Representor 0539 - Bell Cornwell on behalf of Badger Homes

Representor 0594 - Anita Jennings
From Dr Anita Jennings, 21 Northview Road, EX9 6BZ. Reference 594
PART ONE
Chapter 1. .
1.12, 1.13, 1.16
Support flexibility, and avoid having built-up boundaries as 100% prohibition
of affordable homes allowed beyond the built-up boundary. For instance,
permission should be granted for applications with 66% social/affordable
homes beyond the built-up boundary in Budleigh Salterton. As and when “no
garden grabbing” proposed by the Rt. Hon. Eric Pickles, MP becomes law, that
embargo should be enforced consistently
Chapter 2
3.7
Grade 1 Agricultural land should be protected from development at all
costs, even at the West End.
3.12
I would totally support that priority be given to landscape and building
tradition above ALLdevelopment proposals within AONB (including built-up
areas within AONB), however much developers dwell on economic advantages of
their proposals. This applies to design as well. Despoiliation of coast and
countryside is irreversible – once built on, it cannot be restored.
3.15
I would support this section - at the cost of repetition - would
insist that economic development should not over-ride any developments
harmful to landscape protection
Chapter 4
4.1.h. Budleigh Salterton is the only town between Orcombe Point and
EDDC’s boundary with Dorset that has an uninterrupted coastline designation
of World Heritage Coast. It is also the town within EDDC’s group of seven
towns which lies wholly within an AONB. Both these designations are of
paramount importance.
Chapter 5
Fully support 5..2 and 5.3, and hope the new Local Plan will comply
to these recommendations in practice.
Chapter 6
Support Draft Strategy 3, particularly 3 (a) and 3 (e), and hope that (d)
Is not allowed to predominate. I also support para 6.22, 6.23, and Strategy
Draft 5 (especially item 6)

Chapter 9
Para 9.3.
During the last decade, permission has been given to developments which,
in my view, are totally inappropriate to their location and surroundings
(e.g. house adj. 16 Stoneborough Lane; adj. Stapleton, West Hill Lane, to both
East and West; adj. Summerlands, Cricketfield Lane). I believe that the
AONB designation has to be minded both within and outside the built-up
boundary . In view of a shortage of social/affordable homes, I feel that the builtup boundary could be extended to permit the proposed 60 houses (66%
social/affordable) beyond Hooker Close . This would more or less close down
house-building in Budleigh Salterton until 2026. Further “Garden grabbing”
within an AONB should be disallowed and hopefully the forthcoming
revised NPFF will enforce that.
Chapter 10
Draft Strategy 17. Exmouth has been growing very fast during the last
25 years. I am concerned about Littleham Valley , where CDE continue to press
hard for more than the proposed l90 homes, some on agricultural land.
Chapter 12
Draft strategy 19. OSM town (without its villages) is one of the smallest
communities classified as a town. The allocation of new homes is
disproportionately high . It is also the only township whose wishes have not
been complied with and the views of its town council disregarded.
The allocation of employment land also looks a bit high and appears to exceed
that recommended by Roger Tym consultancy
=====================
PART TWO
Policy S4
This policy would need to be altered as and when HMG bans “garden grabbing”
Budleigh Salterton lies wholly within AONB. How much weight is ever given
to that designation? Currently it is given none, even within the Conservation
Area.

Policies S5, S6, D1, D5, 21A, 22, 23, 24
I wholly support all these policies in their new form
====================

Post-script
There are several misprints or poor English on pages 192 and 202.

Representor 0610 - Mr David Morgan
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Local Plans – Comments
Submitted by: Mr David Morgan
Address: “Holly Lodge”, 2 Churston Rise, SEATON, Devon, EX12 2JE

Paragraph 1.16 - A Staged Programme for Local Plan Production – (Page 10).
“If we cannot produce the Local Plan in two parts then we will programme in extra work. We will
need to undertake site assessment and consultation work. There will be requirements for site
specific Strategic Environmental Assessment and we may need to undertake a site specific
consultation exercise in the Spring of 2012. We will need to consult on boundaries and sites.
The preferred sites and boundaries following consultation will then be inserted into the rest of
the Local Plan document and the submission stages of plan production will proceed.”
Comment: I do not support the suggestion that there could be a flexible approach to sites and
boundaries, namely Built Up Area Boundaries, for towns and villages. Through the consultation
stages of the Local Development Framework, there has been robust evidence that the residents
of East Devon do not wish to move the existing Built Up Area Boundaries. This is particularly
evident for Seaton.

Paragraph 3.8 - Vision for East Devon to 2031 - (Page 16).
“We will amend the proposed planning guidance wherever appropriate to gain the objectives we
have set out for local people.”
Comment: This intention must involve ongoing and active discussion with local communities to
establish the appropriateness of whether it can be instigated. This cannot be simply a ‘top-down’
approach without active support from the respective community, but has to consider the
objectives of the community itself.
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Paragraph 3.14 – At-a-glance guide to the latest development proposals – (Page
18).
Comment: I do not support the provision of 150 homes for Seaton as I believe this represents
an excessive number when considering the amount of new dwellings already planned for the
town. Particularly when considering the number of new dwellings likely to be accommodated on
the LSE 1 Regeneration site in Harbour Road and also the former Racal Site by the Riverside.
Seaton has received extensive new build programmes in recent years that are likely to be far
greater than for any other town. Seaton does not have the necessary infrastructure in terms of
primary school expension opportunities, medical facilities. Much of this has been at the expense
of losing valued open spaces and employment sites. I would consider a figure of 100 new
dwellings rather 150 dwellings to be more deliverable. All new build programmes must be
delivered within the existing Built Up Area Boundary only.

Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 2 Scale and Distribution of Development
in East Devon – (Page 33).
Comment: I do not support the provision of 150 homes for Seaton as I believe this represents
an excessive number when considering the amount of new dwellings already planned for the
town. Seaton has received extensive new build programmes in recent years that have placed
further demand on existing (and inadequate) infrastructure in terms of school places and
medical services. Some of this has been at the expense of losing valued open spaces and
employment sites. I would consider a figure of 100 new dwellings rather 150 dwellings to be
more deliverable. All new build programmes must be delivered within the existing Built Up Area
Boundary only.

Paragraph 6.17 – Built Up Area Boundaries – (Page 35).
“Built-up Area Boundary modifications will be considered through future stages of policy
production. The Built-up Area Boundaries serve two primary functions:
a) They set limits for outward expansion of settlements and in so doing control the
overall scale of development that occurs in order to ensure consistency of approach with plan
strategy and development distribution. They prevent unregulated development across the
countryside and open areas;
b) They define (within the boundary) locations where many development types, in principle, will
be acceptable because they will complement objectives of promoting sustainable development.”
Comment: I object to the proposal that there could be “Built Up Area Boundary modifications”
for towns and villages, as these provide a much needed boundary between the built
environment and the unspoilt natural environment. Through the consultation stages of the Local
Development Framework, there has been robust evidence that the residents of East Devon do
not wish to move the existing Built Up Area Boundaries. This is particularly evident for Seaton
from the representations made by the public at the Town Council’s consultation day held in
August 2011, which were delivered by representatives of Seaton Town Council at East Devon
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District Council’s LDF meeting held on September 6, 2011. I completely oppose any change to
existing Built Up Area Boundaries.

Paragraph 6.18 – Built Up Area Boundaries – (Page 35).
“Beyond Built-up Area Boundaries some forms of development will be permitted. For
example at villages (including those without boundaries, but where they have a range
of facilities) mixed use development of market and affordable housing will be
permissible. The development management policies of the Local Plan will provide
more details of this and other development types relating to employment, recreation
and other uses that can be acceptable under specified circumstances.”
Comment: I completely oppose the flexible approach to eroding Built Up Area Boundaries. The
offer of providing affordable housing should not be at the expense of eroding these Built Up
Area Boundaries, particularly in towns. Developers should be actively encouraged to provide
affordable housing within the existing Built Up Area Boundary so that they offer the same
economic and social benefits to occupiers living in existing dwellings.

Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 5 Environment – (Page 38).
Amend bottom paragraph. To read as:
“New development will incorporate onsite open space and high quality landscaping to provide
attractive and desirable environments for new occupants and wildlife. It will contribute to a
network of green spaces. Where there is no conflict with biodiversity interests, the enjoyment
and use of the natural environment will be encouraged and all proposals should seek to
encourage public access to the countryside.”

Paragraph 7.3 - The Sub-Regional Housing and Employment Provision – (Page 40).
Error in the title of one of the private sector partners – should be “University of Exeter”. Amend
to read as:
“These developments are benefiting from the dynamic local authority partnership which
is driving forward the overall developments. East Devon District Council and Exeter
City Council together have partnered the private sector to bring investment to the
area. The Councils are working with companies including The Met Office, E.On, St
Modwen Properties, University of Exeter, Flybe, Balfour Beatty, Redrow, Hallam Land
Management, Persimmon Homes and Taylor Wimpey.”
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Paragraph 13.2 - What you said about the future for Seaton – (Page 96).
Bullet-point 5: “Possible small scale development within or next to the town limits was
supported.”
Comment: The results of the Local Development Framework (LDF) consultations and
exhibitions staged by Seaton Town Council in relation to this have not advocated in any way the
suggestion that small scale development outside of the existing Built Up Area Boundary would
be acceptable. I totally oppose what potentially sounds like a ‘back door’ approach instigated by
Developers to eroding the protection of sites that lie outside of the current Built Up Area
Boundary.

Paragraph 13.8 – Seaton: The Future – (Page 98).
Bullet-point 5: “Restricting any further significant housing developments beyond the existing
Built-up Area boundary unless suitable sites for 150 additional homes cannot be delivered within
the existing town.”
Comment: The results of the Local Development Framework (LDF) consultations and
exhibitions staged by Seaton Town Council have not advocated the suggestion that small scale
development outside of the existing Built Up Area Boundary would be acceptable. I totally
oppose what potentially sounds like a ‘back door’ approach instigated by Developers to eroding
the protection of sites that lie outside of the current Built Up Area Boundary.
Please re-word this to read as: “Restricting any further significant housing developments beyond
the existing Built-up Area boundary, with up to 150 new dwellings being provided on the strict
proviso that they can be accommodated within the existing Built Up Area Boundary. unless
suitable sites for 150 additional homes cannot be delivered within the existing town.”

Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 20 Development at Seaton – (Page 99).
Comment: There is no mention within this checklist to protect existing tourism accommodation
or provide new tourism accommodation, following the closure of the former Lyme Bay Holiday
Camp in Harbour Road, Seaton.
There is no mention that existing areas of public open space will be retained. This was
something that was mentioned during LDF consultations.

Paragraph 15.8 – Housing - (Page 111).
“Consultation has highlighted a need for houses to suit residents throughout their lives
and, whilst affordable housing may help young people to remain in their villages. Those with
special needs and older residents may require assistance and adapted accommodation if they
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are to continue living locally. Provision of sheltered accommodation will help to meet this need,
may provide some local care work and will enable older residents to downsize freeing up their
existing homes for families.”
Comment: I support the suggestion for “homes for life”. The Local Plan should seek to
encourage developers to support this concept by providing a more flexible interior design where,
for example, placing cupboards directly above each other over two floors can offer the potential
to be converted into a lift at a later date. Roof joists should be reinforced at the time of new build
to enable loft conversions to be carried out with greater ease, while wider doors and stairways
enable ease of use for disabled residents with varying needs.

Paragraph 16.2 - Achieving Thriving Communities – (Page 118)
“Local communities have the opportunity to influence directly the planning decisions
that affect them. In addition to making and commenting upon planning applications,
many communities have produced local guidance and position statements in the form
of Parish Plans, Design Statements and Local Appraisals which can inform decision
making.”
Comment: The idea of using Design Statements to help inform decision making is acceptable
in theory, although in practice this has not been widely adopted by either Local Planning
Authority Planners or members of East Devon District Council’s Development Management
Committee. The Local Plan clearly needs to raise the importance of Design Statements.

Paragraph 16.6 – Jobs and the Economy (Page 119).
Remove: reference to “young” as it does recognize variations in the age of recent graduates,
including mature students over the officially recognized age of 25 years old. Replace with
“recent graduates of any age”. To read as:
“The promotion of employment opportunities in East Devon will seek to retain young
recent graduates of any age through development of knowledge based businesses. Currently
only 5% of East Devon’s economic structure is represented by those employed in knowledge
based sectors in comparison to 18% in Exeter and nationally. To secure a better paid
more diverse local economy East Devon needs to secure and promote job
opportunities in higher skilled, knowledge based industries.”

Paragraph 18.15 - Open Space, Sport and Recreation (Page 146).
Remove: ‘where appropriate’ to first sentence, and add ‘recreational’ in the same sentence. Add
‘and recreational’ into last sentence. To read as:
“This option will conserve, where appropriate, existing open spaces and leisure facilities
identified in the Local Plans and will not permit their loss unless their whole or partial
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redevelopment would result in greater recreational benefits to the community than retaining
that facility. Protected sites will be identified through future policy work. The proposed open
space ‘implementation and delivery plan’ will identify opportunities to maximise the use of
existing sites and potentially re-designate sites for alternative leisure and recreational uses, in
line with local needs.”

Paragraph 16.11 - Encourage Mixed-Use Development Incorporating Employment
– (Page 120).
“In the past too much residential development has occurred without thought being given
to where people will work. A consequence has been that often people will need to commute longer
distances to jobs and few people can walk or cycle to jobs unless close to their homes. This is
particularly true in towns where substantial residential and employment estates have been permitted
as entirely separate and distinctly selfcontained entities and in rural areas where little, if any,
employment land has been provided despite many small residential developments being
constructed.”

Comment: I support this.

Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 27 Resisting Loss of Employment, Retail
and Community Uses – (Page 122).
Amend the paragraph to provide a more robust criteria to meet this objective. To read as:
“In order to ensure that local communities remain vibrant and viable and are able to meet the
needs of residents we will resist the loss of employment, retail and community uses. This will
include facilities such as pubs, shops and Post Offices. Permission for change of use will not be
permitted unless it can be clearly demonstrated that there is no longer a need for such uses and
that the building or site has been marketed for leasehold or freehold for at least 12 months
(and up to two years depending on market conditions) at a realistic price without interest.

Paragraph 16.29 - Lifetime Homes and Housing for the Elderly and Disabled –
(Page 127).
“East Devon has many elderly people and this will continue to increase. As people grow
older and mobility decreases or other ailments affect them their homes may no longer
be suited for their needs and might require adaptation. Disabilities in younger people
can also affect mobility or require adaptations to assist living. In order to ensure that
we provide homes for all people in our communities it is important to ensure that a
range of housing types are provided as part of all major applications, including single
storey dwellings, houses adapted for independent disabled living and sheltered
accommodation.”
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Comment: I support the suggestion for “homes for life”. The Local Plan should seek to
encourage developers to support this concept by providing a more flexible interior design where,
for example, placing cupboards directly above each other over two floors can offer the potential
to be converted into a lift at a later date. Roof joists should be reinforced at the time of new build
to enable loft conversions to be carried out with greater ease, while wider doors and stairways
enable ease of use for disabled residents with varying needs.

Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 30 Life time Homes and Care/Extra Care
Homes – (Page 128).
“The preferred approach is that all affordable housing and 20% of market units meet Lifetime
Home standards, on all major developments (schemes greater than 10 homes). Elderly
provision will be required in towns and villages. Where there are high elderly population levels
the council will seek to negotiate a greater proportion and/or a lower threshold. The
expectation is that the majority of units would be of two bedrooms or more.
We will aim to secure Care and Extra Care homes in all of our Towns and Larger
Villages in line with provision of:
150 Care/Extra Care Home Spaces at Exmouth;
50 Care/Extra Care Home Spaces at Axminster, Honiton, Sidmouth, Seaton and Ottery
St Mary; and
10 (or more) at larger settlements with a range of facilities that have easy accessibility to
a GP surgery.”
Comment: This figure must form part of the quoted figure of 150 new homes for Seaton (Vision
for East Devon to 2031, Page 16), not be in addition to it. However, this figure is, in itself,
excessive for Seaton as over the past nine years there have been several large Care homes
and warden controlled self-contained homes constructed, such as Jubilee Court and Haven
Court. As recognized nationally, Seaton has the highest percentage of retired inhabitants
compared to any other town in East Devon. This would suggest that Seaton does not need any
more residential care accommodation for the elderly.

Paragraph 16.35 – Community Facilities – (Page 129).
Amend to include mention of ‘adult education centres/colleges and community centres’. To read
as:
“We need to make sure that community facilities, especially village halls, community centres,
schools, adult education centres/colleges, public transport and the facilities which are used
on a daily basis, remain viable and that additional facilities accompany new development. Local
communities must be involved in the way their homes and neighbourhoods are maintained or
developed. We need to
reduce the number of people who feel marginalised by their own communities or who find it
difficult to access the services and facilities that they require. There are two main issues relating
to community facilities:
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Providing new facilities, particularly in those areas where new development will
add extra pressure or where there are already shortfalls.
Resisting the loss of facilities where they do already exist.”

Paragraph 16.36 – Community Facilities – (Page 129).
“The planning system aims to co-ordinate new development with the infrastructure it
requires. Depending on the scale of new development, community facilities are
provided by the developer as an integral feature of new areas of housing, or financial
contributions are sought towards facilities elsewhere in the settlement. Developers
cannot be expected to make up for an existing lack of facilities though only to provide
for the demand generated by their new development.”
Comment: This has not been the case in terms of creating additional school places at the local
primary school in Seaton or the already overburdened medical centres.

Paragraph 16.37 – Community Facilities – (Page 129).
“Some places have a shortage of community facilities but in others the existing
buildings are in such a poor state of repair or are so physically constrained that
improvement or extension is not viable. Lack of facilities is worsened by the loss of
facilities in some settlements, for example where buildings and land are sold for higher
value use particularly to residential development. This is compounded by high land
values within settlements that make it difficult to purchase sites for relatively 'low value'
community use. We will seek to resist the loss of any facilities where their loss would
leave a local community without similar alternative provision.”

Comment: I support this. Particularly in relation to buildings that have a long established and
proven use record of being used for educational and community purposes, such as schools,
adult education colleges, town halls and community centres.

Paragraph 16.38 – Community Facilities – (Page 129).
Amend last sentence, to read as:
“Wherever possible, the Local Plan will actively look to support access to private sports
and recreation facilities by the public.”
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Paragraph 16.42 – Education and Health - (Page 130)
Amend sentence to read as:
“Bicton College still plays an important role in Further and Higher Education provision in
countryside management and rural studies, with a strong emphasis on vocational training.

Paragraph 18.13 – Open Space, Sport and Recreation - (Page 146).
Amend paragraph to read as:
“The strategy will contain evidence based requirements for developer contributions
towards the provision of new open space, identified through the above processes. The
strategy should be consulted to establish whether on or off-site provision should be
made.”

Paragraph 18.16 - Open Space, Sport and Recreation - (Page 147).
Add to last sentence: The new policy will aim to deliver additional new open space provision
and… To read as:
“The Local Plan will include a developer contributions policy which seeks to deliver new open
space and enhancements to existing facilities in step with new residential development. Funding
acquired through developer contributions will be complimented by other sources of funding
where it can be secured. Where appropriate in terms of location and the nature of the
development; and where a local need for small scale facilities has been identified, an on-site
contribution will be preferable. It may be appropriate for earlier developments to provide the land
upon which later developments pay for structures or equipment. The policy will aim to deliver
additional new open space provision and a combination of new facilities and improvements
to existing ones, depending on the unique needs of the Local Need Areas (LNA) and the
availability of land.”

