Representor No. 1994 - Richard Sullivan

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

East Devon Local Plan - Comments
08 June 2012 14:22:43

Dear Sir/Madam
Re: Emerging East Devon Local Plan – Comments
I would like to make the following comments in respect of the Emerging East Devon Local Plan
and in particular Section 8, Axminster of the East Devon Local Plan (Strategy 20 – Development
at Axminster) and the relevant Axminster inset maps and policies.
They are as follows:
1. The Map and Policies propose a strategic land allocation for the North and West of the
town for mixed use. I assume that the allocation for mixed use is because the local
authority acknowledges that pure employment use is not viable and that only mixed
use is sustainable as it permits the subsidy of employment land with residential.
(Strategy 20 – 6.b)
If we follow the argument that only mixed use is sustainable then the existing E1
provision, should have flexibility that on existing E1 land such as Rodney Rendall Site
that is not economically viable, there should also be flexibility to have it allocated for
mixed use. This would also be in line with NPPF, Paragraph 22:
“Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for
employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for that
purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where there is no reasonable
prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use, applications for
alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their merits having regard to
market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable local
communities.”
2. Therefore as part of the East Devon Local Plan 2006 to 2026 there should be a
thorough review of the current provisioned E1 land in Axminster and where there is
clearly a case such as the Rodney Rendall site, that in its current state it is not
economically viable to redevelop this Site for E1 use, it should be allocated for mixed
use alongside future development sites in the North and West of Axminster as
envisaged under Strategy 20, so as to ensure that the Site can be brought back into use.
3. The East Devon Local Plan 2006 to 2026 anticipates up to 400 dwellings (outline
planning for this Site has already been given by EDDC) at Cloakham Lawns which is
located to the North of Axminster and alongside the Western side of the Chard Road.
This will give a residential “feel” to the Chard Road and that therefore the existing
Millwey Rise Industrial Estate should be moved back behind the Chard Road and to the
East of Weycroft Avenue to leave a residential “Gateway” to the North entrance to
Axminster along the Chard Road .
Regards

Richard Sullivan

Representor No. 2026 (M1) - Exeter International Airport

Introduction
1

AP Planning are instructed by Exeter International Airport – ‘the Airport’ – to deal with planning
matters related to the Airport and its land and property holdings.

2

The Airport welcomes the continued progress on the Emerging East Devon Local Plan and in
particular the consideration of the Plan at the 8th May Development Management Committee.

3

In addition to including detailed plans for the 7 towns identifying future housing and employment
allocations, the 8th May document also included the identification of an Area of Search for the
allocation of 5 hectares of employment land to serve as an extension to the existing Exeter
Airport Business Park – draft Strategy Policy 18, and draft West End Proposals Map Inset.

4

All of the undeveloped land shown within the Area of Search is owned or under the control of the
Airport.

5

The Airport considers that if the Plan were to be progressed with the Area of Search it would
leave the land in an anomalous position. All the other proposed allocations in the West End are
identified on the Proposals Map; it is now proposed to identify the allocations for the Towns. It is
unclear how the Airport Business Park extension area would be identified if it is not in the
emerging Local Plan. It is clearly a significant site and far in excess of the scale of sites that
might be identified in a future Small Sites DPD or Local Plan part 2.

6

It is essential that the Plan clearly identifies and allocates the 5 hectare allocation on the
Proposals Map.

7

This Representation sets out that the Airport have considered the draft Policy and have identified
a preferred area for the allocation of 5 hectares of land, and the reasoning behind this choice.

8

The Airport’s preferred allocation area is shown on the Plan submitted with this Representation.
Area of Search

9

The Area of Search can broadly be described as land north and south of the road which extends
eastwards from the Airport towards Rockbeare, and serving the McBains antique complex. The
Lane appears to be known locally as ‘Long Lane’.

10

The land to the south of the Lane has already been part developed with the construction of the
Flybe Training Academy and a hotel which is under construction.

11

The land is low lying and the A30 passes the area at a higher level affording views into the area.

12

The area is subject to flood risk; an attenuation area was safeguarded as part of the permission
for the academy and hotel.

13

The southern area, east of the academy and hotel, is a long thin rectangle which tapers down
further as the land extends eastwards. This land is generally rural in character.

14

The land to the north of the Lane is less rural in character. The land is already partly developed
with long term car parking areas. Much of the remaining northern land has been tipped with
inert building waste.

15

To the west of the car park is the main Flybe Hangar and administration building. To north is the
Airport runway and taxiways.

16

This land lies at a higher level and is less susceptible to flood risk.
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Preferred site
17

The attached Plan identifies an area of 5 hectares of land to the north of Long Lane which the
Airport considers should be allocated in the emerging Local Plan for employment development
under Policy 18, and shown on the West End Proposals Map.

18

The allocation area comprises part of the area currently occupied by one of the Airport’s long
term car parks together with further land to the east. This long term car parking is not fully
utilised at present and would ultimately be relocated.

19

The Plan shows that the land is contained by a clear physical hedge and water course boundary
to the west. In order to avoid a pumping station on the Lane, which is not owned by the Airport,
the Plan indicatively shows that a new section of road ‘bypassing’ the station and creating an
access for the allocated area and serving the Academy and Hotel.

20

As noted above, with the exception of the pumping station all of the land shown on the Plan is
owned by the Airport.
Reasons for the proposed allocated area

21

There are several key reasons why the Airport considers that the land to the north of the Lane
should be preferred choice for the allocation.

22

In planning terms as noted above the northern land is less constrained than the southern area.

23

As the Plan shows a significant part of the area adjacent to the hotel and academy is identified
for flood attenuation. It is expected that in the future the hotel may seek to expand in size; the
only opportunity to do this would be on land east of the building currently under construction. A
5 hectare allocation to the south would therefore need to be located well to the east of the hotel
and the attenuation areas.

24

This land is lower lying and visually prominent by comparison to the northern land particularly
when viewed from the elevated A30, leaving or approaching Exeter.

25

Development of this land could have a detrimental impact on the setting of the hotel and
academy both of which have been sensitively designed to reflect the setting of the land and the
sensitivity of the approach into Exeter in particular.

26

To develop the land to the south the Lane would need to be improved over a significant length
which will increase development costs.

27

By contrast the land to the north is already partly developed, formerly tipped and not subject to
flood risk. It adjoins the large scale Flybe Hangar area and will be viewed as a logical extension
of the built form of the Airport and related development. It is well contained by hedgerow
boundaries to the east.
Safeguarding Flybe’s medium/long term expansion

28

It has been a key objective in assessing the development potential of the land to the north of
Long Lane that Flybe’s operation at Exeter Airport can expand in the medium to long term.

29

Flybe is a major employer and has invested significantly in Exeter in recent years, culminating in
the opening of its Training Academy in 2011.
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30

The Plan attached to this Representation identifies that the current Flybe Hangar could be
extended both east and westwards, effectively allowing it to double in size, together with a large
area for Flybe employee parking, and that the 5 hectare allocation area would not impact on this.

31

Flybe have confirmed that the proposed allocation area and the areas safeguarded for their
future expansion fully meet the Company’s medium and long term development aspirations at
Exeter Airport.
Employment Land

32

The Airport has consulted with Jones Lang LaSalle (JLL) about the merits of the land north and
south of the Lane as employment land.

33

JLL have concluded that the land on the northern side is the preferred area for allocation.

34

The land north of the Lane is likely to be cheaper to develop given it is less constrained by
flooding issues and requires less new road; given the type of land being provided - an extension
of the mixed B1/B2/B8 existing Airport Business Park, cost and ease of delivery are critical issues
in bringing the land forward.

35

Further, JLL note that the 'shape' of the land south of the Lane makes it less straightforward to
develop for the type of Business Park envisaged.

36

By contrast the land to the north can be brought forward as a largely regularly shaped parcel
allowing it to be more easily subdivided and developed as a business park, making it more
attractive to the market.

37

They note that this type of Business Park does not require a high visibility location adjacent to
the A30 and that the type of Business Park proposed, could detract from the setting of the hotel
and Training Academy.

