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Dear Sir/Madam
The New East Devon Local Plan 2006 - 2026
The National Farmers’ Union in the South West represents 10,500 farmer and grower members
in the region and we write in response to the East Devon Local Plan. As you will be aware
agricultural is going through a considerable period of change and volatility. The markets have
been extremely volatile with fluctuating commodity prices and high input prices all at a time
when globally businesses are being hit by lack of access to capital. As a consequence the NFU
have highlighted the following key priorities for planning policy.
The definition of sustainable development must not be solely in ‘urban’ terms but must
recognise the needs of rural areas.
The planning system must be a vehicle for economic recovery. This includes the rural
economy where planning should be about managing change not its prevention.
There should be a presumption in favour of development that promotes food production
and renewable energy.
Sustainable development
The draft National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) suggests that at the heart of the planning
system is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. The Ministerial Forward states
the purpose of planning is to help achieve sustainable development. Sustainable development
is about positive growth, making economic, environmental and social progress for this and
future generations.
Planning policy should not prohibit development in the countryside. The Taylor Review of Rural
Economy and Affordable Housing, considered in detail the sustainable development in rural
areas: “The question planners must address is how will development add to or diminish the
sustainability of this community? taking a better balance of social, economic, and environmental
factors together to form a long term vision for all scales of communities. A mix of housing and
employment opportunities are essential for the sustainability of rural communities”
Rural Housing
In many rural areas there has been a policy to restrict new housing in what are perceived to be
unsustainable locations. Development policy should ensure there is a balanced approach to
rural housing allowing communities to grow where there is a clear local preference. What is
essential is that it must recognise the increasing problem of ‘succession’ planning, where a
farmer wishes to hand on the management of a family farm to the next generation. Although this
may be seen as a relatively minor point it is nevertheless linked to the overall objective of
developing a thriving prosperous farming sector which is able to attract young well qualified
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people. We therefore welcome the presumption in favour of a second dwelling on the holding for
occupation by a family member.
The Economy
A key message within the draft NPPF is the need for economic growth. A positive planning
system is essential, because without growth, a sustainable future cannot be achieved.
Therefore, significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth through
the planning system. Planning should proactively drive and support the development that this
country needs and the default answer to development proposals is yes. Local planning
Authorities should have a clear understanding of business needs and work closely with the
business community and should have a clear economic vision and strategy for their area,
support existing business sectors.
In the forward to the Government white paper ‘Local Growth: realising every place’s potential’
the Coalition Government makes clear that the first priority “is to return the nation’s economy to
health”. This includes creating, “the conditions that will help business and gets the economy
growing” and this includes the rural economy.
The rural economy is linked to two key Government priorities food production and renewable
energy as well as farm diversification. The first of these priorities is contained in DEFRA’s
Business Plan which recognises the importance of the support and development of British
farming and encouragement of sustainable food production. The importance of food production
is further highlighted in the recent Foresight Report “Global Food and Farming Futures”
submitted to Government. This report makes the case for urgent action, raising the political
profile of food, developing a global food strategy and the need for a sustainable food system to
meet an estimated global population of 9 billion by 2050 and a required food production
increase of 50% by 2030.
Food Production
For much of the last two decades, agricultural production has been characterised by low levels
of profitability. Alongside poor returns on capital, there has been chronic underinvestment in the
farming industry. However, with growing world population, changing weather patterns and food
price spikes triggered by volatile commodity prices there is a renewed focus on food security
issues, and it is more widely accepted that the United Kingdom should seek to increase food
output.
This change has led to a more positive outlook from the farming industry with a willingness to
invest in the future. However modern farming does require modern buildings. Given
consolidation in farm numbers and the upwards trend in average farm size; it is logical that onfarm investment will tend towards buildings larger than those traditionally associated with
farming. Therefore development policies must have a very clear positive message about the
importance of food production.
Farmers also need to respond to regulatory changes. The new Nitrate Vulnerable Zones, for
example, will require farmers to store slurry for longer periods over the winter months and this
will require larger slurry tanks and lagoons to be constructed to meet this requirement.
The draft NPPF reinforces the need for local planning authorities to assess the needs of the
food production industry and any barriers to investment that planning can resolve.
Renewable Energy
The second key area is in renewable energy, where the Government has a commitment to
produce at least 15% of energy from renewable sources by 2020. The countryside and farming
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can make a vital contribution to this policy objective given the large untapped potential across
the full range of renewable energy technologies.
Farm Diversification and Adding Value
Opportunities for diversification and vertical integration with the food processing industry must
be allowed to develop. This is a key link with the rural economy where a reasoned approach to
economic development enables a wider employment base. Government Policy is clear in PPS 7
Sustainable Development in Rural Areas that farm diversification is an important part of the rural
economy recognising that diversification into non-agricultural activities is vital to the continuing
viability of many farm enterprises. Planning policy should continue to support farm
diversification schemes. The new draft NPPF continues to recognise the importance of the
sustainable growth of rural businesses and the need to promote the development and
diversification of agricultural businesses.
The NFU welcomes the opportunity to comment on East Devon Local Plan and look forward to
our continued involvement in planning policy to ensure the development of a profitable and
competitive land based sector crucial for a thriving rural economy and delivery of public goods.
Yours sincerely

Emma Woodhouse
Food & Farming Adviser
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Dear Chair
I would like to comment on the local plan – Shaping Our Future.
Firstly, there seems to be a lack of logic in one of the planning assumptions used. The false
assumption is that new homes and employment land by themselves attract firms, which employ
significant numbers, to invest in a town.
1. The plan in Axminster involves increasing homes by 1050 from approximately 3200 now –
an increase of a third. The key to successful development in the town will be to have
sufficient employment opportunities for the additional people living in these new homes
and looking for work. There is an assumption that the new homes and additional eight
hectares of employment land will produce this additional employment. But based on past
trends and the current financial situation it would be foolish to believe that local firms will
increase their businesses, and hence employee numbers, on average by a third in the period
of the plan. So there needs to be incentives for firms to relocate to or set up new
businesses in Axminster. There are no such plans such as a science park or other
commercial attraction in the east of the district.
2. The result will be either empty new homes or an increase in unemployment or both. This
scenario seems likely on construction of the additional 400 homes at Cloakham Lawns let
alone with the additional 650 homes to the North and East of the town. It may be
possible to absorb the demand for employment from the homes at Cloakham Lawns with
improved commuter travel opportunities to Exeter but is it sensible and sustainable to plan
housing which is 25 miles from where jobs will be?
3. So, before agreeing to this plan Axminster needs a “business plan” which is robust enough
to attract a third more industry and commerce to the town. It may well be impossible to
find sufficient attractions to warrant the highly ambitious growth required. In such an
event the housing and employment land plan needs to be downsized.
Secondly, the cost of losing a beautiful green valley and green field sites for 650 homes as the price
of a new north south relief road seems too high. While we all want the relief road, if it cannot be
built at a much reduced cost to the environment and the number of homes then it is not worth
having. It would be better to simply introduce through-route large vehicle traffic management
measures, which would be much less costly to the environment. The consultation process shows
clearly that the community wishes to focus on brownfield development and keep the attractive
fields around Axminster.

Thirdly, there are no explicit plans as to how the basic infrastructure and town amenities can be
made to accommodate the increase in population by a third – not just employment, but schools,
parking, shops and cultural and communal venues. There are what seem to be pious words in the
plan but it may simply not be practically possible to do this without destroying the character of the
town centre which we all appreciate and enjoy today. How would it be done?
My views appear to be supported by the conclusions of the consultation process as set out in the
Consultation Draft Local Plan. I have underlined and emboldened certain words which I think are
important:
“What you said about the future of Axminster:
•

There is general support through the Issues and Options process for controlled growth in
Axminster. People prefer energy efficient housing on brownfield land where possible together
with road infrastructure improvement.

A need for more open spaces and recreation areas was voiced by many, with better access to, and use
of, the river and surrounding countryside.”
“What the sustainability appraisal and evidence tells us about the future of Axminster:
•

Axminster may be the best place in the east of the district for larger scale housing growth, if
jobs and services are also provided. This would reduce commuting to employment centres
in the West End and Exeter (Sustainability Appraisal 2010). “

“A north – south relief road could bring social, economic and environmental benefits to the town centre,
but would probably increase traffic overall, move congestion problems to other parts of the
town, and damage the landscape and ecological value of the wider area. Instead road and public
space improvements, and circulation controls, should minimise local traffic levels, improve through
traffic flow and enhance townscape and safety in the town centre (SA 2010).”
“Any greenfield development around the town would be likely to have poor impacts on
community and environmental grounds, with land to the north (Cloakham Lawns) faring particularly
badly. (SA 2010).”

According to the East Devon District Council’s Consultation Portal, a north-south relief road is
not included in the current Devon Local Transport Plan (LTP) (2006 - 2011) nor is it addressed in
emerging work on the draft revised LTP 3.
(http://consult.eastdevon.gov.uk/portal/pref_app?pointId=1274179834942#section1274179834942)
The Core Strategy Preferred Approach Consultation includes reasons, not mentioned in the
Consultation Draft Local Plan, for rejecting two options now included.
3. Allocation on land to the east: damaging landscape and other environmental impacts have been
identified. The proffer of a new road link as part of the scheme (to by-pass the town centre) is not likely
to be viable, as the significant cost of delivering a new by-pass would probably be too great for
development of the eastern site alone to fund. The costs of a new road would also be likely to threaten
the delivery of other essential obligations such as affordable housing proportion, education, green
infrastructure, transport, water and sewerage infrastructure.
4. North – south bypass: to date evidence to support the requirement for a by-pass has not been
demonstrated, and any benefits to the town centre have not been shown to outweigh the likely
environmental damage to other parts of town, and wider surrounding countryside area (SA finding). In
current circumstances, the full cost of a bypass would have to be borne by development, and therefore
unless extremely large numbers of houses are proposed and/or no other developer contributions
required, this is not likely to be delivered. However, community views on the issue of a by-pass will be
monitored over the life of the plan period, with a review of policy at relevant stages.