Paragraph 18.33 - Landscape and AONBs - (Page 152).
“ It is recognised that we need to accommodate development in our district , but should do this
in a way that minimises adverse impacts, and enhances and improves
landscapes that may have been degraded over the years. We will:
Conserve and enhance the landscape of East Devon;
Recreate and strengthen key landscape characteristics; and
Ensure that new developments are appropriate in scale, form and design, are in
keeping with their setting and take full account of the local natural and cultural heritage.”
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Comment: I feel that this statement does not provide sufficient commitment towards protecting
our natural unspoilt assets, particularly those outside of Built Up Area Boundaries. Moreover,
recreating key landscape characteristics suggests that the Local Plan does not actively seek to
prevent them from being lost or adversely affected by new build development. Clearly the
emphasis of the Local Plan must be to protect such landscapes from such development.

Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 40 Landscape Conservation and
Enhancement and AONBs - (Page 154).
Comment: This proposed Draft Strategy, Item 3, underplays the need for the permitted
development to be on the strict assumption that there is no other suitable site available within an
existing Built Up Area boundary. Nor does it prioritise the need to preserve the beauty of
AONBs ahead of any potential development. Landscape and AONBs should continue to enjoy
robust policies to protect them from development.

Paragraph 18.39 - Making Local Area Landscape Designations – (Page 155).
Comment: I oppose the removal of local landscape designations as they play an important role
in promoting awareness, pride, care and commitment to protect our most valued local
landscapes. This has been reinforced through more recent supplementary planning guidance
documents such as Design Statements. Experience suggests that local landscape designations
can be particularly useful to safeguard important landscapes and landscape features which are
particularly valued and may have limited capacity for change. I believe the alternative approach
of using location based planning policies will not provide sufficient protection of these sites from
possible development at a later date.

Paragraph 18.41 - (Page 155).
Amend paragraph. To read as:
“Our landscape contains a distinctive network of species-rich hedgerows, woodlands
and river valleys linking up designated sites and Biodiversity Action Plan habitats.
Priority UK Biodiversity Action Plan species found in the District include dormouse,
nightjar, Dartford warbler and a range of bat species. Protective designations are
important not just for the sake of these species but because such assets add to
people's quality of life and attract tourists to the District. To ensure we retain and
enhance our biodiversity we will:
Conserve and enhance the most valued habitats.
Only permit developments that would cause no harmful impacts to important wildlife
habitats (and the species they support), or that would include measures to
mitigate or offset such impacts.
Promote habitat creation, including provision of major new green spaces for
wildlife and people to use.
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Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 41 Nature Conservation and Geology –
(Page 157).
Comment: I support this.

Paragraph 18.53 - Design and Local Distinctiveness in the Built Environment
(Page 159).
“What you said about Design and the Built Heritage:
A consistent message has come through of supporting local distinctiveness in design.
Approximately one third of Towns and Parishes have produced Design Statements
which identify the characteristics of their settlement and give design guidance.”
Comment: Sadly Local Planning Authority planning officers and Development Management
Committee members have made little effort to consult with, let alone enforce, the
recommendations contained within adopted Design Statements. This has been particularly
apparent with the Design Statement for Seaton (adopted March 2009) in relation to both major
and minor planning applications, where the document has been give little credence or
consideration at the determining stage. This highlights that the Local Planning Authority needs
to actively promote the existence of Design Statements produced by local communities, and
educate their validity and worth to East Devon District Council’s planning officers and members
of the Development Management Committee before recommendations and decisions are made.

What the sustainability appraisal and other evidence tells us about Design and
the Built Heritage:
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.
Making places that are attractive to live in, work in and visit is an important part of the
sustainability spectrum.”
Comment: Again, many towns such as Seaton in particular, have suffered from “more of the
same” uninspiring development that has done nothing to reinforce, let alone recognize local
design characteristics. This can range from the global design or shape of the building in relation
to the local street scene or design vernacular, to more localized features such as colour,
rendering, facings and window styles. Greater emphasis must be made to promote good quality
design that is locally distinctive, engaging and inspiring, not delivering more of the same which
would look at home in any homogenous town scape.
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Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 42 Local Distinctiveness in the Built
Environment – (Page 160).
Comment: I support this.

Paragraph 21.20 - Important Local Open Spaces (Page 179).
Comment: I am very disappointed that the Local Plan does not seek to provide notable
protection for all sites in both Local Authority and private ownership identified as ‘local open
spaces’. All such local open spaces in towns and villages are worthy of protection in order that
they can continue to provide unlimited access for persons of all ages and with varying levels of
physical mobility, for informal recreational purposes, as well as also benefit future generations.

Paragraph 21.88 - Town Centre Vitality – (Page 208).
Comment: I am very disappointed that there is no mention of the importance of reinforcing a
Shops Fronts Policy, which forms part of supplementary planning guidance in a separate
document. With the increasing presence of large out of town superstores and supermarkets and
the desire to maximize their advertising message through large signs, a Shops Fronts Policy
should form part of the Local Plan to dissuade retailers from using insensitive signage in terms
of size, brightness, elevation of lighting and glare.

Policy SH2 - Primary Shopping Frontages – (Page 208).
“Within the Primary Shopping Frontages, as defined on the Proposals Map, permission will
only be granted for the conversion or change of use of the ground floor of existing shops to
non-retail uses where the proposed use would not undermine the retail function, character,
vitality and viability of the Primary Shopping Area. Proposals will be required not to adversely
affect the amenity of the surrounding area through noise, smell, litter, traffic or disturbance
arising from late opening hours.”
Comment: The policy does not adequately address the problem experienced in numerous
towns in East Devon such as Seaton, where landlords have actively dissuaded potential
leaseholders from taking on a lease for a particular property because they are able to secure a
better return through converting the property into residential use and either leasing it out or
selling it. This policy has eroded the number of available retail units in the town and resulted in
some retail areas being divided as a consequence of the conversion of retail premises. This
approach does little to promote new enterprise opportunities in East Devon towns that already
experience a considerable drop in footfall activity through increased competition from out of
town retailers and shopping centres in larger towns and cities such as Taunton and Exeter. Nor
does it inspire economic confidence in the town with the consumer. This policy needs to reflect
this loophole exploited by landlords and the increased competition faced by smaller retailers to
ensure that town centre shopping areas have a reasonable opportunity to remain vibrant and
thriving.
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Paragraph 21.103 - Sport and Recreation – (Page 216).
Insert into the second sentence the following words “formal and informal”. To read as:
“High land values have led to pressure to build on playing fields and other open spaces,
particularly within urban areas. The Council recognises that communities need formal and
informal recreation space and that existing public gardens and playing fields, private and
school/college playing fields, play areas and other public and private open space areas are an
important community resource that the Local Plan seeks to safeguard.”
Comment: What a shame this policy was not rigidly enforced for the former School playing field
in Court Lane, Seaton!!

Representor 0635 - Bishops Clyst Parish Council

BISHOPS CLYST PARISH COUNCIL
Clerk & RFO to the Council

Mrs Juliet White

Chairman: Cllr M Norman
(Tel: 01392 877012)

Ringmer
Culver Close, Bradninch
EXETER, EX5 4NY
Tel: 01392 881256
e-mail: juliet.white@homecall.co.uk
website: www.bishopsclyst.btck.co.uk

10 January 2012
SENT BY POST AND E-MAILED TO localplan@eastdevon.gov.uk

Planning Policy Section
East Devon District Council
Knowle
Sidmouth
EX10 8HL
Dear Sir/Madam
CONSULTATION ON THE EAST DEVON LOCAL PLAN 2006 - 2016
Thank you for inviting Bishops Clyst Parish Council to comment on the Local Plan. Following
a Parish Council meeting last night, we comment as follows. We have shown the relevant
chapters and page numbers next to the Council‘s comments:
Chapter 6 Employment Provision: P.31:
This Council believes that with the projected Skypark, Science Park and related developments
including the unwanted Enfield Farm project at Clyst St. Mary, there should be no further
employment land allocated in the Western Area. Any further development would inevitably lead to the
local village settlements being “swamped” and losing their individual characteristics.
Chapter 7 Development of the West End:
P. 40:
A clear boundary should be kept between the City of Exeter and East Devon. The M5 motorway and
the proposed Clyst Valley Countryside Park make an ideal boundary.
P. 45:
We are totally opposed to the idea of a new town at Westpoint. It would obliterate Clyst St. Mary and
Farringdon which would lose their individual identities.

P.

47:

We believe that Bishops Clyst and all the other parishes affected by the proposed Clyst Valley
Countryside Park should be closely involved in its planning and that leisure possibilities such as Cycle
tracks, bridle and footpaths should be a natural part of the Park.
P.

49 - 7.24:

This council is totally opposed to any further development along the A3052. This road leads into the
A376 at Clyst St. Mary and junction 30 (Sandygate) of the M5 motorway which are both already
described as “saturated”.
P.

51 - Cranbrook:

We think that Cranbrook should not be permitted to expand South of the old A30 or further to the
West. It should not be allowed to absorb Rockbeare or encroach into the proposed Clyst Valley
Countryside Park.
Chapter 15 Smaller Towns, Villages and the Countryside:
P. 110- 15.5:
Bishops Clyst believes that the Western Area is at capacity with developments proposed and therefore
the suggested boundary of the M5 motorway and the proposed Clyst Valley Countryside Park are
imperative to the continued survival of the many small communities in this area. Further that the
saturation of the A376 and Junction 30 would lead to an unacceptable further use of narrow country
lanes by goods vehicles of all sorts.
Chapter 16 Ensuring We Have Thriving Communities:
P. 118 – 16.2:
Design Statements, Local Development Plans and Parish Plans must be heeded with regard to
planning applications.
Chapter 21 Development Management:
P. 173 – 21.6:
We believe that it is imperative that “Green Wedges” are maintained between settlements in order to
maintain their individual identities.
P. 200 H12:
No Travellers sites should be permitted in the proposed Clyst Valley Countryside Park or, given that
Clyst St. Mary already has a Travelling Showmen’s site, within the near vicinity of the parish.
P. 226 TA 6:
We approve of Park and Ride Schemes in principle but believe that there should be no charge for
“Park and Share” facilities. An alternative proposal would be that a small charge be made for parking
and onward travel by bus/train should be free upon production of the parking ticket.

P. 227 TA 7: Adequate Road Network and Site Access:
As the A 3052 feeds westward into the A376 and Junction 30 of the M5 motorway which are both
classed as saturated there should be no further substantial housing or business development allowed
along these roads.
Yours faithfully

Juliet P White (Mrs)
Clerk & RFO to the Parish Council
Cc

District Cllr Mike Howe

Representor 0746 - Mr Graham Cooper
Consultation on the East Devon Local Plan 2006 to 2026
Observations on the draft Consultation Plan for East Devon are as follows.
The above plan is meant to be evidence based but there appears to be confusion
and inconsistencies in how the figures for housing and employment were arrived at.
A Housing
(Note the 2010 population figure for East Devon is 132,900.)
1 East Devon LDF Preferred Approach Nov 2010
P9 2001 Census recorded 55011 households in ED an average of 2.2 people per
dwelling.
P6 RSS Proposed Housing Requirements 17,100
Increase in population therefore 37620 (29% increase.)
2 Current East Devon Local Plan 2006-26
On the above basis EDDC LDF proposal for 15000 homes suggest a rise in
population of 33000 (25%)
3 According to DCC Tables below the projection between 2008 and 2026 suggest a
total increase of 23640 (18% increase) - equivalent to 10,745 homes
4 The Tyms & Partners Report to the LDF Panel predicted an increase of 22500
(17%) equivalent to 13700homes (ie 1.64 persons/home!)
The above figures therefore suggest a considerable variation.
The question is therefore where did the did EDDC get their 15000 from when the
average (between 2,3,4 ) above is about 13000 homes?
It is noted that a housing figure for 13000 was also proposed during the August LDF
Housing meeting by Cllr Wright but this was criticised by the chairman and the 15000
(proposed by EDDC officer Kate Little) was voted for by a narrow margin.
B Employment Land for Sidmouth.
Excessive predictions for employment land across East Devon were reported
recently in the Sidmouth Herald. (It is understood LDF Panel member Cllr Wright
was questioning how these figures were arrived at.)
In respect to the employment land allocation in Sidmouth, it was reported in the local
press Sid Vale news column that Tyms & Partners recommended zero hectares of
employment land for Sidmouth.
Please also note there are many in Sidmouth including the Chamber of Commerce
and Sidvale Association who are very concerned about the excessive allocations in
the Local Plan.
At a recent Sidmouth Town Council meeting Cllr Stuart Hughes stated that
employment land should straddle A3052 “so traffic had no need to come into

Sidmouth!” Cllr John Dyson raised concerns about the land being used for out of
town retail at the expense of the town centre and suggested it should be made clear
what the employment land cannot be used for.
It is believed new employment land is likely to be in AONB and it is recommended
that brown field sites instead be considered first eg Alexander Road Industrial estate
and the redevelopment of Port Royal and Eastern Town providing an employment
element to the buildings there.
Finally I welcome the planning Inspectorate decision to support the EDDC decision
against further development at the Garden Centre on AONB land.
I trust the Planning Inspectors will take a similar view on employment proposals on
AONB in future.
Graham Cooper
Reference number is: 746
Sidmouth EX10 0NW
31st January 2012
Fig1 DCC Population Projections
Age band
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10-14
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7,700

7,900
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15-19
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5,700

7,300
5,600

8,000
5,300

8,200
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8,300
5,900

25-29

4,900

5,500

5,600

5,400

5,100

5,500

30-34
35-39

5,100
7,600

5,500
6,200

6,100
6,700

6,300
7,500

6,000
7,700

5,700
7,400

40-44

8,900

8,600

7,200

7,800

8,700

8,900

45-49
50-54

8,700
8,400

9,800
9,600

9,300
10,700

7,900
10,100

8,500
8,600

9,500
9,300

55-59

9,300

9,400

10,600

11,800

11,200

9,600

60-64

11,100

10,300

10,400

11,800

13,100

12,400

65-69
70-74

9,000
7,900

11,700
8,900

11,000
11,600

11,100
10,900

12,600
11,100

14,000
12,700

75-79

7,100

7,400

8,400

11,000

10,400

10,700

80-84
85-89

5,800
4,100

6,100
4,200

6,600
4,700

7,600
5,300

10,000
6,200

9,500
8,300

90+

1,800

2,400

2,900

3,600

4,500

5,700

East Devon

133,000

139,100

145,500

152,500

159,400

165,400

Fig2 Higher Woolbrook- Pre current Persimmon Homes Development

Fig3 How Woolbrook may look according to the Local Plan
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1

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Again we emphasise that Skypark will bring:
•

7,000 jobs1;

•

£7 million (GVA)2 to the regional economy in the first 5 years of development;
and,

•

1.2

£10 million 3 towards critical infrastructure in the Growth Point.

At all times what we say herein has to be read in conjunction with our
previous representations (all

attached as appendices) and we

are

expecting the Council to take those into account.

1 FROM ECONOMIC IMPACT REPORT SUBMITTED AS PART OF PLANNING APPLICATION AMONGST OTHER DOCUMENTS.
2 AS ABOVE. GVA IS A MEASURE IN ECONOMICS OF THE VALUE OF GOODS AND SERVICES PRODUCED IN AN AREA OF AN ECONOMY.
3 106
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2

THE BASIS OF OUR POSITION

2.1

The basis of our position is in reps made to East Devon District Council (EDDC)'s
Core Strategy Preferred Options (in November 2010 attached as Appendix 1)
wherein we said that the levels of employment land proposed far exceeded what
would be required in the plan period. At this time the Core Strategy proposed
247.5 4 Ha of employment land for 22,500 5 houses in the Growth Point.

2.2

This followed the RSS proposing 160 Ha of employment land for 28,500 6 houses
in the Growth Point7. However, we said that it needed to be noted that the
reporting panel felt that even that would lead to an oversupply of employment land
and that the Secretary of State endorsed that view. (For the avoidance of doubt
the 160Ha INCLUDES BOTH THE SCIENCE PARK AND THE INTER MODAL
FACILITY - Paragraph 4.4.17 of the panel report into the draft RSS refers. It said:
“the draft RSS sets out a requirement for 40 hectares within the urban area of
Exeter, 100 hectares on the edge of Exeter and a further 20 hectares [160 Ha in
total] linked to Area of Search K, but we find it impossible to reconcile this
requirement with the above assessments. We note that SWRDA simply seeks a
reference to the proposed development of a Science Park and a commitment to
increasing the supply of land. On the basis that the economy of Exeter is very
buoyant and that the draft RSS may be taking ‘policy-on’ proposals such as
Skypark, the Science Park and the inter-modal facility into account we take the
view that we should accept the higher figures.”)

4 111 HA COMPRISING 14 HA AT CRANBROOK, 9 HA AT BLACKHORSE, 50 HA AT SKYPARK, 25 HA AT SCIENCE PARK, 5 HA AT
EXETER AIRPORT, AND 5 HA AT EXETER AIRPORT BUSINESS PARK ; 62 HA AT THE INTER-MODAL FACILITY; 60 HA IN EXETER; 1.5
HA IN TDC; 13 HA ELSEWHERE.
5 12000 IN THE CITY, 5000 AT CRANBROOK, 2500 TO THE SOUTH WEST OF EXETER, 800 AT PINHOE, AND, 2200 BLACKHORSE.
6 ROUGHLY COMPRISING 15000 IN THE CITY, 7500 AT CRANBROOK, 2500 TO THE SOUTH WEST OF EXETER, 1000 AT PINHOE
AND 2500 BLACKHORSE.

7 EQUATING TO 1 HA OF EMPLOYMENT LAND PER 178 HOUSES.
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3

THE EVOLVED POSITION

3.1

Our position then evolved since East Devon District Council was (and still is and in
line with Exeter City Council too) proposing to lower the amount of housing to be
provided in the plan period which was reflected in its refined Core Strategy.
Reasonably, we expected it to reduce the level of employment land provision pro
rata in line with any reduction in housing numbers. We submitted a paper and
presented to East Devon's LDF panel in this vein. (In August 2011 attached as
Appendices 2 and 3.)

3.2

We said that if, say, a total of 23,500 8 houses 9 is to be accommodated in the
Growth Point applying the same formula as in the RSS it should supply a total of
132 Ha of employment land. Exeter city is supplying 60 Ha and Teignbridge about
2 Ha which would leave about 70 Ha for East Devon to allocate in its "West End".

3.3

In this regard, we said that the draft National Planning Policy Framework implores
local planning authorities to work together with county and neighbouring
authorities to understand, amongst other things, development markets by
assessing "the requirements for land and floorspace for economic development
including both the quantitative and qualitative requirements."

3.4

We also said that the Government recognises that when development is viable, the
number of new projects tends to increase and that an oversupply of employment
land would lead to the polar opposite of this required scenario because it would
adversely affect viability. (Lord Justice Keene said in 2008 that viability
assessments are “not peripheral, optional or cosmetic [but]... patently a crucial
requirement of [planning] policy [creation].”)

