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Special Meeting of the Overview and Scrutiny Co-ordinating Committee
Tuesday, 2 February 2010 - 6.30pm
Council Chamber, Knowle, Sidmouth

Members of the public are welcome to attend this meeting.

* A period of 15 minutes has been provided at the beginning of the meeting to allow
members of the public to raise questions.

* In addition, the public may speak on items listed on the agenda. After a report has
been introduced, the Chairman of the Committee will ask if any member of the public
would like to speak in respect of the matter and/or ask questions.

« All individual contributions will be limited to a period of 3 minutes — where there is an
interest group of objectors or supporters, a spokesperson should be appointed to
speak on behalf of the group.

* The public is advised that the Chairman has the right and discretion to control
questions to avoid disruption, repetition and to make best use of the meeting time.

AGENDA
Pagels
1. Public question time — standard agenda item (15 minutes)
Members of the public are invited to put questions to the Committee through the

Chairman.
Councillors also have the opportunity to ask questions of the Leader andfor

Portfolio Holders during this time slot whilst giving priority at this part of the
agenda to members of the public

2. To receive any apologies for absence

3. To receive any declarations of interest relating to items on the agenda.

Chief Executive: Mark Williams - Corporate Directors: Denise Lyon ( and Deputy Chief Execulive)
Peter Jeffs - Diccon Pearse + Karime Hassan



Pagels

To consider any items which, in the opinion of the Chairman, should be dealt
with as matters of urgency because of special circumstances.

(Note: such circumstances need to be clearly identified in the minutes;
Councillors please notify the Chief Executive in advance of the meeting if you
wish to raise a matter under this item. The Chief Executive will then consult with
the Chairman).

To agree any items to be dealt with after the public (including the press) have
been excluded. There are no items that the officers recommend should be dealt
with in this way.

Decisions made by the Executive Board called in by Members for scrutiny in
accordance with the Overview Procedure Rules under Part 4.5 of the
Constitution. There are no items which have been identified.

Local Development Framework

a) Progress and key questions: Members to consider the report covering the 4-58
responses received to the LDF Issues and Options Report and progress on the
production of the Core Strategy for the Local Development Framework (LDF).

Members are asked to consider the process of producing the LDF, and the

resources needed to undertake the task, as well as consider the key questions

set out in the report.

There is an additional paper issued with this agenda entitled “Issues and Options
Report: Analysis of Responses”.

b) Preliminary evaluation on Housing and Planning Delivery Grant: Update 59 - 61
on the position for information with notes for action for future years.

Members remember!

o

u]

a

You must declare the nature of any personal or prejudicial interests in an item whenever it
becomes apparent that you have an interest in the business being considered.

Where you have a personal interest because the business relates to or is likely to affect a body of
which you are a member or manager as an EDDC nominee or appointee, then you need only
disclose that interest when (and if ) you speak on the item. The same rule applies if you have
personal interest in relation to a body exercising functions of a public nature.

Make sure you say the reason for your interest as this has to be included in the minutes.

If your interest is prejudicial you must leave the room unless you have obtained a dispensation
from the Council's Standards Committee or where Para 12(2) of the Code can be applied. Para
12(2) allows a Member with a prejudicial interest to stay for the purpose of making
representations, answering questions or giving evidence relating to the business but only at
meetings where the public are also allowed to make representations. If you do remain, you must
not exercise decision-making functions or seek to improperly influence the decision; you must
leave the meeting room once you have made your representation.

You also need to declare when you are subject to the party whip before the matter is discussed.



Suggestions for questioning during an Overview and Scrutiny meeting

Below are some prompts which may help you to form your own questions to ask at an Overview and
Scrutiny meeting. Your questioning technique is crucial in creating an atmosphere conducive to open
answers. Avoid excessive interrogation and treat those being questioned with courtesy and respect;
however don't be afraid to ask supplementary questions if you feel that you haven't been given a clear
answer.

0 IS IT REQUIRED? (do we have this, does it make sense to tackle it, do we really need it).

0 IS IT SYSTEMS THINKING? (is it evidence based and designed around the customer demands)

0 IS THE INTENTION CLEAR? (what are we actually trying to achieve)

a ANY REAL OUTCOMES? (are we actually, and measurably, achieving things for our customers).

a WHATIS THE COST? (both time and money)

0 DOES IT COMPLY? (have we checked that it meets our obligations, the law, any formal
guidance, and any Council policy or resolutions).

0 OTHERS DO WHAT? (how do other organisations tackle this, best practice)

0 EFFECTIVE AND EFFICIENT? (how do we know we're doing things well, in a timely fashion, and
at “best value”)

o WHAT IS THE RISK? (any areas of risk for the Council)

0 ANYONE LOSE OUT? (are there sections of the community who might be disadvantaged by this
approach, or be less able to take advantage, than others)

a DOES IT LINK? (have we linked this to other, similar, pieces of work within or outside the
Council)

Getting to the Meeting - for the benefit of visitors

The entrance to the Council Offices is
located on Station Road, Sidmouth.
Parking is limited during normal working
hours but normally easily available for
evening meetings.

The following bus service stops outside
the Council Offices on Station Road:
From Exmouth, Budleigh, Otterton and
Newton Poppleford — 157

The following buses all terminate at the
Triangle in Sidmouth, From the Triangle,
walk up Station Road until you reach the
Council Offices (approximately ¥z mile).
From Exeter — 52A, 52B

From Honiton -~ 52B

From Seaton - 52A

From Ottery St Mary — 379, 387

Please check your local timetable for
SIDMOUTH times.

The Committee Suite has a separate entrance to the main building, located at the end of the visitor
and Councillor car park. The rooms are at ground level and easily accessible; there is also a toilet for
disabled users.

Visitors please note that the doors to the civic suite (meeting rooms) will be opened ¥ hour
before the start time of the meeting. Councillors are reminded to bring their key fobs if they
wish to access the area prior to that time.

For a copy of this agenda in large print, please contact the Democratic

Services Team on 01395 517546
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Overview and Scrutiny Co-ordinating Committee
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2 February 2010 :

District Council

JFM/MD

East Devon Local Development Framework:

1. Planning for the Future - Issues and Options Report Responses.

2. Progress report on Core Strategy production and LDF Panel Views
on potential strategic allocations for development.

Summary

This report summarises the responses received to the LDF Issues and Options Report that was
published for consultation between December 2008 and February 2009. It also updates members
with regard to progress on the production of the Core Strategy for the LDF. Finally it summarises
the views of the member LDF Panel on potential strategic site allocations which could be included
in the Core Strategy and recommends these for further study.

Recommendations

1. The responses to the LDF Issues and Options Report Consultation be noted and, together
with the Sustainability Appraisal work, the analysis used to inform the production of the
preferred options stage of the Core Strategy.

2. The progress made on production of the Core Strategy be noted and consideration given to
the Key Issues highlighted in bold text in boxes in the body of this report.

3. Subject to the approval of the Development Management Committee, further consuitations
be carried out with statutory bodies and agencies in respect of those potential strategic site
allocations that the LDF Panel felt merit further study (as set out in section 8 of this report)
to enable the Council to make informed decisions about these at preferred options stage.

4. That members satisfy themselves that, in the light of the Planning Advisory Service
diagnostic report, the arrangements for the line reporting of the Planning Policy team
through the Head of Development Management to Karime Hassan, Corporate Director will
enable sufficient resources to be made available from Development Management to
complete the work on the Core Strategy to the timetable in section 10 of this report.

a) Reasons for Recommendation

To comply with legal requirements and to consider the responses of statutory bodies, other
organisations and the wider public to the Issues and Options Report.



b) Alternative Options
There is a legal requirement to undertake consultation as part of the production of the Core
Strategy and therefore no alternatives are identified.

c) Risk Considerations
Failure to produce a Core Strategy and to have consulted on its content will run counter to
legislative requirements. This would jeopardise the likelihood of it being found ‘sound’ at
examination and therefore its successful adoption. Including superfluous information within
the Plan and/or not covering all of the appropriate and relevant issues and options could
also put it at risk of being found unsound and also raises the possibility of the Council
being vulnerable to a legal challenge.

d) Policy and Budgetary Considerations

The Local Development Scheme provides policy and timetable (although this is in need of
updating) considerations for production of the Core Strategy. The recommended further
consultation on potential strategic site allocations is part of the statutory process to
produce the Local Development Framework and can be achieved within the current LDF
budget. However, in the long term ongoing scrutiny will need to be taken of available funds
and costs in order to ensure that the Core strategy (and other LDF documents) can
proceed to adoption.

e) Date for Review of Decision
Not applicable

1.0 Background

Local Development Framework and the Core Strategy

1.1 The plan making system changed in England in 2004 with the introduction of a legal
requirement for Council’s to produce Local Development Frameworks (or LDFs). The LDF is
not a single document but is a term used to refer to a range of plans and policy documents
and also other supporting documents.

1.2 As part of the LDF the Council is required to produce a programme management plan called
a Local Development Scheme (or LDS). The Local Development Scheme sets out details of
the policy documents that the Council wishes to produce and the timetable for their
production. It is the responsibility of the Council to determine what plans it wishes to produce
but the Local Development Scheme needs to be approved by Government.

1.3 Although Council's have flexibility in the documents they produce they do have to produce a
Core Strategy. The role of the Core Strategy is to set out the overarching development
objectives for the District and the broad policies to achieve them. In East Devon it is
envisaged that the Core Strategy will address the following types of issues:

*» How many dwellings are to be built and where they are, broadly speaking, to be
located.

o  Where new employment uses and of what type and what scale are to be located.

» What physical and social and community infrastructure is required and in what
locations.

* How green infrastructure is to be provided and how we ensure the environment is
protected and enhanced.



1.4

1.5

16

1.7

1.8

It is stressed that it is not the role of the Core strategy to address matters of detail and it is
not the role of the Core strategy to allocate or identify specific sites for development
purposes other than in respect of strategic sites. In recent changes to the LDF system the
Government introduced the option for Councils to designate strategic development sites.
Strategic sites will need to help deliver significant or major schemes, changes or outcomes
required in an area. For example they may be needed in order to help deliver a major item of
infrastructure.

The Core Strategy will form one of what are termed the Development Plan Documents
(DPDs) for East Devon. DPDs are the policy making plans and over the years ahead the
Council will be able to produce additional DPDs (over and above the Core Strategy). In the
last East Devon Local Development Scheme it was advised that the Council will be
producing the following DPDs:

o Core Strategy — as described above.

» Site Allocations Plan - this plan will specifically allocate sites for development
purposes, such as for housing and employment, and show detailed policy boundaries
to meet localised and detailed needs.

» [East of Exeter Action Plan - this plan would address the major development
proposals in the westem part of the District (or East Devon's West End). It would
provide detailed information on the various proposed projects and schemes and
details of how they would be implemented.

* Axminster Area Action Plan - this plan would provide detail on major development
proposals for Axminster.

* Gypsy and Traveller Development Plan Document — this plan would provide policy
on and specifically allocate sites for gypsies and travellers.

The above were proposed plans for production. However, the last Local Development
Scheme is now out of date and needs to be completely reviewed. Because Core Strategies
can now allocates strategic sites (the last Local Development Scheme was produced when
this was not allowed) it is envisaged that there will not be the need for Area Action Plans for
East of Exeter and for Axminster. Also if the Council gives planning permission on a
comparatively small number of number of gypsy sites (limited additional pitches) it will
remove the need to specifically allocate sites and therefore to produce a Gypsy and Traveller
Development Plan document.

The intention is that a revised Local Development Scheme will be produced in the coming
months when more information is available about available staff resources and budgets.
There will be the opportunity to reduce the planned number of Development Plan Documents
with the potential to focus efforts on the Core Strategy and the Allocations plan.

Below DPDs come Supplementary Planning Documents (or SPDs). These are less time
consuming and less complex to produce than DPDs and they advise on more detailed
matters relating to the implementation of planning policy. The Council has already adopted
an SPD for the Exeter Science Park and in the future could produce SPDs for allocated
development sites and specific topic areas such as Biodiversity and Planning Obligations.
The recent changes to the LDF system removed the requirement for SPDs to be included in
the Local Development Scheme and for them to be subject to Sustainability Appraisal.

Spatial Planning

1.9

One of the major changes that came in with the LDF system was a requirement to go beyond

traditional land use planning and adopt a spatial approach. Under the former Local Plan

making system the onus was on producing policies and allocating land for development

without necessarily focussing attention on how or when development would occur and by
4]



1.10

1.1

whom and what benefits it would deliver and how it would relate to or integrate with the
proposals or policies of other bodies or organisations.

Under the LDF system it is a requirement that plans adopt a Spatial approach. This makes
plan making more complex and time consuming but it does seek to ensure that plan
production takes into account the proposals and expenditure plans and operational policies
of other agencies and bodies. It also requires that Councils look closely at when and how
and why proposals will be built and requires that Council's demonstrate that development
schemes will be complementary to other public, voluntary and private sector bodies plans
and proposals and operational policies and concerns.  Spatial planning requires that
common visions and outcomes are identified for localities and that proposals are geared
around meeting these outcomes. Spatial Planning is, therefore, a fundamental part of the
‘place shaping’ agenda led by local authorities and be central to their corporate thinking and
working.

Effective spatial planning and LDF document production requires gathering and use of
rigorous evidence and the investigation and testing of alternative options and approaches.
The onus is placed on ‘front loading’ which means understanding issues and how policy
responses will work before decisions taken. At plan examination the Inspector will want to
know why and how a policy or proposals will work or be implemented and why it is better or
more appropriate than altermatives. Failure to have the evidence to demonstrate this will
leave a Council vulnerable to having a plan (or parts of it) found not to be sound and
therefore thrown out at examination.

Links to the Local Strategic Partnership and Sustainable Community Plan

1.12

A key role of LDF documents is to explain and set out how, where and when objectives and
proposals in the Sustainable Community Plan will be implemented. The East Devon
Sustainable Community Plan is produced and owned by a range of agencies and bodies and
organisations in East Devon. LDF documents need to be consistent and compatible with the
Sustainable Community Plan and explain how initiatives and prioritise in will be implemented
through the planning system and how its thinking is to be translated into plan policy.

Implementation Plan

1.13

Alongside any LDF policy document there is also a requirement for the Council to produce an
implementation plan. This will advise on how and why and when proposals will be built or
implemented, and how they will relate to or pay for or secure needed and relevant
infrastructure.