38

Locating the business park north of the Lane allows businesses linked to the Flybe operation to
locate next to the Flybe main buildings;

39

Finally, a north of Lane location offers the opportunity to combine roads/service infrastructure
with any future operational development/airport related development.
Conclusion

40

Exeter International Airport welcomes and supports the progress being made on the Emerging
East Devon Local Plan.

41

The 8th May Committee version of the Plan shows, as Policy 18, an Area of Search for a 5 hectare
employment allocation. The Airport considers that the site should be clearly defined in the Local
Plan, rather than leaving it as an Area of search.

42

The Plan attached to this Representation shows a site for the allocation on land to the north of
Long Lane.

43

As the commentary above identifies this area is less constrained than the land to the south and
has key advantages as a future employment area.

44

It is therefore recommended that the land to the north of Long Lane, shown on the Plan be
allocated for employment development under Policy 18 of the emerging Local Plan and shown on
the West End Inset Map.
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Representor No. 2047 - Eagle Investments

BeardmoreURBAN
design
heritage
landscape
regeneration

5 Cotswold View,
Bath BA2 1HA
Tel 0788 0788350

26th January 2012

e mail: david@beardmoreurban.com

Director of Planning ,
East Devon District Council,
The Knowle,
Sidmouth,
Devon EX10 8HL

Dear Sir,
East Devon Local Plan Consultation Draft
I have pleasure in enclosing the formal views of Eagle Investments in response to the above document.
I also enclose a copy of the completed Housing Land Availability questionnaire, short version only ,
since the land was included in the available land identified in the March 2011 Core Strategy.
I hope everything is self-explanatory but if you require any further information or clarification please do
not hesitate to contact me. I shall be grateful to receive your formal acknowledgement of the receipt of
this letter and accompanying comments.
Yours sincerely,

David Beardmore
cc John Fowler. Eagle Investments

Representor No. 2047 - Beardmore URBAN on behalf of Eagle Investments

Representor No. 2064 - Graham Barton
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

East Devon Local Plan 2006 to 2026 - Inset Map and Policies
09 June 2012 23:28:28

Dear Matthew,
Many thanks for your recent email regarding the latest stage of the Local Plan process and the
opportunity to comment thereon.
I notice that Strategy 20 (formerly DS15) still seeks to restrict the development to the East of the
town to the provision beforehand of a half-hourly train service to Exeter and Cranbrook. This I truly
believe is wrong.
The opening statement to the Strategy underlines EDDC’s commitment to making the town “selfcontained” and “serving the employment, commercial and community service needs of the
settlement”.
The problem is that if EDDC is successful particularly in facilitating sufficient employment
opportunities in Axminster then there won’t be enough people crowding the platform of the station
each morning demanding two services an hour instead of one to Exeter and Cranbrook.
If this was to happen then the rail company would have no commercial reason to double their
service provision and as the Local Plan currently stands the extra housing needed to fund the
relief-road, drive the regeneration of the town centre and to materially increase the number of
shoppers shopping in Axminster, would not be allowed to happen.
Imagine a scenario where the final projections for the increase in rail journeys that would be
generated by the Strategic Allocation of the 650 new ‘eastern’ homes show a demand that could
be accommodated by an extra carriage or two being attached to the back of the existing train
services rather than the rail company spending millions and millions of pounds on ‘dualling’ the
relevant stretch of track. This is perfectly possible and as the Policy currently stands the increase
in the town’s latent population that is vital on so many fronts would be barred. How daft would that
be ?
In short, the evolution of Axminster should not by virtue of the Local Plan be inexorably linked to
the roulette-wheel of possible demand for seats on trains particularly when that level of demand
would in the final analysis be influenced by a myriad of factors.
I hope that my contention falls on fertile ground with the policy makers because the well-being of
Axminster should be based on known facts at a given time not guesswork as to future numbers of
‘bums on railway seats’.
If there is ultimately sufficient demand, the train company will of course put on the extra half-hour
service, if there isn’t they won’t. It’s as simple as that.
All the best
Graham
Graham Barton MRICS
Matthew, in case it’s helpful please find below my submission as Representor 2064 to the Draft
Local Plan and in particular the then Policy S015 earlier this year.
“Strategy 15 (DS15) seeks to link the '650 home' growth of the town on its eastern flank to the provision of something
by a commercial organisation. Namely a half hour train service to Exeter and Cranbrook by Network Rail.
This puts the evolution of Axminster at the mercy of a company with balance sheet reasons for their activities which

include pleasing shareholders and paying dividends. It is simply wrong to lock what the townsfolk, the business
community and the Town Council are pleading for into the opinion of an accountant to a commercial entity whose
responsibilities are to his Board.
Even if a half-hour service was programmed at the moment it would only take the sweep of a boardroom pen in the
light of budget/investment pressures or a set of adjusted projected passenger/viability thresholds to remove it from the
companys development schedule.
Can it be correct that the growth of the town that will provide the Holy Trinity of more latent shoppers, a town centre
relief road and in turn a vibrant and revitalised commercial core is in the hands of the corporate world ? Of course not.
When is a profit-making entity going to increase the numbers of trains it puts on never mind invest the millions of
pounds needed spending on facilitating infrastructure ? When sufficient demand is evident on the ground. That's the
answer. If there's a profitable audience for a half-hour service they'll put it on and if there isn't they won't.
Should Axminster's evolution be left to the numbers game of a money making unrelated corporate third party ? Even
the posing of the question is ludicrous because the answer is so obviously.....NO !
Graham Barton MRICS”
END.

Representor No. 2070 (M1) - Persimmon

THE NEW EAST DEVON LOCAL PLAN 2006-2026

CONSULTATION ON THE INSET MAP AND POLICIES FOR AXMINSTER

REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF PERSIMMON HOMES (SOUTH WEST) LTD

Persimmon Homes (South West) Ltd control land to the east of Axminster which is identified in the
emerging Local Plan as the strategic mixed use allocation.
The company previously submitted representations to the draft Local Plan that was subject to
consultation in December 2011 / January 2012. Those representations concerned, inter alia, the
Axminster Policy (DS15), and supported the principle of this allocation.
In addition, the submitted representation suggested alternative wording for the policy as it related to
the strategic allocation, and in particular the residential capacity of the allocation, the scale of
employment provision to be made, green infrastructure, linkages, and, the alignment of the north
south relief road. We do not repeat these comments here; rather re-iterate them in the context of
wording of the Key Strategic Policy 20.
We note that the current consultation includes a new inset map which delineates the boundary of the
proposed strategic allocation. Accordingly, we wish to make the following comments about this.
The alignment of the north-south relief road should not be prescribed in the way shown on the inset
map, for the following reasons:

1. The alignment shown reflects work undertaken by the previous promoters, Westbury Homes
Ltd, in the early 2000s. It has not been the subject of any up to date assessment work to reconfirm its overall suitability both in the context of site characteristics and best practice design
approaches. It may be a sub-optimum alignment.
2. Such a delineation, if fixed through the Local Plan, limits the flexibility available to investigate
and promote the optimum alignment at the detailed design stage.
3. The delineation of the alignment should facilitate the optimum capacity of the development,
reflecting the viability of the cost of constructing the length of road that is required.
4. In particular the northern and eastern alignment requires re-evaluation.

5. Alternative approaches to the alignment of the north south relief road should be considered
alongside a holistic masterplanning and public consultation exercise.
For these reasons we submit that the delineation of the allocation and the alignment of the
north/south relief road should be amended on the inset map.
Finally, we note the reference in the final para of Strategic Policy 20 which refers to land to the ‘north
and west’ of the town. We believe this should read ‘north and east’ of the town.

OJ/RE/11.828
Boyer Planning
th
11 June 2012

Representor No 2088 - Gleeson Strategic Land

Planning Policy Section
East Devon District Council
Knowle
Sidmouth
EX10 8HL
8 June 2012
Reference: 227601

Dear Sir / Madam
Consultation on the inset map and policies for HONITON
We welcome this opportunity to provide comments on the proposed inset plan and
policies for Honiton. This submission is made on behalf of Gleeson Strategic Land
and registers their strong support for the identification of land at Heathfield Manor as
a sustainable location for the provision of up to 300 new homes at Honiton.
The enclosed report confirms the availability, suitability and deliverability of this site
over the next six years. It also demonstrates Gleeson’s commitment to delivering a
high quality residential environment and range of new homes in a manner that is
sustainable, sensitive, and well integrated with the existing town and community.
We look forward to being kept informed as to the further development of this
document, and please could you add the following names to your list of consultees:
julia.jardine@torltd.co.uk
jacqueline.mulliner@torltd.co.uk
Yours faithfully

Julia Jardine
Technical Director
enc.