8 SAY, 9,500 HOMES IN EAST DEVON'S "WEST END", 12,000 IN EXETER AND 2,000 IN TEIGNBRIDGE DISTRICT TO THE SOUTH
WEST OF EXETER.
9 IF THE COUNCIL REDUCES THE HOUSING NUMBERS IN THE PLAN PERIOD TO 15,000 WITH ONLY AROUND 1,000 ALLOCATED TO
RURAL AREAS, THEN LAND FOR 14,000 HOUSES WILL HAVE TO BE ALLOCATED IN THE 6 TOWNS OF EAST DEVON AND IN ITS "WEST

END."
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3.5

We concluded by saying that there was already an oversupply of strategic
employment land in East Devon and that therefore the Council did not need to, and
should not, allocate anymore because to do so would undermine the vision for
sustainable growth in East Devon and in the sub region.

3.6

East Devon then instructed Roger Tym and Partners to look into a number of issues
including employment land supply and as part of its brief Roger Tym, with the
Council, hosted a workshop, released a draft paper and invited comments from
stakeholders.

We

commented

on

the

workshop

and

employment

land

demand/supply issues in the context of all of the foregoing including the attached
appendices. (Appendix 4)
3.7

At the workshop the presentations informed us that a realistic 20 year job
projection for East Devon would be 13,600 additional (FTE) jobs representing a
30% increase leading to a change in job density from 0.73 to 0.86 and based on
this projection about 65Ha of land for B class uses would be required from 2011
until 2031 to deliver a predicted (circa) 10,000 jobs.

3.8

This 65Ha figure amplified our previous conclusions that there was already an
oversupply10 of strategic employment land across East Devon and more
specifically

in

the

Growth

Point.

(As

outlined

in

detail

in

our

previous

representations made throughout the Core Strategy consultation process, attached
as appendices, and above.
3.9

This was all reflected in what Vickery Holman (who were acting as sub consultants
under Roger Tym & Partners) had to say at the Workshop. It said that:
•

the A3052 corridor should be included as strategic land when making "West
End" policy because it affects (and would continue to) land take up in the area;

•

for strategic development to be viable and for it to be able to deliver crucial
infrastructure minimum freehold and leasehold values have to be achieved

10 60HA IN EXETER, 2HA IN TEIGNBRIDGE TO THE SOUTH WEST OF THE CITY, 25 HA AT EXETER SCIENCE PARK, 62.5 HA AT THE
INTERMODAL FREIGHT TERMINAL, 40 HA AT SKYPARK AND 14 HA (AN INITIAL 5 PLUS 9) AT CRANBROOK. (ALL EXCLUDING

THE

A3052 CORRIDOR AND OTHER LAND AS INITIALLY PROPOSED IN THE CS)
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along with pre-lets and sales (and whilst there is a general failure to
acknowledge the role development plays in the delivery of infrastructure we
would expect you to); and,
•

there was already an oversupply of employment land in the "West End"
especially when it is borne in mind that Exeter's Core Strategy was at a very
advanced stage and proposed 60Ha of employment land in the city, much of it
to its eastern fringes. (Exeter's policy position and allocation has to be
considered when making strategic policy for East Devon and we had concerns
that the scope of your study work did not provide for this.)

3.10 We said that whilst others may favour a free market ideology this is would be at
odds with our favoured holistic approach of the planned delivery of strategic
developments in tandem with critical infrastructure to benefit all.
3.11 We concluded that, in short, and based on all of the foregoing and our attached
appendices East Devon could not demonstrate the need to allocate more
employment land and that we expected that to be reflected in the policy.
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4

OUR COMMENTS ON THE NEW EAST DEVON LOCAL PLAN
DRAFT STRATEGY 1 OVERALL SPATIAL STRATEGY FOR DEVELOPMENT IN
EAST DEVON

4.1

DS1 says: "Planned provision (including existing commitments) will be made in
East Devon for around:
1. Around 15,000 new homes in the 2006 to 2026 period ; and
2. Development on around 180 hectares of land for employment purposes of which
106 hectares is already available/committed to development (including 65 Hectares
at the West End) and 74 hectares will come forward through additional allocations
(20 hectares of which will be at the West End).
The overall spatial development approach is as set out below:
1. East Devon's West End will accommodate significant residential development
(around 50 % of new homes) and major employment development to attract
strategic inward investment along with supporting infrastructure and community
facilities.
2. The seven main towns of East Devon will form focal points for development to
serve their own needs and the needs of surrounding rural areas. They will
accommodate around 40 % of new homes built in East Devon.
3. The Local Plan will set out how development in smaller towns, villages and rural
areas will be geared to meeting local needs. Around 10% of new homes will be
built in these areas."
OBSERVATIONS ON DRAFT STRATEGY 1 OVERALL SPATIAL STRATEGY FOR
DEVELOPMENT IN EAST DEVON

4.2

Our client embraces the general thrust of the policy in terms of it proposing to
accommodate strategic development to the east of Exeter, however, objects to the
spatial strategy for employment land provision proposed in it and also therefore
where that is reflected in related Local Plan policies.

Skypark
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4.3

As currently proposed the overall provision of employment land still risks the
delivery of Skypark. As the Council recognises, Skypark is a key component of the
overall strategy for sustainable high quality growth in the sub region. Anything
which puts Skypark at risk will not only endanger the forecast 7000 high quality
jobs and the enormous economic benefits directly associated with the development
but also substantially undermine the spatial vision for the sub region of economic
prosperity and the delivery of key infrastructure in and around Exeter and East
Devon.

4.4

Though there are still question marks over Regional Spatial Strategies (RSS) in
general, the south west’s RSS, and more importantly, the analysis behind it, is still
vital to policy generation for East Devon District Council. Consequently, in
considering the level of employment land now proposed, reference needs to be
made to the relevant parts of the RSS.

4.5

4.4.17 of the panel report into the draft RSS said “the draft RSS sets out a
requirement for 40 hectares within the urban area of Exeter, 100 hectares on the
edge of Exeter and a further 20 hectares [160 Ha in total] linked to Area of Search
K, but we find it impossible to reconcile this requirement with the above
assessments. We note that SWRDA simply seeks a reference to the proposed
development of a Science Park and a commitment to increasing the supply of land.
On the basis that the economy of Exeter is very buoyant and that the draft RSS
may be taking ‘policy-on’ proposals such as Skypark, the Science Park and the
inter-modal facility11 into account we take the view that we should accept the
higher figures.”

4.6

The panel therefore had strong reservations that too much employment land was
to be identified in the Exeter and East Devon growth point area and the Secretary
of State (SoS) fully endorsed this view.

4.7

The panel report also advised that local authorities would have to work together at
cross boundary locations, presumably to deliver key infrastructure and to stop

11 THE PANEL REPORT MAKES CLEAR THAT IT IS INCLUDING 62 HA AT THE INTER MODAL FACILITY IN THIS ANALYSIS.
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matters arising such as an oversupply of employment land. This was accepted by
the SoS too.
4.8

Given that the Local Authorities and their private sector partners are still signed up
to the growth levels proposed in the RSS, when creating policy it’s important to
consider that the RSS was written during very strong economic growth (leading to
exceptional demand levels for employment land on the back of demand from e.g
Met

Office

relocation,

Ashfords,

Michelmores

and

EDF),

focused

on

city

development (thus limiting growth elsewhere in East Devon not to mention other
surrounding districts) and meant that 160 Ha of employment land would serve
28500 houses12 in a growth point area made up of the West End of East Devon,
Exeter City, and a small part of Teignbridge towards the south west of Exeter.
Overall this level of growth would have equated to 1 HA of employment land per
178 houses built in the Exeter and East Devon growth point area.
4.9

With all of this in mind our client respectfully asks the Council to note that:
•

Exeter’s adopted core strategy earmarks 60 Ha of employment land in the plan
period (2006 – 2026);

•

The masterplan for South West Exeter proposes an additional 1.5 Ha to 2026;
and,

•

its local plan is proposing 85 Ha13 in the West End but this figure excludes 62
Ha at the inter-modal facility (we do not accept the argument that this should
not be counted as employment land provision) and 13 Ha of consented land
along the A3052.

4.10 This is a total of 221.5 Ha in the Growth Point.
4.11 Furthermore, and most crucially, our client respectfully asks you to note that the
level of housing that will be provided in the same growth point area will now be

12

ROUGHLY COMPRISING 15000 IN THE CITY, 7500 AT CRANBROOK, 2500 TO THE SOUTH WEST OF EXETER, 1000 AT PINHOE AND

2500 BLACKHORSE
13 15 HA AT CRANBROOK, 40 HA AT SKYPARK, 25 HA AT SCIENCE PARK, 5 HA AT EXETER AIRPORT, 5 HA AT EXETER AIRPORT

BUSINESS PARK
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considerably less according to the core strategy of Exeter and East Devon's New
Local Plan and the masterplan for South West Exeter. According to these and other
public documents there will now be 21900 houses14. Therefore, with a reduced
level of housing proposed the demand for employment land provision in the area in
the plan period will be much less than 160 Ha because it will be required to serve
21900 houses and not 28500 houses as anticipated in the RSS.
4.12 However, the policy direction as outlined in the Local Plan is going from what the
panel reporting on the draft RSS saw as a potential oversupply situation in the
Exeter and East Devon area of 160 Ha of employment land serving 28500 houses
(and the SoS fully endorsed this view) - equating to 1 HA of employment land per
178 houses built - with supplementary small scale development in the surrounding
towns and villages to 221.5Ha15 to serve 21900 houses equating to 1 HA of
employment land per 98 houses built complemented by a supply in the towns and
villages of East Devon.
4.13 In summary, it is our client’s view therefore that the level of employment provision
currently proposed is far too generous and in order to meet the spatial strategy
needs to be reduced16. Such a high level of over provision is far in excess of the
level needed in the plan period and is not consistent with the coordinated approach
agreed by the various local authorities in the Exeter and East Devon growth point
area.

This level of provision is very likely to adversely affect the viability and

delivery of Skypark - and other key strategic developments such as Science
Park, and the inter modal facility - in the area. It is our client’s belief that East
Devon’s Local Plan in its current form undermines the delivery of the overall vision
for high level, sustainable growth in the sub region.

14 12000 IN THE CITY, 6000 AT CRANBROOK, 2500 TO THE SOUTH WEST OF EXETER, 800 AT PINHOE, AND, 600 AT BLACKHORSE.
15 85 HA AS OUTLINED IN EAST DEVON’S LOCAL PLAN PLUS 62 HA AT THE INTERMODAL FACILITY AND 13 HA ALONG THE A3052 IN

EAST DEVON , 60 HA IN EXETER, AND 1.5 HA TO THE SOUTH WEST OF THE CITY IN TEIGNBRIDGE.
16 BASED ON 160 HA OF EMPLOYMENT LAND SERVING 28,500 DWELLINGS, 21,900 DWELLINGS SHOULD BE SERVED BY 123 HA OF
EMPLOYMENT LAND.
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4.14 Consequently, on Draft Strategy 1 Overall Spatial Strategy for Development in East
Devon our client respectfully suggests that the Council replaces:
“2. 180 Ha of land for employment purposes"”
with something effecting
“132.5 Ha of strategic employment land will be provided in the West End of East
Devon comprising 25 Ha at the Science Park, 40 Ha at the Skypark, 62 Ha at the
inter modal facility, and 5 Ha at Cranbrook supplemented by employment land
provision elsewhere in the District."
4.15 And reflect in all related strategies and policies.
DRAFT STRATEGY 9 DEVELOPMENT AT CRANBROOK
4.16 This draft strategy includes for the provision of 15 Ha of employment land at
Cranbrook.
OBSERVATIONS ON DRAFT STRATEGY 9 DEVELOPMENT AT CRANBROOK
4.17 Our client supports the development of Cranbrook but in the absence of
demonstrable need and for all of the other foregoing reasons concerning the
oversupply of employment land in the sub region must strongly object to any
increase in employment land provision there.
4.18 Strong transport linkages exist or are planned between major housing growth sites
both in East Devon and in Exeter city creating sustainable development in the
round. In other words, the employment allocation is unnecessary. The site was
conceived as part of a sustainable offer to the east of Exeter it being residential
with exceptional sustainable links to major employment sites such as Skypark and
Science Park.
4.19 It is our client’s contention that in its current form Draft Strategy 9 would lead to
an oversupply of strategic employment land in the sub region affecting the viability
of the strategic employment development already planned for which in turn would
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jeopardize development coming forward in the short/medium term affecting the
delivery of key physical infrastructure in the short, medium and long term.
4.20 For the foregoing reasons our client respectfully suggests that the Council:
replaces “2. ....provision of 15 Ha of employment land” with “2. ....provision of 5
Ha of employment land”. (And reflect in all related strategies and policies.)
13 FUTURE DEVELOPMENT OF EXETER INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AND
DRAFT

STRATEGY

14

FUTURE

DEVELOPMENT

OF

EXETER

AIRPORT BUSINESS PARK
4.21 DS13 says that the Local Plan "will recognise the importance of airport expansion
and seek to encourage supporting infrastructure to provide for its direct airport
related growth and expansion. It is recognised that many operational uses do not
require planning permission and these developments, where compatible with safe
and efficient airport operation and where they do not have adverse impacts where
on land within operational boundaries, will be supported" and DS 14 says that to
"enable modest expansion of the Exeter Airport Business Park 5 hectares of
additional land (over and above the Training Academy and hotel sites) will be
allocated or identified for business/employment generating uses through future
stages of plan making."
OBSERVATIONS ON DRAFT STRATEGY 13 FUTURE DEVELOPMENT OF
EXETER INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AND DRAFT STRATEGY 14
FUTURE DEVELOPMENT OF EXETER AIRPORT BUSINESS PARK
4.22 From the outset, our client would like it to be known and acknowledged that they:
•

completely understand the economic importance of the airport to the sub
region; and,

•

in principle fully support development there provided it is in connection with the
provision of services and facilities at it.

4.23 On DS 13, as stated previously in regard to a similar policy put forward by the
Council as part of its LDF Core Strategy Preferred Options Consultation document,
our client is of the view that there is no need for it because the Council should not
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need to set aside land within the operational boundary of an airport for any
development in connection with the provision of services and facilities at it because
such development would be permitted development as described under The Town
& Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (as amended)).
(The very large Walker Hangar at Exeter International Airport was Permitted
Development, for example).
4.24 On DS14, again as stated previously, our client believes that it would lead to an
oversupply of employment land in the sub region and must object to its inclusion in
the Local Plan.
4.25 For the foregoing reasons our client respectfully suggests that the Council deletes
DS13 and DS14 entirely and replaces them with one policy along these lines:
"To allow for development in connection with the provision of services and facilities
at the airport (as outlined in The Town & Country Planning (General Permitted
Development) Order 1995 (as amended) it is proposed that the current operational
boundary be extended by 5 Ha." or words to that effect. (And reflect in other
related Local Plan Strategies and Policies.)
DRAFT STRATEGY 32 SUSTAINABLE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION, DRAFT
STRATEGY

33

RENEWABLE

PROJECTS,

DRAFT

STRATEGY

AND
34

LOW

CARBON

ENERGY

DECENTRALISED

ENERGY

NETWORKS, AND DRAFT STRATEGY 35 ALLOWABLE SOLUTIONS
4.26 Draft Strategy 32 aims to ensure amongst other things that commercial
developments in the West End continue to trail blaze in the arenas of sustainable
design and construction. Draft strategy 33 gives in principle support to renewable
or low carbon

energy projects in

development.

Draft Strategy 34

says:

"Decentralised Energy Networks will be developed and brought forward. New
development (either new build or conversion) with a floor space of at least
1,000m2 or comprising ten or more dwellings should connect to any existing, or
proposed, Decentralised Energy Network in the locality to bring forward low and
zero

carbon

energy

supply

and

distribution.

Where

there

is

no

existing

Decentralised Energy Network in the locality, proposals for larger developments of
10 hectares (either housing or other buildings) or 300 houses should evaluate the

Skypark
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potential for such systems and implement them where they are viable over the life
of the developments in the locality. Consumer choice of energy sources will be
retained when decentralised Energy networks are developed." Draft strategy 35 is
to do with off site renewable energy generation.
OBSERVATIONS ON DRAFT STRATEGY 32 SUSTAINABLE DESIGN AND
CONSTRUCTION, DRAFT STRATEGY 33 RENEWABLE AND LOW
CARBON

ENERGY

PROJECTS,

DRAFT

STRATEGY

34

DECENTRALISED ENERGY NETWORKS, AND DRAFT STRATEGY 35
ALLOWABLE SOLUTIONS
4.27 Our client welcomes that East Devon will support and encourage proposals for
renewable energy generation (and in particular on site energy generation), and
endorses the sentiment of these strategies, but questions whether they are strong
enough.
4.28 For strategic developments onsite renewable energy production should be
mandatory; and, for strategic commercial developments BREEAM excellent should
be a requirement, all to ensure that development is built to high sustainability
standards.
DRAFT STRATEGY 44 INFRASTRUCTURE DELIVERY
4.29 Draft Strategy 44 says: "The Council will produce an Infrastructure Delivery Plan to
set out how the implementation of Local Plan policies and proposals will be
supported through the timely delivery of infrastructure improvements. It will be
produced alongside the Local Plan and form part of the Council case at Submission
and Examination. It will detail local and strategic schemes and set how much they
will cost, who will lead on provision and who the relevant partners will be.
Developer contributions will be sought to ensure that the necessary infrastructure
improvements are secured to support the delivery of development and mitigate
any adverse impacts. The Council will introduce the CIL alongside the Local Plan.
The Levy Charging Schedule will be the subject of a joint examination with the
Local

Plan. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan will set out which items of

infrastructure are expected to be funded through the Levy and which will be
secured through Section 106 agreements. Through Section 106 Agreements and
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negotiations over site development and where otherwise not met through
alternative committed schemes or proposals the Council will ensure that:
1. Infrastructure requirements that arise as a direct consequence of developments
are met in full and to serve the needs of the proposal and occupants and users.
2. The loss of, or adverse impacts on, any significant amenity or resource present
on the site prior to the development is offset by the provision of alternative
facilities that are of equal or greater value. Infrastructure provision should be
phased to meet development and failure to provide or absence of relevant
infrastructure will be grounds to justify refusal of permission."
OBSERVATIONS ON DRAFT STRATEGY 44 INFRASTRUCTURE DELIVERY
4.30 Strategic developments like Skypark can only help finance key infrastructure when
planning policies help to create or maintain balanced market conditions conducive
to their viability. Too generous an oversupply of employment land risks their
viability and hence the delivery of them and consequently the delivery of critical
infrastructure and ultimately the Local Plan.
4.31 Around £100 Million pounds of public sector investment has had to go into the
Exeter and East Devon growth point area to supplement large scale private sector
investment in attempts to make development happen there. Skypark is just one of
several developments that will benefit from that investment with which comes
critical infrastructure, development and prosperity, provided it’s viable to develop.
4.32 Macroeconomic forces are volatile enough, but planning policy should not worsen
their effect on development markets. Infrastructure delivery, capacity and 106
contributions in the West End of East Devon is an extremely delicate balance. The
current proposed allocation would prejudice this balance meaning that section 106
contributions required would be at best delayed from existing consents (and not
justified from new developments).
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5

CONCLUSIONS

5.1

It is in the interests of all concerned that East Devon's Local Plan is adopted as
soon as possible. And our client believes that the general thrust of it is to be
welcomed and fully endorsed. However, our client also believes that in its current
form, the Local Plan may not be deliverable.