Legal requirements

1.14 The Core Strategy, as a Development Plan Document, has to be submitted to the Secretary

of State and be subject to an Examination in Public carried out by an independent Inspector.
The Inspector's recommendations are binding on the council. The Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 charges an Inspector with checking that the plan has complied with
legislation. This includes in particular checking that the plan:

. has been prepared in accordance with the Local Development Scheme and
in compliance with the Statement of Community Involvement and the
Regulations;

. has been subject to sustainability appraisal;
. has regard to national policy;
. conforms generally to the Regional Spatial Strategy; and
. has regard to any sustainable community strategy for its area (i.e. county
and district)
. In addition the Act requires the Inspector to determine whether the plan is
7



1.15

1.16

1.17

1.18

“sound”. To be "sound" a core strategy should be justified, effective and
consistent with national policy.

“Justified” means that the document must be: founded on a robust and credible evidence
base and the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable
alternatives. “Effective” means that the document must be: deliverable, flexible, able to be
monitored. Where the Council wishes to depart from the RSS or National Policy the stronger
the evidence base will need to be to justify the position and this may require further studies
with the consequent resource implications. .

If an Inspector finds that the Core Strategy is unsound then it cannot be adopted and has to
be withdrawn rendering much expenditure on plan preparation and examination abortive. It
will then be necessary to prepare a new Core Strategy addressing any issues that rendered
the earlier version unsound.

Planning Advisory Service Diagnostic Report

To assist with production of the East Devon LDF the Planning Advisory Service (a
Government sponsored agency) provided a consultant to assess the Council's plan making
process and working practices. The consultant, Alison Blom-Cooper, reviewed Council
literature and interviewed Members and Officers of the Council before issuing her report to
the Council in 2008 (a copy is attached as Appendix 5). The report highlighted some areas
of good practice but also identified weaker areas. As a result of the diagnostic the Planning
Advisory Service are providing a series of training events for officers of the Council and also
for Members and external partners.

Her report included the following executive summary:

“The Council’s priorities have shifted in the last few years from one of landscape protection to
promoting economic development and the provision of affordable housing. The Council has
accepted the growth proposed in the RSS and this was acknowledged in the issues and
options consultation in 2008. The Council’s target as set out in the corporate plan has been
the delivery of 200 affordable homes per annum and to deliver at least one rural based
housing scheme. Until recently they were anticipating that the new community at Cranbrook
would deliver much of the affordable housing needs but this major development has been
slowed by the downturn in the housing market and no housing has yet been built. This,
coupled with a limited housing land supply, has led them to look at bringing forward other
sites ahead of the LDF to meet the projected shortfall. Although the Local Plan was adopted
as recently as 2006, this no longer reflects the corporate priorities. This has led to concerns
by some that members and the LDF Panel have placed more focus on identifying possible
development sites to meet the 5 year land supply rather than evaluating different options and
alternatives for the core strategy. This may have resulted in a tendency to operate on a
reactive basis fo the immediate concerns rather than considering such issues in the wider
corporate context of promoting/achieving the wider core strategy objectives.

The establishment of a cross party LDF members panel in 2008 is good practice. However,
following the issues and options consultation, the recent focus of the LDF panel appears to
have been on considering strategic allocations rather than articulating and achieving
ownership of a wider common spatial vision about the “shaping of the place” and where they
want to go fo now. Although the vision for the West End of the district is clear, and appears to
be shared, this is less clear for the rest of the district other than a general view that there
should be some housing growth. There is a need to articulate and develop this wider vision
and to share the key messages from evidence obtained with internal/external partners and to
ensure that the core strategy is seen as a corporate document helping to achieve the
council’s objectives rather than a land use planning tool.



Senior management and members understand the purpose of producing an LDF but it is not
clear that this understanding is more widespread and extends outside of the growth area.
Although the core sirategy is seen as one of the key documents, this is not reflected in the
resources allocated and the priority given to it by the authority. Urgent work is needed to
consider the resources available for the LDF, particularly in the context of the council
reviewing its budget for next year to achieve efficiency savings and the growth point funding
which is only guaranteed until March 2010. Involvement of key stakeholders and partners,
and the preparation of an infrastructure delivery plan owned by the LSP, is urgently
required.”

Issues and Options Report Responses

1.19 The Local Development Framework Issues and Options report was made available for public

consultation between 1 December 2008 and 13 February 2009 with a questionnaire posing a
series of questions. Responses were submitted by 478 individuals and organisations. In
addition to these responses many respondents submitted supporting representations and
documentation. The responses and supporting documentation (saved as pdf files) can be
viewed in full on the Council's Planning Policy Consultation Portal on the Council website;

http://eastdevon-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal

1.20 The report enclosed with this agenda gives an analysis of the responses to each question in

terms of the number of respondents who selected a particular option (where a choice was
available) and this is also expressed in terms of percentages ( for those questions where
only one option could be selected). In some cases a summary of the response from key
stakeholders is included.

1.21 Some of the key points from the responses are summarised below.

Vision

1.22 Question 2.1 - Do you consider that the vision is appropriate for East Devon? (please

mark one box only)

60% of respondents answered yes to this question but there were concerns about
overemphasis on the West End to detriment of the remainder of the district.
Low or zero carbon development

1.23 Question 5.1 - Should the technical demands of achieving low or zero carbon
development be given primary or significant weight in evaluating options for
where and how additional development should take place in East Devon's West
End? (please mark one box only)
65% of respondents answered yes to this question. 23 of respondents answered no with
commenting that, although desirable, the issue has to be considered in the light of
development economics and viability and the key requirement to deliver affordable and cost
effective housing, especially in a recession.
West End

1.24 Question 6.1 - Excluding development at Cranbrook and in East Devon's West

End how many dwellings do you consider that we should seek to identify land
for in East Devon for the period to 20267 (please mark one box only)

52% of respondents answered that the aim should be to provide around 3,100  dwellings
to meet the RSS requirements.

9



1.25

1.26

1.27

1.28

Question 7.2 - Which option or options do you favour to meet RSS requirements
for additional employment land in East Devon's West End?  (Please mark as many
boxes as you like)

The expansion of the Airport Business Park (57% of respondents), the expansion of
Skypark (55% of respondents and o expansion in the vicinity of the Science Park
(50% of respondents) were the most favoured options

Question 7.3 - If Cranbrook has to expand to accommodate an extra 4,600
dwellings please identify preferred options for expansion? (Please mark as
many boxes as you like}

The 1&0 Report set out 8 Options for the expansion of Cranbrook and respondents
could select as many of the options as they liked. The percentages given below are
therefore the percentage of the total number of people responding to the guestion who
supported that option.

Option 1 - to the west . 65% of respondents supported this option

Option 2— to the south west. 47 % of respondents supported this option

Option 3 — to the south. 35% of respondents supported this option

Option 4 - to the north east. 46% of respondents supported this option

Option 5 — to the east, 38% of respondents supported this option

Option 6 - to the south east. 11% of respondents supported this option

Option 7 — to the east of the stream between Hand and Pen and Southbrook. 17% of
respondents supported this option

Option 8 — to the east of the lane between Little Cobden and Crockernhayes ,. 8% of
respondents supported this option

Of those who favoured a combination of options most support was for Options 1,2and 3
(9 respondents), Options 1, 2, 3 and 4 (9 respondents), Options 1, 2 and 4 (9 respondents),
Rockbeare Parish Council carried out their own special consultation and respondents were
deeply concerned about the threat of coalescence and the aggregate impact of all the
developments proposed in East Devon's West End.

Question 7.4 - Which option for a second new community do you favour to meet the
RSS requirement for a 4,000 dwelling settlement by 2026 with the capability of
expanding further in the long term? Please mark one box only

52% of respondents favoured the Clyst St Mary/Westpoint option and made comments
including - as the least disadvantageous and with plenty of space for further development
(in contrast to Option 1). The improvements to transport  networks, infrastructure and
facilities would benefit existing settlements which feed off the A3052.

Question 7.6 - Which option for an urban extension to Exeter do you favour if
this is required to meet part of the RSS changes requirement for 4,000
dwellings in the East Area of Search 4B? (Please mark one box only)

The three options in the Pinhoe area received a similar level of support (about 20% of
respondents for each) and option 4 for an alternative site was the most favoured with
support from 29% of respondents. Comments on option 4 suggested expanding existing
settlements instead and land at Redhayes/Blackhorse was also suggested.

10



1.29

1.30

1.31

1.32

1.33

1.34

Rest of East Devon

Question 6.2 - Excluding Development at Cranbrook and in East Devon's West
End how should we seek to distribute dwellings for the period to 20267

49% of respondents favoured an urban focused approach , concentrating most
development, 70% or more in the towns.

Question 6.6 - Excluding development at Cranbrook and in East Devon's West
End do you consider that employment land allocations/provision levels should
exceed the 25 hectares figure? (Please mark one box only)

58% of respondents answered yes, to allow a wide range of employment sites to be
allocated recognising that in the plan period not all sites would be developed.

Question 6.7 - Should greater employment opportunities be provided at East
Devon settlements to ensure a better provision of job opportunities close to
where people live and on public transport routes? (please mark one box only)

90% of respondents answered yes.

A3052 Corridor
Question 8.1 - Should employment sites and other commercial/tourism business
in the A3052 Corridor be expanded to meet employment needs and job creation

opportunities?

47 % of respondents answered 'broadly yes' to this question with comments that the
existing business parks and Crealy should be allowed to expand. Others drew attention to
the fact this area is outside the AONB with good transport links. There was some concern
about the capacity of the A3052. A number of respondents felt it should be made clear it is
the western end of the A3052 that is being referred to.

Axminster

Question 9.2 - What scale of allocated/identified land to accommodate future
residential development would you favour for Axminster? (please mark one
box only)

66% of respondents favoured moderate levels of development (200-400 dwellings). 19 %
favoured high levels (750 dwellings) and 7% very high levels (1000 dwellings). The high or
very high level of growth, that would be need to provide a bypass, was therefore supported
by only 26% of respondents.

Question 9.3 - Which approach to alleviating traffic congestion in Axminster
would you favour? (please mark one box only)

65 % of respondents favoured road improvements in the town and 29% supported a
north south relief road. A number of those favouring road improvements in the town
centre question the credibility and affordability of bypass development as well as the
need for such a scheme and adverse environmental impacts/loss of countryside that
may arise and adverse impacts on town centre traders. Those favouring a bypass
highlighted such issues as economic benefits, reduced congestion, enhancement of
the town centre, reducing vehicle pressure in the town centre and making the town
centre safer.

11



1.35

1.36

1.37

1.38

1.39

1.40

Question 9.5 - Which broad areas of growth or development would you favour
for Axminster? (please mark all the boxes you consider appropriate)

60% of respondents favoured a northerly expansion (Cloakham Lawns area) fo Axminster
with 14% favouring an easterly extension (the area for a north/south relief road).

Those favouring a northerly expansion highlighted potential for improved sports facilities,
proximity to services, development not causing significant adverse environmental impacts
and easy/quick potential for housing delivery.

Those favouring an easterly expansion majored on the potential to deliver a bypass but
other issues mentioned included the reference to lack of danger of flooding and potential for
expansion of the industrial estate.

Budleigh Salterton

Question 10.1 - What scale of allocated/identified land to accommodate future
residential development {(and employment and other developments) would you
favour for Budleigh Salterton? {please mark one box only)

41% of respondents favoured a limited level of development (200 houses), 29 %
supported a modest level of development (400 houses) and 29% felt neither option
was appropriate.

Exmouth

Question 11.1 - What scale of allocated/identified land to accommodate future
residential development would you favour for Exmouth? (please mark one box
only)

39% of respondents favoured moderate levels of development (1000 dwellings), 20%
favoured low levels of development (500 dwellings), 19% favoured very high levels of
development (2000 dwellings) and 22% did not support any of these options.

Question 11.2 - What scale of new employment and commercial provision would
you favour in Exmouth? {(please mark one box only)

64% of respondents supported modest employment development (small scale greenfield
sites and infilling) and 23% supporting significant employment development with major
greenfield development.

Question 11.3 - Which broad areas of growth or development would you favour
for Exmouth? (please mark all the boxes that you consider appropriate)

31% of respondents favoured directing development to within the town, 38% favoured
a south-east expansion in the Littleham Valley, 13% favoured a northerly expansion in the
Goodmore’s Farm area,

Question 11.4 - Dinan Way can only be reasonably expected to be completed
through developer contributions, should we therefore plan for its completion
knowing that it will also require enabling development?

Those in favour of completing Dinan Way made comments including -  take
unsuitable traffic away from residential streets — effectively a northern relief road /
heavy traffic /Sandy Bay traffic can use this route and will make the trading estates
more attractive; One of the top priorities for Exmouth;

12



1.41

1.42

1.43

1.44

Those respondents who were opposed to completing Dinan Way made comments
including — not until A376 problem is resolved. Road building at a time of ‘peak oil’ is
illogical.

Honiton

Question 12.1 - What scale of allocated/identified land to accommodate future
residential development would you favour for Honiton? (please mark one box
only)

39 % of respondents favoured very high levels of development (1000 dwellings or
more) and 33% favoured moderate levels of growth (around 500 dwellings)

Those in favour of very high levels of development made comments including —Eastern
bypass/A35 improvements badly needed. Western bypass supported. Honiton provides a
sound opportunity for growth / has good infrastructure. Development in market towns
required to support the rural economy and relieve pressure on A30 corridor east of Exeter.

Those respondents who favoured moderate levels of development made comments
including — well served by rail and trunk road and well placed to accommodate future
balanced development of housing and employment. Closure of M&S demonstrates
the current size of the town cannot sustain some facilities. No growth until an eastern
bypass in place and A373 closed to HGVS.

Question 12.2 - What scale of new employment and commercial provision would
you favour in Honiton? (please mark one box only)

51% of respondents favoured modest levels (small scale greenfield and infilling) and
36% favoured significant employment development attracting major inward
investment.

Question 12.3 - Should we plan to accommodate bulky goods retail development in
Honiton and if so where might it be located?

48% of respondents answered ‘broadly yes’ to this question and 23% ‘broadly no'.

Those in favour made comments including — on Heathpark only; must be complementary
to the town centre; excellent transport network makes this a good location; appropriate
provision will be consistent with planning policy and reduce trips to Exeter.

Those respondents who answered broadly no to this question made comments including —
more suitable at the West End of East Devon or Exeter, threat to viability of the  High
Street.

Question 12.4 - Which broad areas of growth or development would you favour
for Honiton? (please mark all the boxes that you consider appropriate)

33% of respondents favoured an easterly expansion and commented — avoids AONBs;
would support provision of an eastern bypass; only realistic option for significant expansion
subject to provision of infrastructure; well related to existing transport nodes with high
accessibility to local facilities.

27% supported a westerly expansion and commented - most advantageous
connections to road network; avoids AONBs; suitable for commercial development;

24% favoured directing development to within the town.
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Ottery St Mary

Question 13.1 - What scale of allocated/identified land to accommodate future
residential development would you favour for Ottery St Mary? (please mark
one box only)

54% of respondents supported low levels of development (around 250 dwellings) and
commented — appropriate to meet local needs; should be matched by employment
opportunities; insufficient infrastructure to support high levels of growth; because of
poor road network and flooding problems.