There appears to be no mention why the reasons for rejecting these options are ignored in the
plan, despite both being logical and important. Both reflect our own views.
In conclusion, the plan for Axminster is likely to fail because it will cause unemployment,
overcrowding of community amenities, more not less town centre congestion and a loss of some
of our green environment. Perhaps we should learn from our neighbouring town of Chard. Build
housing without good jobs and you end up with low skilled employment unattractive to our own
young school leavers and therefore leaving a vacuum for the influx of workers from deprived parts
of the country and Europe. That does not sound like good planning!
Yours faithfully

Claire and Cameron Bowie

Representor 3093 - Mr Dominic Tyler

Representor 3096 - Mr Stephen Bright
27th January 2012

Stephen Bright
20 Rosebarn Lane
Exeter,
EX4 5DX

Planning Policy,
East Devon District Council,
Knowle,
Sidmouth.
EX10 8HL
Dear Sirs,
East Devon District Council Local Plan Consultation – Draft Strategy 22
We write in relation to the District Council's proposed updates to Local Plan allocation, with
reference to our land adjacent to “Mannings”, Stockland.
Mannings is approximately 100 yards north of the village centre. The land comprises 2.3 acres,
extending from Chard Road, opposite Battens Bungalows, towards the Kings Arms car park. The
land is bounded by existing houses on three sides.
The land is jointly owned by Mr C Bright, Mrs S Johnson and Mr S Bright. The landowners all grew
up in the village. The attached plan shows the boundaries of our ownership.

Stockland maintains a thriving village community, with its own school, church, pub, village hall, playing
field, cricket pitch and tennis court. However, the village has not seen any development for the last
15 years. The village pub has recently experienced a period of closure, in addition to previous
closures of the village shop and post office.
Stockland’s Parish Housing Survey (published 2008) indentified that 68.5% of respondents would be
supportive of new housing in the village. A further 11.5% expressed no opinion.

Extract Page 11 “Housing” - Stockland Views, Parish Plan, 2008
New homes could breathe new life and possibly bring new jobs into the village.
Development at Mannings would infill land between existing housing. However, we are mindful that
development of the full two acre site may not gain district and parish support. We could consider
development using just part of the land.
The land currently has an allocation of 8-13 houses (EDDC - SHLAA 2011). A development of this
scale should ensure continuity of existing village life, yet still offer opportunities for community use,
possibly including affordable housing or new community shop.
We request consideration that Draft Strategy 22 be amended to include provision of 10-15 dwellings
within Stockland’s Plan to 2026.
It would seem a shame to miss this opportunity and Stockland to wait another 15 years.
Yours faithfully,

Stephen Bright

Representor 3108 - Mr John Mills

Mayor: Mr John Mills
01297 – 553666
Treasurer: Mr. Howard West

Planning Policy,
East Devon District Council,
Knowle, Sidmouth,
Devon EX10 8HL

Clerk: Mr Geoffrey Marshall

Dolphins,
Popes Lane,
Colyford,
COLYTON,
Devon.
EX24 6QR
20th January, 2012

Dear Sir/Madam,
Proposed New East Devon Local Plan 2006-2026
I have set out below the comments of the Burgesses of the Ancient Borough and village of Colyford
regarding two of the proposals put forward in this document.
Chapter 21 section 6, Page 174 – Development of Green Wedges: - We support the land between
Seaton and Colyford and Colyford and Colyton being designated as Green Wedges, but consider that
Policy S6 could be strengthened significantly. This could be through the Council setting out a range of
additional criteria to be met (for example, for the developer to demonstrate that there is an absolute need
for a development which cannot be met within existing urban boundaries; for the developer to
demonstrate the benefits and disadvantages of a development to the communities on each side of the
wedge; etc.). We would be happy to work with you to develop these additional criteria. Further, we feel
that when proposals for development within green wedges come forward, there should be an
“Examination in Public” which would allow local people to have their views heard before decisions are
made which affect them. The green wedges are very important to people in the village as they help to
maintain the distinctiveness of Colyford, and the Council should send a strong message to developers
indicating that it will only permit green wedges to be breached in very exceptional circumstances and
only with the agreement of the communities involved..
I would also add that in accepting the Colyton Parish Plan without qualification, the East Devon District
Council signified its strong support for Para. 11 of Action Plan D Environment. This related to the
retention of green spaces between settlements and, of relevance to this letter, ensuring in particular that
planning proposals did not prejudice the retention of this space between Seaton and Colyford.
Chapter 13 section 13.8, Page 98 – Seaton: The Future:- We would support the 5 th bullet point of the
proposal in paragraph 13.8 to restrict any further significant housing developments beyond the existing
Built-up area boundary, and would also like to see this strengthened to ensure that any proposals to
extend development beyond the existing Built-up area boundary are subject to full public scrutiny.
Chapter 15 Draft Strategy 22, page 114 - Colyford – We also support the further strengthening of the
existing built up area boundary around Colyford and in particular adjoining green wedge. This was
accepted by EDDC in adopting Colyton Parish Plan 2008.
We have one specific question for you – the current EDDC Local Plan clearly shows LSE2 on the Seaton
Map, but the new draft Local Plan, Page 100, shows no LSE 2 - could you tell us, please, why this is?
Thank you,
Yours faithfully,
John Mills.

Representor No. 3119 - Mr and Mrs Watts and Gould

Representor 3120 - RPS on behalf of Greendale Investments Ltd & Crealy Farms

Representor 3126 - Maria Chakraborty
The Smithy,
9 Rewe Barton,
Rewe,
Exeter.
EX5 4EH
Planning Policy,
East Devon District Council,
Knowle,
Sidmouth.
EX10 8HL
26 January 2012

Dear Sir/ Madam,
Re: Consultation response to ‘The New East Devon Local Plan 2006 to 2026’ regarding
Part 2, Development Management Policies, Chapter 21, page 172, entitled ‘Built-up Area
Boundaries and the Countryside’
I would like to request that as part of the Consultation process for ‘The New East Devon Local
Plan 2006 to 2026’, consideration be given to returning the planning boundary in Rewe to that
which was originally proposed by East Devon District Council in the 2003 Revised Deposit of
the East Devon Local Plan. The Local Plan proposed the expansion of the village ‘built up
area boundary’ to include an additional area of land for Greenfield development. The area of
land this Consultation response relates to is detailed on ‘Rewe - Inset 44’ of the existing East
Devon Local Plan (July 2006) under Appendix 1. It is between section 944 and 946 on the
West-East axis and 992 and 996 on the North-South axis, to the South West of the complex of
barns at Rewe Barton and bordering the railway line. (Highlighted in hard copy submitted by
post). I acquired ownership of it in September 2010.
Coinciding with when the Revised Deposit was proposed in 2003, a planning application
(7/26/04/P2286/00043) had been submitted by a developer (Hayman Homes) who owned the
land at the time, for six residential dwellings in an area referred to as ‘retained land’. The
Revised Deposit proposed including the ‘retained land’ within the East Devon Boundary. The
planning application was objected to by several of the residents of Rewe Barton and
subsequently turned down. Consequently the Local Plan Boundary was also changed to
exclude the land.
Objections at the time were based on several concerns, which have now predominantly been
resolved, partly through alternative ownership of the land, and have been detailed below. As
the new owner of the land, I would like the boundary to be changed to incorporate it, as in the
longer term I would like to seek planning permission to build a single dwelling on the site. I
appreciate that seeking planning permission would require a separate planning application to
this Consultation process. However, I have previously been advised by East Devon District
Council that an application would be more likely to be successful if the area of the proposed
development fell within the Local Area Plan. Incorporation of this piece of land was initially
proposed in the 2003 Revised Deposit of the East Devon Local Plan and I thought that by
outlining the reasons why the previous objections have now been overcome, it would highlight
the rationale to the re-inclusion of the land within the planning boundary.
The key objections are detailed below and are divided between those that are overcome by:
• Changes that have taken place or
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•

The different nature of potential applications based on private ownership rather than by
a building development contractor.