EAST DEVON LOCAL PLAN 2006 TO 2026
RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION ON THE INSET MAP
AND POLICIES FOR HONITON

LAND AT HEATHFIELD MANOR, HONITON

Gleeson Strategic Land

June 2012
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Land at Heathfield Manor, Honiton (227601)
Gleeson Strategic Land

1

SUMMARY

1.1

In the context of a clear housing need at Honiton and limited alternatives to
accommodate that need in accordance with the presumption in favour of
sustainable development, Gleeson Strategic Land (‘Gleeson’) fully supports
the identification of Heathfield Manor, located between Hayne Lane and the
A375, as a strategic site for up to 300 new homes, as proposed in policy
‘Strategy 23’ (formerly policy DS18). Gleeson also supports the design-led
approach, which requires the production of a master plan to take account of
site topography and the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).

1.2

Section 3 below confirms that the site is wholly within Gleeson’s control, is
immediately available for development, and is suitable for new homes as an
integrated and sustainable extension to Honiton. The site, in walking and
cycling distance from local amenities and the town centre, presents the
opportunity to deliver a range and mix of homes, including affordable housing,
within a high-quality landscaped setting, providing significant opportunities for
green infrastructure and public open space. The site has natural features,
including a wooded stream and a local topography that will provide a strong
landscape structure to the master plan. As a consequence there is potential
to create an enhanced and sensitive green edge to the settlement, respectful
of the AONB. There are no known site constraints that would delay delivery.

1.3

The proposed allocation contributes to the ‘soundness’ of the plan, as
required by the March 2012 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), in
that it:
•
•

•
•

1.4

demonstrates that the plan has been positively prepared and assists
East Devon District Council (EDDC) to meet the objectively assessed
need for new homes in Honiton and the wider district;
is justified with respect to the need for development in the town, the
sustainability of Honiton as a centre for growth, the review of alternative
sites available in and around the town and the responses to public
consultation;
is effective and can be delivered without delay; and
is consistent with national policy that promotes sustainable development
and seeks economic, social and environmental gains to be realised
through such growth.

This submission should be read alongside earlier representations made by
Terence O’Rourke Ltd on behalf of Gleeson in November 2010 and January
2012.

Terence O’Rourke Ltd
June 2012
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2

CONTEXT

2.1

Since December 2008 the East Devon Local Plan has identified Honiton as a
focus for economic development and housing growth. This reflects the
settlement’s importance and role as the third largest to wn in East Devon.
Honiton is centrally located within the district, on a major road (A30) and
mainline railway, making it a highly sustainable location for gro wth. Public
consultation on the emerging plan has indicated support for housing gro wth in
Honiton in order to deliver affordable homes and improved social and highway
infrastructure (p82 Consultation Draft, December 2011).

2.2

The 2008 issues and options consultation found that the most favoured
development level was ‘very high’ (1,000 dwellings or higher), with ‘moderate’
gro wth of around 500 d wellings being a close second. Over the past 10
years around 80 dwellings have been built in Honiton each year. If this rate of
house building continues, Honiton could be expected to accommodate an
additional 1,600 dwellings over local plan period from 2006 to 2026. However,
the 2011 SHLAA identified potential for only 759 ‘deliverable’ dwellings in the
same time period. This indicates a potential for and general local acceptance
of the continued, managed gro wth of the town, including the release of at
least one medium-sized greenfield site, and a desire for the benefits that such
investment in the community can deliver.

2.3

The 2008 core strategy issues and options report revie wed four potential
directions for gro wth at Honiton. Following this, in 2009, the ‘Evaluation of
Potential Strategic Allocations’ document (October 2009) identified and
revie wed seven potential strategic sites around Honiton, informed by the
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and consultation
responses to the issues and options report. Three of these were excluded
and four were assessed further. This analysis resulted in the preferred
options document (September 2010) identifying tw o possible strategic
residential allocations: 300 dwellings west of Haynes Lane, and an
unspecified number of d wellings as part of a mixed use scheme at Ottery
Moor Lane.

2.4

Following a revie w of consultation responses to the 2010 preferred options,
and particularly in response to strong local views expressed, the Consultation
Draft local plan (December 2011) removed the proposed strategic housing
allocation west of Haynes Lane and specified 150 d wellings as part of the
mixed use scheme at Ottery Moor Lane. The plan indicated that an additional
300 dwellings would be allocated through further stages of the plan work. The
publication of the NPPF in March 2012 confirmed that the local plan should
include strategic elements, which would cover strategic housing allocations
such as 300 homes at Honiton.

2.5

Subsequently the Council has conducted an ‘Evaluation of Potential
Development Sites in / at the town’s of East Devon for Residential
Development’, April 2012. This identified nine sites for assessment dra wing
upon the SHLAA and responses to the consultation draft local plan (2011).
The currently proposed allocation of Heathfied Manor for up to 300 dwellings
south west of Honiton, together with a ‘reserve’ site for 150 d wellings west of
Hayne Lane (strategy 23, formerly DS18), is the result of this exercise, taking
into account local opinion and the clear position taken by the Town Council, as
reported to the Development Management Committee meeting of 8th May 2012.
This is that development to the south of the town is preferable to extending the
town further west wards through ribbon development west of Hayne Lane.

Terence O’Rourke Ltd
June 2012

2

Land at Heathfield Manor, Honiton (227601)
Gleeson Strategic Land

2.6

The proposed allocation of Heathfield Manor is consistent with the original
SHLAA, which assessed the site as being potentially deliverable; and Gleeson
has consistently promoted the site through the SHLAA, LDF and local plan
process. This report prepared on behalf of Gleeson confirms once again the
availability, suitability and deliverability of the site at Heathfield Manor within the
next five years. An illustrative concept plan of the site is attached at appendix
1.

3

Heathfield Manor delivery statement
Availability

3.1

Gleeson’s retain an option over the 8.9ha site west of the A375 Sidmouth
Road. The site is in the sole control of Gleeson and is immediately available
for development.
Suitability

3.2

The review below demonstrates that there are no site-specific constraints that
in principle would prevent development of the site, and indeed there are many
benefits and sustainability gains that would be delivered through the provision
of homes on this site.

3.3

Technical studies are currently on going to provide detailed evidence to the
examination in support of this proposed strategic allocation.
Accessibility

3.4

There are a number of options for accessing the site, which will be subject to
further detailed assessment. These include from the A374 to the east,
Honeysuckle Drive or Maple Close. Perhaps the most readily achievable is
from Honeysuckle Drive or Maple Close. There are no ransom issues in
relation to these accesses and both link into Old Elm Road, which is a local
distributor with spare capacity for all modes of transport. Honeysuckle Drive
has a width of 5.5m and can be easily extended into the site. Early transport
appraisal work indicates that the development will not require the building of a
western or eastern bypass, or any upgrade to the A30; this can be reconfirmed through a full transport assessment.

3.5

The new homes would be readily integrated into the existing urban settlement
through the provision of new vehicular, pedestrian and cycle routes. The site
lies close to the supermarket at Battishorne Way, the large Heathpark
employment site and is only approximately 950m from the town centre and
1.3km from the railway station. Honiton Hospital is 1.4km from the site and
the primary and secondary schools are both 1 - 2 km away. These facilities
are therefore within walking and cycling distance of the site. There is also a
good bus service along Old Elm Road, Sidmouth Road and Battishorne Way.

3.6

It is clear that the site is well related to the existing settlement pattern and to
existing facilities, making it a highly sustainable in location terms. These
merits are recognised by the Town Council.