26% of respondents favoured high levels of growth (500 dwellings or more} and
commented — could act as an incentive to improve infrastructure — support expansion of
facilities; would support local rural economy;

Question 13.3 - Which broad areas of growth or development would you favour
for Ottery St Mary? (please mark all the boxes you consider appropriate)

34% of respondents favoured a westerly expansion to Ottery St Mary beyond the
flood plain and commented ~ sensible option that limits traffic through the congested
town centre; above the floodplain; direct link to the A30; reserve site for relocation of
Kings School — already over capacity. 24% favoured directing growth to within the
town.

Question 13.4 - Do you support provision of a new supermarket in Ottery St
Mary? (please mark one box only)

49% of respondents answered ‘yes’ to this question and 39% ‘no’

Seaton

Question 14.1 - What scale of allocated/identified land to accommodate future
residential development would you favour for Seaton? (please mark one box
only)

43% of respondents favoured a limited level of residential development (150 houses)
commented - overdevelopment would ruin the town; sufficient to provide the affordable
housing required; facilities/infrastructure not adequate for major growth. 31% supported a
higher level 300 dwellings) and made comments including - development has been
restricted in recent years; the town needs more people to obtain an improved identity and
support the local economy; affordable homes are required.

Question 14.2 - Which broad areas of growth or development would you favour
for Seaton? (please mark one box only)

46% of respondents favoured directing growth to within the town and 34% favoured a
northerly expansion to the town.

Sidmouth

Question 15.1 - What scale of allocatedl/identified land to accommodate future
residential development would you favour for Sidmouth?

51% of respondents favoured a lower level of development (250 dwellings), 32% did not
favour either a high or lower level of growth and commented- exceptional built  fabric and
surrounding landscape mean only small sites for affordable housing should be permitted;
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loss of greenfield land detrimental to the character of the town and its attraction as a tourist
resort

Question 16.3 - Which broad areas of growth or development would you favour
for Sidmouth? (please mark all the boxes you consider appropriate)

Directing growth into the developed areas of the town was the most favoured option
with a north-westerly expansion the most favoured greenfield option.

Question 16.1 - Which approach to defining appropriate locations for future
village and rural development do you most favour? (please mark one box only)

Rural Communities

Question 16.2 - Which approach to market and affordable housing provision in
villages and rural areas do you most favour? (please mark one box only)

68% of respondents favoured a ‘wider issues’ approach, assessing villages on a wide
range of social , economic and environmental issues.

Question 16.6 - Which approach to commercial and community facilities  provision

in villages and rural areas do you most favour? (please mark one box only)

1.55

2.0
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2.2

2.3

60 % of respondents were in favour of continuing the current policy with new
community facilities allowed at villages with built-up area boundaries.

Question 16.7 - Which approach to commercial development and rural
enterprise do you favour? (please mark one box only)

50% of respondents were in favour of a less restrictive approach to provision of
employment with 34% in favour of development at or near to larger villages.

Consultation on a further Option for an Urban Extension to Exeter

The Issues and Options Report set out three urban extension options to accommodate
some of the 4000 dwellings the proposed changes to the Regional Spatial Strategy requires
to be provided in East Devon within Area of Search 4B adjoining Exeter. These three
options were all west of the M5 abutting Pinhoe. One of the questions asked was whether
there were any alternative sites for such an urban extension. In response
landowners/developers put forward areas of land to the east of the M5 in the vicinity of
Blackhorse and the proposed Science Park. Since no third parties, including local residents
have had the opportunity to comment on this option the Development Management
Committee agreed to carry out a focussed consultation exercise in respect of this proposal.
This will ensure that the Council can consider all the options on an equal basis in the light of
public comments and the formal views of the County Council, Exeter City Council, the
Highways Agency and other bodies and organisations.

The further consultation on the option for an urban extension to Exeter in the vicinity of
Blackhorse and the proposed Science Park at Redhayes commenced on 2 November 2009
and closed on 14 December 2009. All the responses can be viewed in full on the Council's
Planning Policy Consultation Portal on the Council website, (see paragraph 1.19 above)

The consultation was carried out for 6 weeks, starting November 2009. We received 65
responses, of which 39 objected to Option 4 (south of the railway), whilst 11 supported it. Q2,
which asks whether respondents would support further development to the north of the
railway line (Option 4a) , was aimed at those 11 supporters of an urban extension in the first
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question, therefore most replies were ‘no comment'. However there were 21 specific replies,
with 16 opposing and 5 in support of further development. All five supporters had also
responded positively to question 1.

Responses tended to fall into the following categories:

Observations relating to the strategic integration and phasing of an urban extension
with existing development proposals in the East Area of search 4B

Objections to one or both proposals on technical grounds

Objections to one or both proposals on other grounds

Observations relating to the strategic integration and phasing of an urban
extension with existing development proposals in the East Area of search 4B

As might be expected, ‘rival’ developers all object to Options 4 and 4a and raise many of
the technical constraints listed below to support their position- they also all state that their
developments should be brought forward prior to other strategic sites. Highways Authority,
Exeter City Council and DCC do not object to the development in principle but raise
concermns, along with English Nature, about the phasing of any development and the ability
to provide adequate infrastructure (particularly secondary school provision and highway
capacity) if it is developed in parallel with other strategic sites. The assessment of
development options in the LDF should therefore explicitly recognise the importance of
strategic delivery and phasing in the East of Exeter area. Such a phasing framework will
need to include both the coordinated phasing of development and its associated
infrastructure.

Areas 4 and 4a provide additional options for securing the overall scale of growth projected
for the area to 2026, but must not endanger the delivery of a sustainable new community at
Cranbrook or sites already identified for development within the city.

A fragmented pattern of delivery would undermine the effectiveness of infrastructure
delivery and funding (resulting either in excessive demand on capacity, underutilised
capacity or lack of timely delivery).

If both Options 4 and 4a were to be developed, they would create two separate housing
areas, rather than an integrated new community/urban extension

Options 4 and 4a should be assessed against all the other proposals for new development
in East Area of search 4B

A larger Cranbrook would be more sustainable than this proposal

Option 4 could be served by high quality public transport and be linked to the city and other
developments within East Devon, access to Option 4a is constrained and could add to
existing network capacity problems.

If newly created capacity is utilised by this development it will prevent subsequent
developments going ahead

Development of Options 4 and 4a would be close to the existing urban area and accessible
to the proposed maijor strategic employment developments at the Science Park, Skypark
and Exeter Airport

Technical Constraints:

26

Transport links

HA are concerned that, even after improvement works, J29 and J30 may have insufficient
capacity to accommodate additional traffic from all developments and M5 will be  over-
capacity. HA and DCC support Option 4 in principle as it is well-linked to the HQPT route.

16



2.7

28

2.9

2.10

Eagle 1 state that they have an option on land adjacent M5 and could overcome the HA
concerns re the Tithebarn Lane bridge over the M5 improvements, which will otherwise not
be carried out until 2016-2021.

* Development in option 4a would be less sustainable than in option 4 since it is less well
linked to the proposed infrastructure improvements and would therefore generate more
car travel and CO2 emissions.

= Junction 29 is at capacity/no further development until improvements are carried out
* Road improvements are dependent upon other development being implemented

= Option 4 could be served by high quality public transport and be linked to the city and
other developments within East Devon

* Access to Option 4a is constrained and could add to existing network capacity problems
= Option 4a will function as a Cul-de-sac

* Road safety issues- additional fraffic will be dangerousfnowhere for the air
ambulance to land

Flooding

The Environment Agency have not identified any issues although local residents are
concerned.

Grade 1 agricultural land

English Nature object strongly to the loss of Grade 1 land. Guidance requires a sequential
approach demonstrating that other sites have been considered and discounted.

Water provision and drainage
South West Water have not identified any issues although local residents are concerned.
Aircraft noise

EDAL have aspirations to develop land around the airport for airport and other non-airport
related employment uses. They emphasise that planning policies and development options
around the airport must have regard to the strategic importance of the airport to the area, in
line with adopted National, Regional and Local Planning Policy which seeks to promote the
expansion of Exeter Airport and stop development which would prejudice the airport's
operations. The Issues and Options Document identifies a 57 DB noise corridor related to the
airport, as a constraint, in EDAL'’s view this does not take into account sufficiently the impact
of aircraft noise on Area 4. PPG24 explains that a noise contour is not the only factor-
proximity to the airport and in particular take off and landing and flight paths are also key
issues and areas (such as 4 and 4a) which lie outside of the 57 DB contour could
nonetheless be the subject of adverse impact from aircraft noise.

In the absence of technical information which considers this issue it is possible that future
residents of these areas would experience noise intrusion, which could lead to nuisance
complaints and would potentially impact upon future airport expansion.
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Proximity to M5- Noise and Air quality

Area 4 does not directly abut the M5 and the distribution of land uses and landscaping, as
well as layout and orientation at the detailed design stage, should ensure that noise
disruption and air pollution to residents resulting from its proximity are minimal. In any case,
there is existing residential development in closer proximity at Blackhorse and new housing
has been constructed to the west of the M5 in Exeter without demonstrable harm.

Area 4A immediately adjoins the M5 and any effects are therefore likely to be more intense,
requiring the measures above plus attenuation measures such as bunding and landscaping
in line with Environment Agency and Envircnmental Health guidance.

Proximity to existing housing

New development may impact to an extent upon existing residents, however this will need to
be managed at the detailed planning stage to ensure that any loss of amenity is minimised.
There is scope for separation and buffer zones between existing and any new development
and careful layout, design and landscaping should ameliorate the situation

Education provision

DCC do not suggest any solution to the lack of secondary capacity issue, other than to state
that it will be heavily dependent on the secondary school at Cranbrook coming forward prior
to any other new development.

Regional Spatial Strategy

The Secretary of State's Proposed Changes to draft Regional Spatial Strategy were
published in July 2008. Public consuitation took place until 24 October 2008. About 35,000
responses were received. The Secretary of State intended to publish the final Regional
Spatial Strategy at the end of June. However, in May, the High Court issued a judgement
that the Sustainability Appraisal of the East of England RSS had failed to test reasonable
alternatives to two of its proposals, and was thus in breach of the legal requiremenis. The
Court remitted those proposals to the government to reconsider them. In June GOSW
informed south west local authorities that publication of the South West RSS would be
delayed to consider the implications of the High Court judgement.

On 25 June the Deputy Regional Director of GOSW wrote to all south west Chief
Executives to clarify the position. He said:

“In the meantime, the RSS has reached such an advanced stage that we would expect it now
to be given considerable weight in consideration of any application for development. Qur
advice to local planning authorities remains that they should proceed with the preparation of
Core Strategies (and any other development plan documents that may be relevant), and not
wait for the final RSS to be issued.”

Other commentators have cast doubt on the weight that can be attached to the RSS at
present. On 25 September GOSW informed local authorities that the Govemment wishes to
be satisfied that the Sustainability Appraisal of the Proposed Changes to the SW RSS tested
reasonable alternatives to the Areas of Search in policies HMA1-13 for strategic housing,
business and other development which were added or amended following consideration of
the EIP Panel's report. Policy HMA4 relates to the Exeter Housing Market Area which
includes East Devon and the Secretary of State did amend the proposals for Area of Search
K in the Draft RSS. The further sustainability appraisal work will therefore need to test
reasonable alternatives to the proposals for Area of Search 4B.
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Map

On 21 December GOSW informed local authorities that the new appraisal is expected to be
completed in March 2010. Ministers will then decide how to progress the RSS, which may
include additional consultation. GOSW reiterated their advice that Core Strategies should
progress and there is no need to await the issuing of the final version of the RSS.

Unless otherwise stated references in the remainder of this report to the RSS are to the
Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes to the RSS published in July 2008. Map 1 below
shows the distribution of dwellings proposed for East Devon in the RSS.

1 Exeter Inset Diagram - Proposed Changes to the South West Regional Spatial
Strategy (For ease of reading the notations for the East Devon area have been
enlarged and a dashed blue line placed around Area of Search 4B
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Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitat Regulations
Assessment

41 The 2004 Planning Act requires that all Development Plan Documents are subject to
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and a European Directive requires a Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) to be carried out. Relevant assessment reports will need to be presented
to the Inspector at Examination and the inspector will need to be advised of how the
appraisal work has helped inform and refine any plan produced. Government guidance
emphasises that SA should perform a key role in providing a sound evidence base for the
plan and form an integrated part of the plan preparation process. SA should provide a
powerful means of proving to decision makers, and the public, that the plan is the most

appropriate given reasonable alternatives.

4.2 Although SA and SEA are separate requirements they are typically undertaken alongside

one another and as part of a single on-going process.

4.3 As a separate exercise there is also a requirement for Appropriate Assessment (AA) to be
undertaken of plans under the Habitat Regulations arising from European law. This
assessment is concerned with the potential impacts of development on European Wildlife
sites - Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Special Protection Areas (SPAs). The
relevant designated sites in East Devon are listed below but possible impacts of
development in East Devon on sites beyond the District boundary will also need to be

considered:

« The Exe Estuary

» Beer Quarry and Caves

» East Devon Pebblebed Heaths

 River Axe from the Dorset border to the A3052
e Sidmouth to West Bay Coast

4.4 Tenders were invited from six firms to carry out the SA/SEA and they were also asked to
quote separately for the Habitat Regulations Assessment. Following interviews of three of the
firms by the Chairman of the LDF Panel, the Strategic Planning and Regeneration Portfolio
Holder and officers Land Use Consultants have been appointed to carry out the SA/SEA.
Land Use Consultants have now also been appointed to undertake the initial Habitats

Regulations work.

4.5 The key sustainability issues identified in the Scoping Report for the Sustainability appraisal

praduced in 2008 are:

A) Social Progress and Community Development
Housing

« House prices in East Devon are very high in relation to wages, which are lower than the
national average. This issue is compounded by a limited supply of affordable housing in the
District (there is a shortfall of 736 affordable dwellings per year in East Devon for the five

years from 2005').

s The average household size in East Devon is smaller than the national average at 2.22

persons per dwelling and is continuing to fall.

« There are high levels of home ownership in the District (79.4%) and only 11.9% of the

population lives in social rented dwellings.

' Fordham Research Study for East Devon District Council (2001, updated 2005).
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Saocial Inclusiveness

in the more remote rural areas and remote towns of East Devon, geographical isolation and
dependence on low value added and seasonal work are key contributing factors to
deprivation. However, in rural areas with easy commuting and access to centres of
employment, deprivation levels tend to be far lower.

Although the percentage of people in East Devon with no qualifications is lower than the
national average, there are fewer people than average with higher level qualifications,
indicating that the East Devon population has lower average qualification levels than the
UK as a whole.