5.2

The level of strategic employment provision currently proposed is still in excess of
what is required in the plan period and should be significantly reduced. The level of
provision will very likely adversely affect the viability and delivery of Skypark - and
other key strategic developments such as the science park, and the inter modal
facility.

5.3

Essentially, it is our client's view that an oversupply of employment land and the
consequential deterioration in land values would lead to a frustration of
development sites coming forward and that that would lead to diminished quality
and sustainability standards.

Skypark

6209

15

Representor 0980 - Carol Jones
EDDC Local Plan 2006-2031
Response to Draft Consultation January 2012
Reference no. 980
Carol Jones – ceeejay@tiscali.co.uk

First and foremost, I would like to congratulate EDDC for producing a draft
consultation that is both comprehensive and thorough. It documents clearly East
Devon’s preferred future planning policy which conforms to Central Government’s
National Planning Policy Framework.
The problem I perceive is that the NPPF is itself only a draft document and its main
aim appears to be to create a ‘kick start’ economy through house building. While this
approach has logic on its side in the short term, it fails to address in any real sense
the needs of a population who are living longer and are more mobile than in the past.
What is being proposed may ‘fit’ the present East Devon demographic profile but it
doesn’t come close to representing the expected ‘population shift’ that is predicted for
2031.
In the last two months there have been various rumblings at Westminster regarding
this focus on ‘economic growth’ at the expense of community wellbeing and diversity.
Clive Betts MP describes the new planning laws as ‘woolly and vague’ and the NPPF
as ‘too weighted towards economic development at the expense of environmental
and social factors.’ Lord Green, Minister for Trade & Industry, when interviewed
recently about the responsibilities of banks and big business said, “We have to ask:
what is their contribution to the wellbeing of human beings? The world is not black
and white, we all live in shades of grey.”
In December Jason McCartney MP led an adjournment debate on empty homes
which included the right ‘to help local people rescue abandoned properties’ and the
broadcaster George Clarke posted an Empty Homes Petition on-line proposing the
creation of an Empty Homes Loan Fund.
Kevin McCloud, in association with the Housing Group GreenSquare, is in the
process of building housing developments on brownfield sites across the UK that,
‘respect, and where possible enhance the biodiversity of existing sites…. and create
communities which will appeal to young and old alike; where people grow up, have a
family and grow old.’
See the website: www.haboakus.co.uk.
So we now have the bizarre situation where parish and town councils are being
asked to produce Neighbourhood Plans (based on their own Parish Plans) which
must conform to the requirements of the Local Plan which must, in turn, conform to a
National Planning Policy Framework that is already under attack from all sides.
I have written to the EDDC before about what I believe to be the district council’s
‘heart over head’ response to affordable housing policies – i.e. anywhere, anyhow,
any time. We have ended up with young families in cheap, non-carbon friendly
homes, on inappropriate sites with limited access to green spaces, isolated from
other age groups and with no close transport links and no nearby work opportunities.

It is heartening to see in the Draft Consultation many references to the
importance of ‘social wellbeing’, ‘rural community life’, ‘green infrastructure’ etc. and it
is good to see mentioned the need for a mixed range of housing types and
commercial developments. However, affordable homes are still listed as your top
priority and the ‘elderly issue’ has been sidelined yet again. In Budleigh Salterton
39% of residents are over the age of 65; in Seaton it is 38% and in East Devon
overall it is 30%. I was at a local Health Care Team meeting recently and when
asked whether future provision of sheltered/elderly accommodation in Honiton was to
be a priority a town councillor replied, ‘No, we don’t want to encourage the elderly to
retire to East Devon’ - implying that the majority of the over 65’s are retirees from
outside the region.
I am not denying there is some truth in this statement – particularly south of the A30!
But as someone who falls into this age category and has been a permanent resident
in East Devon for more than 20 years, working full time in both television journalism
and the tourist industry, I take great exception to what I see as this ill-informed and
‘head in the sand’ attitude. Rather than being a drain on the local economy, the
majority of over 65’s are still working in business, farming, tourism, health, education
and the voluntary sector.
If social wellbeing is a priority for East Devon then developments like Kevin
McCloud’s should become the norm where young and old exist alongside each other,
creating community, not isolation. With little or no training, or experience in the very
complex discipline of town planning and societal demographics, parish and town
councils are being asked to write their design statements specifying how new
developments should look. The housing and business profile in rural Devon has little
similarity to that of large urban conurbations where empty homes and brownfield
sites proliferate and where local amenities and public transport are close by and
abundant. We are being asked to follow an urbanised view of housing and business
need, set out by a centralised Government which responds more to ‘balance sheet’
thinking than the ‘wellbeing of human beings’ thinking of Lord Green.
I realise that you are only empowered to respond to the NPPF in its present form but
I would hope that EDDC would emphasise in the preface of the Local Plan the
specific and different needs of East Devon, particularly with regard to its ageing
population. After all, a Localism Bill has no teeth if ‘localism’ is not allowed to respond
to local needs and with social care now in crisis it would appear naïve in the extreme
not to mention the very particular requirements of a region like ours. I would like to
see EDDC propose innovative solutions for 21st century living, not follow centralised
development guidelines that are already ‘not fit for purpose’!

Carol Jones (Hayes)
8th January 2012

Representor 1002 - Claire Wright

East Devon Local Plan consultation response
January 2012
Claire Wright
1.General comments
Although the East Devon Local Plan is an improvement on the old Local
Development Framework, which put economic growth ahead of everything else,
the level of development in the draft Local Plan remains excessive and not
evidence-based. In particular, consultant reports commissioned at great cost to
the taxpayer seem to have been disregarded. Instead the views of local
landowners and developers appear to have carried more influence, particularly in
relation to industrial and commercial land. See my reasoning below:
2. Housing
“The number of households cannot increase with an increase in the number of
dwellings except by households sharing dwellings … So there is a danger that
housing forecasts of additional households will involve a circular argument - they
are used to justify increases in the housing stock but these increases enable the
additional households to be formed, a type of self-fulfilling prophecy.”
Roger Tym report, page 47, paragraph 4.25.
2.1 I OBJECT to the large amount of housing proposed, which appears to be set at
a figure of over 15,000, without credible evidence to support it.
2.2 A study of population data from Office of National Statistics shows that this
level of growth in East Devon is equivalent to twice the historical growth rate over
the past plan period and double the planned future average national growth up to
2026.
2.3 I set out below, my reasoning:
2.4 As is to be expected with East Devon being a retirement area, deaths each year
exceed births, so that without in-migration, population would decline. However,
according to the latest net migration flows evidence from Devon County Council
the trend over the past 10 years has been an increasing number of births. During
2010 the number of births and deaths has virtually equalised, with a shortfall of
only 200 births.
2.5 This information should be regarded as a key factor in determining the number
of houses proposed for the district. If the numbers of births and deaths are
equalising there is clearly less of a requirement for building more houses for inmigrants.
2.6 Unfortunately, the Local Plan forecasts appear to be based on out-of-date and
extrapolated evidence from the Office Of National Statistics/DCLG forecasts.
These are based on the period 2003-2008, when migration was relatively high,
apparently fuelled by the buoyant economy. They start from a base figure of 1940
for 2009, and then assume a year on year rise in migration rates until 2031.
2.7 Roger Tym’s report criticises those forecasts for starting from that relatively
high period of migration, and for rising in-migration (para 4.19). Migration rates
have dropped significantly since 2008, yet the ONS forecasts do not seem to take
the current situation into account.
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2.8 The Roger Tym Low Migration Scenario, which proposes inward migration at a
rate equal to the average rate of inward migration over the 1991-2010 period is
more sensible. That produces a net housing requirement 2011-2031 of 10800
(not including any allowance for Exeter overspill), compared to the 16800 or so
based on the ONS/DCLG projections.
2.9 However, because in-migration is likely to remain subdued and the economy is
likely to remain depressed for much of the plan period and for the other reasons
set out above, the estimate of 10800 dwellings should be seen as an upper limit.
Until the economy recovers in-migration will stay lower than 1600 pa and if the
2010 projection trend continues (as well as the births/deaths ratio) the net
population growth could be close to zero, as it has been since 2007/8. During the
period of near-zero population growth there will be little need for new housing.
2.10 The Local Plan will need to be kept under review throughout the plan period
with a view to altering the detail if deemed necessary. Why not adjust the housing
projections downwards, given that the evidence supports it? Certainly, DCC’s
evidence appears to correspond with this approach.
2.11 The available and up-to-date evidence clearly supports a lower level of
growth than that outlined in the Local Plan.
3. Overspill from Exeter
“In the absence of the RSS the planned overspill from Exeter should be treated as
a planning decision jointly agreed between East Devon Council and Exeter City
Council. As we have shown in the historic migration patterns, there has been
little previous net in-migration from Exeter to East Devon ….” Roger Tym report,
page 48
COMMENT: I am unclear why East Devon has taken such a large amount of Exeter’s
housing allocation, particularly in view of the sentence above.
3.1 Kate Little has stated the figure could be as much as around 7-8000 houses. I
note that Teignbridge District Council has taken only 2,000 from Exeter, and Mid
Devon District Council has taken very little. Presumably, Cranbrook will provide
some houses for Exeter residents but this is a truly enormous number of houses to
provide for another authority in a neighbouring district.
4. Windfalls or unplanned development
4.1 Windfalls were outlined in previous drafts of the Local Plan as 4000 over the
plan period, taking the housing numbers up past 19,000. These references have
since disappeared but I have no reason to believe that windfalls are now
disregarded. If they are being considered, then it should be clearly stated in the
Local Plan what the numbers are so that everyone is clear. They should only be
removed if windfalls are not being taken into account in any shape or form.
4.2 The Department of Communities and Local Government NPPF Select
Committee Report – December 2011 - recommends windfall sites be included in
Local Plans. The report states on P60: “We recommend that the Government
allow windfall sites to be included alongside identified brownfield land where
local authorities can demonstrate a track record of such sites coming forward for
development, as this will achieve the aim of satisfying the need for land supply
while minimising the need to allocate greenfield sites. The Government should
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have more confidence in the continuing replenishment of brownfield sites as a
source of land for new development.”
PROPOSAL: Include windfalls as part of the overall district housing allocation.
Part of, not in addition to.
5. Employment land
5.1 I OBJECT to the vast amount of employment land proposed
In spite of a vast amount of strong evidence to the contrary, the enormous amount
of employment land proposed in the Local Development Framework has not only
remained, but in effect has grown due to the new proposals for commercial or
industrial units in villages.
5.2 From studying the Local Plan, as well as the EDDC’s consultants, the Roger Tym
report, I have calculated the following:
5.3 Total employment land allocated for East Devon is at least 263ha
5.4 NB. Page 29 - Draft strategy 1– Overall spatial strategy for development in
East Devon -states that the figure is 180 ha of which 106 ha is already committed
and 74 ha is new allocations. This figure is INCORRECT. There is more than this
proposed. ALL West End employment proposals need to be listed in this policy.
5.5 I OBJECT to the Sainsbury’s distribution centre figure not being included in
the overall figures for employment land. (I have included in this figure in my own
calculations). The warehouses total around 65ha, according to consultants, Roger
Tym. Roger Tym consultants have included this development in their own
calculations for employment land.
5.6 It is important to NOTE that:
- this distribution centre will reportedly will provide hundreds of jobs.
- a 160 bedroom hotel has already been given planning consent. Presumably this
would also provide very many jobs.
- a combined heat and power plant has also been given planning permission. This
will provide many jobs also.
5.7 The amount of employment land proposed is equivalent to a line of football
pitches stretching from Clyst St Mary to Lyme Regis – at least.
5.8 Roger Tym advises reductions for all towns and at the West End in
employment land for sound economic reasons. Aside from spoiling our countryside
and turning East Devon into a district with a focus on a light-industrial industry,
Roger Tym confirms that too much provision of employment land will have the
opposite effect of job creation and instead, depress the market.
5.9 Page 36 of the Roger Tym East Devon Housing and Employment Study 2011,
paragraph 3.62 states: “A common misunderstanding is that because
unemployment has increased we need to provide more development land to build
more economic floorspace, so planners should be allocating more land. However,
in reality, we probably want to do the exact opposite. This is because the
floorspace vacated in the recession is still available for occupation and therefore,
the physical space capacity to employ people has not been taken away.”
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5.10 “The recession has undermined developer confidence and the vacant space
depressed values. Adding further supply to allocating too much new land may only
depress values further and undermine market confidence.”
6. Independent Atkins Report 2007
6.1 In 2007 EDDC commissioned Atkins, at a cost of £30,000, to independently
study the need for employment land in the district. Atkins concluded that there
was only a slight undersupply of employment land in East Devon, mainly due to the
large number of unoccupied premises.
6.2 Roger Tym consultants were commissioned in 2011 at a cost of £25,000 to study
the demand for future housing and employment.
7. East Devon Business Forum involvement
7.1 From carefully studying the information that has led to the employment land
proposals in the draft Local Plan I have concluded that the only piece of evidence
relied upon by EDDC to justify their position, is a Task and Finish Forum (TAFF)
report from East Devon Business Forum (EDBF), which was then adopted by the
Corporate Overview Committee and Cabinet in 2007 and submitted as evidence for
the Local Development Framework process.
7.2 It therefore seems likely that the views of landowners and developers on EDBF
led directly to these proposals.
7.3 During the Local Development Framework Panel meeting on 30 August 2011,
when employment land was discussed, Business Development Manager, Nigel
Harrison, defended the 2007 EDBF Employment Land Task and Finish report on the
basis that the list of land submitted with the report had helped him determine the
‘immediacy’ of available land or units, when receiving phone calls from businesses.
7.4 As I said at the 30 August meeting, this does not justify using this information,
which was not independent, for the Local Development Framework and subsequent
Local Plan, which is strategically planning for at least 15 years.
7.5 EDBF examined and dismissed the independent Atkins employment report in
2007, as ‘fundamentally flawed’. EDBF subsequently submitted its own findings to
EDDC – the Employment Land Task and Finish Report.
7.6 At the EDBF meeting on 9 August 2007 the EDBF chairman informed the
meeting he had gained support for EDBF’s stance on the Atkins report. The
minutes state:
7.7 “The Chairman advised that he had made a presentation to the Corporate
Overview Committee on 26 July 2007 on the issue of the Atkins Report and
employment land supply within the district. Members of the Corporate Overview
Committee had fully supported the view that the findings of the Atkins report
were fundamentally flawed and that there was a lack of employment land within
the District.”
7.8 Subsequently, the minutes from the EDBF AGM on 31 January 2008 states:
“Members (of the Corporate Overview Cttee) noted that the work the Business
Forum had done on the Atkins Report had made an enormous difference to the
final report prepared by the Employment Land issues Task and Finish Forum. The
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report was now being used by the Development Control Committee as a base when
considering planning applications for employment land.”
7.9 And in the same EDBF minutes: “It was noted that the report would help set
an agenda to inform future employment land provision in respect to future
planning policy and development decisions (particularly in relation to land supply
shortfalls).”
7.10 22 November 2007 – Corporate Overview Committee meeting minutes
conclusions and recommendations:
that the Employment Land issues Task and Finish Forum report and more
detailed evidence be used to:
a) help inform production of the issues and options report for the East Devon
Core Strategy and also;
b) that the Development Control Committee take full account of employment
land availability issues when considering planning applications.
7.11 It is very doubtful whether these findings can be described as independent.
In which case they should not have been used to form the basis of evidence for
strategic employment land provision in the Local Development Framework. Nor
should the evidence have been retained and used as evidence in the Local Plan.