Terence O’Rourke Ltd
June 2012
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Topography
3.7

The landform of the site is mainly gently to moderately undulating, falling to
the north and towards a central valley. The topography does not present any
construction issues and provides welcome variation to the site, the benefits of
which can be fully incorporated into any future master plan and landscape
proposals. The majority of the site lies below the 130m AOD contour, and it is
relevant to note that the southern boundary of the town breaches this contour
in a number of locations.
Ecology

3.8

An ecological baseline assessment was conducted in 2010, which confirmed
that there are no over-riding ecological constraints to the development of this
site. There are no designated sites within or immediately adjacent to the site.

3.9

There are some natural site features that will be incorporated into the master
plan in order to conserve and enhance biodiversity, and to provide quality
open space and residential amenity. This includes the wooded stream
corridor that drains in a northerly direction through the centre of the site, tree
belts and hedgerows.

3.10

Whilst there is some potential for bats, hazel dormice, reptiles and breeding
birds, further surveys will confirm their presence or absence and prevalence.
The presence of protected species would not prevent development, but
mitigation would be required and would be incorporated into the proposals
from the outset. Gleeson’s ecologist has already recommended design and
master planning measures to conserve and enhance the biodiversity and
conservation value of the site and these will be developed further following
the further survey work currently being undertaken.
Landscape

3.11

The East Devon AONB adjoins Honiton to the south and washes over part of
the existing built up settlement, including Bracken Close, Oak View, and land
off Battishorne Way. EDDC has in the past permitted development within the
AONB without objection from Natural England, for example land to the north
of Linhay Close (Honiton Bottom Road) and Oak View (Phase 1 Heathfield
Farm). The AONB designation, of itself, does not preclude development.
However, it is necessary to ensure that new development (a) does not harm
the landscape character of the specific AONB area and (b) is well designed
and complies with the local criteria emerging from landscape character
assessments. Where these two are achieved there is no reason why new
development is not compatible with paragraph 115 of the National Planning
Policy Framework, which states that “Great weight should be given to
conserving landscape and scenic beauty in…Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty”.

3.12

As the majority of the site lies within the East Devon AONB relevant
considerations will be the current landscape quality of the site itself, the
contribution it makes to the wider AONB, and an assessment of the potential
harm caused by the loss of the site itself, including the potential degree of
harm to the quality of the wider AONB. An important consideration will also be
the opportunity to improve the urban edge and transition between the town
and wider AONB.
Terence O’Rourke Ltd
June 2012
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3.13

In 2009 Broadway Malyan conducted a preliminary landscape appraisal of the
site and concluded that the site of itself is of no particular landscape merit and
did not contribute significantly to the quality of the wider AONB. Adjoining
suburban development to the north and the Heathfield Manor building
complex to the south compromises the landscape quality of the site. This
conclusion has been confirmed by further work undertaken by chartered
landscape architects, Floyd Matcham Dorset Ltd, who will now provide a key
input into the master plan so that the AONB objectives are met.

3.14

Part of this input will be to advise how the scheme can maximise the
opportunity to enhance and improve the quality of the settlement edge, which
in turn will enhance the quality of the wider AONB and help to retain the
overall integrity of the AONB. Further detailed comments are provided
appendix 2 and more detailed landscape and visual assessment work is ongoing to provide further evidence in support of this position.
Flood risk

3.15

The majority of the site falls within flood zone 1 and is free from any flooding
constraint. A small area of the site at the north of the wooded valley lies within
flood zone 3 and 2. Through careful design, landscape proposals and
selection of materials development on this site will not be put at risk of
flooding. Measures will also be incorporated into the master plan to ensure
that the development does not lead to an increased flood risk downstream
and incorporates sustainable urban drainage.
Agricultural Land quality

3.16

The land is Grade 3 (moderate) agricultural quality, which is not a constraint
on development.
Cultural heritage

3.17

There are no conservation areas or listed buildings in the vicinity of the site,
and no known features of archaeological interest. Further studies are being
carried out to provide more detail in respect to this issue.
Utilities

3.18

The site can be serviced off the existing infrastructure network and there are
no capacity constraints that will prohibit or delay the delivery of new homes.
Sustainability

3.19

In addition to the inherent sustainability of the site, including its suitability to
accommodate much needed housing for Honiton, Gleeson is committed to
ensuring that the development would be highly energy efficient, incorporating
energy saving technologies, and meeting on-site renewable requirements.

Terence O’Rourke Ltd
June 2012
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Deliverability
3.19

The following indicative programme demonstrates how the site can start
contributing to local housing needs from 2014, and deliver 300 dwellings by
early 2019.

3.20

A range and mix of dwellings will be provided including affordable homes to
meet local needs. Contributions will be made, as appropriate, towards
education, social services, sports provision, public transport etc.
commensurate with the need to provide services for the new residents of
Heathfield Manor.

4

Conclusion

4.1

The NPPF requires that Local Plans are i) positively prepared, ii) justified, iii)
effective and iv) consistent with national policy. On the basis of the evidence
available to support the Heathfield Manor allocation the proposed designation
is considered to be sound, and its identification within the plan for immediate
delivery is considered to be wholly justifiable. The approach also embodies
the presumption in favour of sustainable development as it contains flexibility
with respect to the location of new homes over and above the 300 at
Heathfield Manor.

Terence O’Rourke Ltd
June 2012
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Indicative programme for the delivery of new homes at Heathfield Manor, Honiton
2012
2013
2014
2015
J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J
LOCAL PLAN
Pre-submission consultation
Review
Submission
Local Plan Examination
Adoption
PLANNING PROCESS
Baseline data collection
Master planning
Preparation of planning application
Submission of planning application
Determination period
Discharge of pre-commencement conditions and
approval of first phase reserved matters
Construction commences on site

HOUSING DELIVERY

2012
2013
2014
2015
J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J
10 homes

HOUSING DELIVERY

2015
2016
2017
2018
J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J
70 homes
70 homes
70 homes

HOUSING DELIVERY

Terence O’Rourke Ltd
June 2012

2018
2019
J A S O N D J F M
80 homes
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Appendix 1

Illustrative concept plan

Terence O’Rourke Ltd
June 2012
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Appendix 2

Extract from November 2010 submission

Terence O’Rourke Ltd
June 2012

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
stipulates
that, in order to be considered deliverable sites must be available,
suitable
and
achievable.
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
7.5
xxx

The
SHLAA found that both parts of the site are deliverable. The western part
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
of
the site, E156, could deliver 284 new homes and the eastern part, E026, 90
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
new
homes. Gleeson Strategic Land would be keen to progress an application
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
at the earliest opportunity, in consultation with the public, to further
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
demonstrate
deliverability and make the site available. This representation
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
promotes
residential development at the western part of the site of up to
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
approximately
200 new homes.
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

xxx
7.6

The
suitability of the site for a residential development is confirmed by:
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
•xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
The findings of the SHLAA
• Its location off Sidmouth Road (A375)
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
• Its ability to link to the existing community at Honiton
•xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
The concept plan work included in this document
Addressing the East Devon AONB

7.7

The site is located on the northern edge of the East Devon AONB. The East
Devon AONB is an extensive area of attractive and varied countryside, lying
between Axminster and Lyme Regis in the east and Exmouth in the west. It
takes in much of the coastline between Lyme Regis and Exmouth and extends
as far north as Honiton. The designation covers 103 square miles (267 square
kilometres).

7.8

In terms of landscape character, the site forms part of the broad southern
valley side of the River Otter. In summary, the majority of the site comprises
large, open, regular fields bounded by hedgerows of varying character and
condition, but with little tree cover. The only exception to this description is
an incised wooded valley crossing the western part of the site, which has a
noticeably different character to the remainder of the site. Apart from the
wooded valley, the landform is mainly gently to moderately undulating, falling
to the north.

7.9

The ‘Appraisal of Devon’s Landscape at the beginning of the 21st century’,
published by Devon County Council in 2002, gives a ‘broad-brush’ approach
to characterising the landscapes of Devon. In this document, which only
includes mapping at a small scale, the site appears to lie on the edge of the
‘Mid Devon Farming Belt’ character zone, which is described as ‘the lowland
heart of Devon’. Key characteristics of this zone include flat or rolling
farmland with relatively little woodland and substantial settlement. The
appraisal also recognises the significance of the major transportation corridor
through Devon, which includes towns such as Honiton. Most of this character
zone lies outside the East Devon AONB.