Market and coastal towns are of particular importance in the East Devon District in terms of
serving their resident communities and the wider surrounding areas.

Population and Health

The East Devon population is predicted to rise at a rate of around 1% per year through to
2029. This would indicate a District population of around 160,000 people by 2029, in
comparison to 129,800 in 2005

East Devon is characterised by an elderly population profile, particularly in the District's
coastal towns. Around 29.5% of the population is retired compared to 17.3% in England
overali.

The District has an overall low population density; however there is significant variation
between the rural and urban areas of East Devon.

The vast majority of peopie in East Devon are white British (97.5% compared with 87% in
Britain overall).

Settiement ‘Liveability’

East Devon experiences low crime rates but despite this there is a high fear of crime,
particularly threats such as drug and alcohol abuse, domestic violence and anti-social
behaviour.

index of multiple deprivation data shows East Devon to have generally low levels of
deprivation compared to the UK as a whole, aithough employment and income deprivation
scores for the District are comparatively poor.

Comparatively low overall deprivation levels for East Devon hide pockets of deprivation, for
example in the south west of the District at Exmouth.

B) Environmental Protection and Enhancement

Buiit Heritage and Landscape

Around 66% of the District is covered by two AONB designations — East Devon and
Blackdown Hiils.

The Devon Redlands Joint Character Area has been described as ‘neglected’ and the
Blackdown Hilis as ‘maintained’.

There is significant archaeological heritage within East Devon, both land and shore-based.
There are188 Scheduied Ancient Monuments in East Devon and 4,408 listed buildings (this
represents 1 for every 28.5 people, which is over four times the England average). Most are

 ONS Mid-Year Population Estimates 2005
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privately owned residential buildings and most are in good condition, although a significant
minority have defects and signs of deterioration.

Recent housing developments have often been unsympathetic to local vernacular styles
and materials, for example bungalows built in coastal towns. In Honiton and Exmouth,
where particularly substantial residential growth has been experienced, a large number of
newer properties can be seen which often pay little respect to traditional local styles.

Biodiversity

East Devon is a district of significant biodiversity and nature conservation value - there are
25 SSSis, four SACs and two SPAs, as well as a number of non-designated sites which
hold high ecological value, including broadleaved woodland, rivers and streams and
maritime cliffs and slopes.

The District is a nationally important area for winter roosting bird species in areas such as
the Axe and Exe Estuaries.

Air, Soil and Water Quality

A number of potential significant sources of air pollution exist in and around East Devon,
including Exeter Intemational Airport, industrial sites in bordering authorities, petrol stations
and road traffic on the M5 motorway, and local road network.

East Devon has limited pockets of contaminated land as the District has not had a history of
intensive urban growth or industrialisation. The percentage of housing built on previously
developed landing East Devon has increased generally over recent years, but there was a
fall in 2006/7 from the previous year.

Transport

Car use for travelling to and from work is marginally higher in East Devon than across
England as a whole and public transport use is significantly lower.

Although many residents have good access to transport links, particularly at the western
part of the District which lies at a strategic transport node, there are rural parts of East
Devon which are accessed by remote lanes and have poor public transport services.

Improvements to Junction 29 of the M5 will be required as a result of new developments
planned in the western part of East Devon, such as a new community at Cranbrook, a new
terminal for Exeter Airport and a major business park (Skypark), in order to accommodate
the increasing volume of traffic.

Climate Change

The biggest contributors to CO? emissions in East Devon are the road transport and
domestic sectors at 36.8% and 35.8% respectively. In the South West overall, the top two
contributors are the industry and commercial sector and domestic sectors, at 36.1% and
32.8% respectively.

Per capita CO? production is high in the East Devon District (8.4 tonnes) compared with
Exeter (5.7 tonnes) but similar to the regional average of 8.2 tonnes. This is characteristic
of a predominantly rural area with a higher reliance on road transport.

Incidences of flooding in East Devon are expected to rise with projected sea level rises and
wetter winters. Areas of Flood Zones 2 and 3 are identified around all of the main rivers in
the District as well as many of their tributaries.
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C) Natural Resource Management and Conservation
Energy Consumption

» Devon currently receives around 1.8% of its energy supply from renewabies, mainly from
methane gas from landfill and small hydro schemes.

e East Devon has achieved greater improvements in domestic energy efficiency than the
South West region overall — 19.8% compared to 15.3%.

« High renewables targets have been set by the South West RSS. There is significant scope
within East Devon for small-scale community based energy production and combined heat
and power (CHP) schemes.

Waste

« Household waste levels in East Devon are increasing year on year.
e Landfill capacity in the District is becoming depieted.
» There is an ongoing drive to increase levels of recycling and composting.

D) Economic Growth and Empioyment
Economic Growth

» There is a high demand for development land to serve the sub-regional role of Exeter,
affecting planning policy and land allocations in East Devon.

s East Devon has low unemployment levels — fewer than 2% of the economically active
population.

* A high proportion of jobs in the District are in the tourism sector, which is often seasonal
work with limited opportunities for training and progression (16% of jobs in Devon are
related to tourism).

» Many of the better paid residents of East Devon commute to jobs beyond the District
boundary, particularly to Exeter.

5.0 East of Exeter Transport Schemes and provisional outcomes from Phase 3 Access
Study

5.1 At the first meeting of the LDF Panel Dave Black, Head of Transportation at Devon County
Council gave a presentation on the planned East of Exeter Transport schemes and the
provisional outcomes from a study as to how to accommodate the higher housing figures
proposed in the Secretary of State’s Changes to the RSS, in particular the 4000 dweliings
proposed in East Devon in Area of Search 4B. Both the possible options for a second new
community (which would need to be able to accommodate in the long term at least 6000
dwellings) required major highway infrastructure which cast doubts on their deliverability. A
second new community in the vicinity of Westpoint would require a new link across the M5
crossing the Clyst floodplain as well as a link to the airport junction on the A30. A second
new community adjoining Pinhoe would require a new link crossing the M5 and the railway.

5.2 There was capacity on the A30/Cranbrook corridor for 10,000 dwellings (once both the
proposed Junction 29 improvements and the proposed Phase 3 Access Strategy works were
completed) but with Cranbrook proposed to grow (under RSS policy) to 7,500 dwellings a
maximum of an additional 2,500 dwellings could be provided on this corridor and the only
other location for growth would be in the vicinity of Redhayes and Blackhorse with capacity
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for some 2000 dwellings. Provisionally it was anticipated approximately 1000 dwellings could
be accommodated at Pinhoe before the existing highway network was at capacity. There
was an option of distributing all the 4000 dwellings (or the balance of 1000 dwellings if
development at Redhayes/Blackhorse and Pinhoe were to proceed) to the market towns in
East Devon, but this would not be in conformity with the RSS.

The County Council commissioned Parsons Brinckerhoff to prepare a technical report to
identify and evaluate the transportation implications of the strategic options for
accommodating the shorifall in dwelling provision to meet the requirements in the Secretary
of State's proposed changes to the Regional Spatial Strategy. It is understood that the report
will be considered shortly by the Exeter and East Devon Growth Point Board.

Other Studies to form Part of the Evidence Base for the Core Strategy

The SA, SEA and AA and the Phase 3 Access Strategy referred to above form part of the
gvidence base for the LDF and the Core Strategy. The main completed studies and studies
in progress are:

Completed Studies

Housing Needs Survey June 2001 (Volumes | & II)

Housing Needs Survey Update March 2005

Sustainability Appraisal — Generic Scoping Report 2007

East Devon Employment Land Review 2006 - 2026, Nov 2007 (and follow on East Devon
Task and Finish Forum)

Employment Land Availability Assessment 2008

Exeter and Torbay Housing Market Assessment - East Devon Report 2008

Retail Needs Study and Town Centre Health Check 2008

Exeter Hotel Study - Final Report 2007

Exeter and East Devon Growth Point Low and Zero Carbon Study 2008

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, 2008

Landscape Character Assessment and Management Guidelines 2008

Green Infrastructure Study — Exeter and East Devon New Growth Point 2009

Green Infrastructure Strategy — LDA Design 2009

Studies in Progress

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment - EDDC

Exeter and East Devon Infrastructure Study — AECOM

LDF Sustainability Appraisal — Land Use Consultants

LDF Habitat Regulations Assessment (Appropriate Assessment) - Land Use Consultants
East of Exeter Transport Phase 3 Access Study — Parsons Brinckerhoff for Devon County
Council

A number of these studies have been commissioned by the New Growth Point Team, in
some instances to cover just the Growth Point (or part of it) and in others to also cover the
whole of East Devon. Other studies have been commissioned by the Council directly.
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Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment

A key task undertaken by the Planning Policy section over the last 24 months has been the
production of the first East Devon Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (or
SHLAA). The SHLAA, which is required by Government planning guidance, is scheduled for
completion in March 2010 and it has been a very substantial piece of work (estimated at
taking over 300 days of officer time). It has involved critical assessment of over 450 sites
submitted by the public/agent/prospective developers as offering potential for housing
development. The SHLAA process is concerned with examining whether sites, on technical
and financial grounds, could or would be developed and at what time scale developed would
be expected to occur (assuming planning permission were granted). It is important to stress
that the SHLAA process does not allocate sites for development purposes or recommend
which, if any sites, should allocated. What it does do is provide the Council with a database
of potential development sites.

The SHLAA has been produced under a common methodology agreed by the authorities of
the Exeter Housing Market Area (East Devon District, Exeter City, Mid Devon District,
Teignbridge District, Dartmoor National Park Authority and Devon County Council). it has
invoived consideration of sites by an independent Panel drawn from the development
industry and agents, highways authorities, Environment Agency, Natural England and other
organisations. The Panel will have met on four occasions before the SHLAA report is
finalised. After March the SHLAA process will start again and will be rerun on an annual
basis.

The SHLAA will be a fundamental piece of housing evidence to inform the Core Strategy and
other LDF documents. It will inform policy choice on appropriate sites for development and
will also underpin future assessments of 5 year housing land supply.

Local Development Framework Panel: Emerging Development Strategy and Potential
Strategic Allocations for Development

The Local Development Framework Panel met on 19 occasions in 2009 with other members
in regular attendance.

The Panel has been conscious that the Core Strategy is not just a housing allocation
exercise but an opportunity to achieve the Council's vision for East Devon to create vibrant,
mixed income and mixed age sustainable communities. A spatial representation of the vision
for East Devon has been considered by the Panel and this is attached as Appendix 6.

Key Issue 1.

Does the East Devon Spatial Vision encapsulate the Council’s aspirations for East
Devon?

7.3

The East Devon Core Strategy needs to be in conformity with the Regional Spatial Strategy
which focuses growth in East Devon’'s West End adjoining Exeter. Over the period to 2026
the RSS requires the provision of 11,500 dwellings in East Devon's West End (7,500 at
Cranbrook and 4000 at area of Search 4B to the east of Exeter) plus 100 hectares of
employment land. In the rest of East Devon the RSS requires provision of a minimum of
3,600 dwellings. Whilst not objecting to the overall figure of 17,100 dwellings for East Devon
in the RSS the Councii did not support the growth of Cranbrook beyond 6,500 dwellings
preferring instead to increase the figure for the rest of East Devon to 6,600 dwellings. This
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7.4

7.5

would enable the Council to provide housing for our local communities and recognise the
problems of housing delivery in the West End.

However, this approach runs the risk of the Core Strategy not being in conformity with the
RSS. The 7,500 dwellings at Cranbrook and the 4,000 dwellings in Area of Search 4b are
part of the provision for growth at the Exeter SSCT (Strategically Significant Cities and
Towns). Development Policy A requires the primary focus for development in the South West
to be the SSCTs, Development Policy B relates to development at Market and Coastal
Towns and Development Policy C relates to development at Small Towns and Villages. Text
added to the RSS in the Secretary of State's Proposed Changes specifically addresses this
issue of transferring development required at the SSCT to other areas:

“Development Policies A, B and C set specific outcomes for different types of
places. They do not set out a sequential or 'cascade’ approach to the location of
development; so development needs relating to an SSCT should not be met at a
settlement identified under Development Policies B and C, and development needs
relating to a market or coastal town should not be met at a settlement identified
under Development Policy C."

To be able to demonstrate that higher housing numbers can be achieved in the rest of

East Devon the LDF Panel's approach has been to identify potential strategic  allocations and
examine whether these are deliverable or if there are any major  barriers to development.

Key Issue 2.

A Core Strategy that proposes 1000 dwellings fewer at Cranbrook and 1000 dwellings
more in the rest of East Devon than the RSS requirement runs the risk of being found
‘unsound’ at Examination. A robust evidence base will be required to justify not producing
a Core Strategy in conformity with the RSS.

Key Issue 3.

An alternative approach would be to accept the RSS figures for Cranbrook and Area of
Search 4b but still plan to exceed the 5,600 dwelling figure for the rest of East Devon. An
Inspector is likely to be more relaxed about overprovision than under provision of
dwellings and would have the option to make changes to reduce the provision in the rest
of East Devon if he or she felt this was necessary to make the Core Strategy ‘sound’. The
RSS requirement is for ‘at least’ 5,600 dwellings and some level of overprovision is
therefore likely to be acceptable.

7.6

7.7

The amended version of Planning Policy Statement 12: Local Spatial Planning issued in
2008 makes provision for the allocation of strategic sites for development in Core Strategies.
These should be sites considered central to the achievement of the strategy. The Issues and
Options Report set out options for directions of growth for Cranbrook, elsewhere in East
Devon's West End and in each of the towns. Potential strategic allocations are the expansion
of Cranbrook (the RSS changes propose 7,500 dwellings), the site(s) for the 4000 dwellings
in Area of Search 4B adjoining Exeter, and sites at Axminster, Exmouth and Honiton.

Emerging LDF Panel considerations point toward larger scale strategic growth for the towns
of Axminster, Exmouth and Honiton. These are identified as key local service centres that
offer scope for further expansion and development. Axminster and Honiton are centres
where community aspirations for further growth have been expressed and Exmouth, as the
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7.8

largest town in Devon, could be expected to accommodate significant growth. These towns
are:

weli served by existing facilities (including railway stations);
locations where larger scale development proposals have been promoted by
landowners/developers/agents.

The other larger towns or East Devon (Ottery St Mary, Seaton and Sidmouth) are more
constrained in terms of development potential and/or are less significant service centres.
Emerging LDF Panel thoughts on these towns point towards lower levels of growth to be
planned for. In other towns, villages and rural areas of East Devon development and growth
will be primarily geared towards meeting locally generated needs whilst sustaining and
promoting vibrant local communities and facilities, supporting strong and growing ecoenomies
and protecting and enhancing environmental assets.