8. Devon County Council view
8.1 During the preferred approach Local Development Framework consultation in
autumn 2010, Devon County Council in their submission, stated that the proposals
for employment land was so high a planning inspector could find them ‘unsound.’
8.2 Devon County Council has since consistently underlined the danger of the scale
of employment land in East Devon and the damage it could do to major strategic
projects at J29, mainly the large business park, Skypark and the Science Park. I
understand that there is so little interest from businesses in Skypark that DCC is
considering changing the use class to B8 (warehousing).
8.3 A report to EDDC’s Cabinet in October 2011 illustrates the problems with
Skypark by stating the following:
“The S106 for Skypark is complete and outline planning permission was issued on
10 June 2010. Current market conditions and lack of demand in certain sectors,
together with the significant upfront costs to implement the first phase of the
development, has proved challenging, and St Modwen are currently looking at
options to get development started on phase one of the site.”
8.4 Roger Tym backs up this concern. On page 75 of the East Devon Housing and
Employment Study, 2011, it states that: ‘Langage Business Park in Plymouth has
progressed over the last five years without success of obtaining a single
occupier.’ Adding that ‘the proposed allocations (for employment land) are
excessive for what is likely to be deliverable in this area …’
PROPOSAL Adopt the advice of Atkins, Roger Tym and Devon County Council in
relation to employment land and substantially reduce the employment land
provision.
9. Net out-commuting v out-commuting
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Sidmouth Chamber of Commerce has criticised the foundation of the employment
land methodology as being based on out-commuting figures NOT net commuting
figures. Clearly, net commuting figures should be used.
10. Unemployment
10.1 The figures used by Roger Tym on unemployment – over seven per cent in
East Devon are not reliable as they are extrapolated by the Office of National
Statistics.
10.2 A far more accurate source of the data and one that the Local Plan should be
founded on, and is also used by Devon County Council, is from the District Claimant
Count rate – those people claiming job seekers allowance. In East Devon the
unemployment figure is less than two per cent and it is the lowest (with the
exception of the South Hams) of all the districts in Devon. See link (dated January
2012) below: http://www.devonomics.info/people/monthly-jsa-analysis-claimants
11. Empty units
11.1 There are around 400 empty commercial and industrial units in East Devon.
Head of Economy, Kate Little and Cllr Mike Allen agreed, at the LDF Panel meeting
on 30 August 2011, that there should be a policy introduced for potential
developers to demonstrate that they had considered existing available units first
and have rejected them for good reason before making additional provision.
However, no policy has been created.
11.2 The redevelopment of existing industrial estates should also be written into
this policy, as an option before developing greenfield land. Sound reasons should
be given why the units nearby are not suitable, if there is a request to build on
greenfield land.
PROPOSAL: Create a policy directing use of these units or redevelopment of
existing industrial sites, before building on greenfield sites.
12. Employment land in villages
12.1 I will refer to the policies more closely under the relevant section but in
principle I totally oppose these policies. The evidence against the level of
employment land proposed across the district is now overwhelming. There is no
justification whatsoever to allocate even more of this land in villages. The policies
are loosely defined and there need be no justification to build warehouse or
industrial units.
12.2 Empty units can be converted into housing if a developer or landowner can
prove there is an oversupply of units nearby. Given the arguments set out above, I
imagine that this would be quite an easy thing to prove!
12.3 The concept of industrial development in villages is a significant change in
local planning policy and if plans are endorsed they are likely to destroy village
attractiveness and distinctiveness. Why would we wish to pave the way for
industrial estates on the edges of villages?
I OBJECT to the principle of these policies
13. P11: Review of built up area boundaries
13.1 P10 indicates that small scale land allocations are likely to be deferred until
later in 2013. Given the uncertainty this will create and the inevitable pressure
this delay will create on built up area boundaries all over the district, I urge EDDC
to ‘hold the line’ in terms of applications that come in between now and when this
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work is done. Any approval for applications that are outside boundaries will simply
weaken them and allow developers and landowners leeway to argue for more
approvals outside boundaries, potentially resulting in a rash of inappropriate
development.
13.2 The usual rebuttal applied to refusing applications outside built up area
boundaries – that they cannot be refused on grounds of prematurity - could be an
argument of the past, now that the Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government, Eric Pickles, has recently dismissed a number of appeals on those
very grounds.
14. Intermodal freight terminal
It was very disappointing to see Sainsbury’s given permission to occupy the 65
hectare (163 acres) distribution centre next to the freight terminal, without the
funding to enable the rail junction. The rail junction was a stated priority in the
existing Local Plan and Sainsbury’s should have been asked to sign a Section 106
agreement in order to provide the funding to build it. The huge distribution
centre, which will serve the south west, will generate an enormous amount of lorry
movements each day.
I PROPOSE that the rail junction be given absolute priority and is funded and
completed as soon as possible.
15. Cloakham Lawns, Axminster
It is disappointing as well as disrespectful to Axminster residents and the legal
process that while a judicial review is ongoing relating to the decision to approve
400 houses at Cloakham Lawns in 2010, that the land is allocated for the same
development in the draft Local Plan.
I PROPOSE that the strategic allocation for 400 houses at Cloakham Lawns is
deleted.
16. P90: Ottery St Mary
16.1 There is too much development proposed for Ottery St Mary and it is out of
proportion compared with its population and other towns in the district. Ottery St
Mary Town Council stated in their submission to the LDF Panel of September 2011,
that 300 houses maximum were appropriate for the town. But over 400 are
allocated.
16.2 Local people do not support development over 100 houses – it was clear from
a show of hands at an Ottery St Mary Town Council public meeting on 9 January
2012. The claimed justification for growth is flimsy and based on incorrect
information, such as the high quality public transport link (a sort of tram service)
which does not and will not exist due to budget cuts) and its proximity to the west
end.
16.3 Ottery St Mary does not have proximity to the west end. To illustrate that
fact, David Prentis, the planning inspector who dismissed the Blue Cedar Homes
appeal at West Hill in November 2011, stated that West Hill was not at the
principal urban area. Ottery St Mary is further east than West Hill, so is even
further from the principal urban area, or ‘west end’ of East Devon.
16.4 The following passage from LDF Panel minutes dated 12 November 2009 may
reveal the real reason why more housing is allocated for Ottery now and why I
believe that this is the longer-term plan.
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17. “Ottery St Mary
17.1 The Panel noted that housing and employment growth to meet the local
need would be appropriate for the town; however it was possible with the
extension of the high quality public transport serving Cranbrook that there was
potential for strategic housing growth to meet part of the west end
requirement. The existing secondary school was very popular and it was advised
that that in the past there was an aspiration for a new site for the school.”
17.2 PROPOSAL: Adopt the recommendations of Ottery St Mary Town Council in
relation to housing.
17.3 PROPOSAL 2: Remove references to high quality public transport and
‘proximity to west end as they are factually incorrect.
18. Ottery St Mary employment land
18.1 There are four hectares of industrial/commercial land already committed but
not developed at Ottery. The Local Plan has arbitrarily allocated a further three.
Roger Tym consultants, however recommend on p77 of their report that an
additional 0.67ha should be ‘more than sufficient to create capacity for future
development in Ottery St Mary.’
PROPOSAL: Adopt Roger Tym’s advice in relation to Ottery St Mary
19. Feniton to Ottery to Tipton to Sidmouth cycleway
19.1 In many other sections of the Local Plan cycleways are listed and supported by
EDDC. However, despite numerous requests from myself, Ottery Town Council and
district councillor, Roger Giles, the Feniton to Ottery to Tipton to Sidmouth
cycleway along the disused railway line, remains missing from the Ottery section.
Clearly, from an economic perspective, this project could be highly valuable to the
local tourist economy, as well as to local people’s health and wellbeing. This kind
of project has the widest possible benefit for the economy and should be
wholeheartedly supported by EDDC.
PROPOSAL: Include and support the above cycleway in the Ottery and Sidmouth
towns sections.

20. P115: Alfington’s built up area boundary
20.1 There is a proposal on P115 to remove Alfington’s built up area boundary.
Ottery Town Council carried out a consultation with Alfington residents as part of
the Local Development Framework process in November 2010. Residents attending
the meeting stated that they would like some play facilities. For this reason the
built up area boundary should remain. Ottery St Mary Town Council also requested
that Alfington’s BUAB remained, in its submission to the LDF Panel in September
2011.
21. Aylesbeare
21.1 Aylesbeare Parish Council is conducting a further public opinion survey to
establish how much development residents believe is appropriate. At a parish
council meeting on 4 January, around 100 people were present and the majority
expressed concerns about the level of development proposed.
STRATEGIC POLICIES
22. P121: draft strategy 26 – future job and employment land provision
22.1 The policy of one job per home is excessive, overly prescriptive and
inappropriate. Population data clearly shows that the majority of people who
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move here, do so to retire – see p63 of the Roger Tym East Devon Housing and
Employment Study 2011.
22.2 The second part of this strategic policy relates to residential developments of
10 dwellings or more in villages and small towns. I totally OPPOSE this policy as it
is a gross overprovision and excessively prescriptive.
23. P122: Draft strategy 27 – resisting the loss of employment, retail and
community uses
23.1 The intention here is laudable, but because of the over-provision and overallocation of employment land it would be relatively easy for landowners to prove
that they cannot sell or rent out their industrial or commercial space, in which
case it could be converted to housing. This could hugely and inappropriately
increase the housing stock in East Devon.
PROPOSAL: Adopt the advice of Devon County Council, Roger Tym and Atkins on
employment land provision
24. P123: Draft strategy 28 – promotion of tourism in East Devon
24.1 There should be greater emphasis on encouraging green tourism, such as
cycleways. These sorts of projects complement East Devon’s rural nature as well
as providing economic benefit to a wide range of businesses.
24.2 On page 52 of the Local Plan it is clear that residents support this view. It
states in the ‘what you said about landscape and AONBs’ that residents want
investment in green tourism, which secures the management of natural features
and enhances their value for local people and visitors.
I PROPOSE that green tourism is prioritised in the tourism strategy
25 Draft Strategy 29 – page 125 – district wide affordable housing provision
targets
25.1 I OBJECT to this policy. Economic conditions for providing affordable housing
for landowners should be taken into consideration, however it should not be the
only issue. Building more affordable homes (50 per cent of all developments) in
rural areas where community facilities, shopping, work and transport is likely to be
much scarcer, is contrary to national policy relating to sustainability.
I PROPOSE that EDDC should build a higher percentage of affordable houses in
towns and a lower percentage in rural villages.
26. P128: Draft strategy 30 – lifetime homes and extra care homes
26.1 This provision should be INCLUDED as part of the overall housing numbers in
towns and villages, not in addition to. If in addition to, it needs to be expressed as
part of the housing tables for towns and villages, otherwise it is a hidden number
and subsequently the housing tables are misleading.
27. P154: Draft Strategy 40 – landscape conservation and enhancement and
AONBs
27.1 I SUPPORT this policy.
28. P157: Draft strategy 41 – nature conservation and geology
28.1 I OBJECT to this policy. Local, county and regionally designated sites are
missing from this list. They should also be included in the list of protected areas,
to reflect the list on P155. East Devon has 8 local nature reserves, 270 county
wildlife sites and 21 regionally important geological sites – a very large number of
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sites that need adequate protection from development. I PROPOSE that the
wildlife sites stated above should be included in this policy.
29. P165: Draft strategy 44 – infrastructure delivery
29.1 I SUPPORT this policy.
30. Development management policies
30.1 P180. Policy EN5 – protection of Local Nature Reserves, County Wildlife Sites
and County Geological Sites
I OBJECT to this policy. I would prefer that these wildlife sites were included in
draft strategy 41. If this is not agreed then I would like these sites given the same
protection as in policy EN3 - amenity land - where they are developed only if there
is a clear community need.
31. P180. Policy EN6 – wildlife habitats and features
31.1 I OBJECT to this policy. I would like to see the first two words removed –
‘wherever possible’ – as they constitute a large loophole. And also the first three
words of the next sentence should be removed – ‘where potential arises’ – as they
constitute another loophole. The policy should be clear and unambiguous.
32. P184. Policy EN14 – Development on high quality agricultural land
32.1 I SUPPORT the return of this policy
33. P194 – Policy H5 - Affordable housing on exception sites
33.1 I have CONCERNS about this policy. ‘Small-scale’ needs to be defined. I
PROPOSE that the interim exceptions policy of 15 houses is retained.
33.2 In addition, on the interim exceptions policy there must be 66 per cent
affordable housing. In the revised H5 policy, no proportion of affordable housing is
stipulated. Surely this will nullify the policy? I PROPOSE that the retention of 66
per cent proportion of affordable housing is also applied to H5.
34. P204. Policy E3 – safeguarding employment land and premises
34.1 I have CONCERNS about section 3 of this policy. Given the overwhelming
evidence relating to the provision of too much employment land section 3 of this
policy is the obvious loophole which will mean that developers and landowners will
be able to prove relatively easily that there is a surplus of employment land
locally. Change of use to housing of course, is far more desirable and lucrative for
developers than industrial or commercial use.

35. P205. Policy E6 – small scale economic development in rural areas
35.1 I OBJECT to this policy. These units are entirely unnecessary, given the
evidence relating to the overprovision of employment land in the district, as well
as empty units. Over time these units are likely to be extended and the result is
industrial estates or business parks in villages, which would clearly be damaging to
the character and distinctiveness of East Devon villages. My concerns over
conversion into housing also remain.
35.2 Proposals are likely to increase traffic in villages as more people travel to
rural areas to work. Clearly, this is also undesirable.
36. P206. Policy E7 – new employment provision in association with residential
development
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36.1 I OBJECT to this policy. Employment provision for every 10 homes built is
entirely unnecessary and overly prescriptive when the statistics clearly outline
most incomers are retiring – see p63 of the Roger Tym East Devon Housing and
Employment Study 2011. My arguments relating to the general over-provision of
employment land are well-documented above.
37. P206. Policy E8 – Extensions to existing employment sites
37.1 I OBJECT to this policy. Allowing industrial estates or business parks to
expand by 10 per cent once they are 80 per cent occupied is nonsensical and will
damage the countryside unnecessarily. How would the claims of landowners or
developers be monitored or checked? The policy is weak in controls, open to
abuse, not justified and should be discarded.
38. P211. Policy SH6 – change of use of village shops or services
38.1 I have CONCERNS about this policy. The first sentence of the second
paragraph renders the policy meaningless as villages do not have ‘significant
numbers of shops’. I PROPOSE that the sentence is changed to read: ‘Proposals
which would result in a loss of shops, post offices, public houses or community
facilities …’
39. P212. Policy SH10 - Retail development in rural areas outside built up area
boundaries
39.1 I OBJECT to this policy. It is too loose and could be open to abuse. According
to Richard Eley of the Sidmouth Chamber of Commerce, in his submission to LDF
Panel, dated 27 September, EDDC already has the loosest criteria for controlling
farm shops. Mr Eley estimates that there are now more than a hundred ‘farm
shops’ operating in East Devon, and at least half of these are operating unlawfully.
39.2 Within perhaps five years, he fears, most of these operations will have
acquired a lawful use will be potentially developable into large scale retailing
operations. This development would be unplanned and the consequences for town
centres would be serious. As many of these businesses are operating on our main
roads and tourist routes, the impact upon the appearance of our countryside would
be considerable. I PROPOSE that this policy should be tightened so that 90 per
cent of goods sold in these rural shops are from the farm or local to the district. A
strict enforcement policy should also apply.
40. P216: Policy TO6 – Provision of visitor attractions
40.1 I PROPOSE that this policy is tightened. It was agreed at Development
Management Committee on Friday 18 November, to remove the word ‘significant’
from point 1. A further point should be added - point 6 should read ‘it would not
use the best and most versatile agricultural land.’
41. Other policies that do not appear to be included
41.1 Justification for development of barns or agricultural buildings in the open
countryside. Current planning policy stipulates that there must be justification
provided for building agricultural buildings, such as barns, in the open countryside.
I cannot see this policy in the new Local Plan. I PROPOSE it is retained.
41.2 Also, the policy that relates to barn conversions. Currently barns must be
worthy of conversion – structurally sound, for example. I cannot find this policy
either. I PROPOSE it is retained
42. Bad neighbour uses policy
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42.1 I remain concerned about the deletion of this policy. I believe it could lead to
the council being in a weakened position when it is necessary to refuse an
application on these grounds. I PROPOSE it is reinstated.
43. Tourism (general comments)
43.1 Tourism could be linked to around 32 per cent of the East Devon economy (a
significant form of income), according to the Tym report (Table 2.5 on P9). In many
east Devon shops, tourist expenditure could be around 50 per cent of total
turnover.
43.2 The household income figures released by Devon County Council have shown
that the economy of many other East Devon towns cannot be sustained alone by
the spend of residents. For town centres to survive it can only be possible through
the boost provided by tourism. We need all-year-round tourism, and we need highvalue tourism.
43.3 I share Richard Eley’s worries that recent statistics from South West Tourism
show East Devon tourism going downmarket faster than any other district in the
region. While other authorities have encouraged hotel investment, upmarket
restaurants and quality attractions, EDDC has opted for mass tourism such as
holiday camps as the focus for tourism policy. High quality restaurants and hotels,
as well as green tourism should be the focus for EDDC’s tourist policies. This gives
the biggest boost to the most number of local businesses and is line with East
Devon’s natural assets.
43.4 The more we chase a light industrial future for East Devon by over-allocating
fields for tin sheds the more we put at risk our natural economy – our tourist
industry.
43.5 The evidence is overwhelming that people visit East Devon for its countryside.
This needs to be nurtured and protected. To continue along the path set down by
the Local Plan could easily jeopardise the backbone of our economy.
44. P216. Policy RE1 - Retention of land for sport and recreation
44.1 I PROPOSE that point 3 be clarified, relating to being able to develop
recreation land if there is an excess of open space in the area. Presumably, there
are standards for assessing this. The named standards should be stated to avoid
developers and EDDC clashing about which set of standards are valid. Also in point
3 the word ‘area’ is ambiguous. Developers could argue about an excess of
recreation ground at parish level for example. I propose the word ‘community’
replaces the word ‘area.’
45. P218. Policy RE5 – Recreation facilities in the countryside and on the coast
45.1 I PROPOSE a fourth point is added to this policy: ‘Proposals should not use
the best and most versatile agricultural land.’
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Representor 1182 - Mr Paul Johnston
East Devon District Council
Planning Policy Section
Knowle,
Sidmouth
EX10 8HL

Comments: East Devon District Council: The New East Devon Local Plan 20062026; Consultation Draft Plan (Dec 2011)

General Comments
It is clear that a great deal of effort has gone into revision of the original LDF Document
which was released for consultation last year and which attracted wide ranging critical
public responses. The re-writing into the current document appears to have addressed
many of the issues raised but, nonetheless, some areas of concern remain and are
considered by Chapter in the text below. In comments on the very early chapters, these
largely address points that are initially raised in the early text but which also relate to
later sections of the draft. Nonetheless, they are commented on at the point at which they
first occur because in many cases the ideas are translated into the later text as apparent
key principles on which the draft is founded, often without any obvious justification.
Chapter 1.
The document needs to make it clear what is meant by the term “management policy
boundaries” since as used the term is ambiguous. It could be interpreted as the
“boundaries attached to local policies” i.e. their scale and scope or alternatively to what
elsewhere are termed “built up area boundaries” (BUABs) [sect 1.11; 1.12; 1.13; 1.14].
This should be clarified.
The Draft Plan correctly notes the uncertainties inherent in formulating policy in the face
of emergent policy and legislation at a national level. [sect 1.8; 1.9;1.15 1.16]. It would
be useful to have some evaluation of the potential full impacts of emergent national
legislation, assuming a worst case scenario, upon slippage in the timelines required to
follow the process and hence the need to continue to “retain” policies from the previous
local plan. A corollary to this is the possible degree to which possible legislative changes
are anticipated in the current Draft, and their likely influence upon local policy in the
transitional phase. This point is made with the recent granting of permissions at
Cloakham Lawns and at Pinhoe on land outside the current BUABs.

Another aspect relates to the economic uncertainties currently in play and the impacts
that they are likely to have upon the construction industry and consequently, the rate at
which sites are brought forward, developed and completed.
The implications of the need to accommodate Neighbourhood Plans also needs to be
expanded upon and their point of insertion into the flow chart [sect 1.17] clearly
identified. Cross referencing this with the information in Chapter 22, it appears that this
could be a lengthy process which will also be quite resource intensive given that the
District Council will need to fund the process. Given this, the timelines in the flow chart
could prove to be highly optimistic. The cost and resource implications at a local level
need to be explored further here and also in Chapter 22.
Chapter 2
The broad demographic information [sect. 2.3; 2.4] is highly important in relation to the
provisions in the Draft Plan for both housing (type and location) and particularly for
employment land given that some 30% of the Districts’ population is retired. Some
projections of the way in which this demographic is likely to evolve, particularly given
turbulent economic conditions, collateral impacts upon pension funds and impacts on
retirement mobility need to evaluated. Some projections suggest that such conditions may
persist to a greater or lesser extent for 8-10 years. Accordingly, the Spatial Strategy
outlined in Chapter 6 needs to explicitly consider this.
Chapter 3
As noted [sect: 3.2] the vision has been formulated against an uncertain financial and
regulatory background. While acknowledged, these factors have not been explicitly
considered in an “uncertainty analysis” of the potential impact upon the projections
actually used to formulate the key Spatial Strategy.
The definition of “Sustainable” [sect. 3.15] should be provided where it is first used in
the text as opposed to first being defined in Chapter 6 [sect. 6.20] since an understanding
of the term (and its potential definitional diversity) is key to the substance of the plan.
This theme is taken up further in the commentary to section 6.
Chapter 4
It can be argued with some justification that the public transport system in East Devon is
a current constraint to achieving sustainability rather than “reasonably good”. Although
access to London by rail is via two routes, the local connectivity of the rail network is
highly questionable. Indeed, on the Exeter-Waterloo line the passing loop at Axminster
has led to fewer train services (two-hourly intervals) serving Whimple, Feniton and
Pinhoe, a situation which the operator has no immediate plans to rectify, although
Cranbrook will have hourly trains. This poor level of service is of great concern given
the projected development in the West End of the District. It is possible that an hourly
service from Cranbrook, combined with two-hourly service intervals from adjacent

stations could result in increased car use in the area rather than less. In common with
some stations along the Waterloo line (Colyton/Seaton Junction, Broadclyst) many of the
local stations serving East Devon and Mid-Devon communities on the Exeter to
Paddington route have long been closed (Cullompton, Hele & Bradninch, Silverton,
Stoke Canon). Improving local rail connectivity is key to a sustainable transport policy
in the District given the relatively large numbers of commuters into Exeter, and the
potential for such connectivity to facilitate inward commuting into these settlements,
which could become of importance if the spatial strategy for employment land is fully
realised [sect. 6.7 et seq.] Similarly, even in larger towns such as Ottery St Mary, bus
services are far from adequate to serve the needs of commuters and evening travellers,
making car ownership obligatory for people commuting to Exeter. Finally, the road
network, although extensive, is expensive to maintain and consists of many lengths of
minor roads, coming under increased pressure from use by commuters.
Accordingly the view implicit in Chapter 4 [sect 4.1 d] is one of considerable concern in
planning and development terms given that transport is of paramount importance in
terms of sustainability of the District and ultimately region. Development of transport
should be identified explicitly as an aspirational priority in Chapter 3.
In numerous places in the Draft Local Plan, [sect. 7.9; Draft Strategy 6, page 42; 7.21;
Draft Strategy 8, page 50; 7.26.2; 7.32; Draft Strategy 9, page 53; 7.45; Draft Strategy 11
page 57; 12.1; 12.5; Draft Strategy 19, page93; 12.8.2; reference is made to “high quality
public transport” without any definition of what this actually means/is. In some cases it
clearly refers to the HQPT scheme which has been proposed as part of the Cranbrook and
West End development, with an aspirational goal of extending this to include Ottery St
Mary. Given that the funding for this project now appears to be very much in question,
the places in the text where this appears need to be revisited to make clear that this aspect
remains aspirational wherever it is mentioned rather than programmed. In some cases,
this may reduce the viability/feasibility of some projected development at the West End
of the District and in Ottery St Mary. Following on from the above point, the adjectival
phrase “high quality” is used at numerous points in the text, and in various contexts. At
no point is this term defined in any context, nor any benchmark set, making this term
virtually meaningless in substantive terms.