7.10

A more detailed management-oriented approach to landscape character
assessment has been undertaken jointly by interested agencies and East Devon
District Council for East Devon District, including the East Devon and

Terence O’Rourke Ltd
25 November 2010
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7.15

The need to allocate land for new residential development at Honiton is
explained earlier in the representation. The questions that must then be
considered are the effect of the development on the AONB and the setting of
Honiton. Looking firstly at the site characteristics, it will be quite
straightforward to undertake residential and related development on these open
fields without causing the loss of important landscape features. Existing
boundary hedgerows and trees can be retained, while the wooded valley,
which is the most interesting feature of the site, can be retained as a green
corridor.

7.16

A new residential development scheme will necessarily affect the setting of
Honiton. However, that process of change can be handled with sensitivity,
through good urban design and, most importantly, by establishing a strong
landscape framework that firmly links the new development to the town,
whilst also creating a ‘softer’ transition zone between the countryside and the
town. At present, the existing urban edge follows field boundaries with houses
and gardens backing onto the adjoining fields, and there is minimal screening
by trees or hedgerows. Allocation of the site for residential development
provides the best opportunity to improve the present visually unsatisfactory
relationship between town and country.

7.17

These sensitive landscape measures will directly enhance this part of the
AONB by introducing new green infrastructure as an integral part of the new
residential development scheme. Consequently, rather than detracting from the
setting of Honiton, the visual change that will take place on the edge of the
AONB should not be perceived as harmful or incongruous.

7.18

The proposed allocation of the site for residential and related development
should not be precluded from consideration on the basis solely that is mainly
situated within the East Devon AONB. However, it will be necessary to ensure
that the design of a new development respects the setting that the AONB
provides for Honiton through the provision of a robust landscape framework
incorporating new green infrastructure that enhances the AONB.
Concept plan

7.19

Gleeson Strategic Land is committed to ensuring that the concept plan can
deliver the best solution for the site and wider area, especially in responding to
the East Devon AONB. The proposals will encourage the creation of a
sustainable extension with strong connections to Honiton.

7.20

The landscape characteristics of the site outlined above provide very good
opportunities for designing a high quality scheme of residential and open
space development contained within a new landscape framework. In
particular, with the important exception of the wooded valley crossing the
western side of the site, there are few landscape constraints which provides
maximum flexibility for achieving design objectives.

Terence O’Rourke Ltd
25 November 2010
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7.21

The concept plan at Appendix 1 shows the following key principles that are
derived from the assessment of the site and its relationship to the built up area
of Honiton and the East Devon AONB.
•

New residential development would be accommodated in each of the
fields within the site, retaining and strengthening existing boundaries by
additional tree and hedgerow planting.

•

In broad terms, higher density housing would be located on the northern
part of the site where it would relate well to the adjoining urban edge,
while lower density housing, incorporating more tree planting, would be
located on the higher southern part of the site.

•

The scheme would incorporate new green infrastructure (including
measures to enhance biodiversity where appropriate), particularly green
corridors providing pedestrian and cycle links to Honiton and the
surrounding countryside.

•

The existing wooded valley that crosses the site would be retained as an
important landscape feature within the scheme, and generous margins of
landscaped open space will be retained on either side of the valley.

•

On the eastern side of the site, a landscape buffer will be created between
the development and A375, Sidmouth Road.

•

Along the entire southern boundary of the site, a diverse landscape will be
created incorporating hedgerows, hedgerow trees, small woodland blocks,
glades and meadows. In landscape character terms, this new green
infrastructure will directly enhance the AONB because it will be designed
to integrate with the adjoining countryside that lies within the ‘Upper
Farmed and Wooded Slopes Landscape Character Type’, described earlier.
Above all, this will be a useable landscape, accessible both to new
residents and the wider public, providing a new, ’soft’ interface between
Honiton and the adjoining countryside within the AONB.

Required changes to the Core Strategy
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
xxxx
7.22 xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
The proposed level of housing provision at Honiton should be increased to a
level that reflects suitable, sustainable and deliverable opportunities such as
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
that at the Heathfield Manor site. A number of policy amendments are
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
therefore proposed as outlined below.
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
7.23
xxx

The
table at draft policy CS 2 should be amended:
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
The
Core Strategy Allocations column for Honiton should include an
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
additional
200 new homes (bringing the column total to 500 and overall
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
total to 650) or the Provision through Other DPD column for Honiton
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx
should be amended to include 200 new homes (bringing the total to 650)
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx

Terence O’Rourke Ltd
25 November 2010
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Representor No. 3023 - Valerie Grant
Maria Toynton
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

PETER GRANT
10 June 2012 14:08
Localplan
Re Axminster Local plan

From Valerie Grant, 34 Cherry Tree road Axminster. (Reference number 3023)
Dear Sir/Madam
Thank you for this opportunity to provide feedback. I feel the plan, in its present form, raises a number of concerns.

1) The problem of traffic in the town centre.
Whilst the plan includes the construction of a relief road between Lyme Road and Chard Road with which I totally
agree, you propose to delay this until there is a half hourly service from Axminster station. WHY? No rationale was
given. The traffic in the town cerntre is already a problem, more houses will mean more people on foot and more cars on
the road, not to mention the constuction traffic needed to build the houses. You express the wish for a thriving town
centre. This requires viable retail outlets. I cannot see that retailers will be keen to trade in Axminster whilst heavy
through-traffic passes only a foot or two from their door. At the moment in some places the pavement is so narrow
that two mothers with prams cannot pass each other safely. When and how do you propose to make a half hourly service
from Axminster? Is it possible for the EDDC to do so? The relief road needs to be in place BEFORE further houses
are built. If you wish to wait until there is a half hourly service from the station then, logically, no further houses can be
built until the train frequency is changed.
The only viable alternative to a relief road would be a bypass which took traffic beyond Weycroft bridge.
2) The map provided with your document.
To my knowledge this does not show the planning permission already granted for Wainhomes phase 3 development. The
field is shown white and unshaded. Are there any other sites for which planning permission has been granted, but are
similarly not shown? Without a complete and accurate map, including such sites, it is impossible to make a
comment as to how Axminster will look in the future.
3) Strategy 20
Whilst I endorse the ideals set out in points 1-6, I question the section on strategic land allocation. In particular I find
section a) Cloakham lawns at variance with aim 5, Infrastructure. Where else will the 'quality, accessible recreational
facilities', which must include open parkland, go? How will delaying a relief road promote aim 4, transport? (I also find this
impinges on section 5 of strategy 6.)
Whilst not included in the plan, I am concerned as to whether or how the EDDC will keep any developers to providing the
amenities promised when planning permission is granted. I have already seen the delay (and moving) of a play area more
than once. I have also seen the closing of a footpath, when footpaths which are present on the plan and would provide an
alternative route for at least some of the pedestrians affected, have not been provided. The EDDC should ensure that
these amenities are not only provided, but are provided at the required time. Lofty ideals are great, and I agree with many
of those included in your Local Plan, but I fear, unless there are stringent safeguards in place, they will never be
implemented and Axminster will become a 'dead' town with fearsome traffic problems, and largely a commuter population
where no-one would really like to live.
Yours sincerely
Valerie Grant
I

1

Representor No. 3036 - John Labrum

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Localplan
EAST DEVON DISTRICT COUNCIL DRAFT LOCAL PLAN - COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION
07 June 2012 20:53:55