7.9 The Issues and Options Report asked a question about the future scale of growth at each of

7.10

8.0

8.1

these towns with options of a low level to very high. The high level option for Exmouth was
stated to be 2000 dwellings or more (reflecting its position as the largest town in the District)
and for Axminster and Honiton the high level option was for 1000 dwellings or more. The
high level option for Ottery St Mary and Sidmouth was for 500 dwellings or more, and for
Seaton it was for 300 dwellings.

At a series of meetings the Panei carried out site inspections and received presentations
from agents for developers/landowners who put forward land as potential strategic
allocations for development in the Core Strategy at the West End, Axminster, Exmouth and
Honiton. The sites considered; a summary of the representations made in respect of each
one and the Panel's view on each site’s merits is discussed below. Council agreement is
sought that the sites felt worthy of further investigation by the Panei merit more detailed
investigation as possible strategic allocations. Further consultations will then be carried out
with Devon County Council, the Highways Agency and other statutory bodies. This will
provide more detailed evidence about whether the sites are deliverable and will inform the
sustainability appraisal work. In addition to receiving presentations the Planning Policy team
also employed three agency staff to assess potential strategic growth options at these towns.
Their town specific reports for Axminster, Exmouth and Honiton will be presented to Counci
in 2010.

Local Development Framework Panel: Core Strategy Potential Strategic
Allocations for Development

The Panel have made it ciear to developersflandowners and their agents that any steer they
gave about potential development areas was without prejudice to the subsequent
determination of any possible planning application by the Development Management
Committee and further that, in the event that a planning application comes to committee then
members reserve their position until they are in full possession of all the relevant facts and
arguments for and against. The sites and the Panel's views on each are set out below.

Cranbrook Expansion Options

8.2

The Proposed Changes to the Regional Spatial Strategy specify that Cranbrook should grow
to accommodate 7,500 dwellings. The Issues and Options Report set out 8 potential areas
for the expansion (see plan at Appendix 1). The Panel received two presentations in respect
of the expansion of Cranbrook:

i) Savills of behalf of the owners of Rockbeare Court Farm gave a presentation in
respect of the bulk of Area 3 and the western part of Area 6
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i) Members were concerned that development south of the A30 would erode the green
wedge between Cranbrook and Rockbeare and potentially affect the airport. However, the
Panel had been pleased with the approach presented by Savills in respect of land south of
the A30, particularly the sensitivity to the area and the emphasis placed on understanding
the importance of planning in sympathy with the landscape. They believed a buffer could
be created in the manner proposed by Savills that would retain Rockbeare's identity and
deliver an extension to Cranbrook. The Panel wished to see work progress on the
technical documentation to support the proposals.

iii) David Lock Associates on behalf of the New Community Partners gave a
presentation in respect of Area 1, 2, small part of Area 3 (western end), Area 5 and part of
Area 7 (west of the Knoll).

iv)  Overall members felt that a landscape led approach was required in considering the
options for the expansion of Cranbrook and that this might result in lower housing
numbers than initially thought. Nevertheless, proposals for a west extension (Area 1 in the
Issues and Options report) and east extension (Area 5 and part of 7), maintaining the
green wedge to Whimple were positively received. The mix of employment and some
residential proposed by the prospective developers was supported but it was considered
that the balance of the mix was not correct. Members wished to see more employment to
provide a meaningful buffer between the airport and for a landscape appraisal to
rigorously test the southern boundary. Further information was also required about the
acceptability of residential development in this area in view of aircraft engine testing at the
airport, particularly at night.

Key Issue 4.

The Council’s stated position is to limit Cranbrook to 6,500 dwellings. Nevertheless the
sustainability appraisal process requires the Council to consider reasonable alternatives
and one of these is expanding Cranbrook to the 7,500 dwellings required by the RSS.

Expansion of Cranbrook to more than 7,500 dwellings will need to be considered (and/or
dispersal to the rest of East Devon) if the option of a second new community is ruled out
and the capacity of the B3181 limits development adjoining Pinhoe which would make it
unlikely that 4000 dwellings can be delivered adjoining Exeter.

Urban Extensions to Exeter

8.3 The Proposed Changes to the Regional Spatial Strategy specify that 4000 dwellings should
be provided in what was called Area of Search 4B largely to the east of the M5 but including
land west of the M5 adjacent to Pinhoe. Although the Proposed Changes to the RSS do not
refer to a second new community the schedule of changes and reasons describes the
proposed 4000 dwellings in Area of Search 4B as ncrease the level of housing development
at the second new community in East Devon to 4,000 within the RSS period." and the reason
given is ‘Area of Search 4B — io bring forward a greater proportion of the proposed second
new community within the RSS period.”. Accordingly the Issues and Options Report raised
the possibility of a second new community and put forward two possible sites. One of these
was adjoining Pinhoe and the other was in the vicinity of Westpoint. No representations were
received from landowners/developers promoting a second new community at the Pinhoe
location but, as an alternative to Option 2, land in the friangle of Greendale/Hill Barton/Crealy
World of Adventure was put forward by Bell Cornwell on behalf of landowners. However,
none of the evidence required to support such a proposal has been submitted and the agents
did not take up the invitation to make a presentation to the LDF Panel on the scheme. The
absence of any serious developer/landowner interest and the difficulties of funding the major
additional infrastructure that would be required (that would be additional to all the current
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8.4

proposals on the A30 corridor) makes the deliverability of a second new community highly
questionable.

The options set out in the issues and Options Report for an urban extension to Exeter were
all to the north east of Pinhoe utilising the spare traffic capacity on the B3181 through
Pinhoe. The options were for 1. Land at Park Farm on the north west side of the B3181
between the city boundary and Westclyst, 2. Land at Pinn Court Farm, between the B3181
and the M5 and, 3 Land straddling the B3181 invoiving parts of options 1 and 2. The Panei
received presentations in respect of proposed urban extensions at both Park Farm and Pinn
Court Farm.

i) Beli Cornweil on behalf of the landowners gave a presentation in respect of land at Park
Farm.

if) The Panel responded positively to the presentation and in principle considered the site
could deliver an urban extension to Exeter to contribute to meeting the RSS requirements.
The agents considered the site could accommodate up to 1,300 dwellings. The Panel
were aware that the access issues are a major constraint on the total amount of
development that could be accommodated in the area and members were supportive of
an early phase of development that wouid allow 300-500 dwellings to come forward. This
would include a negotiated percentage of affordable dwellings and the Panel gave
significant weight to the early supply of affordable housing.

iii) Millwood Homes and Tetlow King Planning gave a presentation in respect of land at Pinn
Court Farm.

iv) The Panel felt that whilst there were merits in the proposals there is a fundamental
concern about noise from the M5 Motorway and thus the acceptability of this location for
housing. The noise issue in part relates to technical concerns but is also a perceptual
issue around what makes for an attractive and appealing living environment and how
noise levels on one site should be compared with those on another and the weight that
should be attached to these noise considerations when comparing aiternatives. Members
acknowledged that there are measures that might potentially be put in-place that could
limit noise levels. However, such measures might be at a high initial installation cost and
they could have longer term maintenance costs associated with them and potential
uncertainty around who might pay for and be responsible for such maintenance. Miliwood
Homes and Tetlow King Planning were advised that further detailed noise assessment
work needs to be undertaken at this site alongside assessment of potential mitigation
measures and consideration of longer term maintenance responsibilities and associated
cost issues.

v) The Executive Board at its meeting on 15 July 2009 approved a recommendation from the
Overview and Scrutiny Co-ordinating Committee meeting of 1 July 2009 that “the
development Management committee take urgent action to have sites reviewed for
potential urban expansion of Pinhoe following the report of the Local development
Framework Panel in September.”

Key Issue 5.

Members support the principle of an urban extension at Pinhoe (Park Farm / Pinn Court
Farm) but recognise that the capacity of the B3181 through Pinhoe to accommodate
additional traffic is the major constraint to the level of housing development that can be
accommodated. Clear guidance is required from Devon County Council, as Highway
Authority on this issue.
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Redhayes/Blackhorse

8.5

8.6

As set out in section 2.0 above an alternative site was put forward by landowners/developers
for an urban extension to Exeter on land to the east of the M5 in the vicinity of Blackhorse
and the proposed Science Park. A further consultation on this option commenced on 2
November 2009 and closed on 14 December 2009.

The Panel received a presentation in respect of this proposal from consultants Barton
Willmore and Eagle One. The proposals for a 2,200 dwellings mixed use neighbourhood to
the east of the Exeter Science Park were favourably received by the LDF Panel as a
strategic proposal for growth to accommodate some of housing within the Area of Search
identified by the Draft RSS. The proposal was felt to be well integrated with the Science Park
and on the public transport corridor from Cranbrook into the city. The Panel wished to see
work progress by the Council and the prospective developers on testing the delivery of the
proposal.

Key Issue 6.

Any development option involving the land at Redhayes/Blackhorse should not put at
risk the strategic objective of effective delivery of significant additional housing at
Cranbrook and other identified sites in Exeter. It must therefore be set in the context of
the established phasing and implementation programme for those sites and have regard
to the capacity of the development industry to bring forward Redhayes/Blackhorse as an
additional strategic site to those already identified.

Summary of the position on Cranbrook and potential West End developments

8.7

8.8

8.9

8.10

8.11

A second New Community would be very costly to deliver in terms of infrastructure and
would raise grave concerns over the credibility of delivery. Cranbrook was first proposed in
the Devon Structure Plan First Review adopted in 1999 but has yet to commence on site. A
similar 10/11 year lead time for a second new community would mean the first houses being
built in 2020/2021.

An urban extension of Pinhoe utilising the existing highway capacity (currently being
assessed by Devon County Council) could be delivered relatively early in the plan period and
come with a more modest price tag. However, there will be a threshold above which major
highway expenditure would be required.

The area between the proposed Science Park and the River Clyst floodplain to the east
could provide for a well connected and integrated residential neighbourhood well related to
employment and provide a critical mass of housing and community facilities that would
provide around 2,200 dwellings. However, the County Council, whilst recognising this
additional option for securing the overall scale of growth projected for the area over the
period to 2026, is concerned that this must not put at risk the delivery of a sustainable new
community at Cranbrook, or of sites already identified for development within Exeter.

The expansion of Cranbrook to the east and west, with selective expansions to the south
could provide 6,500 dwellings and still protect important planning objectives.

These strategic options could deliver 9,700 to 10,700 dwellings in the West End leaving the
Council at least 6,400 dwellings (ie above the 'at least 5,600’ figure in the RSS) to allocate to
the rest of the district.




Axminster

8.12 The Issues and Options Report set out three green field expansion options: to the north-west,

8.13

to the east and to the south of the town. The Panel received presentations in respect of land
to the North-west (Option 1) and land to the east (Option 2). See plan at Appendix 2.

i) CSJ Planning Consultants gave a presentation in respect of land to the north of the town

at Cloakham lawn — this site offers potential to accommodate 350 or more dwellings and
employment uses. The site offers scope for early development, potentially over the 2010
to 2015 period. Site development would take place alongside provision of greatly
enhanced sports facility provision at Cloakham Lawn.

i) The Panel had concerns about the adequacy of the sewage system and how surface

water run-off would be dealt with but recognised that these were technical issues. The
inclusion of sporting facilities was positively received as was the idea of incorporating
allotments, although management of the open spaces and facilities will be an important
consideration. As an aside members gave positive support for incorporating in the master
plan opportunities to enable the relocation of the football club on adjacent land. The Panel
were supportive in principle of the provision of some 300 dwellings as part of a mixed use
development in this location and wished to see work progress on the technical
documentation to support the proposals

i) Consultants Boyer Planning and Persimmon Homes gave a presentation in respect of

land to the east Axminster — this site offers potential for around 750 dwellings and mixed
use community and commercial facilities. This site offers longer term development
potential which may well stretch beyond the 2026 time span of the Core Strategy.
Provision of a north-south relief road has been identified as a desirable outcome for the
town and development of this site wiil help facilitate provision.

v) The Panel placed considerable importance on the provision of a relief road to alleviate

congestion and address related highway safety and environmental impact concerns on
the town centre. This points towards the need to assess how and in what way
developments in Axminster, including any proposals in this location, could make effective
and viable contributions to secure the provision of a relief road. The Panel were
supportive in principle of substantial development east of Axminster, as part of a mixed
use development and wished to see work progress on the technical documentation to
support the proposals.

An allocation of 300/400 dwellings at Axminster in the period to 2026 would reflect past
build rates in the town. A step change to a much higher building rate delivering around
1000 dwellings raises the issue of the relief road which, if it is to be delivered by a tariff on
new houses built, would be likely to be provided after their completion placing pressure on
the existing road network in the interim. The RSS requires the provision of 5,600 dwellings
in the rest of East Devon and existing commitments and allocations account for 3,264
dwellings leaving a requirement to allocate sites for 2,336 dwellings. To aliocate more than
a third of this rest of East Devon requirement to Axminster increasing by 50% the number
of households in the town (at the 2001 census there were 1838 households in the
Axminster Town Ward) will require justification and is likely to be challenged by
landowners/developers with interests in other towns, particularly at Exmouth and Honiton.
Even if the rest of East Devon figure is increased to 6,600 dwellings in line with the
Council’s objections to the RSS 1000 dwellings would still represent over a quarter of the
required allocation of 3,873 dwellings.
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Key Issue 7.

If the Core Strategy proposes both the Cloakham Lawn and east of Axminster sites this
would provide in the order of 1000 dwellings. This would be a significant proportion of
the RSS dwelling requirement for the rest of East Devon and this distribution of
development may be subject to challenge by landowners/developers with interests in
other towns, and also the Inspector would wish to be assured of the soundness of this
approach.

Exmouth

8.14 The Issues and Options Report set out three green field expansion options: to the north, to
the east and to the south-east. See plan at Appendix 3.The Panel received presentations in
respect of each option but Strategic Land Partnerships who were invited to make a
presentation in respect of land to the north of Summer Lane, and Courtlands Lane, declined
the offer.

f) Consultant David Beardmore gave a presentation about land between Marley Road and
Hulham Road north of Dinan way and forming part of Lovering Farm/Goodmores Farm.

ii) The Panel responded positively to the presentation and considered the site as having
potential for delivering an urban extension to Exmouth. The presentation indicated that the
proposal would be able to finance the completion of Dinan Way to Exeter Road but this
would impact on the ability of the development to deliver affordable housing or other
infrastructure and a financial appraisal would be required.

i) Consultant David Beardmore gave a presentation in respect of land to the east of
Exmouth, off St John's Road. The Panel responded positively to the presentation and
considered the site as having potential for delivering an urban extension to Exmouth.
However, it was recognised that there were question marks over the delivery of this site
particularly in achieving adequate access and further work was required to support the
proposal.

iv) Consultants Bell Cornwell and representatives from Clinton Devon Estates gave a
presentation in respect of some 22 hectares of land to the south east of Exmouth in the
Litleham Valley proposed for residential development. The developable area of 11
hectares would provide between 330 and 500 dwellings depending on density. They also
made a presentation about a northern extension to the Liverton Business Park to provide
3.85 hectares of developable land for employment delivering approximately 100,000 sq ft
of business space.

vi) The presentations were positively received by the Panel with the sites thought to have
potential for delivering an urban extension to Exmouth and employment/commercial land,
well related to key facilities, services and public transport. The Panel wished to see work
progress on the technical documentation to support the proposals.
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Key Issue 8.