Moreover, transport sustainability impinges very directly upon Carbon Emissions and
Climate Change and yet is not mentioned in the relevant section [sect. 4.1e]. Many
renewable energy opportunities exist in East Devon, (wind, micro-hydro, bio-gas, solar
PV) but these are not explored fully in this draft. The “flagship” CHP plant to serve
Cranbrook mentioned in this section and elsewhere [sect 7.26.5] is only considered in
economic terms. In fact this plant has some real concerns attached to its true
sustainability given that it is proposed to burn biomass in the later stages of development
. Accordingly, some consideration needs to be given to the true sustainability of this
scheme and similar proposals in terms of local land use changes it might provoke which
could, in turn, undermine its vision statement for agriculture [sect 3.13].

Chapter 5:
No specific comments
Chapter 6:
The empirical basis and rationale for the scale of development outlined in Chapter 6
needs to be made explicit. In particular the basis for establishing a need of around
15,000 new houses [sect. 6.5] should be made clear in relation to the likely evolution of
the District demographic ( i.e. how is the population and the population structure
projected to change and the source of the statistics underpinning the projection). The
potential impact of current and future economic conditions upon these projections needs
to be evaluated. Without these data against which to rationalise the declared spatial
strategy and the likely consequences of economic drivers, both the proposed house
building numbers and allocation of employment land could be viewed as both unjustified
and unsound.
This is particularly true of the figures given for employment provision. These in and of
themselves appear to be excessive given the current under-use of existing employment
land in the District and current difficulties being experienced in finding occupiers in both
existing and new-built premises. In particular [sect. 6.10] the statistic that 250 new homes
will create a need for 1 hectare of employment land in the vicinity looks highly
questionable. In addition the premise that this might cut down on commuting may prove
to be somewhat naïve. In deriving this figure, no consideration seems to have been given
to the fact that the option of home working via fast broadband connections is feasible for
many, and indeed is an option used by many in the District and likely to grow.
Moreover, locating employment land in or adjacent to new residential development may
have the counter intuitive impact of actually increasing commuting into the communities
concerned. Specialist enterprises, both manufacturing and service orientated, are
unlikely to be able to fill all specialist positions from within the immediate community
and recruitment of staff from outside could, therefore, lead to in-commuting of
personnel. Given the spatial reach of the current transport network, and the questionable
premise of 250 homes requiring 1 hectare of employment land, the implications of the
Draft Strategy in this regard need to have some demonstrated empirical basis.
In Chapter 6, [sect 6.11]. no mention is made of the possibility of council owned/built
social housing (as opposed to development associated affordable housing). Given that
there is the possibility of economic conditions affecting development rates, a programme
of social housing led by the council could help break any such “log jam” which arises.
The Council position on social housing in the District needs to be made explicit and to
be justified particularly in relation to the provisions of the Community Infrastructure
Levy [sect: 19.12]
In relation to Draft Strategy 2 (page 33; Table), as noted in the comments above, the
rationale for these figures needs to be made clear. In the second Table [page 34; sect

6.14c] the Cloakham Lawns site is included despite being subject to a current legal
challenge. Permission appears to have been granted at this site in anticipation of the
current emerging local plan since it falls outside the current BUAB. The fact that this has
been legally challenged by local residents throws into question the EDDC commitment
to the Localism Agenda and to the spirit of the Neighbourhood Plan concept, and indeed
undermines the theme throughout the Local Plan of responsivity to local concerns and
wishes. It is not clear how, under the circumstances, the site can be proposed for
development when there is a strong possibility that the legal challenge could succeed.
EDDC risks undermining its own case that the Draft Local Plan anticipates emerging
legislation by including this site at this stage. If permission was granted in anticipation of
the new Local Plan then it would be reasonable to assume that the provisions of the new
legislation re: community engagement should have been anticipated as well. Inclusion
shows that this is not the case. Similar considerations apply to the last entry in the second
Table for “Land at/near/adjoining Pinhoe” where similar local objections were raised
even though the time window for legal action has now closed and where a Section 106
legal agreement has now been signed.
The concept of sustainable development is first defined in Chapter 6 [section 6.20] where
the Brundtland Commission (1987) definition is used. This is also the broad definition
embraced by Central Government and the Draft Local Plan rightly regards this as a
starting point. The formulation of a local interpretation of this definition [section
6.21.1] and the Draft Strategies 3, 4 and 5 which flow in part from this interpretation
makes it clear that the authors have only a limited understanding of the concept of
sustainability and its implications, including the fact that the term “Sustainable
Development” itself is regarded in some circles as an oxymoron. A paper published in
2007 in the journal Environmental Science and Pollution Research elaborates on this
debate and its complexities.
http://www.greenpeace.to/greenpeace/wp-content/uploads/2011/05/espr2007.01.375.pdf
Hence, although the broad thrust of Draft Strategies 3,4, & 5 are unexceptionable in
themselves, they are based on a very limited definition of the term sustainability and can
be criticised on the basis that they do not go far enough, nor address all of the key issues
implied by an approach based on true sustainability. This has implications for
reformulation of some of the new draft policies and those retained from the current Local
Plan in terms of making them relevant to the environment as a whole rather than only the
built environment.
The figure of 15,000 dwellings [sect 6.24] is given as the lowest number able to be
proposed based on evidence of need and demand. A lower figure, it is asserted, would not
be in concordance with existing policy documents and their evidence and would be
potentially counter to government objectives for more growth. This latter point is highly
specious. These wide ranging statements (as also noted above) need to be accompanied
by references to the evidence used in deriving the figures together with an analysis of
likely evolution of regional demography. In addition, it needs to be made explicit as to
how this draft Local Plan, if implemented, will actually lead to true economic growth.

Without some evidential base, this justificatory text remains merely a series of
unsupported assertions.
Finally, no mention is made in the Spatial Strategy of windfall housing sites. These are
likely to be significant in number as they have been in the past. Accordingly, a best
estimate should be provided in the numbers and it made explicit whether these will be
part of, or in addition to, the numbers proposed.

Chapter 7:
Rail transport is raised [sect 7.19; 7,20] in the context of the proposed Devon metro. The
commentary made on this subject under Chapter 4 (see above). These two sections paint
a far rosier picture of current rail services and aspirational developments than is
warranted by the poor service currently existing on the Waterloo line west of Honiton. It
is unlikely that HQPT [sect 7.20; 7.21] will be fully realised in the current economic
climate and that, therefore, this should not be used to justify development on the Ottery
St Mary area. Notwithstanding, Draft Strategy 8 (page 50) point 3 suggests that HQPT
provision only applies to road users. While this may be the effective reality, it is
surprising that the draft strategy does not prioritise use of the rail network as an option.
The combined heat and power schemata alluded to [ Section 7.26.5] are stated to be “the
most cost effective means to secure the highest eco-rating for the new development”.
This assertion is questionable. Information provided by E-ON on its website:
http://www.eonenergy.com/In-Business/SustainableEnergy/Cranbrook+development.htm?WT.mc_id=Cranbrook&WT.svl=8
states:
The total cost of heating a home and the associated carbon consumption will be
comparable to a new home built to minimum standards and heated by gas.
Given that the plant will be in fact fuelled by gas, with biomass being introduced at a
later stage, the justification for supporting CHP as a sustainable economically effective
option by EDDC needs to be made clear. (see also above in the commentary on Chapter
4). No truly renewable energy component is specified for the development, without
which energy solutions are unlikely to be sustainable.
Chapter 8-14
No specific comments
Chapter 15

In the box on page 108 [sect 15.2] reference is made to the Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) of April 2010. It is not clear to what extent this is
being used to inform policy formulation. The granting of planning consents in Axminster
and at Pinhoe on land outside existing BUABs but included in the SHLAA, however
suggests that this report is already informing policy to some extent. It will presumably
inform policy further in the future. The SHLAA has not been subject to a public
consultation. Conducting such an exercise could save a great deal of fruitless work given
that future development will be subject to the Localism Bill and the outcome of
Neighbourhood Plans. In any case, public consultation on this document could inform the
development of BUABs as well as formulation of appropriate and acceptable
development in smaller towns, villages and the countryside. Removal from the SHLAA
database of all land that will not conform to the policies emerging under the local plan in
relation, this would enable public consultation on remaining areas.
Reference [sect 15.3] is made to the objective of policy being the maintenance of
population numbers in smaller communities in the face of declines due to ageing and
smaller household numbers. It would be helpful if objective data were presented showing
how the demographic is likely to evolve as noted in comments above.
In relation to employment, [section 15.5], while the objective is laudable, it is
questionable as to whether it is achievable. Consideration needs to be given to matching
local skills with those required by the jobs (if any) created by favouring high-tech and IT
based enterprises. It is likely that homeworking could form a significant component in the
IT sector, for example, and this should be factored into the discussion. If jobs are created
which are not matched to local skills, then they will be filled by “in-commuting” with no
significant environmental benefits in relation to transport impacts. Transport is correctly
described in this section as “poor”. Priority should be given to policies to address and
rectify this problem. The aim of developing employment in conjunction with housing
may have counterintuitive impacts in the case of skill mismatches. Alternatively to
encouraging in-commuting, it is possible that premises located remote from the main
commerce and transport hubs will prove difficult to let as well as being unsuited to
locally available skills. Serious consideration needs to be given to potential impact on the
Local Plan to convert employment land to residential development. While retained policy
E3 (page 204) outlines safeguards against such change of use/designation, given the very
substantial employment land allocations proposed, other policy is required to strengthen
these. If it is deemed unacceptable to scale down employment land allocation given the
points made in the earlier commentary in relation to economic conditions and transport
impacts. One potential solution would be for any employment land allocations made
under the New Local Plan to revert to previous use designations in the case of nonimplementation.
In relation to Draft Strategy 22, (page 114-115) under the heading “Jobs” on page115 the
word “onus” is incorrectly used and should be changed to “priority” in order that the
policy statement makes sense.

Affordable housing [sect 15.20; 15.21] is correctly identified as a priority. As noted
above, however, no policy exists in relation to council owned social housing either in the
future or in relation to current such housing stock.
Chapter 16
The implications of Draft Strategy 26 (page 121) on potential for impacts on transport
and conversion of additional land for housing purposes have been outlined above.
Accordingly the rationale for the policy outlined [sect16.10 et seq.] should be revisited to
take account of these factors. In particular, the 1 hectare provision of employment land
per 250 homes needs to be explicitly justified.
In relation to Draft Strategy 27 (page 122) applicable commentary has been made in
relation to Chapter 15 [sect 15.5] on this issue.
The Draft Local Plan [sect 16.19 et seq.] correctly identifies tourism as a key component
of the economy of the District. A decline in the number of families visiting Devon,
however, is also identified [sect. 16.21] although the sector continues to support some
7,000 jobs [sect. 16.20]. A measured approach to development of this economic sector
needs to take into account changes in lifestyles towards more outdoor active leisure
activities (walking, cycling, marine based watersports) and facilitate these. As noted at
various points in the draft plan the District benefits from outstanding landscapes,
including a World Heritage Coastline. To preserve and develop the benefits of these, it is
questionable whether further development of mass leisure accommodation of the type
recently approved for inter alia Ladram Bay can be considered appropriate. Accordingly,
this section of the Draft Local Plan should make it clear what types of development
would not be encouraged in support of this economic sector.
The balance of household types in the District [sect 16.25] is grounded largely in
economic conditions prevailing prior to 2007. There appears to be stagnation in the
private housing sector as a result of current economic conditions, together with an
increase in demand for private rented accommodation. As noted before, the degree to
which the economy could influence the projections framing the Local Plan over its
lifetime to 2026 needs to be evaluated in order that alternative strategies can be devised.
Lack of affordable housing is likely to become an increasingly pressing issue in the
District if economic factors do not improve. The possibility that East Devon could proactively address a component of this problem by building more council owned
accommodation should be investigated.
As part of Draft Strategy 31 (page 132). Consideration should be given to enhanced
enforcement of speed limits and reduction of speed limits in appropriate areas as a crime
reduction/prevention measure. This issue articulates with both policies designed to
achieve sustainable transport and to address climate change impacts and mitigation.
Chapter 17:

The importance of climate change is correctly identified and Draft Strategies 32 (page
137); 33 (page 138); 34 (page 139) and 35 (page 140) are to be welcomed in relation to
the contribution that they will make to mitigation, although the renewables policy overall
seems weak, and the enthusiastic support of CHP may not be totally justified. It should be
noted that the CHP scheme alluded to [sect 17.22] does not yet actually exist. The Draft
Local Plan does not seem to take full account of climate impacts under committed
climate change, nor is it particularly forthcoming about the need for, and possibilities of,
adaptation to these committed changes. It is not only new development that will be
affected. The existing built environment will also be impacted by hotter, colder, wetter
and drier conditions as well as by sea level rise., There is a probability of an increase in
the frequency and intensity of extreme weather events.
Chapter 18:
This section needs to also consider climate change as a potential major driver and
accelerator of landscape change as well as of changes in natural ecosystems.
Chapter 19:
This section omits a consideration of transport infrastructure provision which might
legitimately be funded by Section 106 payments or by the new Community Infrastructure
Levy. A case can be made, for example, that adequate rail transport and logical
connectivity of the rail network is of such critical importance to the overall sustainability
of development in the district that the CIL could contribute funding inter alia to the
second passing loop required to establish a frequent train service on the AxminsterExeter route and perhaps also to reopening closed stations over the District as a whole.
Chapter 20:
In this Chapter [sect: 20.4] the degree to which the statement on land supply is predicated
upon the 2010 SHLAA needs to be made clear. This Assessment has not to date been
subjected to any public consultation but nonetheless appears to be informing strategic and
policy development.
Chapter 21:
As elaborated in the commentary to Chapter 22 below, the degree to which these policies
can be changed as a result of a Neighbourhood Plan needs to be clarified.
Chapter 22:
The formulation of neighbourhood plans as outlined in this Chapter is likely to be a
resource intensive process. The Draft Plan should make it explicit how such plans are to
be funded and the resource provision allocated in order to carry out the process. The
Draft states that: [Box, sect: 22.1] that such Neighbourhood Plans must observe Strategic
Policies under Part 1 but may supercede or over-right [sic] all or any of the Development

Management Policies (Part Two) of the draft plan. The implications of this need to be
carefully considered. Policies EN15, EN16; EN17; EN18; EN19; EN20;EN21A &
EA21B are important in the protection of environmental quality, human health and well
being (including the protection of life). In addition, these and other of the policies also
reflect provisions under other bodies of legislation and under the remit of other
regulators (e.g. the Environment Agency; Highways Agency, English Heritage; Natural
England). Accordingly, the Draft Plan should clearly identify which of the Development
Management Policies fall under the aegis of, and also reflect, other regulatory
frameworks.
Some of the Development Management Policies in Part 2 articulate minutely with the
Draft Strategies in Part 1. Superceding these policies in a neighbourhood plan could,
therefore, wholly undermine the Draft Strategies and render them ineffective. The two
sections of the Plan need to be carefully cross-referenced, therefore, in the draft to make
it clear which takes precedence.

Paul Johnston,
The Old Post Office,
Fairmile,
Ottery St Mary,
Devon,
E11 1LP
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

This response is prepared on behalf of FWS Carter & Sons Ltd. The directors of the
company are a third generation land owning family from East Devon who have
significantly diversified their business interests to include farming, fishing, leisure,
commercial & residential property development and investment.

1.2

The core of the family’s property assets are in East Devon and include the 21 ha
Greendale Business Park located near Woodbury Salterton which has over 60
commercial tenants, and Exmouth Marina which has 178 wet berths.

1.3

We have made representations throughout the Core Strategy Preferred
Approach Report with particular emphasis on the future expansion of Greendale
Business Park, and what we perceive to be an inconsistent approach to the
definition of the West End by the Council as well as an over-reliance on
development along the A30 corridor to deliver future growth within the plan
period.

1.4

Our comments on the New Local Plan (hereinafter referred to as “the NLP”) are
set out below with reference to the chapters as numbered within the document:

2.0

CHAPTER 2 – VISION FOR EAST DEVON TO 2031

2.1

The document refers throughout to the period 2006 -2026 which is inconsistent
with the heading of this chapter.

2.2

The West End as defined currently includes major proposed schemes such as
Cranbrook and we believe that historically there has been an over-reliance on the
delivery of housing and employment land from these areas. Moving forward we
would question deliverability of these schemes in their entirety over the plan
period to 2026 and we believe that alternative sustainable locations should be
considered within the west of the district.

3.0

CHAPTER 6 – SPATIAL STRATEGY

3.1

We were surprised that there are no allocations at some of the major existing
employment sites within the district such as Greendale Business Park. Greendale
comprises 21 ha with over 60 occupiers including international, national and local
businesses employing 850 people. The park is situated within 3.5 miles of J.30 of
the M5 on the important A3052 corridor which includes Hill Barton Business Park
and the major tourist attraction at Crealy Adventure Park. All of these sites are
clustered within the western area of the district and as set out at 2.2 above we
believe the Council’s definition of the West End is too narrow and should be
expanded to include areas such as this.

3.2

With reference to the East Devon Housing and Employment Land Study as
prepared by Roger Tym & Partners and Vickery Holman (hereinafter referred to
as “the RTP Report”) there appears to be some confusion over the definition of
the West End. We welcome the inclusion of Greendale Business Park within the
West End definition in the RTP Report from an employment perspective, but we
note that it has not been included in the employment allocations within the Spatial
Strategy.

3.3

We support the policy of matching larger scale housing allocations with new
employment but we believe that consideration should be given to further
expansion of existing employment sites such as Greendale Business Park, in
addition to new housing allocations alongside them. Separate representations
have been made to this effect in respect of land adjoining Greendale Business
Park and Crealy Adventure Park for a new settlement of between 600 – 1500
new dwellings.

3.4

With reference to Draft Strategy 1 we believe the proposed housing growth
figure of 15,000 is too low given the recommendations of the RTP Report and
separate work which we have commissioned in connection with a proposed new
settlement between Greendale Business Park and Crealy Adventure Park. This
suggests figures ranging from 16,400 up to a possible maximum figure of 19,400
dwellings for the period 2006 -2026.