Changes since 2004:
1. Developing the site was previously cited in objections as being contrary to local/ national
planning policy. This approach has been reconsidered on a national basis as part of the
Localism Act 2011 and the April 2010 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment
indicated that ‘there is a good supply of potentially developable land to meet housing need
in the more rural settlements up to 2025’.
2. Rewe was described in objections as being divided into two separate areas, separated by
the railway bridge. However a footpath has now been built between the two areas, so the
areas are no longer distinct.
3. Health & safety concerns were raised in relation to the walking/ cycling links between
Stoke Cannon & Rewe, and the potential impact of an additional development on this. As
outlined in point 2 above, a footpath has now been put in place throughout the village of
Rewe, meaning that this is no longer an issue.
4. Previously the road leading into the Rewe Barton complex had not been adopted as a
public highway. This has now been completed and the remainder of the access route is
via a private road. A covenant tied to the land states that the owner needs to contribute a
percentage to the upkeep of the private road and so this would continue to be the case if a
single dwelling were built there.
5. It was considered that the existing infrastructure that would service the development site
would be insufficient. Furthermore, section 15.13 of the Local Plan 2006 to 2026
Consultation document states that ‘The infrastructure serving villages is often poor in
comparison with towns and urban areas’. (p112) However, a separate water and electric
supply has now been installed in the field and lights have been erected to cover the
access. There is a sewerage pump already on the land that currently services a
proportion of the Rewe Barton complex. Facilitated access has to be provided by the
owner of the land to contractors employed by Rewe Barton Management Company to
service this and so this ongoing relationship should provide the basis for one singe
dwelling to be incorporated into this arrangement.
6. Section 15.14 of the Local Plan 2006 to 2026 Consultation document states that ‘The
Council recognise the need to promote and encourage public transport provision whilst
also encouraging community transport services and links’. (p112). However, Rewe
already has excellent existing public transport links to Exeter and Tiverton, as well as to
other areas.
Different nature of the planning application
7. The land had previously been owned by a developer, who sought to build six residential
properties on the site. I use the land for breeding and keeping horses and would like to
build one property on the land in order to be located on site, for both safety and
convenience reasons. I also have elderly parents, one of whom has recently been
diagnosed with Alzheimer’s disease, and so in the long term my partner and I will become
their carers. Our current property on the Rewe Barton complex would not be suitable for
this and so it would be hoped that gaining planning permission on this site would enable
us to build an appropriate property to do this. It would be envisaged that the property
would be built in the same style as the converted barns in order to blend in with them and
not detract from the overall setting. This would be clearly evident in the Planning
Application.
8. The previous planning applications had been for a large development of six properties and
planning was refused on the basis that it would ‘detract from the context and setting of the
adjoining listed buildings in this valley setting. In consequence the proposal would be
contrary to Policy C11 of the Devon County Structure Plan First Review’ (Decision Notice
26/00043 24.9.02) However by building a single dwelling and keeping it in the same style
as the Rewe Barton complex, this would no longer be an issue.
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9. A point was raised regarding the additional cars that would be using the road to the field if
six residential properties were built there. I now use the road on a regular basis for access
to the field and so a single dwelling would not amount to any substantial increase to the
number of vehicles using the road.
10. Safety concerns have been a driver in seeking to build a property on the land. The area
has been subject of a number of burglaries in recent years, which has included our shed in
the field, resulting in substantial losses. There have been several horse attacks over the
last month, and so a property on site would potentially deter any such offenders. We
breed horses on the site and so having a property there would also enable easy
monitoring during foaling time.
11. Planning permission was sought and granted for the building of four stables on the field.
By building one property on the site it would create a small holding, which would deter any
other requests for additional residences as it would become a self contained property.
12. It was considered that a multiple house development would have an adverse impact on
the views in the area. Also, section 15.3 of the Local Plan 2006 to 2026 Consultation
document states that ‘We are keen to ensure that new development in the smaller towns,
villages and the countryside of East Devon will contribute towards making places vibrant
without overwhelming areas with excessive new development… The character of the
countryside should be conserved and enhanced and new development should not detract
from this.’ (P109) Building a single dwelling, with sympathetic architecture to the style of
the existing barns in Rewe Barton, would not have an adverse affect on the views in the
area or detract from the character of the countryside. It would also prevent excessive
development for reasons outlined in point 11. The complex at Rewe Barton is already
spread over a broad area, and comprises of a quadrangle of barns and several detached
dwellings. Therefore a further single dwelling would appear as though it was an extension
of the same complex and in doing so keep the identity as a farm unit.
13. The building of a single dwelling would have no impact on local wildlife and we have
already encouraged, supported and protected existing wildlife in the field.
14. There was previously a concrete building on the site and so there is an existing footprint
for a building.
15. Sections 15.8 of the Local Plan 2006 to 2026 Consultation document states that
‘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 are to continue living locally’ (p111). As previously mentioned, part
of the driver for seeking to build a property on the field is to accommodate my parents in
order to address their caring requirements, whilst enabling us to remain in the village that
we have lived in for the last 10 years. Consequently amending the boundary to
incorporate the land would enable these objectives to be met.
I hope that this outlines a clear and comprehensive rationale as to why the boundary should
be revised to its previous status as was originally proposed by East Devon District Council in
the 2003 Revised Deposit of the East Devon Local Plan, or indeed extended. I have
submitted both a hard copy and an online response to the Consultation. The hard copy
includes a map from the East Devon Local Plan (July 2006), which details the area of the
‘retained land’ concerned shaded in pink highlighter, and the total area of our land ‘cross
hatched’ and outlined in pink. We would be willing to set any approved dwelling in any location
under our ownership. I would be happy to discuss this further with East Devon District Council
Planning Office and would welcome further dialogue regarding it.
I look forward to your response,
Kind regards
Maria Chakraborty
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Representor 3127 - P R Burden
Chapter 6 – Spatial Strategy
1. Since work started on promoting the concept of the East of Exeter Growth
Point, it is evident that the UK has moved into a period of economic stagnation, and
that hence the expansionist aspirations behind the growth point idea have either been
superseded or, at best, delayed by several years.
2. The general view one finds from economic commentators is that the current
period of minimal growth or recession will last until the UK, both Government and
households, have recovered from its current nasty debt overhang. It is only then that
businesses are likely to start to get easier access to the new loans they need to expand.
Only then is it likely that there will be the impetus for major new development.
Estimates vary, but it does not seem unreasonable to expect that the economy will not
start to improve materially until 2014 or so.
3. On that basis one may expect the current low levels of in-migration and
economic activity generally to continue for at least until then. That being so, then it
is unrealistic to expect that the projected numbers of dwellings in the Plan, which do
not seem to have been significantly trimmed from the levels envisaged when the UK
was enjoying its debt-fuelled boom prior to 2008, will not in fact be required until
many years after the end of the current plan period. Equally, the employment land
allocations currently envisaged in the draft plan for the period to 2031 seem to be
vastly in excess of what realistically will be required to accommodate plausible levels
of new business activity in the district between now and 2031.
4. At any rate there does not appear to be the robust and up-to date evidence base
taking proper account of the country’s economic plight to support the figures
currently proposed. This is important because it should be remembered that in 2013
on your current programme the draft Local Plan will be scrutinised by an Inspector
who will need to be satisfied that its strategies are justified - as para. 4.36 of PPS12
has it: that they are
• founded on a robust and credible evidence base; and
• the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives.
5. By 2013 it may be expected that the current economic stagnation will at best
be about to end, and by then the country will have experienced minimal growth or
worse for some 5-6 years. That suggests that currently projected land requirements
for 2031 will not be required for some 5-6 years later than the plan envisages.
6. In the light of these general considerations, I turn to consider the current
forecasts in more detail.
Housing
7. The components of population change seem to be:
a) the strategically planned housing overspill from Exeter to the West End, about
which evidence seems to be singularly lacking;
b) net migration flows;
c) the balance of births and deaths.

8. 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.
9. As for migration, the rates adopted at present appear to be based on
ONS/DCLG forecasts. These however, are based on the period 2003-2008, when
migration was relatively high, seemingly fuelled by the then economic boom. They
start from a base figure of 1940 for 2009, and then assume a year on year rise in
migration rates until 2031.
10. R Tym’s report criticises those forecasts for starting from that relatively high
period of migration, and for rising in-migration thereafter (para 4.19). Migration rates
have dropped quite significantly since 2008, yet the ONS forecasts do not seem to
take the current situation into account. R Tym point out that in fact historic migration
figures do not show a clear trend, and contend that the safest basis is to work from the
overall average of the period of the statistical base, 1991-2010, which is a net inward
migration of 1600 a year.
11. The figure below is a plot of this data taken from R Tym’s Table 4.2. The
lack of an obvious trend is quite striking. Even if one looks for a trend, as the two
trend plots given show, it appears to be, if anything, one of declining inward
migration. At any rate, the last 3 years’ data reveal a net in-migration rate well below
1600 pa.

12. The following qualitative factors would add support to a decision to plan for a
period during which net in-migration over the first few years of the plan period is at a
rate considerably lower than the long term average of 1600.
a) The likely stagnant economy for the next few years.
b) With the changes being made at present to pensions, many retirees in future
will be less financially able to contemplate a move to East Devon.
c) For the period during which pension ages will rise to the later ages now being
imposed, those seeking a retirement move will have to defer it for a few years.
This will manifest itself in a reduction in inward migration rates while pension
ages change from 60/65 to 67.
d) The implementation of the East of Devon Growth Point strategy and the level
of development currently proposed in the plan for the rest of the District will
result in the loss of many hectares of attractive countryside. This in itself will
diminish the attractiveness of the District as a place to live. Those able to
make a move to the South-West will be more likely to give East Devon a miss,
and go elsewhere.
13. Accordingly, I consider the ONS/DCLG migration forecasts to give an
unrealistic basis on which to plan. They should accordingly be discarded.
14. The R Tym Low Migration Scenario, which postulates inward migration
continuing at a rate equal to the average rate of inward migration over the 1991-2010
period, 1600 persons a year, is somewhat less implausible. That produces a net
housing requirement 2011-2031 of 10800, compared to the 16800 or so based on the
ONS/DCLG projections.
15. However, because in-migration is likely to remain subdued below that long
term rate for the period the economy remains in the doldrums and for the other
reasons set out above, I would say that the estimate of 10800 dwellings should be seen
as an upper bound limit, since until the economy picks up in-migration will stay lower
than 1600 pa and could well drop close to the number annually by which deaths in
East Devon exceed births, so that net population growth could be close to zero for that
period, as it has been since 2007/8. During the period of near-zero population growth
there will be little need for new housing.
16. For some of the above reasons one might expect the planned population
overspill from Exeter to the East Devon Growth Point to be similarly subdued, for the
initial few years of the plan period, and be likely to lead to a similar lag in Exeter’s
take-up of housing and employment land in the West End.
Employment Land Estimates
17. The estimate given in the Tym report for the provision of employment land is
some 33ha. For the reasons relating to the economic situation given above, I consider
that is probably more than will be needed over the plan period.
18. However even that figure is considerably less than that put forward in the
Table on pp 30-31 of the draft Plan for that part of East Devon outside the West End -