As by far the largest town in East Devon Exmouth could be expected to accommodate a
significant portion of the growth required by the RSS in the rest of East Devon. One of the
options in the Issues and Options report was for very high levels of growth of 2000
dwellings or more although it was recognised that this would have to be accompanied by
major employment expansion to avoid reinforcing the high levels of commuting to Exeter.
On the basis of the work done to date about 1000 dwellings could be delivered at
Exmouth coupled with expansion of the Liverton Business Park and a new employment
area at L.overing Farm. The need for the completion of Dinan Way limits the potential for
delivery of affordable housing or other infrastructure at Lovering Farm. There is a need to
consider a mechanism whereby all new development in Exmouth contributes to improved
public transport in the A376 corridor.

Honiton

8.15 The Issues and Options Report set out four greenfield expansion options for Honiton: to the
north, east, south and west. See plan at Appendix 4.The Panel received presentations in
respect of land to the east (Option 2) and west (Option 4) and land to the south west (part of
Option 3)

i) Consultants Broadway Malyan gave a presentation for proposed residential development
on land forming part of Option 3 to the south west of Honiton within the East Devon Area
of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The Panel considered that this site would deliver a
relatively low number of houses and that access would be difficult. Members had
concerns as to whether the site had the potential to form a strategic allocation but noted
that the site was being assessed as part of the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA).

fi) Consultants Savills gave a presentation in respect of land to the west of Honiton both north
and south of the railway line for a mixed housing and employment development. The
Panel felt that this area was important for securing employment development for the town
(provided business types did not compete with the town centre) but, given the distance to
the town centre, residential development was less important. The Panel recognised the
need for roads improvements at the Turk’s Head junction and felt that an additional slip
road on to the A30 would be a potentially attractive option. Members feit there was merit
in advancing the technical studies that would be required for a potential strategic
allocation.

iii) Consultants Pegasus Planning Group gave a presentation for proposed housing and
employment development to the east of Honiton. Subject to the provision of an eastern
by-pass the Panel supported the principle of developing in this location for housing and
some employment and recognised the need for community infrastructure, and for phased
housing provision. The Panel were concemed that the existing A35 acts as a barrier to
movement in Honiton and were keen to explore the possibility of development in this
location contributing to a by-pass. Members felt there was merit in advancing the technical
studies that would be required for a potential strategic allocation.
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9.0

9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

Key Issue 9.

Whilst the Panel supported provision of an A 35 Eastern By-pass to Honiton it is clear
that the cost of either the previous Department of Transport scheme or a smaller scale
alternative scheme closer to the town is prohibitive and could not be funded by
residential development to the east of Honiton. There is potential for development to
the west, both for residential and employment development but highway issues at the
Turk’s Head junction would need to be overcome. Residential development to the east
or west would elongate the town further making walking or cycling to the centre less
attractive. There is an opportunity for limited residential development to the south
west but this would encroach into the East Devon Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty. It may therefore be necessary to scale back the initial housing figures
suggested for the town to around 500 dwellings

Rural Housing and Development

The need for more affordable housing in villages has been raised on many occasions in
Panel meetings and rural housing and development was the main topic discussed at the
Panel meeting on 9 December 2009. Three subject areas were discussed.

The first was the messages to be gained from Parish Plans on rural development. In brief
these were that the closure of village shops and post offices, falling school rolls and
consequent threat of closure have resulted in an acknowledgement that even quite small
villages need to have a limited amount of new housing development if they are not to lose
the younger generation. The problem is exacerbated by second home ownership. Affordable
housing is the main requirement and some villages would be happy to see such provision for
local people but sheltered housing for ageing residents was also seen as desirable.

The second area of discussion was the options for rural development in the context of
Government policy and the RSS Development Policy C for Development at Small Towns and
Villages. The options discussed were: 1. Maintaining the status quo, 2. Restrict development
to market towns only, 3.Allocated sites only (remove all Built-up Area boundaries), 4.
Affordable housing/local needs as drive, 5. Community Participation/Use of Toolkit.

The third area of discussion was the possible overall distribution of housing development in
the rest of East Devon for the period 2006 to 2026 to meet the RSS requirement for 5,600
dwellings (which the Council wishes to increase to 6,600 dwellings by restricting Cranbrook
to 6,500 dwellings and transferring the balance of 1000 dwellings to the rest of East Devon).
Existing completions and commitments (sites with planning permission) and local plan
allocations in the rest of East Devon total 3,264 dwellings leaving a requirement for 2,336
dwellings against the RSS figure and 3,336 against the Council's preferred figure. As an
illustration, if allocations were made in the towns as follows: Axminster 1000 dwellings,
Exmouth 1200 dwellings, Honiton 500 dwellings, Ottery St Mary 300 dwellings, Seaton 300
dwellings, Sidmouth 300 dwellings this would total 3,600 dwellings. There is therefore
unlikely to be a requirement for growth in the small towns and villages and, subject to a
defensible basis for the distribution of development, any provision can be largely driven by
the need to meet local needs. For many villages there will be a choice as to whether they
wish to keep their existing Built-up Area Boundary with any affordable housing coming
forward as exceptions sites or whether to make allocations for a mix of affordable of market
and affordable housing to encourage provision.
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Key Issue 10.

A modest allocation of 25 dwellings to 9 small towns/large vilages and 10 dwellings to
each of the other 52 villages (with and without Built-up Area boundaries in the Local Plan)
would total 745 dwellings. This would exceed the RSS requirement but would make little
impact on the affordable housing requirement in rural areas over the 20 year period
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10.0 Core Strategy Production Timetable for 2010 and Beyond

Document Preparation, Engagement and Evidence Gathering Stages {2011)

2 Feb 2010 — report to Overview and Scrutiny Coordinating Committee on
LDF Panel work to date and other LDF related work.

February/March 2010 - invite feedback on above.

February/March 2010 — Hold workshops in six main towns.

February/March 2010 — Consultation with Parishes/rural areas on rural issues.
April/May 2010 - Prepare/finalise a preferred options type consultation document.
May/June 2010 — Take above through committee.

June/July/August 2010 — Consult on preferred options report.

Ongoing — through spring/summer/autumn 2010 - prepare submission document.

October/November 2010 — Take proposed submission document through
Development Management Committee and Full council.

Submission Stages and Steps and Examination (2010, 2011 and 2012)

December 2010 / January 2011 — formal (submission) publication

consultation.

February/March/April 2011 — Collate responses to publication consultation.
Document Submission — June 2010

June/July/August 2011 — organise/prepare for Examination

September 2011 - Pre-Examination Meeting

late 2011/early 2012 — Examination.

Early 2012 — Receive Inspecior's Report.

2012 -~ Adopt Core Strategy (assuming sound examination report is

received).

The above is dependent on a number of issues including:

»

>

Staff resource availability (to meet the above would require additional staff);

Financial resource availability (current policy team funds/future budgets might just meet
costs but there would be minimal potential to commission external work and if the
Examination was longer than average length available funds would be insufficient);

36



v Vv Vv V¥V

the South West RSS,
desirability of consulting in the summer holiday period;
possible local Govt reorganisation in Devon; and

general election timing/outcomes, etc.

Key potential additional Work areas — in addition to tasks directly associated with above:

a) Produce infrastructure delivery plans.

b) Refine/undertake additional evidence gathering — could include:

» Town functionality assessment:

> Rural areas study.

¢} Monitoring (esp. housing and employment).

d) Strategic Housing Land Availability assessment.

11.0 CORE STRATEGY FINANCE

11.1  The table below sets out monies available in the 2009/10 budget and possible 2010/11
and 2011/12 budgets.

11.2 It is assumed that Housing and Planning Delivery Grant of £9,915 awarded in 2009 (for
performance in the 2008/09 year) and shown in the 2010/11 budget figures will be available

for the Planning Policy section to spend. No estimated provision is made for future years. The

table below identifies £195,695 as available for Core Strategy production (staff wages

are excluded).

LDF Funds Account Available | Available | Available
Funds Funds Funds

2009/10 2010411 2011/12

Planning Delivery Grant | Maintained in Holding Account - £138,945

{past grant) reclaimed against 43-411-3460

Housing and Planning Grant for performance in 2008 £9,915

Delivery Grant shown in 2010/11 budget.

Consultants Fees 43-411-3460 £10,000 £10,000 | £10,000

Habitat Regulations 43-411-610 Costs incurred in £16,835 £0 £0

Wark respect of Habitat Regulations work

Annuai Estimates for LDF Work £165,780 | £19,915 | £10,000

Total Projected Available Funds for 3 Years - 2008/09,

2009/10 and 2010/2011 £195,695

Expenditure provision is
also made in Council
budgets in respect of the
following items. It is
assumed that funds will
cover LDF tasks and costs
not tabled in the section
below:

Copier Click Charges, Consumables, Stationery, Intemal Xerox Printing Chg,
Books And Pubs, Licences, Internal Postage Recharges, Postal Serv Overhead,
Cleanmail Postage, Phone Mobiles Rechg, Phone Land Lines Rechg, Broadband
Rechg, It Software Purchase, It Software Annual Costs, Professional Bodies
Meetings, Conf Expenses, Subsistence, Advertising Gen, It Hardware Purchase.
These items are not included in the above.

12.0 CORE STRATEGY PROJECTED PRODUCTIONS COSTS
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12.1 The next table sets out what are deemed to be minimum costs (excluding staff time) for Core
Strategy production (the table includes currently committed expenditure and also projected
future expenses). It should be noted that all figures are best estimates as at January 2010
and will need finer scrutiny and assessment. They do, however, present an overview of
available funds and possible costs.

Projected Costs - Core | Notes Expenditure | Expenditure | Expenditure
Strategy 2009/10 2010/11 2011112
Social and Community Ongoing Study £30,000
Infrastructure Study commissioned jointly with

The New Growth Point

Team, Exeter City and

Teignbridge District
Agency Staff Fees The three agency planners £29,000

cost around £47,000.

Around £18,000 was covered
in money saved from staff
wages in 2009/10. The
identified expenditure is a net

figure.
Sustainability Appraisal | Work Commissioned in £25,000
August 2009
Habitat Regulations Work Commissioned in 2009 £8,000
Assessment
Affordable Housing Required Under Govt £15,000
Viability Study Guidance - internal staff do
not have expertise to do this
work.
Town focussed public Proposed to hold six one day £6,000
consultation events events - in Axminster,

Exmouth, Honiton, Ottery St
Mary, Seaton and Sidmouth,

Planning Inspector Fees | £50,000 would be a typical £10,000 £40,000
Planning Inspectorate fee for
an average Core Strategy
Examination. (See Note

Below)
Programme Officer The programme office £3,000 £7,000
Costs organises the workload for

the Inspector and deals with
correspondence and
programming.

Contingency Funds Other work might need to be £0 £15,600 £15,000
commissioned/ additional
expenses incurred. An
estimated £30,000 is set
aside for this.

Annual f‘_rgjected Costs £98,000 £43,000 £62,000

Total Projected Costs 3 Years - 2009/10, 2010/11 and £203,000
| 2011/2012




Planning Inspectorate Costs

12.2

12.3

12.4

12.5

13

13.1

13.2

13.3

13.4

The Planning Inspectorate costs for a typical examination can be expected to be in the
region of £50,000. The figure used in the table This is based on 6 sitting days of
examination and 8.5 total working days for each sitting day. This equates to 51 days at £993
per day. The expectation is that the East Devon Core Strategy examination couid be longer
and more complex than usual Core Strategy examinations. The West End issues are
complex and could be expected to add to the examination time and also making strategic
iand allocations could involve a more lengthy examination. Therefore it would be prudent for
the Council to note that additional examination expenditure may arise.

The above table lists only those work areas/studies that are deemed essential for Core
Strategy Production. The list does not include studies completed to date (or ongoing studies
where no outstanding bills exist). Also the table does not include details of studies that have
been commissioned or are being undertaken by third parties (with no financial contributions
from East Devon District Council) that will/could inform the Core Strategy or relevant ‘in-
house’ studies.

It is stressed that these projections are working best case (cheapest) minimum estimates.
They assume, for example, that at examination we do not have a barrister or employ expert
witnesses to present evidence. The assessment assumes that money to pay for printing,
postage, basic exhibitions and the similar items will be available in the general Planning
Policy team budgets to cover these aspects of LLDF work and production.

Overali expenditure to take the Core Strategy through examination and to adoption (not
including staff costs) is suggested (as a minimum) to be around £203,000. This figure is just
over £5,000 more than projected available funds. A longer than average examination (a real
likelihood) would result in substantially higher Inspectorate fees. Whilst additional consultant
studies may be required, especially if the Core Strategy is to cover more than minimal key
issues. Therefore it would be appropriate to plan for cost over-runs and use may need to be
made of money in reserves if the Council is to meet its legal requirements of producing a
Core Strategy.

Available Staff Time

Planning Policy Section staff time is now dedicating almost entirely to Core Strategy
production and allied tasks only. Allied tasks include the time consuming activities of
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment and monitoring.

The Planning Policy Team at present comprises of 4 full-time equivalent planning policy
officers and 1 full-time equivalent administrative post. The Planning Policy Manager has
advised of his likely retirement in April 2010. Assessment in 2009 indicates that the Planning
Policy team at East Devon District Council is currently the equal smallest planning policy
team of all Devon authorities (with the exception of Dartmoor National Park). This is despite
the District being amongst the largest of Devon authorities and having one of the highest
population levels.

The Planning Advisory Service report recognised that although the Council sees the Core
Strategy as one of the key documents, this is not reflected in the resources allocated and the
priority given to it by the authority. The revised line reporting arrangements with the Planning
Policy team reporting through the Head of Development Management to Karime Hassan,
Corporate Director, wili enable staff resources to be made available from Development
Management Team to assist in Core Strategy work.

Key demands on Planning Policy officer staff time over the next two years will include the
following (the list is far from exhaustive of all tasks):
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a) Preparing drafts of the Core Strategy (preferred Options and submission document).
b) Planning for and undertaking consultation.

¢) Collating consultation responses.

d) Preparing technical working papers to assess/support/justify policy choices.

e) Preparing and presenting evidence at examination.

f) Producing an implementation plan.