3.5

In terms of Proposed Employment Provisions Greendale Business Park is
shown as having developed 3 Ha between 1995-2011, with 7 Ha
committed/available. In fact the site totals 21 Ha to include a 6.2 Ha extension
which was granted consent in 2009. To date, 3.7 Ha of this extension land has
been developed to provide 6,400 sq m of new units and 23,200 sq m of open
storage, which have created 350 new jobs in East Devon. In our view this
demonstrates the popularity of the site and the need for future expansion.

4.0

CHAPTER 7 – DEVELOPMENT OF EAST DEVON’S WEST END

4.1

It is our view that the West End should be a defined policy area and in it’s current
form we note inconsistencies between the RTP Report which includes Greendale
Business Park within the consultants definition from an employment land
perspective, and the Strategic Housing Land Assessment (SHLAA) which
identifies a number of parishes, as well as the proposed definition in the NLP.

4.2

At Paragraph 7.24 under Rejected Options the capacity of the A3052, and in
particular the interchange with the A376 and J30 of the M5 have been cited as
one of the main constraints to any further development along the A3052 corridor.
A key area which we believe has not been given due consideration is the viability
of development within the West End around J.29 of the M5, given the level that is
proposed by the NLP and the infrastructure costs associated with this.

4.3

Devon County Council as the Highways Authority made a presentation to the
LDF Panel on the 4th October 2011 which demonstrated that the infrastructure for
which funding is currently in place will not deliver all of the proposed development
within the West End around J.29 as proposed by the District Council. We have
not seen evidence that a sustainability appraisal has been undertaken in respect
of further development over and above what can be delivered from the
improvements to J.29 which are currently underway.

4.4

Additional development along the A3052 was dismissed by Devon County
Highways due to concerns over highways infrastructure. Having investigated this
further our highways consultants have advised that no detailed recent highways
capacity studies have been undertaken and we are liaising with Devon County
Highways in this respect with a view to demonstrating that further development
over and above what is already consented can take place.

4.5

The Level of development proposed within the area currently defined as the West
End by the District Council is in our view excessive, bearing in mind the
geographic area in which it is proposed. Costs associated with the necessary
infrastructure required to deliver this will in our view prove excessive which will
have a knock-on effect on viability and hence deliverability.

4.6

Under Draft Strategy 14 we are concerned at the additional allocation of
employment land to serve the Exeter Airport Business Park when this is
considered in addition to the proposals at Skypark and the Science Park. It is our
view that these three additional areas will place an unsustainable burden on
infrastructure and in particular J.29 of the M5, bearing in mind the additional
proposed development of Cranbrook, the Intermodal Site and area North of
Blackhorse.

4.7

It is our view that the additional employment land allocation proposed at Exeter
Airport Business Park would compete directly with Skypark and would therefore
prejudice its delivery. It would add unnecessarily to congestion on the airport
approach and it would add congestion to J.29 and the surrounding area without
any apparent requirement to make an appropriate contribution towards essential
infrastructure. This allocation would therefore be better located elsewhere at a
more sustainable location such as Greendale Business Park.

5.0

CHAPTER 16 – ENSURING WE HAVE THRIVING COMMUNITIES

5.1

Draft Strategy 26 supports the provision of new housing near jobs. Our
comments at 3.3 would apply in terms of a potential strategic allocation of
housing alongside the existing employment provision clustered around
Greendale Business Park, Hill Barton Business Park and Crealy on the A3052
corridor.

6.0

CHAPTER 19 - DELIVERY AND INFRASTRUCTURE PROVISION

6.1

In terms of housing & employment land provision and phasing, the discussion of
phasing within the NLP does not appear to take account of where capacity exists
within the existing infrastructure, or indeed where it may come forward as a result
of other proposals. This view is supported by the lack of delivery to date from
large new schemes included in the previous Local Plan such as Cranbrook,
which require significant new infrastructure.

6.2

The upgrades required to J.29 of the M5 in order to deliver the sites within the
West End as currently proposed are acknowledged as a major constraint to new
development within this area. It is our view that the level of development
proposed within this area is excessive bearing in mind the geographic area in
which it is proposed. The costs associated with the necessary infrastructure
required to deliver this will in our view prove to be excessive which will have a
knock-on effect on viability and hence deliverability.

7.0

THE DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES OF THE LOCAL PLAN

7.1

We support Policy E8 – Extensions to Existing Employment Sites although
we would seek clarification as to whether 80% occupancy applies to gross site
area in terms of land area, or square footage of built space.

8.0

CONCLUSION

8.1

We question the geographic definition of the West End as it stands and we would
support the majority of growth within the west of the district on the basis that this
definition is widened to include sustainable locations such as the A3052 corridor
when considering housing and employment land allocations.

8.2

It is our view that proposed housing provision of 15,000 new dwellings over the
plan period to 2026 is too low. We also believe that a more sustainable location
for housing would be on the A3052 corridor alongside the large existing
employment provision at Greendale Business Park, Hill Barton Business Park
and Crealy Adventure Park.

8.3

We are concerned that major existing employment sites such as Greendale
Business Park are not more clearly recognised within the document with respect
to future employment land allocation and the important role which they currently
play in terms of job creation in the district. We are also concerned about the
proposed additional employment land provision at Exeter Airport Business Park
and the expansion of Skypark beyond Phase 1 which in our view will overload
infrastructure and will not ultimately be delivered within the plan period.

Representor 1604 - AMEC on behalf of the National Grid
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East Devon District Council
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Dear Sir / Madam
East Devon District Council: Emerging New Local Plan 2006-2026
SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF NATIONAL GRID
National Grid has appointed AMEC (formerly Entec) to review and respond to development plan
consultations on its behalf. We are instructed by our client to submit the following representation with
regards to the current consultation on the above document.
Overview – National Grid
National Grid is a leading international energy infrastructure business. In the UK National Grid’s business
includes electricity and gas transmission networks and gas distribution networks as described below.
Electricity Transmission
National Grid, as the holder of a licence to transmit electricity under the Electricity Act 1989, has a statutory
duty to develop and maintain an efficient, co-ordinated and economical transmission system of electricity
and to facilitate competition in the supply and generation of electricity.
National Grid operates the national electricity transmission network across Great Britain and owns and
maintains the network in England and Wales, providing electricity supplies from generating stations to local
distribution companies. We do not distribute electricity to individual premises ourselves, but our role in the
wholesale market is key to ensuring a reliable and quality supply to all. National Grid’s high voltage
electricity system, which operates at 400,000 and 275,000 volts, is made up of approximately 22,000 pylons
with an overhead line route length of 4,500 miles, 420 miles of underground cable and 337 substations.
Separate regional companies own and operate the electricity distribution networks that comprise overhead
lines and cables at 132,000 volts and below. It is the role of these local distribution companies to distribute
electricity to homes and businesses.
To facilitate competition in the supply and generation of electricity, National Grid must offer a connection to
any proposed generator, major industry or distribution network operator who wishes to generate
electricity or requires a high voltage electricity supply. Often proposals for new electricity projects involve
transmission reinforcements remote from the generating site, such as new overhead lines or new
development at substations. If there are significant demand increases across a local distribution electricity
network area then the local network distribution operator may seek reinforcements at an existing substation
or a new grid supply point. In addition National Grid may undertake development works at its existing
substations to meet changing patterns of generation and supply.

AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK Limited
Gables House
Kenilworth Road
Leamington Spa
Warwickshire CV32 6JX
United Kingdom
Tel +44 (0) 1926 439 000
Fax +44 (0) 1926 439 010

Registered Office
Booths Park
Chelford Road
Knutsford
Cheshire WA16 8QZ
Registered in England no. 2190074
amec.com/ukenvironment

Gas Transmission
National Grid owns and operates the high pressure gas transmission system in England, Scotland and
Wales that consists of approximately 4,300 miles of pipelines and 26 compressor stations connecting to 8
distribution networks. National Grid has a duty to develop and maintain an efficient co-ordinated and
economical transmission system for the conveyance of gas and respond to requests for new gas supplies in
certain circumstances.
New gas transmission infrastructure developments (pipelines and associated installations) are periodically
required to meet increases in demand and changes in patterns of supply. Developments to our network are
as a result of specific connection requests e.g. power stations, and requests for additional capacity on our
network from gas shippers. Generally network developments to provide supplies to the local gas
distribution network are as a result of overall demand growth in a region rather than site specific
developments.
Gas Distribution
National Grid also owns and operates approximately 82,000 miles of lower-pressure distribution gas mains
in the north west of England, the west Midlands, east of England and north London - almost half of Britain's
gas distribution network, delivering gas to around 11 million homes, offices and factories. National Grid
does not supply gas, but provides the networks through which it flows. Reinforcements and developments
of our local distribution network generally are as a result of overall demand growth in a region rather than
site specific developments. A competitive market operates for the connection of new developments.
National Grid and Local Development Plan Documents
The Energy White Paper makes clear that UK energy systems will undergo a significant change over the
next 20 years. To meet the goals of the white paper it will be necessary to revise and update much of the
UK’s energy infrastructure during this period. There will be a requirement for:



an expansion of national infrastructure (e.g. overhead power lines, underground cables, extending
substations, new gas pipelines and associated installations); and
new forms of infrastructure (e.g. smaller scale distributed generation, gas storage sites).

Our gas and electricity infrastructure is sited across the country and many stakeholders and communities
have an interest in our activities. We believe our long-term success is based on having a constructive and
sustainable relationship with our stakeholders. Our transmission pipelines and overhead lines were
originally routed in consultation with local planning authorities and designed to avoid major development
areas but since installation much development may have taken place near our routes.
We therefore wish to be involved in the preparation, alteration and review of Development Plan Documents
(DPDs) which may affect our assets including policies and plans relating to the following issues:









any policies relating to overhead transmission lines, underground cables or gas pipeline installations;
site specific allocations/land use policies affecting sites crossed by overhead lines, underground cables
or gas transmission pipelines;
land use policies/development proposed adjacent to existing high voltage electricity substation sites
and gas above ground installations;
any policies relating to the diverting or undergrounding of overhead transmission lines;
other policies relating to infrastructure or utility provision;
policies relating to development in the countryside;
landscape policies; and
waste and mineral plans.

In addition, we also want to be consulted by developers and local authorities on planning applications,
which may affect our assets and are happy to provide pre-application advice. Our aim in this is to ensure
that the safe and secure transportation of electricity and gas is not compromised.

National Grid infrastructure within East Devon District Council’s administrative area
Electricity Transmission
National Grid’s high voltage electricity overhead transmission lines / underground cables within East Devon
District Council’s administrative area that form an essential part of the electricity transmission network in
England and Wales include the following:




4YA line – 400kV route from Chickerell substation in West Dorset to Exeter substation in East
Devon via Axminster substation in East Devon
4YF line – 400kV route from Exeter substation in East Devon to Abham substation in South Hams
ZZ line – 400kV route from Taunton substation in Taunton Deane to Exeter substation in East
Devon

The following substations are also located within the administrative area of East Devon District Council:




Exeter substation – 400kV and 132kV
Axminster substation – 400kV and 132kV
Woodcote substation – 132kV

National Grid has provided information in relation to electricity transmission assets, including maps and GIS
shape files showing their broad locations, via the following internet link:
http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/LandandDevelopment/DDC/GasElectricNW
Gas Transmission
National Grid has the following gas transmission assets located within the administrative area of East
Devon District Council:
Ref:
FM14
FM20

Pipeline
Barrington to Kenn
Barrington to Kenn

National Grid has provided information in relation to gas transmission assets, including maps and GIS
shape files showing their broad locations, via the following internet link:
http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/LandandDevelopment/DDC/GasElectricNW
Electricity and Gas Distribution
Western Power Distribution owns and operates the local electricity distribution network in East Devon
District Council’s administrative area.
Wales and West Utilities owns and operates the local gas distribution network in East Devon District
Council administrative area.
Contact details for Western Power Distribution and Wales and West Utilities can be found on the Energy
Networks website: www.energynetworks.org
Specific Comments
Exeter Substation
National Grid own and operate Exeter substation which is located within the area covered by the indicative
boundary of the Clyst Valley Country Park, identified in the Draft New Local Plan.
Substations are vital to the efficient operation of our electricity transmission network for switching circuits or
transforming voltage. Exeter substation is an essential part of the transmission network and has an

important role to play in maintaining the supply of electricity to the local distribution network operator and
therefore ultimately to homes and businesses throughout East Devon and the wider area. The site is
therefore "Operational Land" and, for the reasons outlined above, there may need to be further essential
utility development at the site in the future.
National Grid will therefore need to retain all of its landholdings at the substation site and the boundary of
the park should be amended accordingly.
Policy S5: Development in the Countryside
Policy S5: Development in the Countryside, of the Draft New Local Plan states that “Development in the
countryside will only be permitted where it is in accordance with a specific Local Plan policy that explicitly
permits such development”.
National Grid has a statutory duty to develop and maintain an efficient, co-ordinated and economical
transmission system of electricity and gas. Essential utilities developments, by virtue of their function,
periodically require development and reinforcements within both countryside and rural locations beyond
identifiable settlement limits.
As worded, Policy S5 would not support the type of development which National Grid may need to
undertake within the East Devon District Council area in the future to meet its operational needs. National
Grid does not wish to be restricted from meeting any future operational requirements placed upon them,
and therefore wish to see the policy amended to make allowances for utility companies to carry out
essential developments to meet their operational requirements within the Countryside area.
National Grid therefore requests that the policy is amended as follows:
S5 – Development in the Countryside
The countryside is defined as all those parts of the plan area outside the Built-up Area Boundaries
for towns and villages and outside of site specific allocations shown on the Proposals Map.
Development in the countryside will only be permitted where it is in accordance with a specific Local
Plan policy that explicitly permits such development and where it would not harm the distinctive
landscape, amenity and environmental qualities within which it is located, including:
1. Land form and patterns of settlement.
2. Important natural and manmade features which contribute to the local landscape character,
including topography, traditional field boundaries, areas of importance for nature conservation and
rural buildings.
3. The adverse disruption of a view from a public place which forms part of the distinctive character
of the area or otherwise causes significant visual intrusions.
The provision of essential utilities infrastructure in the countryside may be acceptable where this is
a demonstrated need.
Further Advice
National Grid is happy to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning our networks. If we can
be of any assistance to you in providing informal comments in confidence during your policy development,
please do not hesitate to contact us. In addition the following publications are available from the National
Grid website or by contacting us at the address overleaf:




National Grid’s commitments when undertaking works in the UK - our stakeholder, community and
amenity policy;
specification for Safe Working in the Vicinity of National Grid High Pressure Gas Pipelines and
Associated Installations - Requirements for Third Parties; and
A sense of place - design guidelines for development near high voltage overhead lines.

Please remember to consult National Grid on any Development Plan Document (DPD) or site-specific
proposals that could affect our infrastructure. We would be grateful if you could add our details shown
below to your consultation database:
Damien Holdstock
Consultant Town Planner
damien.holdstock@amec.com
(Please note that any emails sent to the previous Entec email address will be automatically forwarded to
this address.)
AMEC E&I UK
Gables House
Kenilworth Road
Leamington Spa
Warwickshire
CV32 6JX
I hope the above information is useful. If you require any further information please do not hesitate to
contact me.
Yours sincerely,
[via email]
Damien Holdstock
Consultant Town Planner
cc. Stefan Preuss, National Grid

Representor 1613 - Alison Greenfield & Kevin Coyne
Greenacre House, 10 Moorlands Rd, Budleigh Salterton, EX9 6AG

29/01/12

Response to New East Devon Local Plan - Consultation Draft
We wish to give our feedback to some point/sections of the New East Devon Local Plan and would appreciate
acknowledgement of receipt of this document.
SETTING THE CONTEXT
CHAPTER 1
1.12 – 1.16 Because EDDC at district level will be defining the number of homes in each community and the
percentage allocation by type, i.e. luxury versus affordable, and defining the associated number of hectares of
employment land to be allocated, it should be for the local/town level to determine the boundaries within which
allocations for such developments may/may not occur.
With regard to which policies should be in the strategy section and which in the development management section,
paragraph one of ‘PART ONE of THE STRATEGIC APPROACH AND STRATEGIC POLICIES OF THE LOCAL PLAN’ states: ‘ It
should be noted that if a Neighbourhood Plan is produced it must be in accordance with and apply these strategic
policies but it can supersede or overwrite any of the development management policies in Part Two of the Plan’. So it
is important that the policies about local boundaries for development should be contained within the
Development Management Policies in Part Two, rather than within the Strategic Policies in Part One; in this way
local communities have the maximum opportunity to determine these boundaries in their Neighbourhood Plans.
1.17 – This section states: ‘Where local communities do plan to produce Neighbourhood Plans they will be able to set
out the sites in their areas that they wish to see allocated for development’. It does not make clear whether they
may also set out sites where they wish no development, including those already protected by various
designations, e.g. AONB, and it should do so.
CHAPTER 3
3.3 - 3.4 We support the council’s ‘top priority’ of building affordable homes as long as this aim does not conflict
with the statement contained in 3.4, i.e. ‘We will safeguard the rural country and coastal for the enjoyment of
residents and visitors’, which should also be classed as a ‘top priority’.
The current East Devon Local Plan Policy EN1 is unambiguous and it helps you to refuse in the case of conflict
between the imperative of, say, conserving AONBs, (Devon Structure Plan: CO3), while encouraging development
within Built-up Area Boundaries, because EN1 makes it clear that the imperative of conserving AONBs has “priority
over other considerations”, stating, “Where development in AONBs is on a site within a Built-up Area Boundary,
conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty will remain the priority.” There should be equivalent wording
in this draft.
3.7 – Even in as large a development as West End, agricultural Grade 1 land should not be built on upon.
3.11 – We support the wording of this section which addresses our comments re. 3.3 at an aspirational level to some
extent by stating: ‘East Devon will protect, enhance and conserve its outstanding natural environment which
contributes to the economic and social wellbeing of its communities by:
• protecting existing open space and areas designated for environmental purposes as well as protecting and
conserving the undesignated countryside
• requiring that new development includes open space to meet locally defined targets (refer EDDC Open Spaces
Strategy)
• requiring that development makes links to the surrounding countryside (refer Green Infrastructure policy)
• seeking to create an ecological network.
Cross-referring to ‘Part One - Strategic Policies’ sections 6.22 and 6.33, these state respectively: ‘The Local Plan
recognises the unique and outstanding quality of East Devon’s environment, the need to conserve and enhance our
internationally and nationally important sites, as well as our network of locally important community green spaces.’