94.5 ha. The rationale for this seems to be summarised in the paper considered by the
LDF Panel on 1 November 2011.
19. For the following reasons I consider the proposed provision of 94.5 ha to be
vastly in excess of that which should properly be included in the Plan as employment
land allocations.
a) It is very unusual to add additional areas of land to the amount of allocated
employment land derived from demographic changes in the hope of
reducing out-commuting from towns for employment purposes. To do so
seems to incorporate an element of double-counting. A number of those outcommuting from one town will be commuting to another East Devon town,
so that much of the additional land provided for this purpose is unlikely to
be utilised. If a worker is attracted to a job created on new land in their
home town, their old job in the other town will become vacant. If it is filled
by a local from the other town who might have previously been travelling to
another East Devon town, he will not need new employment land to give
him a home town job. The same applies for the opposite commute. There is
therefore no basis for providing additional employment land for this purpose
on the scale proposed.
b) The figures given in the table appended to the 1 Nov 2011 agenda for half
the number of net out-commuters are, as picked up by the Sidmouth
Chamber of Commerce, too high, representing half the total out-commuters,
not the net figures. Adjusting for this brings about a significant reduction in
the total area of employment land thought to be needed. It is moreover
unrealistic to expect there to be anything like a close match between jobs
created by new industry in a town to the mix of talents, qualifications and
skills offered by those living in that town. Commuting will therefore
continue and probably at a greater rate than hitherto.
c) It is not normal to allocate land thought to be needed as a result of projected
increases in non B-Class employment as part of a Plan’s employment land
allocation. These types of uses are not normally dependent on designated
employment land, but specialist sites for uses such as retail, hotel and
catering uses and health and social institutions, and uses classed as sui
generic. These may be expected to come forward as needed and be
controlled under separate and specific Local Plan policies. (It might be noted
that this point appears to be acknowledged in the Plan by the note added to
the West End section of The Employment Land Allocations Table on p31
which states the interchange site of 44ha is not counted as an employment
site since it is transport infrastructure related.)
d) It is clear from inspection of the table appended to the 1 November 2011
LDF Panel agenda that removal of the land thought to be needed for the non
B Use Class jobs, given as 26.39 ha, significantly reduces the amount that
should be included in the plan as allocated employment land, and the other
adjustments are similarly downward.

e) These allocations ignore the job creation potential of the large areas of
committed employment land in the West End and Cranbrook areas which,
notwithstanding their likely sub-regional draw, will in themselves tend to
result in less out-commuting beyond the District than exists at present.
f) The likely upshot of overprovision, if taken up, which is doubtful for the
reasons discussed below, would be more inward commuting from outside
the District – precisely the opposite outcome to that sought.
20. It is illuminating to estimate the number of jobs that the total allocation of
179.5 ha of employment land might accommodate, by using the conversion factors
from jobs to floorspace to land areas given in the R Tym report and appendices.
Using these conversion factors it appears that the West End developments might
accommodate around 15000 jobs, with maybe another 3000 working at the intermodal
freight interchange. The land allocated elsewhere in the District of 94.5 ha, if
occupied at the rates assumed by R Tym for the demographics of East Devon, might
be expected to accommodate some 14,000 jobs. Thus in total the land it is proposed
to allocate for employment may be expected to accommodate some 32,000 jobs.
21. It has to be seriously questioned whether it is at all plausible to expect that
within a period of 15 or 20 years, it is at all likely that there will be a need in East
Devon for this number of jobs when the number of households are, at a maximum,
estimated to rise by no more than 16,400, on the ONS/CLG scenario; 10,400 on the R
Tym low growth scenario, and lower again if proper account is taken of the effects of
the current economic situation on in-migration and housebuilding.
22. This number of new jobs compares with a working age population in East
Devon in 2009 of some 75,000 (R Tym para 2.29) and a net out-commuting
population in 2001 of 7,200 (R Tym para 2.46), and represents an increase in the
45,100 jobs in East Devon in 2009 (R Tym para 2.7) of some 70%. This is simply not
credible.
23. In the light of these considerations there is absolutely no need to include in the
Plan policies designed to facilitate the creation of yet more employment land in
villages (policies E6 & E7).
24. A further factor pointing towards avoiding over-provision of employment land
is that relating to deliverability. Tym cautions in several places that overprovision
will not provide the conditions whereby there will be a financially viable case to
develop sites. See, for example, paras 3.59 to 3.64. Rental and freehold values of
employment land are currently generally below that required to encourage
employment development at present, particularly for offices. In short rental and
capital values are not at present high enough for development schemes to be viable.
Those conditions are likely to persist for some time and act as a drag on the need for
employment land. Overprovision, in increasing supply, will act to depress market
rental rates and deter developers from making the investment in developing such land.
This further confirms that Tym’s 33ha suggestion should be reduced to take account
of the period of low economic growth currently being experienced.

Loss of Countryside and Agricultural Land
25. The principle of sustainability relates primarily to the conservation of
resources, including countryside and productive farmland – and not consuming them
unnecessarily. The allocation of employment and housing land to meet highly
conjectural and optimistic estimates of population growth, and the even more spurious
objective of reducing out-commuting, squanders these precious resources.
26. It has been estimated that with the ongoing erosion of productive farmland
across the UK, based on current lifestyles, the sustainable population of the United
Kingdom—the number of people the country could feed, fuel and support from its
own biological capacity—is only about 18 million. This means that in an age of
extreme scarcity, some 43 million people in Great Britain would not be able to
survive. Such a time may not be as far away as might appear at present.
27. East Devon is, or was, a primarily agricultural economy. It contains, or did
contain, a sizeable area of best and most versatile agricultural land. Much of that has
been lost by the development on the M5 side of Exeter. It seems foolhardy in the
light of the above prediction to destroy a further large swathe of high quality farmland
between Pinhoe and Broadclyst to further the expansionist aims of Exeter City, quite
apart from the losses of farmland elsewhere in the District implicit in the unjustifiably
large allocations of housing and employment land currently being promoted.
28. Councillors should ask themselves whether they wish to go down in history as
being responsible for the destruction of further large areas of agricultural land and
attractive landscape across the rest of East Devon without any firm basis upon which
to so act. Do they really wish to be responsible for completely changing the character
of the District from one of outstanding landscape and environmental quality to
something akin to Harlow, Billericay or Eastleigh – indeed to something akin to
Basildon-by-Sea?
29. In any event, if plan figures are trimmed back from those currently put
forward, and growth suddenly returns, all is not lost. The Local Plan will need to be
kept under review throughout the plan period with a view to rolling its provisions
forward in the light of changed circumstances. Therefore, in the event that the low
migration scenario were to prove insufficient in its housing and employment land
provision, then further land could easily be brought forward as part of the review
process later in the plan period when the justification for further development is less
conjectural than it is at present. Before that time the greenfield land not needed can
continue to be farmed in a fully productive manner and continue to help feed the
population.

Representor 3155 - Councillor P N Bowden
Submission re the LDF Draft Publication dated 01/12/12
Cllr P.N.Bowden, Broadclyst Ward.
Dear Matt.
I have a number of observations and concerns related to the development of the
West End of East Devon although I do believe that the document as presented will
safeguard many of the issues raised by committee over the past months. I will
remain concerned that the policies that govern the development of green fields,
farmland and areas NOT included within the AONB must be written with a robust
intent to actually protect green belts and amenity areas so that presently isolated
communities do not end up surrounded by concrete. I trust that the final review of
the LDF prior to submission to the Secretary of State will identify any failings in this
respect and put them right.

The Development of Cranbrook.
The existing boundary of Cranbrook has been earmarked to hold 2900 homes within
it at a density approaching 30 homes/hectare. I understand that there is room for an
expansion of these numbers to approximately 3200/3500 homes at a density
approaching 35 homes/hectare. Given that such an increase will reduce the
pressure on finding even more land I support the increase in density on the original
site and would argue that similar density considerations are made when reviewing
the earmarked areas for expansion.
When considering expansion to the NorthEast it is argued and agreed that the ‘Green
Wedge’ extending to the west of the village of Whimple should meet the high
powered electricity power cable line adjacent to Cobden Lane. This will re-enforce
the natural break in development that must be left extant in this site. This will also
restrict the actual number of houses that could be built (area C/D) to around 1600
homes.
Similarly, expansion to the SouthWest beyond Blue Hayes Lane towards Station
Road, will not meet the expectation of total homes built unless the build density is
increased beyond 40 dwellings per hectare (net). No actual allowance for the ‘Green
Wedge’ and ‘Flood Plain area’ adjacent to the development at B/Clyst Station nor an
area of green to prevent the coalescence of the station area with Cranbrook has
been made. Further concerns arise, not least the access to this added site and the
disruption along Station Road that will inevitably result. It was noted at a recent
public meeting that the wayleave that crossed the northern extremity of BlueHayes
Lane was simply a covenanted agreement permitting access by agricultural vehicles
alone and did not constitute a right of way across the lane itself. It has also to be
noted that access to the site (area A) has not been examined and until this is done
any development of this site must remain in doubt. The planned addition of 750
homes in the area must therefore also be in doubt.
In discussing the above it must be recognised that there are plans, for which a trigger
point within the Cranbrook development plan already exists, that will oblige
developers and partners alike to review the entire length of Station Road from Dog
Village south to the junction with the C93. This review is expected to include
consideration of a safe route for pedestrians and cyclists and a possible footbridge

over the railway at the old Broadclyst Station site as well as improved traffic flows
and general road safety.
Not acknowledged within the draft plan but accepted as necessary is the area of
‘Green Wedge’ immediately west of Station Road towards the Intermodal Freight
terminal. In my view this entire area must be designated as a Green Wedge’ and any
future development of the remaining area of the terminal must be screened.
Finally, when considering areas that might become available before 2026, it has
been suggested that an area to the SouthSouthWest of Cranbrook (adjacent to the
new Energy Plant) might prove useful. Whilst this is true, no consideration of the
planned re-siting of the Devon Air Ambulance and Airport Emergency Unit has been
made. As a result it is very likely that the optimistic addition of 1500 homes on this
site may well be halved. This suggests that Cranbrook can only develop to its
optimum of around 6000 homes if this additional area is considered and, even then,
the boundaries of the new development demand careful consideration.