13.5 It should be noted that no money/time is identified for production of other Development Plan
Documents.

Legal Implications

The report explains the statutory framework applicable to consultation and preparation of the Core
Strategy, and risks of not complying with procedures. The costs of any possible legal challenge in
the event of non-compliance are not quantifiable at present.

Financial Implications
There is a sum of approximately £140,000 held in reserves for the purpose of producing the LDF.

Background Papers
Secretary of State's Proposed Changes to draft Regional Spatial Strategy July 2008

Planning for the Future: East Devon LDF - Issues and Options Consultation Report, December
2008

Planning for the Future: East Devon LDF - Issues and Options further Consultation on an option
for an urban extension to Exeter at Redhayes/Blackhorse November 2009

The completed studies listed in paragraph 6.1 of this report

John Maidment Planning Policy Manager Overview and Scrutiny Coordinating Committee

Matt Dickins Principal Planning Officer 2 February 2010

40



34

800 '9rZE20001 Peasesal sy 1y jubuidoo uvor) o

£ 10 g auozpool4
Aunwwory map yoolques)
diysssumo ISru] [EuaheN
wedbis [///.
315 Iuawdojaaaq eUIWIS] Lodiny H—Hﬂ
ssedAg uoyuoH 1shy ==
Aupoey WBia14 epousiay) jo sg NI\
uonerg Aemjiey pasodolg =3
suondp uaisuedxs yooiquer) n

e,
Cl g

u E;gﬁow

'-|\

Frx -
[}

o .

,‘..” mnn-% u_.so:z
=y h ...d:.n.ls.rlr. .

o \\N\? -

| Xipuaddy




4y

8002 '9¥.€20001 ‘panssal mEa.: i .EmEn_oo UML) @

" lITE] nl.{af.. q..._/..p T ..... ...4- e _._.- paral’ - ....ql i
s 4 xR ..;:&_ -\..N.Jh__ op ..._.
! i ...s 4 NVVW. )

1
2]
;s.-ﬂ' "'2". =

i

Swr

uopdQ) uojsumdxy OMW

fynaeg (einyen Bupuesngd _oun&_ ”_
WewRUO WopUY PETpELS { )
€ 10 2 BUOZDOO _H_

>°¥ , o ’ u. g = Ny \.ﬁu“\".w.u“”__ an

wcozao uo _m:maxm_ UMO] JoJSUILLIXY
Z Xipuaddy



uoRdg uopstrachcy OA|W
A.

rary voreneseld seod [[ 1]

Airvseg reiyeN Supussno joBa [ |

UBRITD) 10 B4 u0tsH ) 71

sery Bupuenbepes e ueLg M
€0 2 euozpooy [T

Aey

AP R
IR AR
B
Lrl =t
4 O
. ta
A0 NS
- B 1
1.
- ﬂ1
i
T
HEled
L= “. 1k

301
b

Ll

=%
-
I S

st =
i

T

Py geeenist G

Fhr e } Tt Tl
o il TR S I .
(o 1o 0 el e i :

wco_ao co_wcmﬁ_xm_ UMO] yijnowx4
¢ Xipuaddy




UopdQ uoisuedxy OM\.ﬁ

fyrveog reiveN Dupueisng joeery [ |
£ 10 2 Buozpony D

Aoy

800¢

T

9v/£20001 ‘panesal siybu |y wbukdon umm) @

T Sl —_— v = 1 P e - e ¥ \.

i 3 = ...at o m _.. 1 ...nh - .\..F.n Y \ﬂ-hﬂ“\l!k.%.ut.;\.n\ [Peas \.u S, A T I
[ ns L & w8 U S U R PR | 1/ S gt - O i e
W ' Ay et % ¢ e et o5 AN 1 w;ﬁ.all g W ! 5 . \a\._ﬁc.h._.n X /.. s 5

S T - Al R L A A ! R O - g LT m L b
T e SR, - FowadFooe =E o] T ¥ % P
i e P v v o s s B oy " o e
...t e snm_-..l{\lnulr».tﬂlilcu.no. Lis ..ubm!-/llm!.-wa_u- 5 s T et = :

k 8 Y AT 3 30 M D Y e v
P s sy o = wod g ey N ¥ iy
TE eyt Seeliie Loprd i k5] M- y iy * y -t )

PP R I Gl Ty - R . Ty
L sty et 1. 5 A

o ,_:.-n T hn o »L I o B A P ¥

= ~ Ya iy - 3, ) g o E I ) et

o -~ Sy 3

S T A T
:.flf.-..hﬂ.f.ofn....._ om.-la. e R Mﬂh -1 Ty
ok ) T S TR A ] el
S s .\.1...#".1, R Pl T el ot

e g L T e T T e sl 3 Ee
=7 _.rv._.‘.\vn‘ uL, s ¢ .-»..nwn.r_..—..x ﬂ.-nu -..* ik A ...._M.m

s gos 0 SO PRI HER

5. [y

suondp uoisuedxg UMo] UOIUOH
¥ Xipuaddy



Appendix 5

Planning Advisory Service : East Devon Local
Development Framework Diagnosic Report
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Final LDF diagnostic report
East Devon District Councll
Date: 11 November 2009

Planning Advisory Service
Finaf Local Development Framework diagnostic report
East Devon District Council
Date of visit: 8 October 2009
Introduction

Spatial planning is about managing change in places. It seeks to effectively
spatially integrate slralegies prepared by lacal authorities and their partners and
heip to deliver the objectives of Sustainabie Community Stralegies and the
programmes sel out in Locai Area (and Muiti-Area) Agreements. The approach
to developing a Local Development Framework (LDF) is therefore fundamentally
different from Ihat used for putting logether a Local Pian. It is not possible for
effective spatlai planning to be done by pianners working In isolation. Effective
pians require officers, members and partners to collaborate - coliecling evidence,
sharing information and developing alternative options for the fulure of their
areas. H aiso needs Innovative and inclusive engagement with ali seclions of the
community providing clarity about asplrations and being reaiistic about what can
be achleved with the resources avaiiabie. It requires vision, direction and
leadership, and the ability to make tough cholces and difficult decisions.

For the LDF to be effeclive It is recognised that local authorities need o develop
\heir skilis and be supported lo ensure that lhey have lhe right processes and
culture in place. The Planning Advisory Service (PAS), as part of the Local
Government Association family, is available lo provide such supporl. it does so
by underlaking a diagnostic review that looks al how an authority is going about
ils plan making. A consultant, appoinled by PAS, has undertaken a review of key
documentalion and has interviewed a cross-seclion of officers, members and
partners lo assess the governance arrangements, organisation, cullure and
resources throughout the authority that are working on the LDF. This report sets
oul their findings. They have not tested the soundness of the plan ilseli. The
report aiso sets oul a series of recommendalions idenlifying areas that would
benelit from support lhrough packages and toois available from PAS, and where
the authority shouid consider further aclion, The review has identified areas of

Issued: 11 November 2009 1
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Final LDF dlagnostic report
East Deven District Councll
Date: 11 November 2009

good practice in some cases where it would be beneficial to share what has been
done with Ihe wider local government community.

Executive Summary

The Council's priorilies have shilled in the las few years from one of landscape
praolecilon to promoling economic development and the provision of affordable
housing. The Council has accepled the growth proposed In the RSS and lhis
was acknowledged In the Issues and options consuitation In 2008. The Councli's
target as set oul in the corporate plan has been the dslivery of 200 affordable
homes per annum and to deliver at leasl one rural based housing scheme. Untit
recenily they were anticipaling that lhe new community al Cranbrook would
deliver much of the affordable housing needs but lhis major developmen) has
been slowed by the downlurn in Ihe housing market and no housing has yet bean
built. This, coupled with a imited housing land supply, has led lhem to look at
bringing forward olher sites ahead of the LDF to meet the projected shortfall.
Alihough lhe Local Pian was adopled as recently as 2006, this no longer reflects
Ihe corporate prioritles. This has led to concerns by some thal members and the
LOF Panel have placed more focus on identifying possible development sites to
meet the 5 year land supply rather than evaluating different options and
altematives for lhe core siralegy. This may have resulled In a lendency to
operate on a reactive basis lo the immediate concerns rather than considering
such issues in the wider corporate context of promoling/achleving the wider core
stralegy objectives,

The eslablishmeni of a cross party LDF members panet In 2008 Is good praciice.
However, following the Issues and optlons consultalion, the recent focus of the
LDF panel appears lo have been on considering stralegic allocakons rather Ihan
articulating and achleving ownership of a wider common spalial vision about the
“shaping of the place™ and where they wanl lo go to now. Aithough the vision for
Ihe West End of the disiricl Is clear, and appears to be shared, this Is less clear
for the rest of the district olher Ihan a general view thal there should be some
housing growth. There Is a need to articulale and develop this wider vision and
to share Ihe key messages from evidence obtained with inlemaVextemal
partners and lo ensure that the core stralegy is seen as a corporate document
heiping to achleve the councll's objectives rather than a land use planning tool.

Senlor managemeni and members understand lhe purpose of producing an LOF
but il Is not clear that this understanding is more widespread and extends outside
of the growth area. Although the core stralegy is seen as one of lhe key
documents, this is not reflecled In the resourcas allocated and the priority given
to it by the aulhority. Urgenl work Is needed to consider the resources avaiiable
for Ihe LDF, particuiarly in the contex) of the councll reviewing its budgel for next
year lo achleve efficlency savings and the growth point funding which Is oniy
guaranteed untll March 2010. Involvement of key slakeholders and partners, and

Issited: 11 November 2009
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the preparation of an infrastructure delivery plan owned by the LSP, is urgently
required.

Part A

Recommendations for support

Following the review, we recommend |hat PAS support tools and packages are
used In the followlng areas, iisted in order of priority:

Using the current support modules:

R1:

R2:

R3:

R4:

R5:

Deilvering the common vision: Advice and support around how to bring
key stakehoiders together In order to develop and agree the delivery of a
common spatiai vislon linking across stralegies and administrative
boundaries. This wiil aiso Inciude collaborative werking 1o Identify barriers
to the delivery of the vision and Identification of the ways forward. A two-
part support package inciuding a workshop day and subsequent support is
available.

Effective communlty engagement: Advice and support in deveioping the
engagemenl slrategy for the core stralegy between now and submission
inciuding how the councll can use suggested consuitation toois and
tachnlques to effectively engage with the community.

LDF project management and resource piannfng: Support to deveiop
the officers’ skills In appiying the principies, lools and lechniques of project
managsmen! speacifically o cover the LDF and to develop a project pian
Including resource analysis to deliver the core strategy and a revised LDS.
Spatial pianning: Guidance to help create a greater understanding of
spalial planning practice amongsl planners, senior managers, partners and
counciliors, making clear the role of spatial planning and how it relatas to
the Sustalnablie Community Strategy, the LSP and the Locai Area
Agrsement including a day workshop to expiore spatiai planning In practise.
Evidence base: Guidance on assessing the coverage and robuslness of
evidence and provision of advice on key issues to be considered during the
evidence galhering process and disseminalion ol key messages lo partners.

Possible additional areas of support from an external source

R6:

R7:

Establlsh an Infrastructure Dellvery Group for East Devon - using
support from the county to prepare terms of reference and provide links Into
stakeholder organisalions lo enable an effective group to be established.
Using ICT for the evidence base and monltoring: Support aimed al
maximising the use of an integrated ICT syslem for maintaining an
appropriate evidence base.

Issued: 11 November 2009 3
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Recommendations for action by East Devon District Council

Foliowing the review, we recommend that action is taken in Ihe foilowing areas,
listed In order of prority:

1. Revlew the current LDS programme with respech to the time and resources
allocaled.

2. Use lhe corporate management team to set up a mechanism for engaging
sanlor officers across the aulhority In the LDF and to discuss proposals on
key siles al an sarly stage and to gel a corporale view

3. Sel up an officers group to ensure effective Hlalson across the aukhority and
key stakeholders to discuss the LDF and achleve Inpul to feed Inlo the LDF
maembers pane! discussions

4.  Ensure Ihal lhere s regular llaison between the planning policy leam, the
sustainable community sirategy team and development management teams

5. Obtain ownership of the susialnabliity objeclives by Ihe LDF members'
panel and use these as a tool lo help evaluate potential stralegic allocations

Part B
Current position

The proposed changes to the draft regional spatial stralegy for the South Wesi
were published In July 2008. Following public consuilalion the Secrelary of State
intended to pubiish Ihe final Regional Spalial Strategy al the end of June 2009.
However, on Ihe 20 May, the High Court issued a judgement thal the previously
Issued Reglonal Spallal Sirategy for the Easl of England had falled to meaet
certaln raquirements of the Strategic Environmenlal Assessmeni Directive, in
respect of lhree towns. The Departmeni of Communities and Local Government
and lhe Government Office for lhe South Wesl have consldered the implicalions
for ihe Regionai Spallal Sirategy for the South West and now Inlend lo carry oul
a further appraisal of whether the proposals for the Regional Spatial Strategy for
South Wesl England are the most sustalnable way forward for the region,

The curreni shalutory Developmeni Plan for the area lherefore includes the saved
policies in Ihe Devon Struclure Plan and the East Devon Local Plan. The LDS
has not been reviewed since 2007 and the Councll Is way behind the proposed
timescale set out in ihal documeni which had projected lhe core siralegy to be
adopted by Seplember 2008. The two Action Area Plans inciuded in that
scheme (Axminster and East of Exeter) are no longer being progressed as
strategic allocations will now be included in lhe core stralegy. The Council went
out to consuitation on Issues and optlons between December 2008 and February
2009 and the responses have been reported back to the LDF Panel and wiil go to
Full Councll in December 2009 with a prograss repori on the Panel's work. The
LDF Panel is now looking al stralegic allocations with a ‘preferred optlons’ type

Issued: 11 November 2009 4
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consullation pianned for early in 2010 and submission later thal year.

Exster and East Davon has been awarded new growth point slatus. A new
growth polnt leam was estabiished In 2007 administered by East Devon District
Councii but working jointiy with Exeter City Councli, Teignbridge District Coungil
and Devon County Councll, with funding until March 2010. The leam is working
lo realise the fuli economic potentlai of Exeter and the west end of Easl Devon as
a major reglonal centre. The aim is to provide a susialnable hew community and
a range of employmen! opportunities, inciuding a science park, a strategically
important business park, an expanded airport and inler-modal rail freigh! facility.
Since the estabilshment of the growth point team, they and the policy/LDF team
are in a separate direclorate o (he development managament team.

An LDF member panei was set up In 2008 with a cross party membership of six.
it has met frequenlly since it's establishment and is currently meeting every
fortnight. The LDF Panel Is not a committee and does not therefore have
decision making powers. Meetings are not open lo the public although any
member of the Councii may atlend meelings as an observer and outside partles
may be invited to make presentations to the Panel. There is no officer’s group to
discuss the LDF.