Dear Sirs, I should like to comment on the draft Local Plan prepared by East Devon
District Council (EDDC), with regard to the Town Inset Map for Sidmouth, the text
supporting that map, and the related policies that apply to the sites shown for
development on that map.
SUMMARY
I wish to object to the following (1) The proposed designation of 5 hectares of land North of Sidford as employment
land
I oppose this proposed designation because (a) EDDC's calculation of the claimed requirement for 5 hectares of employment land in
Sidmouth is flawed and significantly over-estimated;
(b) A large area of employment land such as that proposed would be an attraction for a
large supermarket, which could move in, to the detriment of Sidmouth town centre;
(c) The proposed site for the employment land North of Sidford is in an Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), and an industrial estate is completely unsuited to
that location;
(d) The proposed designation of the land as employment land ignores the protection given
to AONB land by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) - the proposed
designation does not comply with the NPPF and the draft Local Plan needs to be amended
accordingly;
(e) The proposed industrial estate would represent a serious erosion of the essential green
gap between the two separate communities of Sidford and Sidbury;
(f) An industrial estate on the land North of Sidford would be completely out of character
with existing landscape, and would be clearly visible from the surrounding hills, and from
the adjacent road;
(g) The proposed very large area of employment land is not appropriate for a tourist area
such as Sidmouth - it would detract from the appeal of the area as a tourist destination,
and tourism is very important to the economy of Sidmouth;
(h) Additional traffic generated by such an industrial estate, including lorry traffic, would
cause significant traffic problems, both in the area of Sidford Cross traffic lights
(particularly as the road is narrow there) and in Sidbury (where there is a narrow bridge);
(i) The proposed development represents possible interference with the habitat of otters, as
I understand that otters have been seen coming out of the brook that runs across the
Southern part of the land;
(j) There is capacity on the existing Alexandria Road industrial estate for additional
employment units, such as small business start-up units;
(k) There are further sites for employment land for businesses, and employment
opportunities for individuals, available within easy reach of Sidmouth, in more appropriate
areas for an industrial estate or employment hub, provided that good public transport
links are in place - such as the planned additional employment land at Honiton, and the
major employment areas planned for the West End of East Devon, such as the new town of

Cranbrook, the Skypark business park, Exeter Science Park, the new inter-modal
interchange and distribution centre, and the Exeter Airport business park;
(l) The proposed designation of the land North of Sidford is opposed by Sidmouth Town
Council, and by a large number of local residents who have clearly expressed their views in
a number of ways, including a local petition.
(2) The proposed addition of 150 new homes in Sidmouth during the period of the
draft Local Plan
I oppose this proposed addition of new houses because (a) There has been considerable building of new homes in Sidmouth in recent years,
including building on the AONB land;
(b) Sidmouth is now basically "full" as regards capability to absorb new homes - the large
numbers of new homes have put a strain on resources and facilities, and have changed the
character of Sidmouth, to the detriment of the appeal of the town for the important
tourism industry;
(c) Building of new homes in Sidmouth in the Local Plan should be restricted to affordable
housing for local people;
(d) There is no need to build further new homes in Sidmouth, other than affordable
housing for local people, given the large numbers of new homes planned for the new town
at Cranbrook in East Devon.
(e) With regard to the proposal to build 50 new houses on the Knowle (i) The Knowle should continue to be used as offices for EDDC, to give continuity of
employment to those who work there, and to preserve the green areas that form an
important part of the Knowle;
(ii) It is strange that, after many years of using the Knowle for their offices, EDDC
have apparently suddenly decided that the Knowle is not fit for purpose as their
offices - this should be independently reviewed. The proposal by EDDC to move its
offices out of Sidmouth seems to be contrary to their apparent wish to provide jobs
in Sidmouth;
(iii) If EDDC do vacate the Knowle, they should endeavour to find a company willing
to use the land there for a hotel, which, I understand, was its former use - this
would be a different type of hotel for Sidmouth, in the nature of a country house
hotel with large grounds, but close to the facilities of Sidmouth - the public rights of
way that exist through the grounds would need to be protected. This approach
would preserve an employment use for the site and may counter-balance to some
extent the loss of the Fortfield Hotel site to tourism.
(f) With regard to the proposal to build 30 new homes on the Drill Hall site on the
Esplanade (i) If possible, the Drill Hall should be retained rather than being demolished, and
should have a community use in the future, as it has in the past;
(ii) If, for any valid reason, the drill hall cannot be retained, EDDC's first priority
then should be to use this site for tourism, to enhance the appeal of Sidmouth for
tourists - with its location on the Esplanade, with views out to sea and along the
coast, it would potentially be a key site for tourism;
(iii) Use for tourism may balance to a limited extent the loss of the Fortfield Hotel
site to tourism;
(iv) The drill hall site should not be used for car parking - this would detract from
the appeal of the Esplanade
(v) The drill hall site should not be used for housing - community use should come

as a first option, followed by tourism.

The following section gives further detail regarding some of the above points.
CALCULATION OF THE AREA OF EMPLOYMENT LAND NEEDED IN SIDMOUTH
According to information on the EDDC website http://www.eastdevon.gov.uk/0100__provision_of_employment_land_in_consultation_draft_local_plan.pdf, the EDDC
calculation of the claimed requirement for 5 hectares of employment land at Sidmouth is
based on the following two underlying objectives (1) To provide one new job for each new house either recently built or planned to be built
in Sidmouth during the period of the Local Plan - this factor leads to a calculated
requirement for 546 new jobs in Sidmouth;
(2) To additionally provide jobs in Sidmouth for half of those who currently commute out of
Sidmouth in order to go to work - with the apparent intention by EDDC of halving the
numbers who commute out - this factor leads to a calculated requirement for 782 new
jobs.
With regard to the first factor, Sidmouth has a significant number of retired people, and
many people coming into the town and buying a house come here to retire. Thus, the
assumption that one new job is needed for each new house seems a significant overestimate.
The second factor above seems to be based on an assumption that there are insufficient
jobs available in the community in relation to the working population, so that creation of
more jobs will allow some residents to work in the community rather than commuting to
another location. But according to the base data (before implementation of the Plan) used
by EDDC, there are more jobs in Sidmouth than the numbers in the working population in
the town (please see below). Thus, the inclusion of 782 jobs under this heading seems
entirely inappropriate.
Another point to note with regard to the second factor above is that the proposed increase
in jobs under this heading is not linked to any increase in the total working population in
the region - broadly, it seems that, across East Devon, jobs created under this heading
would be likely to increase the total number of jobs relative to the total number available
for work.
The statistics on the EDDC website indicate that the situation regarding employment in
Sidmouth, before implementation of the Local Plan, is as follows (1) The economically active population in the town (about 35% of the total population) is
4,668, but the number of filled jobs is more than this, at 5,032
(2) The difference between these figures reflects the fact that there is net commuting into
Sidmouth each day - the data shows 1,890 people commuting into Sidmouth each day,
and 1,564 commuting out of Sidmouth to go to work.
Sidmouth is not alone, of course, in having residents who commute out of and into the
town to go to work - presumably, the commuting simply reflects a search for, or wish to
find, a particular type of job - given the very diverse nature of different jobs, it would seem
to be just a normal part of life when people look for a job that suits them.
So what would be the impact on Sidmouth of the above 1,328 (546 + 782) additional jobs
planned there by EDDC under the draft Local Plan? If we assume for the purposes of
illustration that the 546 new houses result in an increase of 200 in the economically active
population, and that retirements over the years are balanced by young people starting