Development other than Cranbrook.
I regret that the draft plan seeks to include some areas for development beyond the
planned period. I refer particularly to the site north of Blackhorse Lane and the
Redhayes/Monkerton site adjacent. All in all 2800 homes have been earmarked in
this area with neither public consultation nor architectural submission. The long term
development plan suggests that these areas will not be developed (if at all) until at
least 2021 and probably not before 2026. Their inclusion in the draft plan is therefore
premature and inflammatory and these options must be removed form the plan. No
consideration regarding building within the boundary of the Science Park has been
given. Neither has a review of the use of land, (eg. amenity, parkland, leisure) and
the value of ‘Green Spaces’ in accord the Development Management Policies been
undertaken. Such reviews must take place under the umbrella of environmental and
sustainable development policies contained within the draft plan.
Whilst the allocation of a total of 800 homes at Pinhoe/Westclyst has already (in
part) received a planning permission the future development of this site (or more
correctly ‘sites’) must remain in the balance. The sustainability of the developments,
if regarded on an individual basis alone, must be brought into question. This area
must be subject to a careful re-appraisel and a revision of the published plans must
be undertaken in a co-operative sense with BOTH developers working in tandem and
agreement.

P.N.Bowden
January 2012.

Representor 3158 - Mr Jeremy Rogers
Important Points Regarding the Cranbrook Expansion Plan 'West End'
The West end of Cranbrook needs to Retain its Green area, between Station Road & the current
existing accepted red line boundary....
1. Any building development in 'Area A', will further burden the already overloaded transport
system Old A30 junction at Station Road.
2. Station Road is already a 'known and over used rat run' and a very dangerous road, with no
possibility of any widening scheme through its entire length (from Dog Village to Old A30).
Many hundreds of people use Station Road as a means to get to work, schools, to shopping,
and general commuting 'throughout everyday' to gain access to the Pinhoe & Cullompton
main road.
The introduction of 750 houses in this area (Area A) will (by rule of thumb and by today's
average of two cars per household) burden the junction at Station road and the Old A30 by
anything 'up to 1500' extra vehicles at any given peak time every day.
3. The traffic system will also have to contend with the extra traffic that comes with people
commuting to work at the SkyPark development, the Intermodule Railway Freight Yard,
from Broadclyst from Exeter and other East Devon area's & also Cranbrook. It is too much
to 'expect or assume' that all people will walk to work or bus or catch the train, to negate
transport problems.
4. The added traffic from the 'New roundabout 200 meters up the road from Station Road*'
which will feed the first (West End) entrance at Cranbrook, will be in complete conflict with
each other. Any new junction feeding the A30 traffic between the Above* will only add up
to an even more increase of congestion at peak times.
5. The 'East end of the Cranbrook' development is by far more suitable to coping with traffic
filtering onto the Old A30, Rockbeare Straight has very few side roads adjoining onto it,
Traffic management at the east end would be by far, a lot easier to control, and by definition
create a lot less congestion.
6. There are relatively fewer established homes or existing buildings per meter & even less
established infrastructure along the Rockbeare straight, thus enabling a newer more
acceptable traffic system to be implemented at that end. It would be infinitely more sensible
to be able to plan a 'sustainable' long term traffic management system at the east end of
Cranbrook rather than create a 'Make do & Mend and Add on again road policy' at the west
end which we already know has a congestion problem 'now in 2012', That is with out even
considering or calculating the extra traffic that Cranbrook, Skypark, or the Rail Freight yard
will bring to our roads.
7. 'Dovetail' is a word that has been consistently used throughout this planning process by the
developers. This is a word that is 'entirely appropriate' for the development of a 'New road
system structure at the East End of Cranbrook'.
The new development and access to the A30 at the East end can be Dovetailed together and
planned to work with already existing light traffic movements on the A30 east side.
Adding extra pressure onto Station Road and the first Cranbrook (west) roundabout is not a
viable sensible approach and is not a sustainable option for the future use of East Devon
commuters. A dual congestion hotspot will be irresponsibly created
8. Housing development and Skypark should not overlap and inter-join with each other, the
conception of the new community was initially to 'Coalesce with, but be Separate from
existing settlements' Indeed if the west end of Cranbrook is developed it will only increase
an undesirable effect of housing and the industrial estate merging with each other.
This would negatively effect the ability to create further expansion of employment land at
Skypark north, east or south of the old A30. It would also create less desirable housing for
people to purchase or social housing, & eventually lead to what will be a degraded housing
estate project. Hindered by the massive influx of Traffic & Noise from SkyPark & Rail yard.

9. There are no 'Valuable existing Historical Parkland’s' at the east end 'Area C or D' of
Cranbrook. As there is at the west end 'Area A (Bluehayes Park)' It is imperative that
Bluehayes Park is retained as a Park/Green space for recreation it is already an established
beauty spot & has been for 100's of years ( ref: Doomsday book). It is already earmarked as
party to the 'Historic Parkland Enhancement Scheme' in the 'Green Infrastructure Strategy
Phase 2' for 'Exeter Area & East Devon Growth Strategy' page 25..Which must be adopted.
Anything 'less 'for this particular park would be entirely reckless and an a gross dereliction
of responsible 'green' planning.
10. Airport noise will be a huge factor that would/will affect any residents within the proposed
'Area A' of the expansion plan. It will hinder and risk any possible expansion of our Airport
in the future. 'Regardless of which ever way we put it, which ever way we say it.'
Residential properties in Area A will not want Airport Expansion within their residential
area. That's an extra 3000 + extra voices of descent against Airport Expansion to deal with in
the future.(just from Area A alone)
It was proven many years ago and 'Accepted' into the East Devon Structure Plan, it was
accepted by The Developer's, The councillors of East Devon, The planning department of
East Devon. (Kate Little, Paul Kemp, Matt Dickens etc. the list goes on) the local
Employment Development bodies & the local people.
That 'Area A' was deemed 'Environmentally not suitable' & too close to the Airport for any
acceptable 'Residential' planning scheme.
Which is why the 'Border of the new town was Reverted back to the edge of Bluehayes 'as
& where it is now'.... 'Nothing has changed'..
Why Are We Going Over Old Ground Again.?
Why are East Devon Planners allowing the developers to re-open the door on this same
piece of land again...?
11. The people and business communities of East Devon want and demand an Airport with ever
more increasing capabilities, We have always wanted and have always told you that the
expansion of the Airport must take 'precedence' over any residential scheme's.
12. The Area A is and has always been grade 'A' Agricultural and highly productive land. It was
only after the conception of the new town was invoked, that the land owners with financial
interest started to neglect the up keep of the identified land earmarked for development.
13. This land locally has been purposely neglected to fall into 'false dis-repair & demise' in
order for the land to be 'De-Graded' by standards and to be seen by on-comers, developers,
surveyor’s & Planning departments/committee’s who did not know this land locally...into
believing that this is sub-standard agricultural land..and ripe for building on..It is not! It has
always been Grade 'A 'Agricultural Land.
14. Flooding is a fact that has been quickly moved over on the planning issues of these new
developments, and the implications of what will flood in the future are still unknown... The
New Town, Skypark, Rail Freight Yard, Railway Station & more still have not shown what
flooding impact that they will have on this area. We Only have Empty promises and a 'Make
Do & Mend as We Go Along Attitude' from the developers... their facts and figures show
'Wonderful schemes and a Shangri'la outlook' on Flooding in this area... Let time and the
weather show that flooding is the most important point concerning development in this
area.... Firstly...Let us see and experience what 'actually does happen' here when all the new
developments have been built. To see what the very real problems that will have to be dealt
with...Long before... We grant any more leeway concerning more developments in the 'Area
A' land catchment.
Do not rush to please the developers, Existing Local people's needs must come first over incomers...who do not yet even know that they will live in East Devon...
We must not clamour to over develop the area, one step at a time. We must see how the new
developments in hand effect the area before any further permission is given to the
developers.

15. The extra developments around Exeter, Pinhoe, Westclyst, Monkerton & Blackhorse lane,
are all developments that are necessary for Exeter's housing requirement, All the localities
have! or are presently building sustainable infrastructure and collectively are capable of
future proofing Exeter's needs. The majority of people that will occupy these houses will
work in or around Exeter so property to be housed in, should be provided within their work
area. Exeter has been long in requiring housing for it residents as well as in-ward migrants
& the only sensible way to go is to build the houses where they are required. By not building
on the outskirts of Exeter...It will encourage 'even more' road traffic congestion that has
remotely been allowed for by the statisticians who have presented all the maths for the new
town's traffic movements...We cannot keep allowing the developer's to change their
argument's as & when it suits them..for the own purposes.. Cranbrook's presented housing
developments, & traffic statistics by the developers, never included the need to import (East
of) Exeter's residential needs into the new town structure plan. We must not let it be
imported now.
Promises to the pre-existing residents in East Devon are being broken at every turn.. Faith &
Trust in our planners and councillors is slipping and probably at it's worst low ever... The
west end of the land at Cranbrook has taken enough bashing already. Enhancement of the
Area is always a must if it can be done but developing it for any more housing would be to
strangle it's living and green space, and would 'Create exactly what it set out and promised
not to do'......
16. There is no proof that these extra houses are needed to be built, The developers are yet
again 'sabre rattling' by threatening to 'pull out' future commercial developments in the
Cranbrook vicinity if the other housing projects (Blackhorse Lane, Monkerton etc.) are
given the go ahead.
17. Where is the hard evidence that people are clamouring to move to Cranbrook.
Again a 'false sense of 'being unable' to cope with inward migration' in the future, is being
banded about..Who By?...guess what.. “The Developers who own the land,” (Well fancy
That). The Developer's Barristers,Professors & Dr's of planning always..possess the rhetoric
& word skill which makes them able to persuade you that the Sun is the Moon and your car
is a three wheeler, and that you can buy tin's of Tartan Paint from B&Q........This time round
can you Please listen to local people...
18. The immediate west side area of Cranbrook is already going to be developed to 'Saturation
Point' from the existing plans that are already under-way, don't make it any worse than it is
now going to be......with all of the new developments 'together' in this immediate west end
area the roads will not be able to manage the traffic 'ensembl'e'. More housing in the area
will prove to amount to an 'Achilles heel' and exacerbate the traffic problem even more, by
creating everything that you wish avoid..More & More Congestion...
19. If Crealy Park & Greendale have their private land that they want to develop and they can
provide the employment land and affordable housing for that development, and can provide
the finance to build it, if They can pay for the development of the infrastructure. Then let
them build it. They do not have any known flooding problems on the land in that area.
Yours Faithfully
Jeremy Rogers
Littleshaw Bluehayes
Broadclyst, Exeter & East Devon.
Devon
EX53BA