Based on the information availabie It would appear that the foilowing good
praclice is eviden| and the key Issues lhat may afiecl progress on the LDF, or are
significant to the aulhority, are:

A Achieving outcomes

At: There is a ciear spallai vision for the ‘Wesl End’ of the Dislrict — Ihe growth
area idenlified lo the Easl of Exeter which Is largely based around
commiited projects and schemas. The spatial vision for the rest of Ihe arsa
is iess clear and il is hoped that this wili be shaped as the LDF progresses
allhough the process for lhis has not yet been agreed. There was a serles
of visioning exercises wilh each of the lowns three years ago bul this has
not been foilowed up. The core slralegy is still seen very much as a
pianning rather than a corporate document and at the time of the visil the
Corporate Managemen! Team had not discussed the LDF in the last twelve
manths.

A2: Aithough \here are good working reiationships with iols of agencies these
have not yet been lied inlo the LDF process. The LDF is very much stiil
seen as a land use planning document and there is not yet sufficient
engagement from other partners. The pianning policy team therefore seem
to be deveioping the eiements of an emerging vision in isolation. Recently
some partners have been invited to give presentalions lo the LDF Member
Panel e.g. SW Tourism and olhers will be inviled similarly but these

Issuad: 1 Novamber 2009 5
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A3:

Ad:

relationships need lo be daveloped through ongoing engagement especially
through the Local Sirateglc Partnership (LSP).

The LSP are aware of the LDF but the availabiilty of time and resources
means that thelr invoivement has been very minimal {o date and on an ad-
hoc basls. The LAA has not been plcked up fo any degree as yet or thought
about In relation to how to articulate and achleve its objectives through the
LDF. An infrastructure Delivery Plan and the pulling together of the capitai
programme to deliver the councli's aspirations needs to be put In placs.

This shouid be taken through the LSP. A recent presentation to the LSP o
start the process on this and to connect this work with the Homes and
Communities Agency did not unfartunately happen. This needs to be re-
arranged.

The Council Is very keen {o deliver on its corporate objectives. Itis
concerned that desplte growth point status and plans for growth at
Cranbrook, thera has to date been no development. So far therefore there
has been no delivery of its key objectives of economic development and the
provision of afiordable homes. This, together with a concern about land
supply — ihe lasl annual monitoring report showed only a 5.2 year land
supply (the SHLAA work is not yet complete), has made the authority ook
for aiternative sites for housing. The LDF Panel has started to undertake
site inspections and receive prasentations from land owners on strategic
land aliocations as part of its evidence gathering lor the LDF. Where these
sites are consisient with the RSS the Panel is giving a steer to the fand
owners to undertake further technical work.

However, there Is a potential danger that a positive steer from the Panel that
these are sultable sites Is ieading to the Initiation of premature pre-
application discusslons for sites which would be ‘depariures’ from the
current development plan. Although the LDF views are given without
prejudice they appear to be being made without the scenario testing of
alternative options, the use of suslainability appraisal and the expllcit
assessment of how they fit In with the long term vislon. The development
management team (aithough In attendance at the Panei) and other key
stakeholders appear not be involved In early discusslons prior to the
presentations to the Panel. This Is creating a tenslon as the developmeni
management team feei thal siles are coming forward which are not
consistent with the deveiopment plan or dellvering the key corporate
prioritles but possibly are to deliver other objectives e.g. roads, There Is
concern that this is seen as reacting to local agendas rather than positive
planning towards a long term vislon for the district and iikely to iead to ad-
hoc decislons belng taken. A mechanism needs to be establlshed to ensure
this is not the case and that there is a more open debate perhaps through
the corporate management team.

Issued: 11 November 2009 6
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B

Bi:

B2:

B3:

Integration and collaboration

The LDF Is stilt very much percalved within the authority as a planning
document led by the planning policy team. Although planning is viewed as
an important function of the authorily it is not yet embracing the spatial
planning links to the sustainable community sirategy that it shouid be. The
Integration of partners’ plans is still very reliant on poilcy officers’
interpretation and the lack of an officers' working group means that there is
no effective method of sharing future plans, pulling together the corporate
strands and providing a forum for debate.

There is some evidence of more joined up working on individual lssues. For
example, a virtual affordable housing team was recently established and a
draft interim housing policy has been developed because of concerns of
delivary on affordable housing for the rural areas. The Interim pollcy which
is currently out for consultation will allow for housing development at and
near to villages {beyond existing Local Plan bulit-up area boundaries) in the
district for a mix of market and aflordable dwellings. However, this is seen
by some as a sign of a reactive response to Immedlate clrcumstances rather
than a positive proactive respense to achieving wider objectives. There Is
concern that it will encourage further declsion making by the development
management committee on an ad-hoc basis rather than in refation o
achleving the strateglc vision. It Is not also clear In developing this draft
policy what account has been taken of evidence gathered lor the LDF.

There is good collaboration and joint working with the Growth Point Team
with a lot ol commissioning of joint evidence. Consultants have been
employed and are being managed by the growth point team to do an
axtensive piece of worlk to Identify the inlrastructure needs lor the whole of
the district which should be ready by the end of 2009. There has been little
progress on an Inlrastructure Delivery Plan outside the growth area but this
work should provide a much clearer picture on the needs outside the growth
area and inform any strateqgic allocations. A Joint Strateglc Needs
Assessment has been undertaken with the county which wiil feed thraough
into the heaith and social infrastructure needs. The county is producing
infrastructure plans for ali the maln towns which is GIS based. The county
has been Involved in facilitating the selting up of stakehoider planning
groups to work on Infrastructure Delivery Plans in other parts of the county
but there is as yet no such group in East Devon. The SHLAA is being
undertaken to a common methodology agreed by the authorities in the
Exeter Housing Market Area..
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c

C1:

Leading and engaging the community

A series of workshops were held with town and parish councliiors in October
2007 about creating quality places and quality spaces to gain an
understanding of their views and opinlons on how the council might plan for
future development In the context of the proposals in the draft RSS. The
Issues and options consultation was done In a conventional manner. Thera
Is a corporate consuitation strategy and a statement of community
involvement which has not yet been adopted. The engagement programme
from now until submission of the core strategy is yet io be produced but will
probably Include workshops In the 6 towns prior 1o the ' preferred options’
consultation. This means that the community and interested parties are not
aware of the nature and timing of consultation that wiil be the most relevant
to them. To date there has been very iimited discussion and engagement
with stakeholders and this shouid be Improved.

C2: There is good engagement with the members of the LDF Panel and all

C3:

D1:

reports go to the Development Management Commitiee prior to Full Council
but little involvement beyond this formaf process. Thera is concern that
backbenchers are not very connected. As ward members are not
sutliciently invoived they tend to be parochial rather than strategic in their
outlook and only able to consider the effects on their wards rather than
helping the authority to develop and deliver a clear vision for the area as a
whole. This is seen In their input to the Members Advisory Panel (a panel
which feed In the views of members to proposals at an early stage) with
local agendas being pursuad and offering a different view to the LDF Pansl.
There does not appear to be a corporate mechanism for achleving a
CONSensus.

There is a good GIS system but as yet no corporate shared database or
finks with information in partner organisations. This could usefuily be
deveioped. There is litlle evidence of feedback on the web and information
and data are not presented In ways that are gasy to understand or
accessible to a wide audience.

Management

The planning policy team Is a very small team. In addition to the planning
policy manager, there is a team leader, one senior planning officer and two
part time senior planning olficers. One of the part time senior planning
officers has been on matemity leave for the whole of 2009. The
establishment also has an additional planning officer post but this has been
vacant since he lefl in mid 2008. The team has therelore been 1.6 stafi
down for the whole of 2009 and with these posts irozen has been unable to
recruit temporary or permanent replacements. There is the equivalent of
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one full time administrative post but there is no technical support so that
planning officers spend much of their time doing a technician's role e.g. GIS
and completion of spreadsheets, and this leaves even less capacity for
protessional planning work. The council is looking to make 10% cuts across
all budgsts for 2010/11 and there Is concern that this will impact even
further on the team.

D2: In Aprit 2009, the pollcy team sought to second staff from development
management and made a formal request for three staff to undertake work
for a 4 month perted. This was not forthcoming and they had used
consultants Instead who have now left. The fact that the development
management staff are in a separate directorate made the secondment of
staff more difficult to achieve. It is not clear that corporately there is
importance given to the core strategy to ensure that sufficient resources are
allocated to the LDF. The team has used officers in the growth point team,
eslablished in 2007, as far as possible but with funding guaranteed only up
untit March 2010 this Is also uncertain, There Is a very small budget for the
development of the evidence base which has also delayed the
commissioning of studies.

D3: As the Planning Policy Manager may retire in 2010 and there Is uncertainty
about local government rearganisation with the proposals for a single
unitary authority for Devon, the Policy Manager has stepped aside from day
to day management [n order to ensure succession planning. His role Is now
shared with the team leader. The officer leadership of the 1.DF has not
always been is clear to those outside the team.

D4: The management of the programme Is ad-hoc with no project and resource
planning and signilicant slippage has occurred. No resource assessment
has been done. There is no detalled project pian or Individual work
programmes so that priorities can change without much warning and
therefore without the knock on consequences belng established. The
current timetine Is for the ‘preferred options’ report to go to members in earty
2010. With many of the evidence studies still to be completed and their
evaluation to be undertaken it is not yet clear whether the time line is
defiverable.

E Innavation, learning and managing risks

E1:  There Is a comparatively conservative management culture although it Is
open to and encouraging ideas to come forward. The authority is looking
to make services more efilclent but not yet invesligating the “changing
roles ol places”.
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E2:

E3:

F1:

F2:

F3:

Fa:

Officers have used the PAS toolkit on evidence base to assess the
requirements but at present very little funding is avallable. There wouid be
benefit in these circumstances in taking stock of the evidence available
and wheiher or not there is sulficlent for thelr needs. An approach to
PINS for a frontloading visit may aiso glve some comfort,

Some of the team are refuctant to embrace new ways of working and the
LDF is stiil being promoted in a traditional land use plan culture e.g. the
terms of reference for the LDF member Panel, drafted In May 2008,
idenlifies a key purpose of the Panel to aliow members to understand the
themes, issues and chailenges facing the council in respect of future land
use planning matters.

Shared knowledge and evidence

The evidence base needed to support the development of a core strategy
has not been discussed or agreed beyond the policy team. There is no
one piace for collating evidence/data within the authority although the
majarity Is held by the policy team. Data and evidence is not baing
systematically shared between central sarvices, other partner
organisations and planning. Although lots of evidence is and has been
gathered for the LDF, litlle work has yet bean done {o draw out clear and
simple messages from different elements of it. This means that there is
no sharad understanding of existing problems and the implications of
members’ declsions on strategic allocations.

The council uses the ‘Limehouse’ LDF database and ¢onsuitation
software. This enables LDF documents and consuitation to be undertaken
both electronically and with paper coples, and flnal documents to be easily
printad via a remotely hosted websita.

There is no dedicated monitoring officer and information gathered by the
policy team is not belng used systemalically to Inform declslon making on
planning proposals. There are no joint maetings between development
management and policy. The annual monitoring report Is not yet being
used comprehensively to plck up key messages and iinkages to Inform
subsequent poticy development and work on other strategles. itis not yet
seen by all as a key document which puts the LDF at the centre of the
authority and its achievement of objectives.

Consuitation was undertaken on the scoping report for sustalnabliity
appraisal In 2008 though changes have not yet been made in the fight of
comments received. Consuitants have recently been appointed to
undertake the sustainabllity appraisal and strategic environmental
assessment for the core strategy but there has been no member or
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partner involvement in the setling of objectives, Due to insulficient
rasources within the policy team, this is not leading to any capacity
building in the team and it is not being used to inform or make effective
declsions on a daily basis.

G Decision-making

G1:  An LDF member Panel was established In 2008 with regularly fortnighily
mestings and minuies circulated to ail members. There Is, however, a
need to ensure that backbench members are more engaged.

G2:  There Is no officer working group on the LDF and no corporate
mechanism for dealing with issues. The Corparale Management Team
does not regularly discuss the LOF and Is not yet used as a mechanism
for debating issuaes and achleving a consensual view.

fnlerviews carrfed out and documents used in the preparation of this report

The authority was visited by Alison Blom-Cooper and Andy Roberls GOSW (part
of the day) on the 8 October 2009. The visit included meetings with:

Clir G Brown Chair of the LDF member panel, Deputy Leader and
Paortiollo Holder for the Environment
Clir R Frankiin Paortiolio Holder Strategic Planning and Regeneration

Clir Diviani Chalr of the Davelopment Management Committes
Clir Skinner Member Champlon — rural areas

Mark Williams Chief Executive

Kate Litlle Head of Planning and Countryside Services

Matt Dickins Principat Planning Ofilcer

Steva Betli Development Control Manager

Peter Jelfs Corporate Director

Gareth Bradford  Devon County Council

John Maidmenl Planning Policy Manager

Linda Renshaw Senior Planning Officer, LDF team
Frank Woolson Senior Planning Officer LDF Team
Maria Toynton Administrative Officer LDF Team

Telephone Interviews were hald with:

Karime Hassan Strategic Director Economy and Development Service
Fliss Morey East of Exeter Projects Direclor

The following documents were examined:
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1. East Devon Sustainable Community Plan 2006-2016

2. Devon Local Area Agreement 2008-2011

3.  East Devon Disirict Councll Corporate Strategy 2007

4. East Devon Local Development Scheme Approved March 2005

5. East Devon Revised Local Development Scheme March 2007

6. Statement of Community invoivement July 2008

7.  East Devon Annual Monitoring Report December 2008

8. Draft Economy & Devslopment Service Plan 2009-12

9. LDF Issues and Option Final Consuitation Report December 2008

10. LDF Core Strategy -~ consuitation statement and audit trail of document
production: 7 April 2009

11, lIssues and options questionnalre survey December 2008

12. LDF Issues and Optlons - All questions with bar charts and pie charts

13. University of Exeter Sclence Park Final Adopted SPD November 2008

14. East Devon Gypsy and Traveller Issues & Options Report April 2008

15. Organisational Chart June 2009

16. Planning and conservation monthly monitoring report August 2009

17. Timetabls for Core Strategy Production to LDF Panel 24 September 2009

18. Potential studies/commissions for core strategy

19. LDF Panel terms of reference: May 2009

20. Core Strategy Issues and Options Report to Development Conirol
Commitiee: 16 September 2008

21. Report io Development Management Committee: Issues &Options
Response and Progress Report — 20 October 2009

22. Evidence base requiremenis based on PAS toolkit: 15 September 2009

23. Comments from Government Office for the South West on Core Strategy:
Issues and optlons December 2008

24. Comments on the dralt report from East Devon District Council received by
emall on 3 and 4 November 2009
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