work, the resulting figures would appear to be (1) An economically active population in Sidmouth of 4,868 (4,668 + 200)
(2) As compared with jobs in the town of 6,360 (5,032 + 1,328)
This would be an excess of jobs in the town of 1,492. It seems from this that the number
of jobs needed in Sidmouth has been significantly over-estimated by EDDC.
Would any of those currently commuting out of Sidmouth switch to one of the new jobs
proposed in Sidmouth? As already noted, the nature of different jobs is very diverse, and
an assumption of, say, 25% of the commuters switching would seem to be quite
optimistic. But, if we assume this outcome, 391 people (25% of 1,564) currently
commuting out of Sidmouth would take a job in the town. With a reduced number of
1,173 people commuting out of Sidmouth, we would need about 2,665 people to commute
into Sidmouth in order to fill the 6,360 jobs.
This increase of 775 (from 1,890 to 2,665) in the number of people needing to commute
into Sidmouth in order to fill the jobs illustrates how significantly over-estimated is the
calculation of the number of jobs needed in Sidmouth. It should be borne in mind that
the "in-commuters" are commuting out of another location, so this increase is contrary to
EDDC's apparent intention to reduce commuting. Perhaps some of the proposed new jobs
would remain unfilled? - or we would possibly be left with a part-used industrial estate
North of Sidford which would become even more of an eyesore and discouragement to
tourism?
EDDC need to review their calculation of the number of jobs needed in Sidmouth and
produce a more realistic estimate.
Based on the calculated need for 1,328 new jobs, EDDC have estimated that an area of
5.97 hectares of employment land would be needed to accommodate these jobs (of which,
0.59 hectares is planned to come broadly from existing industrial estates). In calculating
the area required (a residual area of 5.38 hectares), there seems to be an assumption that
a dedicated area of employment land (or industrial estate?) would be required for all of the
jobs. However, this would not seem to be an appropriate assumption, particularly in the
case of non-B use class jobs - a dedicated employment estate is not needed, for example,
for jobs in tourism, care or retail. Thus, it seems that the area of employment land
needed has been further over-estimated in this element of the calculation.
As distinct from the above apparently unrealistic EDDC figures, what do we really need in
Sidmouth? It would seem that we need a few small start-up units, so that local people
with a business idea can have a go at developing it. We also need limited areas of land to
allow present small businesses to develop and expand to some extent - but bearing in
mind all the time that we are a tourist destination, and wish to continue to be so. Can all
of this land be provided at the existing Alexandria Road industrial estate? - there is
apparently capacity here, and it seems that this point should be pursued.
There is a need to provide jobs for the young people leaving school / college each year in
Sidmouth. But many of these will go off to university, and may not return to live in
Sidmouth, at least not until later years. Many will wish to experience life living in a
different area, or will travel. Of the remainder, with the EDDC base data showing filled
jobs in Sidmouth exceeding the numbers in the working population (please see above), it is
considered that some will find jobs in Sidmouth, perhaps in tourism, care, retail etc, or by
setting up their own business. Others will use public transport to find the kind of job that
they want in other areas of East Devon, such as the West End of East Devon, where
significant numbers of jobs are planned to be created. Overall, it is not considered that
there is any need at all to provide a large new area of dedicated employment land in the
Sidmouth area in order to provide job opportunities for these young people. But we do
need a co-ordinated policy in endeavouring to provide opportunities for young people to
stay in East Devon - we need to provide opportunities for such young people to find
suitable housing (please see below), and this is perhaps a more pressing issue than that of

providing employment opportunities, with the latter likely to be available either in or within
easy reach of Sidmouth.
DANGER OF ATTRACTING A LARGE SUPERMARKET
We particularly do not want is a large employment land allocation in Sidmouth, such as
the 5 hectares proposed North of Sidford, because, for one thing, it seems that this is likely
to represent a "green light" to any supermarket wishing to expand into Sidmouth particularly if we indicate through the Local Plan that parts of the AONB are available for
development. There seem to be two possible scenarios (1) A supermarket endeavours to purchase land at the existing Alexandria Road industrial
estate, offering to re-locate businesses from that estate to the new 5 hectare industrial
estate; or
(2) A supermarket endeavours to purchase land at the new 5 hectare industrial estate.
Whilst EDDC would no doubt not wish this situation to arise - since it would put further
pressure on Sidmouth Town Centre - they might be powerless to stop it, given that the
supermarket would presumably be able to appeal against any adverse planning decision.
In the Sidmouth Herald newspaper dated 1 June 2012, there was a report that Morrisons
supermarket, and other large companies such as a builders' merchants, have expressed
interest in the Alexandria Road industrial estate site. It seems that this just goes to prove
what are the likely effects of providing a large additional area of employment land at
Sidford or elsewhere in the Sidmouth area.
I hope that EDDC will endeavour to anticipate and recognise the possible effects of their
large employment land allocation in Sidmouth, and review their calculation of the
employment land needed, which appears to be a significant over-estimate.
CONFLICT WITH THE NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY GUIDELINES
There seems to be a conflict between the proposed designation by EDDC of 5 hectares of
land North of Sidford as employment land and the recently published National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF).
Because the land is within an AONB, paragraphs 115 and 116 of the NPPF are relevant.
Paragraph 115 states that "Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and
scenic beauty in....Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty....".
Paragraph 116 provides that "Planning permission should be refused for major
developments in these designated areas except in exceptional circumstances and where it
can be demonstrated they are in the public interest. Consideration of such applications
should include an assessment of.....the cost of, and scope for, developing elsewhere
outside the designated area....and any detrimental effect on the environment...."
The proposed designation of the employment land North of Sidford appears to conflict with
the NPPF on at least five counts (1) Has EDDC given "great weight....to conserving landscape and scenic beauty..." in the
AONB? It would appear not - the proposed employment land would be out of character
with the surrounding landscape and would be clearly seen from many vantage points,
such as by tourists walking in the surrounding hills or travelling along the adjacent road.
(2) Are there "exceptional circumstances" for allowing development on this land? It would
appear not, since there is apparently unused capacity on the Alexandria Road industrial
estate, alternative sites have been put forward, and many doubts have been expressed as
to whether Sidmouth needs such a large area of employment land.

(3) Can it be demonstrated that development would be in the public interest? As just
noted, there are considerable doubts as to the benefit from employment land specifically in
this location, with alternative sites being available etc. There is also the point, just
referred to, that the amount of employment land needed in Sidmouth appears to have been
significantly over-estimated by EDDC. On the other hand, there is a considerable cost in
terms of loss of environment, which is recognised by the public - and the opposition to the
plans of large numbers in the community is evident from the attendances at the public
meetings, the response to the "Save our Sidmouth" petition, letters and reporting in the
Sidmouth Herald etc. And there are other costs, such as increased traffic congestion at
Sidford Cross and in Sidbury. Given the importance to the economy of Sidmouth of
promoting tourism locally, it would seem that EDDC should be endeavouring to enhance
the appeal of Sidford to ensure that it is an attractive location for holiday-makers, eg as a
location for them to stay in B&B accommodation, or as a walking / cycling destination at
the North end of the Byes. By contrast, the proposed designation of employment land
North of Sidford would detract from the appeal of Sidford and the immediate area. The
proposed large area of land designated as employment land would detrimentally change
the character of Sidford from a rural village on the edge of the countryside to a village with
a large industrial estate.
(4) Has EDDC undertaken "an assessment of.....the cost of, and scope for, developing
elsewhere...."? There is no evidence of such an assessment, since the EDDC Notes to the
March 2012 draft Sidmouth Inset Map simply stated that this land was put forward for
development on behalf of Fords of Sidmouth, during the consultation exercise. In the
Sidmouth Herald newspaper dated 1 June 2012, a quote is attributed to Councillor Mike
Allen, who is understood to have been the Chairman of EDDC's Local Plan Panel, as
follows - "I have no idea why the Sidford-Sidbury proposal was included but it was
represented to me as a result of consultations with Sidmouth Town Council, which it
clearly was not...."   In view of this, it seems that EDDC should withdraw the proposed
designation of the land forthwith.
(5) Has there been an assessment by EDDC of "any detrimental effect on the
environment...."? It would seem not - the proposed development would seriously erode the
green gap between the two communities of Sidford and Sidbury, and it is difficult to
understand how EDDC could contemplate doing this. Such a gap is essential to preserve
the individual identity and character of the two communities, and to foster their
community spirit.  Apart from this, there is the detrimental effect on wildlife - I have been
told that otters have been seen coming out of the brook that runs across the Southern part
of the land, so it seems that the development could represent interference with part of the
habitat of important wildlife. In addition, the proposed development land is near to the
River Sid - according to the March 2012 draft Inset Map, it would apparently be adjacent
to the River Sid at one point.
According to paragraph 212 of the NPPF, the policies contained in the NPPF should be
taken into account by local planning authorities as material considerations from the day of
its publication (27 March 2012), and the NPPF must be taken into account in the
preparation of plans.
Thus, EDDC should amend the draft Local Plan to comply with the NPPF and, as part of
this, they should withdraw the proposal to designate 5 hectares of land North of Sidford as
employment land.
It seems clear from para 216 of the NPPF that EDDC should not approve development of
the 5 hectares of land North of Sidford as an industrial estate on the basis of the emerging
plan, given that there are clearly significant unresolved objections to the designation of the
land as employment land (the second bullet point in para 216), and that there is a conflict
between the proposed designation of the land and the NPPF (the third bullet point in para
216).
Whilst some alternative sites put forward for employment land in the Sidmouth area are

