).

Number of
Alternative Site mentions
Ivybridge 7
Lee Mill
Railway station car park, Ivybridge
Plymstock, A379
Langage East
Ernesettle, Cattedown
Deep Lane, Wiverton
Plympton St Maurice
Huge rubble strewn site along Embankment Lane
Between Hay Road & Vinery Lane, north of Elburton
- prefer 450 houses divided between all sites.
Sparkwell
Within Plymouth e.g. Devonport
Chittleburn, near Brixton
Plympton
Devonport
Old Western National Depot site

PR RERPRBREO

PR REPRPRRE

TOTAL

N
(¢]

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 28a — 28d)
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6.7 Employment Land at Langage / Deep Lane
The Devon Structure Plan requires that Langage be identified as a Strategic
Employment Site (a site of sufficient scale to accommodate major economic
development proposals). The Council believes that a Strategic Employment site focused
around the A38 Deep Lane junction grouping both the Langage and Sherford
employment proposals together would be more beneficial and should be promoted
through the LDF. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of support for this
grouping.

Support for proposed grouping

40%

w
2
S

30%

23%

20% —f
16%

10% - 8% 9
7% 6%
1%
0% T T
Strongly Support Slightly Slightly Object Strongly  Don't know
support support object object

Base: All those from Ivybridge and Modbury area answering (334)
Support for the proposed grouping was high, with over three-quarters (77%) of

respondents supporting it to some degree. Respondents completing an external survey
were less supportive of the proposal, with just 64% offering support.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 29)
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7.0 Kingsbridge and Salcombe Area

One-fifth (20%) of all respondents were from the Kingsbridge and Salcombe area. One-
fifth of the panel members (22%), a third of the face-to-face interviewees (33%) and one-
fifth of the full external surveys (22%) were from this area.

Kingsbridge and Salcombe area returns
40%

33%
30%
22% 22%

20% 18%
10% -

0%

Total Panel External External 1 Face-to-face
suney page

Base: All those from Kingsbridge and Salcombe area answering (234)

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 11)
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Respondents were presented with the scale of housing development the Council is
proposing for the Kingsbridge and Salcombe area. For each development they were
asked to indicate whether they thought it was too few homes, too many homes or the
right number of homes.

View on proposed developments

Loddiswell - 20 new
homes

47%

23%

Kingsbridge - 150 new
homes

46%

12%

Chillington - 25 new
homes

29%

Malborough - 10 new
homes

41%

21%

Salcombe - 40 new
homes

41%

19%

East Allington - 40 new
homes

32%

29%

T

0%

25%

T T

50% 5%

100%

B Too few homes

@ Too many homes

O Right number of homes

0 Don't know

Base: All those from Kingsbridge and Salcombe area answering (204 - 212)

Between 12% - 29% of respondents felt they could not comment on these area specific
development sizes.

The table below shows the findings among those who had an opinion.

Loddiswell -  Kingsbridge -  Chillington - Malborough -  Salcombe - East

20 new 150 new 25 new 10 new 40 new Allington - 40

homes homes homes homes homes new homes
Too few 23% 18% 17% 43% 27% 6%
Too many 16% 29% 20% 6% 22% 48%
Right number 61% 53% 63% 52% 51% 46%

Findings suggest that SHDC has got the scales of development correct for all
developments in the Kingsbridge and Salcombe area, with over half of those with an
opinion feeling each development is for the right number of new homes, apart from the
development at East Allington. Close to half (46%) feel this development is of the correct
size, however a similar proportion (48%) feel the development is too many.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 30a — 30f)
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7.1 Kingsbridge

Respondents were shown a map identifying the Council’s preferred locations for the
proposed 130 — 170 new homes in Kingsbridge, a substantial proportion of which would
be affordable housing. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of support for
each of the proposed locations.

Support for locations as sites for housing development

West of Trebble Park -

0, of 0, 0,
about 30 homes 15% |4%6 12%

West of Westville -

0, 0, 0, 0,
40 - 80 homes 9% | 8% (5% 11%

West of Hurrell Road -

0, 0, 0 0,
up to about 100 homes 9% R 12%

At the northern end of
Wallingford Road - up
to about 30 homes

8% | 8% [ 7%| 12%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
@ Strongly support @ Support o Slightly support 0 Slightly object
0 Object O Strongly object 0 Don't know

Base: All those from Kingsbridge and Salcombe area answering (224 - 226)

Three-quarters (76%) of respondents supported the proposed development at Trebble
Park, with around two-thirds supporting the development at the other three locations
(68%, 67% and 66%). As the majority of respondents answering considered Kingsbridge
to be their main town, there were no differences depending on where people lived.
External respondents were less likely to have an opinion about the proposed
developments compared to panel members and face-to-face respondents.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 31a — 31d)
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Respondents were also shown a map identifying the Council’s preferred location for
employment development in Kingsbridge and asked to indicate their level of support for
the proposed location.
Support for employment development on the
western side of Stentiford Hill
50%

42%

40% -+

30% -

20% ~

15%
14%

11%

9%
0H +— | I
10% 7%

3%

0% [ ]

Strongly Support Slightly Slightly Object Strongly Don't know
support support object object