and : ‘The natural environment is also a key driver for the district’s economy, generating income for local businesses
directly involved in tourism as well as the District’s coastal and market towns with direct visitor spend. The
contribution of the natural economy is critical to the economic well-being of the whole of the district and therefore
the conservation and enhancement of the natural environment is of considerable importance’. Both of these
statements need to be connected to 3.3, 3.4 and 3.11 more specifically so as to avoid ambiguity about potentially
competing aims. This could be achieved by a policy which defines priorities more explicitly; it could contain words
such as: “there should be no development, whether affordable, luxury, or employment, whether in gardens or
other land spaces, on open areas which abut coastal land, or on spaces currently free between existing buildings
and the sea, or on land which currently affords residents and visitors views of the sea, or on land seen from the
sea forming part of the transition from the sea to the built environment” - this would provide a more detailed
approach to Draft Strategy 38.
Returning to the specific wording of 3.11, EDDC often uses the words ‘protect, enhance and conserve’ as if they
have a singular emphasis, but surely protecting and conserving are of higher priority than enhancing, which is an
added extra of the ‘if possible’ sort? It may seem pedantic of us to suggest that the relative priority of the three
verbs should be clarified, but it would aid understanding.
3.12 – We totally support the priority of ‘protecting East Devon’s outstanding quality of life and very special
environment’ and this should be OVER AND ABOVE any merits of any development applications, including within
Built Up Area Boundaries (see our previous comments re: EN1 under 3.3).
The remaining wording of 3.12 is excellent, i.e. ‘ This includes the World Heritage Coast site, as well as the Blackdown
Hills and East Devon Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The key is to respond sensitively to the needs for more
balanced communities without damaging the environmental qualities that we cherish. The local distinctiveness of
East Devon in both landscape and building traditions will be supported and we will set the agenda and design
standards for future progressive development.’
But sometimes a developer’s assertion of economic benefits arising from a particular development can blind us to
the less tangible ‘economic benefits’ of not compromising the natural beauty of East Devon - it seems more likely
that visitors and residents come here to see our unspoilt coastline and open spaces than to see our modern
architecture or shops or restaurants, and this is the real reason they spend their money here, everything else is
secondary because it is already replicated in so many other less fortunate places. Somehow this needs to be
acknowledged and prioritised more clearly in Part One – Strategic Policies.
It is pertinent to draw attention to a recent article in The National Trust Magazine which highlights these same fears
about an undue emphasis on the economic benefits of land-use planning over landscape conservation. It is written
by Ben Howell, the Trust’s Assistant Director of External Affairs, who is commenting on the Government’s defence of
its new policy framework to reinforce the importance of local plans and says: ‘There is much in this that the National
Trust could welcome, not least given our passion for localism. The trouble is that large parts of the country have no
plan - nearly half (47%) of local areas were not covered at the time when the new policy was launched. In the absence
of a plan, Government made it clear that decisions needed to be taken in line with its national policy, which contained
a strong presumption in favour of development (as long as it was sustainable, of course). Our concern was that this
weighted the whole process so heavily in support of saying ‘yes’ to new development that it was, effectively,
recasting the planning system as an agent of economic growth above all else……..Yet for us, planning serves a much
broader purpose as the arbiter between different interests - nature, heritage, community well-being, transport and
much else besides. These different aspects are not always in conflict with one another, but where they are, the
planning system needs to arrive at decisions that best serve the long-term public interest and not short-term
economic gain’. This (underlined) message, (or similar), about the function of planning, should be included in the
framework of the strategy.
CHAPTER 4
4.1h – We agree with the comments: ‘Landscape, AONBs and the Coastal Zone - East Devon has landscapes of
stunning quality, our largely undeveloped coastline forms a part of England's only World Heritage site designated for
geological reasons. We have two AONBs which together cover two thirds of the District’. ‘Undeveloped’ is the key
word here and we are so pleased that this is used in preference to ‘under-developed’, and in particular Budleigh
Salterton is worth mentioning specifically in this context to illustrate its particular uniqueness in contrast to any

other town along East Devon’s coastline, i.e. it is UNIQUE because of a) its continuous coast-line designation as
part of England’s only natural World Heritage Site, and because of the fact that b) the town sits within an AONB
designation. These facts need to drive policy so that Budleigh Salterton is treated differently from other towns in
East Devon when a ‘conservation versus development’ conflict arises. This is not to say that other towns do not
have some other specific qualities, it is just that they cannot claim to have the same ‘unique’ conservation
imperatives that Budleigh Salterton has.
CHAPTER 5
5.2 and 5.3 We support these points but have two concerns: a) from past experience in Budleigh Salterton, it has
not been apparent that the District Council has given enough weight to the views of the Town Council, and b)
although in theory there is the opportunity for local communities to undertake the production of Neighbourhood
Plans, in practice it may be too onerous/costly a task for local councils to undertake.
PART ONE – THE STRATEGIC APPROACH AND STRATEGIC POLICIES OF THE LOCAL PLAN
CHAPTER 6
Draft Strategy 3 – We fully support this Draft Strategy, but would prefer there to be a hierarchy of issues, despite
acknowledging their ‘interdependency’, i.e. area d) ‘ Encouraging Economic development - which includes securing
jobs’ should rank below a) and e) because it could result in short term economic gains at the expense of long term
irrecoverable environment losses.
Draft Strategy 4 - We support this draft strategy, but have some concerns about item c): ‘Getting more age-balanced
communities - many East Devon communities have an overtly aged population profile. Where this is the case we will
encourage residential development that will be suited to or provide for younger people and younger families.’ At first
glance this seems so laudable an aim, and so obvious, however with an aging population there is bound to be an
imbalance between young and old in the country generally, so this strategy is stating that East Devon wants to
redress the balance in its area by encouraging more younger people to be attracted here, potentially to the
detriment of the area where the younger people come from – rather a selfish attitude.
It may not be intrinsically ‘bad’ for a community to have an aging population at a time when the most disposable
income is likely to come from this demographic and hence the area can benefit from more money spent in its local
shops etc. from this group, because the older population, unlike the younger, are less likely to travel outside their
local area to shop. However, we also acknowledge that younger people are required to fill various jobs specifically
to support the older community, but this requirement might be better provided by prioritising small
developments which enable the older population to live independently but together within a community offering
a mix of housing types. The affordable houses may be as much a priority for the pensioners who wish to downsize
as they are for the younger people who we need to work supporting them.
6.22 - 6.23 Please see our comments under 3.11.
Draft Strategy 5 - This is a very important draft strategy which we support and we wish to emphasise the
fundamental importance of items 3) and 6).
CHAPTER 9
9.3 – We agree wholeheartedly with the sentiments, but have concerns with regard to the fifth bullet point: ‘we
protect the high quality landscape setting of the town by resisting development that would impinge upon the Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty and other designations in and around Budleigh Salterton’. Past experience of permitted
developments within the Budleigh Salterton AONB does not inspire confidence that this section (and Draft
Strategy 16) will be upheld.
Draft Strategy 16 - We support this draft strategy, but it should include a bullet point about development in
gardens, which should be embargoed in an AONB, whether or not Eric Pickles MP achieves his aim of outlawing
this type of development. If the Council has any opportunity to treat gardens as falling outside the designation of

‘previously developed Brownfield land’ (as mentioned in Policy H2 point 3) it should do so and include this
clarification in Strategy 16.
In certain circumstances there may be a need for flexibility re. Built-Up Area Boundaries (BUAB) in respect of
affordable homes, especially in the short term while this new Local Plan is being developed. This may be
particularly relevant in Budleigh Salterton where there are very limited options within the BUAB to build the
requisite number of affordable homes required from the allocation of 100. There are obvious constraints to
building on the south (!) and if Budleigh is to retain its unique character, there are good reasons not to join up
with either East Budleigh or Exmouth with a linked corridor of new homes. But perhaps towards the north/north
west is a possibility, but this might require boundary flexibility.
CHAPTER 10
Re: Littleham development of 190 homes, which we gather has now been almost doubled – agricultural land should
not be used for development here.
Re: ‘The site at St John’s Wood, with 1,000 houses proposed attracted by far the most criticism, including from the
Town Council. The evaluation of this site highlighted the potential impact on the landscape, the loss of countryside
and agricultural land, the very poor highway access, the presence of legally protected species and the setting of the
listed St John in the Wilderness Church. Therefore this site has been deleted from the suggested allocations.’ We
applaud this decision.
CHAPTER 16
16.43 – We agree with this section, especially the Council’s commitment to assist in the enhancement of local
medical facilities to support an aging population e.g. ‘Some communities like Exmouth will have ambitions not only to
retain existing facilities, but also to enhance health facilities. The Council will work with service providers to assist
communities achieve such aspirations’.
CHAPTER 18
Draft Strategy 38 - ‘The Council will define an undeveloped coast policy with regard to views from both land and sea.
Restrictive policy will place limits on development in this area that could damage this undeveloped/open status. This
will be defined on the basis of visual openness and views to and from the sea. The boundary of the Coastal
Preservation Area shown on the East Devon Local Plan will be used as a basis for informing area definition.’ This is a
very welcome strategy –see also our comments under 3.11.
18.23 – Could the ‘buffer zones’ be defined? We are unaware of what they are, especially in relation to Budleigh
Salterton.
18.30 - 18.32 We are pleased to see these sections included, with great emphasis on importance of AONBs which
have ‘the highest level of landscape protection in Britain’. Also the commitment by the Council to ‘Ensure that new
developments are appropriate in scale, form and design, are in keeping with their setting and take full account of the
local natural and cultural heritage’.
Draft strategy 40
The ideals in 18.30 - 18.32 do not seem to have been given equivalent weight in the wording of this strategy. In
any particular development application, point 3: ‘Is appropriate to the economic, social and well-being of the area’
could be at odds with points 1 and 2: ‘Conserves and enhances the landscape character of the area; and does not
undermine landscape quality’. This is why the wording of the final sentence is particularly important: ‘When
considering development in or affecting AONBs, great weight will be given to conserving and enhancing their natural
beauty.’; this needs to be strengthened to ensure no equivocation, e.g. replace with: “in the event of these
imperatives being in conflict, the conservation and enhancement of the landscape character of the area and the
avoidance of undermining the landscape quality will have precedence over all other considerations”.

Draft Strategy 41
We support the first three points but wish to see the following caveat deleted: ‘Development proposals that would
cause a direct or indirect adverse effect to internationally and nationally designated sites will not be permitted unless
they are in the over-riding public interest and:
a) They cannot be located on alternative sites that would cause less or no harm.
b) The public benefits of the development clearly outweigh the impacts on the features of the site and the wider
network of natural habitats’.
Our reasons for opposing these words are that they give scope to permit development damaging to the
designated sites, and the policy implementation relies on subjective judgement, e.g. who determines whether
there is ‘over-riding public interest’, what is ‘less or no harm’ and who determines the relative weight of ‘public
benefit’ and by what criteria? This should be the one area where there are no exceptions and no loopholes. There
is also scope to place economic considerations, e.g. revenue to the District Council, above conservation, which we
find unacceptable.
Draft Strategy 43
The preamble mentions existing protection for listed buildings, yet the ‘Built Heritage and Building Conservation’
aspects of policy should not preclude non-listed buildings, or groups of buildings, being conserved and protected
when they provide an historic context to an area. We would like to see a point along these lines included so that
inappropriate development does not weaken our overall sense of place architecturally, both from the perspective
of viewing buildings in their immediate landscape and from the perspective of viewing them in their wider
context. We acknowledge that some of this is covered in Part Two - Development Management Policy D1, 3b, but
it seems too important to omit from Part One - Strategic Policy.
19.10 - ‘The infrastructure needed to support new development will often be of a small scale and may be localised on
or close to a particular development site.’ This has particular resonance with regard to garden infill/backfill. The
final sentence of this section contains a very important statement regarding the often ignored cumulative
incremental adverse side-effects of such small scale development, i.e. ‘The impacts of an individual additional
motorist might be of little relevance, but when the impacts of lots of new residents and their driving are added
together they may add so much pressure and use that capacity levels of roads and junctions are exceeded’. This is an
argument which has often been ignored by the District Council Planners and the Development Control Committee
when objectors have cited the cumulative effect of ‘just one more’ house in a minor quiet road which has a
difficult junction with a busy main road, so we are delighted to see it mentioned here. However, where does this
appear in strategy? If not appropriate for Part One - Strategic Policies, it should be contained within Part Two Development Management Policies.
PART TWO – DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES
21.4 - We agree with the comments in this section, especially about the risk of ‘backland’ development being
inappropriate if it leads to ‘urban sprawl on the edge of settlements’. It is also heartening to see displayed an
understanding of the nature of large gardens and their similarity to open countryside and the role they play in
providing transitions: ‘Furthermore the rear gardens of properties, especially large gardens, can be more akin to the
open countryside in character, rather than the built environment of towns and villages and also can provide a ‘soft’
landscape edge to settlements’.
Policy S4
We would like to see the comments highlighted above in 21.4 contained in Policy S4.
Policy D1
We support this policy.
21.12 - We are unhappy with the wording at the end of this section: ‘The Council require that no building or works
will be permitted within the construction exclusion zone of trees that have been identified for retention.. Only in

exceptional circumstances or where there is no other alternative, will construction, hard surfacing, drainage,
underground services or sub soil works be permitted within this construction exclusion zone’. If the protection of
trees is as important as 21.11 states, (and we agree with 21.11), ‘exceptional circumstances’ should be clearly
defined to prevent some of the lax interpretations we have seen with developments in Budleigh Salterton from
occurring elsewhere. It would help to specify who determines that the circumstances are exceptional and to what
criteria, and define what situations come under the ‘no other alternative’ option? This section is too loosely
worded.
Policy D5
Like 21.12, the wording is too loose and conditions for making a decision that ‘over-riding reasons for
development to proceed’ should be defined.
Policy EN5
Point 3 states: ‘Development or land-use changes likely to have an adverse effect, either directly or indirectly, on
County Geological Sites, either as identified on the Proposals Map in the Local Plan or otherwise existing in the plan
area will only be permitted if the justification for the proposals clearly outweighs any harm to the intrinsic nature
conservation and/or scientific value of the site’. Again we ask ….who decides whether the developer’s justification
for the development ‘outweighs any harm’ and to what criteria?
Policy EN6
We support this policy.
Policy H2
Policy H2 states: ‘It is recognised however, that some respondents to this consultation document will want to propose
local, small scale or non-strategic sites for residential development purposes’. It is not clear whether respondents
can also propose sites not suitable for residential development - this should be clarified. So if as part of this
consultation developers are allowed to identify land they wish to be considered for development, is it possible
that such development will go ahead after the implementation of this plan with no opportunity for the public to
comment? If this is so, we strongly urge you to define and allow a process for public comment before approving
such applications.
Point 3 - See our comment under Draft Strategy 16, re: ‘brownfield’ sites, i.e. development in gardens should be
embargoed in an AONB, whether or not Eric Pickles MP achieves his aim of outlawing this type of development. If
the Council has any opportunity to treat gardens as falling outside the designation of ‘previously developed
Brownfield land’ it should do so and include this clarification in Draft Strategy 16, because it is more appropriate
to be contained in the Strategic Policies than in the Development Management Policies where it could be diluted
by a Neighbourhood Plan.
Policy H3
This states: ‘Planning permission will not be granted for new residential development which provides for 15 dwellings
or more, or is situated on a site of 0.5 ha or larger, unless it contains a mix of dwelling sizes or comprises
predominantly, or totally, of smaller dwellings’. Does this really mean that a planning application for one house in
part of the garden of another house, where that part for development is 0.5 ha or larger, will be refused because
it does not have a mix of housing, i.e. more than one, dwelling built? If so we strongly object and suggest this is reworded to avoid ambiguity.
21.62 - we agree with comments.
Policy H6
This states: ‘Within Built-up Area Boundaries planning permission will be granted for the conversion of existing
residential properties to self- contained flats provided:
1. The proposed conversion will not materially adversely affect the character and amenities of the surrounding area
or the building itself.

2. It is well served by public transport and provision is made for adequate car parking. Hard surfacing of front gardens
to facilitate car parking will not be permitted where this would have an unacceptably harmful effect on the
appearance of the area or on flooding.
3. Provision is made for storage of refuse’.
We would like to see two other provisions included. Within point 1: ‘provided that the architectural design of the
original house is not compromised if it is of historic value (albeit unlisted)’, and within point 2: ‘provided that the
incremental increase in traffic from the additional dwelling will not create pedestrian or other safety hazards and
will not impair the free flow of traffic’.
21.77 This states: ‘In residential areas some commercial activities are wholly inappropriate because they give rise to
noise and disturbance. However, people working from home using a part of a dwelling often start small businesses or
they are in established mixed-use areas, and they do not adversely affect neighbouring properties or the character
and amenities of the area. Small scale uses which are incidental to the use of a dwelling house may not require
planning permission, unless they expand to a point where they become the dominant use or are intrusive’. We agree
with these comments but would ask for criteria to be given against which the last sentence can be judged.
Policy TA7
We support this policy, especially the first sentence and points 1 and 2.
PART THREE - NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING
We made the comment in ‘SETTING THE CONTEXT’ Chapter 5 that although in theory there is the opportunity for
local communities to undertake the production of Neighbourhood Plans, in practice it may be too onerous/costly a
task for local councils to undertake. There should be financial support and an allocation of EDDC expertise to assist
them in this task and if not, the Local Plan should allow for more local determination of acceptable/unacceptable
locations for development even if the community is unable to produce a Neighbourhood Plan. This could be
achieved by giving more weight to the recommendations of the Town/Parish Councils when development
applications are reviewed.
*****************************************
In conclusion we wish to quote from another article in the recent edition of the National Trust Magazine, written by
David Hockney; these are his final lines: ‘When it comes to things like the threat of development to our landscapes,
we should speak out a bit more, stand up more. We’re a bit too polite at times. We should shout: “Hold it!”. It’s a
lovely country, ours. It’s green, not mean’. We agree and hope those reviewing responses to these Draft Policies do
too!

Alison Greenfield and Kevin Coyne

Representor 1625 - Brixington and Bystock Action Group
Response to The New East Devon Local Plan 2006 – 2026 – Consultation Draft December 2011
Draft Strategy 17
Development at Exmouth:
I would like to congratulate the work carried out by a number of local groups and the Exmouth
Town Council for speaking out against the Local Development Framework (LDF) proposals, whilst
at the same time providing positive constructive feedback to East Devon District Council (EDDC)
planning committee. It would appear that the LDF panel has listened to the views of the local
community and has now reacted for the benefit of the town as a whole.
It is agreed that there is a need for (affordable) housing within the area of Exmouth. The sites
highlighted, to date -Goodmoores Farm and the Littleham Valley- would appear to satisfy the
needs of some local residents but I would question where employment and education for the new
intake of residents will be provided.
The town requires better opportunities for employment such as light industry and hi-tech
companies appropriate to its needs. It also requires more suitable education facilities such as:
primary schools, a larger community college including a 6th Form and Further Education (FE)
facilities.
Work through the planning office will be needed to improve vehicular access to and from Exmouth,
as extra coaches on trains and an improved bus service, will not (in my opinion) service the needs
of the residents and / or visitors within / to the area of Exmouth.
Finally the point regarding development for 150 houses completely depends on the location. As
stated by the Town Council and the local community the area of St Johns is NOT for building
development as stated on page 79:
The evaluation of this site hi-lighted the potential impact on the landscape, the loss of countryside
and agricultural land, the very poor highway access, the presence of legally protected species and
the setting of the listed St John in the Wilderness Church, Therefore the site has been deleted from
the suggested allocations.
The issue of development in or around the area of St Johns should be closed.
At this juncture I would also like to point out that the area of Great Wood (West of St Johns Road)
would also fall under the same points highlighted above:
Very poor highway access and the presence of legally protected species.
The ‘New Master Plan’ for Exmouth looks interesting and hopefully will improve the town and the
wellbeing of the majority of Exmouth residents.
I wish to thank the EDDC LDF Panel for giving me and the Brixington & Bystock Action Group the
opportunity to express our views and for your understanding of the needs of our community.

Jeff Trail
Chairman
Brixington & Bystock Action Group

Representor 1676 - Mrs Neville