Representor 3162 - Vivienne Ash
Response to Consultation on the Draft East Devon Local Plan 2006 – 26
I commend all the hard work undertaken by officers, and supported by Councillors, that has
gone into producing the draft Plan.
My comments will concentrate on Honiton and are in addition to my earlier submission on the
draft Core Strategy which I stand by and still put forward for consideration.
In my view the stance taken by EDDC is not backed up by evidence which is deemed vital in
any submission. In fact it is contrary to the findings of studies commissioned from independent
experts. It would appear that the real needs of Honiton have taken second place to other
issues which have been allowed to pre-dominate. These issues are that:
1. 15 hectares of employment land are being allocated west of Hayne Lane to finance
infrastructure to open up the site. However this is contrary to the Tym and Partners report
which advises that 5 hectares would be adequate to meet employment needs for the area
(section 7.58).
It should be noted that EDDC owns a strategic piece of land needed to facilitate access to the
employment site as an extension to Heathpark. Further it is EDDC’s intention to move the
Council offices to a site they own on the existing Heathpark by the Turk’s Head junction.
Major improvements are required at this junction to address capacity, air quality and
pedestrian crossing issues and funding is needed to carry them out.
The large employment allocation has been made to finance infrastructure and road
improvements rather than in response to a clearly identified and carefully analysed need.
2. Mountbatten Park sports field is to be developed for housing to finance provision of new
sports pitches proposed at Tower Cross. Whilst there is no doubt that extra sports provision is
much needed it should not be at the expense of the field in the town which is readily
accessible, well used and also much needed.
(It should be noted that I am a Trustee of the Honiton Development Trust which is the driver
of the Tower Cross project).
In my view these issues will detract from ensuring that Honiton town continues to be a viable
and vibrant area: employment opportunities and modest housing growth should be planned
within the town and priority should be given to improving the centre and its facilities.
A well advanced project to deliver a Community Centre in Dowell Street should be included as
a priority in the Honiton section. The Town and District Councils are partners in this project
and it was included in the previous Local Plan and the MCTI Community Strategic Plan. I
cannot understand how it could be omitted.
Vivienne Ash
3 Hillside
Combe Raleigh, EX14 4TJ

30/1/2012

Representor 3166 - David Cox
David Cox
6 Eymore Drive, West Hill, Ottery St. Mary, Devon EX111UN
Tel: 01404 814637 Mobile: 07850 825269
E-mail: davidjcox@btinternet.com

East Devon District Council
Knowle
Sidmouth
EX10 8HL
For the attention of Ross Sutherland Planning Policy Officer – Your ref RS/MFT/A02/06/03
30 January 2012
Dear Sirs
RE: Consultation on the emerging new East Devon Local Plan 2006 to 2026
Comments on Chapter 12: Ottery St. Mary.
I refer to your letter of the 1st December 2011 and would comment as follows:
HOUSING
In October 2007, Cllr Roger Giles and I held a public meeting to enable local people to have an input into
the LDF process. Whilst it was accepted by the public that there would be some future development in
Ottery, it was felt that the maximum number of homes to be accommodated in the town over the next
couple of decades (i.e. to 2026) should be no more than 450, subject to supporting infrastructure being
in place. Although feedback from the Issues and Options consultation suggested that modest future
development of 250 dwellings was the preferred option, I am inclined to the LDF Panel’s view that
Ottery St. Mary’s good road links to Honiton, Exeter and the ‘West End’ justifies an additional 400 new
homes (or thereabouts) during the period of the EDLP except that the strategic allocation should include
the redundant Cutler Hammer factory site (90 units) and the calculation should take into consideration
all the dwellings built between 2006 and 2011 – i.e.
Dwellings built 2006 – 2011
Smaller sites allocation
Strategic allocation to include
Cutler Hammer factory

65
50
300

Total

415

Otherwise, I fully support Ottery St. Mary Town Council’s response to the LDF Panel on the 6th
September 2011.

David Cox
6 Eymore Drive, West Hill, Ottery St. Mary, Devon EX111UN
Tel: 01404 814637 Mobile: 07850 825269
E-mail: davidjcox@btinternet.com

JOBS – EMPLOYMENT LAND
During the LDF process, it was mentioned on more than one occasion that recommendations would be
‘evidence based’. If this is the case, it seems to me that having read Roger Tym & Partners ‘East Devon
Housing and Employment study’, the provision of up to three hectares of additional employment land
cannot be justified (Page 77-Section 7.69).
On the other hand, the EDLP - section 6.10/Page 30 – states that ‘’we estimate that roughly speaking
250 new homes could generate the need for around 1 hectare of employment land’’. If so, the maximum
allocation for Ottery should be no more than 1.6 hectares (400/250) which is well in excess of the
potential developable area of Finnemore Trading Estate.
Unless I have misunderstood or misread the reports, I will need to be convinced of the validity of the
LDF Panel’s argument for the allocation of additional employment land.
Yours faithfully
David Cox
Member – Ottery St. Mary Town

Representor 3167 - Richard H Johnston

Response to East Devon Local Plan Consultation January 2012
by Dr Richard H Johnston, Plymtree
1.1

As a former Land Use and Transport.researcher for the Department of Transport, I
consider the development proposals in the current LDF are even more
misconceived than were those presented at the previous public consultation. I
outline my reasons in brief below. Contact me if you require a more detailed
explanation of my professional background or my reasons for these comments.

2. Economic Context.
2.1

Given the scale of the current Economic Downturn and its expected duration (at
least 10 years), the large scale of development proposed for the next 15 years is
wildly unrealistic, and the consequent failure to complete the proposed projects
could be damaging to East Devon, to its environment, and its business and social
confidence.

3. Any new development should occur only at the Western end of the District, as
close to the Exeter conurbation as possible.
3.1

There are good reasons why most of East Devon has a high age profile, and
attempts to massively increase housing and employment for workers in places like
Axminster in the hope of bringing down the average age or to maintain local
services are unlikely to be successful.. This is because there are very powerful
economic reasons why most non-agricultural economic activities and housing is
concentrated in cities, large towns and in conurbations of small towns, and why
people of working age and younger people are far more likely to be found in such
places than in relatively rural locations such as the small towns and villages of
East Devon. These reasons include:
a) Business reasons. Apart from very specialist and often craft based sole traders,
businesses generally require cheap and easy access to their suppliers and markets,
rapid and cheap communications, and access to a large pool of potential workers,
so that they can keep the quality of their workforce high and keep their overhead
costs to a minimum. In an economic downturn businesses will especially avoid
the extra costs and risks of a small town or rural location.
b) Housing Costs. Economic factors play a strong role in people’s housing
location decisions. Most households with children - even middle class households
- experience very tight budgets, and need a much space as possible as cheaply as
possible. Housing in rural villages is more expensive than in the nearby towns.
Living costs in villages are also substantially higher - because of more expensive
space heating (e.g. heating oil rather than mains gas), the almost invariable
necessity of a car for each worker in the household, while higher mileages and
greater vehicle wear and tear on poor road surfaces adds to vehicle ownership

costs. For these reasons new housing in rural villages is likely to draw in people
mainly from older age groups, often the retired, or who do not have primary age
children, or who are rich enough to be able to choose to school their children
elsewhere.
c) Access to employment. Nowadays people of working age do not generally
choose to live near where they currently work, because they know it is likely they
will not stay in any particular job for very long. In an economic downturn this
problem gets worse, as even more so than before working people will need to be
confident of accessing a lot of potential jobs. When workers consider where to
live, they usually try to choose a location with easy transport access to a large
number of potential jobs. Although there is a higher density of jobs for relatively
unskilled workers, their lower income means that they cannot afford to travel as
far to work than people on higher incomes. People in more specialised jobs are
usually wealthier and hence able and willing to travel further, but this is because
suitable jobs for them are more scattered. But they still need to live in a location
with a lot of jobs within an acceptable travel distance. This means that they will
choose to locate in or near a major urban area. If they do move to a more rural
location because a lot of houses have been built at a time of economic depression
this is likely to result in high unemployment rates that will be difficult to bring
down, and long car based commuter journeys.
3.2

Consequently the choice of a very small town or rural location by most businesses
and workers represents a relatively high cost and high risk choice. Since this is
true even under the most advantageous economic conditions, it is all the more
contra-indicated during the extended period of economic stringency which most
economists expect to last for most if not all of the current planning period. This
means that both businesses and families with workers are unlikely to be attracted
in significant quantities to any developments in East Devon that are not
immediately adjacent to and very easy reach of Exeter by public transport.

4.
Affordable Housing should only be located in towns with mains gas, and easy
access to jobs, budget shopping, public services and effective public transport
4.1

“Affordable" housing, by its very nature, is for people on relatively low incomes,
and should therefore be located where other living costs are relatively low (for
instance where houses can be heated by mains gas), where access to a variety of
employment, budget level shopping, health and other essential facilities and
public services is easy and does not require that every household and every
worker needs mechanised transport. In practice therefore such housing should
always be located within towns, for the best benefit of those who need it. It
makes no sense (especially for the occupants) to provide their "affordable"
housing in unsuitable locations where the occupants' total living costs match or
exceed what they would incur in a non-subsidised house in a more suitable
location.