Base: All those from Kingsbridge and Salcombe area answering (222)

Support was high for an employment development, with 7 in every 10 respondents
(70%) supporting the proposal to some extent. Again, external respondents were less
likely to have an opinion about the proposed developments compared to panel members
and face-to-face respondents.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 32)

Respondents were also asked if there were any other comments they had about
housing, employment or mixed use developments in Kingsbridge, or any other proposals
the LDF should be including. In total 74 respondents made a comment about
developments in Kingsbridge and 45 respondents made additional suggestions for
inclusion within the LDF. These are recorded in Appendix 1 Table 57 and Table 58.
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7.2 Employment Needs for the Wider Area

Kingsbridge’s long established employment areas have little scope for further
development, however the economic needs of the town need to be provided for. Finding
new sites is difficult, however SHDC has identified a potential site at Torr Quarry to meet
some of the employment needs of the wider Kingsbridge area. Respondents were
shown a map indicating the proposed site and asked to indicate how much they
supported the proposal.

Support for proposed employment site

50%
40% 40%
40% -
30%
20% -
10%
10% 7%
2% 1%
0
0% ‘ T
Strongly Support Slightly Object Strongly object Don't know
support support

Base: All those from Kingsbridge and Salcombe area answering (220)

Support for this proposed development was high, with 9 in every 10 respondents (90%)
supporting the Torr Quarry development to some extent, and 40% offering strong
support for the development. As we have seen before, support amongst external
respondents completing the survey is lower, with just 68% of these respondents
supporting the proposal.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 35)
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7.3 Salcombe

Respondents were shown a map identifying the Council’s preferred locations for housing
and employment development in Salcombe. As affordable housing is a key issue for
Salcombe due to the high house prices, at least two-thirds of the housing would be
affordable homes. Respondents were asked to indicate their level of support for the
proposed housing and employment development locations.

Support for locations as sites for housing and employment

Bonfire Hill - about 40
homes

13% BUBYHAY% 12%

Small site on the
northern side of

Shadycombe Creek for 14% | 7%[5%43%0 12%

employment
development
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
| Strongly support @ Support @ Slightly support O Slightly object
O Object O Strongly object 0 Don't know

Base: All those from Kingsbridge and Salcombe area answering (213 - 215)

Support for both proposed developments was high, with three-quarters of respondents
supporting each proposal (76% and 74%). Support for both proposals was higher among
panel members (84% and 79%).

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 33 and Table 34)

Respondents were also asked if there were any other comments they had about
housing, employment or mixed use developments in Salcombe, or any other proposals
the LDF should be including. In total 42 respondents made a comment about
developments in Salcombe and 26 respondents made additional suggestions for
inclusion within the LDF. These are recorded in Appendix 1 Table 59 and Table 60.
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7.4 Chillington

Respondents were shown a map identifying a proposed mixed use development site in
Chillington for affordable housing, workshop units, a village hall and public open space
and asked to indicate their level of support for such a development.

Support for mixed use development site
40%

32%

30% +

23%

20%

20% 7% —

10% -+ —

3%

2% 2%
O% T T T I:l T |:I T T
Strongly  Support  Slightly ~ Slightly ~ Object  Strongly Don't
support support object object know

Base: All those from Kingsbridge and Salcombe area answering (210)

Support for a mixed use development was high, with 70% of respondents supporting it to
some extent, this increased to 90% when those saying ‘don’t know’ were excluded from
the calculations. External respondents were much more likely to be unsure, with 39% of
those saying they didn’t know, compared to 23% overall.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 36)
Respondents were also asked if there were any other proposals the LDF should be

including for Chillington and Stokeham. In total 30 respondents made additional
suggestions for inclusion within the LDF. These are recorded in Appendix 1 Table 61.
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7.5 Other Villages

Respondents were shown a map identifying a site for housing development in
Malborough that had been proposed in the First Deposit Local Plan. Respondents were
asked to indicate their level of support for including a proposal for a mixed housing and
workshop development at this site. Respondents were also asked to indicate their level
of support for an additional housing site at Loddiswell.

Support for developments in other villages

Loddiswell - housing
development at Village 15%  BoHIBY 24%
Cross Road
Malborough - mixed
housing/workshop o 0 0
development at Alston AL 9% %% A
Gate
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
| Strongly support @ Support @ Slightly support O Slightly object
O Object 0O Strongly object O Don't know

Base: All those from Kingsbridge and Salcombe area answering (207 - 214)
Between 20% and 24% of respondents did not comment on the suggested proposals.

Two-thirds of respondents supported each proposal to some extent (66% and 67%), and
this increased to 87% and 83% when those not commenting were removed from the
calculations. External respondents were much more likely to be unsure of the
developments, with 30% and 36% saying they didn’t know.

(Full tables: Appendix 1, Table 37 and Table 38)

Respondents were also asked if there were any other comments they had about
housing, employment or mixed use developments in the villages, or if there were any
other villages that needed housing or employment development. In total 29 respondents
made a comment about developments in the villages and 48 respondents suggested
other villages that needed housing or employment development. These are recorded in
Appendix 1 Table 62 and Table 63.
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Appendix: Questionnaire
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