4.2

The argument that this unfairly stops poorer people living in "nicer" locations
lacks merit, because richer people who live in non-subsidised housing equally
have to make sometimes hard housing choices within the constraints of what they
can afford. They often live in houses that are inferior to most subsidised housing,
and would also prefer to live in "nicer" locations, but cannot afford to. As regards
supposedly providing housing for people working in villages, most such
households would still be better off in a nearby town, because most households
have more than one worker (the second one would have to travel if they were in
the village). Furthermore it is likely that even a village worker would soon move
to a job elsewhere - the average length of time someone remains in the same
employment is surprisingly short. Villages are unsuitable locations for
"affordable" housing because their total living costs are much higher than in
nearby towns. So all “affordable housing” should be located in towns with jobs,
budget shopping, public services and effective public transport.

5.
Small towns and villages should not be allowed to decide to have large scale
development, because this conflicts with the Government's core committment to
reduce CO2 emissions
5.1

My research showed that the only way significant changes in transport choices
away from car dependence was by making better choices about the location of
new developments, and by judicious choices when redeveloping sites within the
existing built environment. My work, and that of my colleagues, contributed to
the 1994 version of the Government's Planning Guidance on Transport (PPG13),
which over the years since then became ever clearer that new development should
be placed so that the transport requirements it generates can be provided for most
efficiently by means other than private car travel.

5.2

Since then, the need to reduce travel dependence (especially by car) has become
an increasing Government imperative because of the UK's international
obligations under "Agenda 21". Furthermore the Government recently (17 May
2011) bound to reducing CO2 emissions to 50% of their 1990 level by 2025,
which can only be achieved by a substantial reduction in transport energy
consumption. Hence even if the proposed presumption in favour of "sustainable"
development is implemented, and even if specific planning policies are softened
as a result of the current review, the underlying need of Government to reduce the
need for personal mechanised travel certainly has not, since that is the key
criterion relating to what is and is not "sustainable", relative to the Government's
core committment to reduce CO2 emissions.

5.3

It follows therefore that allowing small towns and villages to decide to have large
scale development withimn their areas, when those areas are highly dependent on
private car travel for all purposes is contrary to Government policy. The presence
of a railway line or occasional buses in such locations will make little or no
impact on total private car travel in an area like East Devon where housing,
employment and other activities are dispersed over a wide area.

5.4

Adding 25% or even 50% extra population to a village in the hope of sustaining
its facilities in the longer term is not borne out by experience elsewhere, since
large influxes of new people who work (and consequently shop and socialise)
elsewhere do little or nothing to add to the use of local facilities. The decline of
village shops and other facilities has a long history, and the pressures against them
continue. Adding more people to such locations will only result in more people
having poor accessibility to work, shopping and public services in the long term
than we do now. Adding housing to existing villages should therefore be
confined to minimal infill.

28 Jan 2012
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Planning Policy
East Devon District Council
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From: Richard North
2, Washbrook View, Ottery St Mary, EX11 1EP
Tel: 01404 813049 Email northrw@aol.com
Jan 28th 2012

LOCAL PLAN - COMMENTS
CHAPTER 3
VISION FOR EAST DEVON
Para 3.7 “We have a priority to develop Brownfield sites first, except at the West End and to protect grade 1 &2
farmland wherever possible..............”
Comment : This is very important and should be more positively stated, e.g. “In other places, development on
farmland will not be permitted whilst brownfield sites are available within the present built-up boundaries of the
town or village in question.”
KEY ISSUES
CHAPTER 4
Para 4.1. “Congestion and traffic jams are rare in East Devon ...”
Comment: Although not subject to major continuous congestion, East Devon has serious problems of large
vehicles and peak-time delays and hazards on narrow town and village roads which have become main access
routes. Typically, these roads are lined with traditional cottages with no front gardens, very narrow pavements
allowing traffic to pass within a few feet of front doors. Ottery St Mary is a typical example.
For residents of these cottages, their quality of life is already compromised with difficulties and hazards of onroad parking, bringing pushchairs and small children out of front doors, noise and pollution.
It is practically impossible to reverse or mitigate the damage already done – but there should be no
circumstances whatsoever in which any development is allowed to make the position worse for these residents –
even marginally. This should be positively stated.
CHAPTER 6 SPATIAL STRATEGY
Draft Strategy 2 Scale & Distribution of Development in East Devon
For Ottery St Mary the table shows that 400 houses are proposed.
Comment
This total should be corrected to the level of 300 originally submitted by Ottery Town Council
and anticipated to be re-iterated in their imminent response to this draft. There are many reasons to correct this:
1. The Town Council’s submission is based upon knowledge of the town by the elected Town Councilors.
For the judgment of Ottery Town Councilors to be over-ridden by councilors/residents of other areas it
would require substantial and supported evidence that their knowledge of the town and their reasons for
taking a different view should carry heavier weight. No such evidence is offered in the report.
2. Arising from Point 1 above - this gratuitous increase runs counter to the policies expressed elsewhere in
the draft plan, e.g.;
Para 3.10 “...modest growth at Ottery St Mary”. Comment An increase of about 20% is not modest.
Para 5.2 “ ...local people making local decisions about why their places should change and what
development should happen”. Comment Has this been simply ignored? If so why?
Para 5.7 East Devon’s West Side is defined as a newgrowth point but not Ottery St Mary.
Comment But in this strategy statement there is growth of about 20% is proposed!
3. At an open meeting in the town on Jan.9th residents (about 100 attended) voted almost unanimously that
the level of new housing should be much lower than the 400 shown in the table.
4. The consequences of raising of the number of houses from 300 to 400 would inevitable mean that the
extra houses would require further building on greenfield sites, taking up agricultural land outside the
present town boundary line and would certainly not enhance or conserve the landscape.
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5. The consequences noted above completely contradict important principles expressed elsewhere in
the report, eg:
Para 3.7 “We have a priority to develop brownfield sites first ...... and to protect grade 1 & 2 farmland
wherever possible” Comment Is it not obvious that farmland would be used at Ottery?
Para 6.16 “We plan to retain Built-up Area Boundaries to the vast majority of settlements”
Comment Ottery is not identified as an exception.
Para 6.18 “Beyond these boundaries, some types of development will be permitted....e.g for villages ..”
Comment Ottery is not a village.
Para 6.20 Draft Strategy 3 “.......must minimize harm.......enhance the quality of the landscape”
And Para 6.22 re outstanding quality of East Devon’s landscape “ need to conserve and enhance
......network of important community green spaces”
And Para 18.1 “ proud of outstandingly beautiful environment........essential to conserve....”
And Para 21.5 “ A key objective .........to conserve and enhance the environment”
And Para 21.34 EN14 re Development on High Quality Agricultural Land “..only permitted
exceptionally if overriding need .....”
Comment The farmland around Ottery is the landscape and environment which is enjoyed by
residents and which they wish to be conserved. No over-riding need is identified.
Para 12.1 “Sustainability appraisal and evidence ... tells us....There is no support for large numbers
of new houses in or adjoining Ottery”
6. Presumably the anticipation of the “High quality transport sysem” mentioned in Chapter 12 gave some
weight to the figure of 400 houses. We now know this will not be introduced in the foreseeable future.
CHAPTER 6
SPATIAL STRATEGY
Para 6.13. Comment The success of Cranbrook is very important to East Devon. It needs saying that the new
town must first be substantially built and occupied before any other major development (50 or more houses)
within 15 miles is allowed to proceed.
There is a risk of the problem (e.g as in Ireland) of Cranbrook becoming a partly-occupied estate with associated
squatting and vandalism – or with builders slowing down to match a slow take-up of occupancy, condemning the
new town to look and feel like a permanent building site for many years to come.
CHAPTER 7
EAST DEVON’S WEST END
Para 7.33 Comment Same comment as for Para 6.13 re Cranbrook’s priority over other major developments.

CHAPTER 12 OTTERY ST MARY
Para 12.1
Says “....moderate housing growth is proposed” and “...allocation of 350 new homes...”
Comment
Together with small site allocations, Draft Strategy 2 shows that 400 houses are allocated. This is
an increase of about 20% and is certainly not modest.
Para 12.1
Refers to “high quality West End public transport”
Comment
Devon County Council advises that this scheme will not go ahead.
Para 12.1
Sustainability Appraisal and Evidence tells us “There is no support for large numbers of new
homes in or adjoining Ottery”
Comment
This point seems to have been completely ignored in increasing the number of houses allocated to
400 , i.e almost 20% as noted above.
Para 12.4
Again, there is mention of the “ high quality transport ....might usefully connect to Ottery”
Comment
As noted above, we know this will not happen in the foreseeable future.
Para 12.6
“We will enhance ...by...Identifying sites to accommodate 400 dwellings...”
Comment
This should be 300.
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DRAFT STRATEGY 19
1.There is reference to “the town’s proximity to the West End”. Recent planning decisions have
reflected that this “proximity” is arguable and irrelevant to decisions on the level of new
housing for the town
2. There is reference to “high quality transport links” This is now known to have no significance.
3. New Homes – “an additional 400...to be provided..” Should be amended to the Town Council’s
submission of 300, in the light complete lack of justification for increasing by 100.
4. Jobs – Provision of 3 hectares seems extraordinarily high. Compare Para 6.10 – a guideline
of 1 hectare per 250 homes is quoted.
5. In the final sentence, reference to the “350 homes provision ...and ... additional 50 houses
elsewhere in the town” Needs correction to 250 homes provision.
Para 12.8.2 Another reference to “high quality transport”. This no longer applies.
Final Para - “How we reached Policy Decision”.
Comment
This seems to make little sense. Where did the “Preferred Approach of 250 dwellings come from?
It seems to be much nearer the level actually favoured by the Town Council than the total of 400
which is shown in Draft Strategy 2 and elsewhere in Chapter 12 of the document.

R.W.NORTH
28 JAN 2012

Representor 3172 - Richard Taylor
102 Douglas Avenue
Exmouth
EX8 2HG
Planning Policy Section
East Devon District Council
Knowle
Sidmouth
EX10 8HL

01395 273515

29 January 2012

Dear Sir / Madam
Re: East Devon Local Plan
I have lived with my family in Exmouth the past 20 years. I work from home but the
source of my work is throughout Devon and Cornwall. I could undertake my work from
virtually anywhere in Devon but I chose to live in Exmouth.
Environment
•

Exmouth has expanded significantly during the time that I have been living here. I
suspect that Exmouth has increased in size and population in percentage terms
more than any other town or village in east Devon during the same period.

•

At present there are hundreds of properties for sale in Exmouth. In particular there
are about 100 in the £100k to 150k bracket and about 150 in the £150k to £200k
bracket. There are therefore plenty of affordable houses to buy. I would accept that
there are probably not a lot of affordable houses to rent. However for people selling
elsewhere and wanting to move to Exmouth there are plenty of properties available.
Therefore I cannot see the rationale for a further large number of new houses in the
coming 16 years

•

Littleham / Maer Valley is an area of land that is proposed for housing development
plan. This expansion of housing on the fringes of the town and would take up more of
the countryside that surrounds the town. In respect of Littleham Valley it is a very
attractive countryside that enhances the town in my view it should be preserved
rather than built on. You state in the EDLP T 3.11 “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

•

Because I live close to Littleham Valley I am well aware how attractive the undulating
land is. I always thought that a valley has two sides that generally balance each
other. In my view developing on one side of the valley high density housing will spoil
the appearance of the valley and the views from all around. Formerly this land was
catergorised as land of “Local Landscape Importance” the nearest equivalent is an
“area of Great landscape value”. The area of development is only a few hundred
yards from a AONB area.

•

The land in the Maer Valley would appear to be prime farmland. All of the land that
you propose to build houses on has been used for agricultural purposes for all or the
22 years that I have lived in the area. Your intentions are contrary to what you have
stated in the EDLP, as follows.

•

3.11 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

•

3.13 We will support a strong and viable agricultural sector in East Devon, focused
on: helping local food production and maintaining food security and home supply.

•

Wild life is also a feature of the Littleham/Maer valley. Frequently seen are badgers,
foxes, deer, cattle, a wide range of bird life and in particular estuary birds that come
up when the estuary gets too cold.

•

Any building on Donkey Hill will be an eyesore for “miles around”.

Increased Traffic
•

Who is going to live in these new homes? I think the most likely answer here is
people moving to Exmouth to take up jobs either in east Devon or in Exeter. So most
of these incoming people will commute out of Exmouth in the morning and return in
the evening. For most, Exmouth will be the place that they choose to live. This is
going to greatly increase the number of cars on the roads making their way north to
Exeter and the M5.

•

The proposed 190 new homes in the Maer Valley (or 350 new homes at Plumb Park)
could create a further 300 cars on our roads daily travelling to and from home and
work. (This would be substantially more in the event of Plumb Park) These cars will
exit the new development via Buckingham Close or the Pankhurst Industrial Estate.
Ideally the cars will directed onto Littleham Road and to the junction with Salterton
Road at Littleham Cross. Littleham Cross arguably is the busiest junction in the
Exmouth. It is used by the Fire Brigade and Ambulance Service when responding to
999 calls.

•

Already traffic regularly builds up in Littleham Road at the junction and it can
frequently take more than one change of lights to get onto Salterton Road. Currently
motorists already seek alternative routes to avoid the Littleham Cross junction. With
a further significant number of cars from this part of Exmouth the situation will only
get worse.

•

Therefore local residents can expect higher levels of traffic, particularly on The
Broadway, Barnfield Road, Douglas Avenue, Cranford Avenue, the Avenues in
general and through the Littleham estate. Not to mention the disruption to the

residents of Buckingham Close who have enjoyed almost a traffic free environment
for 30 years.
•

In addition there will be extra traffic generated by the increased size Tesco store and
the Ldol store on the corner of Dinan Way. Furthermore there will be extra traffic
generated by the expansion of the Liverton Business Park that is underway.

•

In the summer months the amount of cars on the roads in the area swells
considerably mainly owing to the up to 10,000 visitors at the Devon Cliffs Holiday
Park at Sandy Bay. Littleham Cross is frequently at gridlock during this period.

•

A large housing development on the south side of town, which Plumb Park will be,
does not make good planning sense when the already the most heavily used routes
are heading out of the town to the north. There have no housing developments of
this size south of Salterton Road for many years ( possibly 50 years). The road
network will simply not be able to cope.

•

I realise that highways are a County Council matter and my fear is that East Devon
District Council will not take traffic congestion into consideration when deciding
whether to proceed with the Littleham Valley development. I attended a recent
meeting of the Littleham Residents Association and every one there was very
concerned on the increased traffic arising from the development.

•

This substantially extra traffic would seem to be contrary of your aims under the
EDLP 3.4 We will safeguard the rural country and coastal for the enjoyment of residents
and visitors

•

The potential transport problems have been recognised by Exmouth Council.

In a document issued following a meeting on the 3 August 2011 between Exmouth Town
Council LDF and the Task and Finish Panel it was stated in respect of the St John’s
Road and Maer Valley Areas that neither meets the test of ‘sustainable development’.
•

In neither case is there a road infrastructure that is in any way suitable and, given
that 50% of Exmouth’s working population commute outside the town to work, any
development in these areas would seriously worsen the situation, putting immense
stress on the B3179 and adding to the gridlock that already affects Littleham. The
sheer scale of these latter proposals have been and remain of major concern.

•

Interestingly in April 2010 Devon County Council Highways (W079) considered that
land at Littleham Road, Exmouth was not developable as there was no suitable
access. They stated that neither Buckingham Close or Jarvis Close are suitable
access routes to serve a development of the size proposed.

Education
•

In the Journal dated 31 March 2011 is commented that Exmouth was running out of
primary school places. Many of the schools are already oversubscribed.

•

It suggested that 32 parents might be disappointed with their search for a school
place in 2011 and 65 in 2012.

•

By general consent the Exmouth Community College is full as is Sidmouth and Kings
in Ottery St Mary.

•

Presumably in time it is expected that many families will live in the new development.
Whether there are 190 or 350 houses a significant number of school places will be
needed. Currently there would be no space.

•

It seems rather irresponsible to provide substantial new housing when there seems
little prospect for children moving into the area of find a school place in Exmouth.

•

I realise that this would be a County Council matter. DCC would need to build
another secondary school and maybe two or more primary schools to accommodate
the extra school children. In the present economic climate I cannot see that
happening.

•

Thus Schools may be required to increase class size to over 30 and that would be to
the detriment of existing pupil’s education.

Alternative sites
•

Many people in the area believe that there is a very suitable alternative site in the
Littleham area for this development.

•

In our view there is another site in the Littleham area that would be far easier to
develop and would have less effect on traffic congestion. This is on Salterton Road
east of Capel Lane and opposite the Liverton Business park. It is currently farmland
owned by Clinton Estates. It is currently in an area of outstanding natural beauty. But
that could be removed just as the “Great Landscape Value” category was removed
from the Littleham / Maer Valley about 10 years ago.

•

I would say that the land east of Capel Lane is of lesser landscape value as the
Littleham / Maer valley. Littleham / Maer valley is visited by walkers far more and
there is a more varied wild life.

•

Like the Maer /Littleham valley there will be a resulting loss of farmland and a need
for substantially more school places but this site would provide easy access onto
Salterton Road. Traffic can then use Dinan Way as the route out of town thus
avoiding Littleham Cross and all of the other junctions on the way out of town. This is
why Dinan Way was built. The site would also be on a bus route.

•

Furthermore a road through the development could be extended as a bypass to
Sandy Bay. This would substantially reduce traffic in the Littleham area during the
summer and on the A376 through Exmouth.

•

In addition I believe that more use of the Pankhurst Industrial Estate. It is greatly run
down with many of the buildings empty. It could be demolished and the area used for

new homes. Any existing businesses could transfer to the expanded Liverton
Business Park. The old “Estate” would then be classed as a brownfield site.
A Recent Development.
•

As you are no doubt aware the land owners Clinton Devon Estates are proposing a
development of 350 homes in the Littleham Valley. This will include 140
“affordable” homes and some other dubious benefits to the local community.

•

Many local people strongly object to this increased sized development.

•

Clinton Devon Estates state that it will be a much more attractive development as it
will be spread out over more land and they do not propose building on Donkey Hill.
They say that the 190 home development will be like a “ghetto” by comparison. I do
not know if this is actual reality or a threat from Clinton Devon Estates.

•

A lot of people that live in homes adjacent to the valley are concerned about what
properties would be built next to their homes. It is thought that they should be in the
character of the “Avenues”.

Conclusion
The fact is that this development will take away acres of prime agricultural land and
countryside of great landscape value. It will be replaced with housing of unknown quality
and density that would be a scar on the landscape. Furthermore there will be a
significant increase in the number of vehicles on our roads, damage to the environment
and uncertain education provision. EDDC will not be enhancing the area by proceeding
with this development.
This threat to the environment and our roads has now been increased by the
landowner’s “Plumb Park” proposals. The benefits that they suggest will be derived from
“Plumb Park” seem to have little substance. There is nothing in their proposals that will
benefit the local community.

Yours faithfully

Richard Taylor.
NB Many people living in the Douglas Avenue / Buckingham Close area who are
affected by the proposed developments are elderly and will find it difficult to
communicate their views. Just because you may not have had a response from some it
should not be taken that they have no objections.