still within the AONB, it would seem that the impact on the environment would be less.
However, it would seem that such alternative sites should not be needed, with capacity on
the Alexandria Road industrial estate probably sufficient for the needs of Sidmouth.  I
would urge EDDC to listen to the views of the local community on such points - paragraph
1 of the NPPF refers to the NPPF as providing "a framework within which local people and
their accountable councils can produce their own distinctive local.....plans..." I hope that
the Local Plan can evolve in this way, with discussion between the community and a
listening local council.
HOUSING
At the meeting of Sidmouth Town Council on Monday 21 May 2012, there was a comment
that the only housing that is affordable to local people is rented housing. I wonder
whether shared ownership properties may also be affordable for some. Another comment
at that meeting was that new homes in Sidmouth go either to retirees or as second homes
- this may be an exaggeration, but there are, of course, significant numbers of retired
people in Sidmouth.
It seems from this that a priority of the Local Plan should be to provide affordable housing,
possibly housing for rental, for local people in Sidmouth. If it is wished to encourage local
people to stay in Sidmouth, rather than moving away, this seems to be essential.

I should be grateful if you would kindly take the above comments into account in your
consideration of the draft Local Plan. Many thanks
Yours faithfully
John Labrum (12 Ballard Grove, Sidford, EX10 9EP

Representor No. 3039 - Stefan Laeger
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Localplan
feedback on Axminster section Local Plan
11 May 2012 20:06:55

Dear Sir or Madam,
Many thanks for the opportunity to comment on the amended Local Plan for
East Devon.
I would like to challenge the overall amount and location of new houses
being proposed in Axminster.
In excess of 1000 new houses is way too much for a market town of the
size of Axminster.
I do appreciate the need for housing growth, but it needs to be in
proportion to the town
and available local employment opportunities in the District.
At the moment the developments at Cloakham Lawns and the eastward
extension do not fullfill
these criteria. They will
- Lead to increased unsustainable commuting to far away employment
centres, such as Exeter
as there will not be sufficient local employment opportunities
- Increase the traffic congestion in the town
- create a bad traffic bottleneck at Weycroft Bridge through proposed
route for the bypass.
Through traffic assessments for other bypasses it has been shown that
they tend to increase overall traffic in the long term.
This will be particularly the case here, as 1000 new houses are likely
to add at least 1500 cars and associated journeys.
I my opinion, Axminster can only grow sustainably if the new housing
allocation is not more than approx. 500 houses.
I am courious what is the driver for such large housing allocation in
Axminster and I wonder who is likely to gain most, the residents
or land owners.
Kind regards,
Stefan Laeger

Representor No. 3042 - Gillian Mann
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Localplan
My Comments on the Local Plan
10 June 2012 21:47:38

I only intend to comment on the plans that affect Littleham area, as these are the ones that
concern me the most, except to say that on the whole I mainly agree with those plans for the
town centre and the seafront. Indeed I think some of these are very exciting, but I do think that
a transport interchange should be considered and written into the proposed plans. As one of
those active commuters to Exeter, it is incredibly difficult and time consuming to get to work,
especially in the winter months.
I am concerned that the numbers of new houses for Exmouth do not add up and this could
mean that more might be built in Littleham; we already have the planned 350 in the Maer
Valley (currently referred to as the Littleham Valley) but no specific mention of the 70 planned
at the former Rolle College.
I would also like to see Rolle Exmouth Ltd and their plans for the college built into the Local
Plan.
Why is Devon Cliffs Holiday Park (which I believe to be the largest in Europe) not designated as
a Principal Holiday Accommodation Area?
Plumb Park
I believe EDDC would like to see 350 houses built here (I understand this figure was originally
500), the Town council believe that 200 is a more realistic figure. I do not think that this would
be financially viable to a developer.
I don’t think that due consideration has been given to the infrastructure, of what is essentially a
village community.
When I refer to infrastructure, I am considering the roads and traffic, our police, doctors’
surgeries, local shops and parking, especially at Church.
I understand that Clinton Devon Estates own the land designated for development and are the
preferred developer. They have certainly worked hard to involve the locals (we have had
various meetings to discuss the plans) and persuade them that their plans are the best, for the
future of the Littleham community. I hope this is not a well oiled marketing exercise.
CDE have made it very clear that this development would not cause any new traffic issues, but
accept it would compound on the already existing problems. The roads and problems are
numerous; they include Littleham Cross, Littleham Road, Douglas Avenue, Broadway, The
Green, Castle Lane, and Buckingham Close, Cranford Avenue and Salterton Road as well as
others.
Our roads not only have the usual traffic issues, but also accommodate many caravans (of
various sizes including those that need wide load escorts), camper vans, lorries, dustcarts’, skip
lorries tankers and believe it or not steam engines and marching marines!
Unfortunately Devon Cliffs have not been willing to participate in any meetings to discuss the
existing traffic issues and I note there is no facility to build a new link road to the holiday camp
in the local plan!
Whilst I think our local school would be happy to accept more children, we do not have a
Doctors surgery and our public transport (especially in the winter) is lacking.
The police already respond to emergencies from Honiton (takes about 40 minutes) and I
understand that a development of this size would not increase our local force.

Could some of these issues be addressed in the Local plan?
The other issue that I have not covered here is the wildlife that might be affected by this
development.
I understand that Lapwings, Kestrels, Sparrow hawks, Swallows, Skylarks, Woodpeckers, Tawny
& Little Owls, Curlews, Buzzards, House martins, Wagtails, Linnets and others frequent these
fields as well as bats and deer. Indeed I have heard the Owls at night.
We would also miss the beautiful herd of Jersey Cows.
I fully understand the need for affordable housing and sustainable communities, but I think we
need to consider at what costs!
There is no mention of the Biomass Plant that would provide the energy for this development
and the impact of the delivery lorries on our already congested roads as mentioned above.
Donkey Hill
We must ensure that no building takes place here. Ideally this area would be an open public
space where the magnificent panoramic views of the sea and surrounding countryside can be
enjoyed by all.
Kind regards
Gillian Mann
A resident of Littleham Road, Exmouth.

Representor No. 3046 (M1) - Martin Nancekivell

Representor No. 3052 - Simon Steele-Perkins

Representor No. 3066 - John Doe

Rep No.

3071

Name:

G.C. and E.P. Rowley

Date sent:

16.05.12

As requested by email, here are our comments on the plan for Ottery St Mary:
Comments on plan for Ottery St Mary
1.
It is good news that the Mill site is, at last, to be developed for housing.
Perhaps the developer could be contractually required to renovate the
appearance of the Mill building itself - an historic grade 2 listed monument in
the town – to a semblance of its original appearance.
2.
The allocation of an area by the river Otter for recreation is also an
excellent part of the plan. A swimming pool would be a great asset.
3.
The development of the Island Farm site opposite Kings School for
mixed use – housing plus employment - also makes sense as it provides a
natural expansion of the area of the town.
4.
The expansion of the Finnimore industrial estate into the adjacent
currently unused land is sensible. However, it will impact on the quality of life
of residents of the adjacent town houses in Thorne Farm Way. The height of
any buildings should be limited, preferably to single storey, and noisy
manufacturing activities should be excluded or severely restricted.
5.
Priority in the allocation of new housing should be to those taking up
employment in the new businesses in the town and to existing residents
seeking increased or reduced sized accommodation.
6.
With an enlarged population, a more frequent bus service to and from
Exeter (via Cranbrook?) is required, operating from early morning to late
evening. This would help economy in the use of fossil fuels.

Rep No.

3077

Name:

Ian & Jenny Wasson

Date sent:

24.05.12

Thank you for sending us the latest Inset Plan for Budleigh Salterton.
As you will know, there have been recent comments in the press regarding the
'black line' shown on the plan south of the war memorial towards the sea. Having
looked at the plan, we can see why there are concerns - it is possible to see green
shading north of the 'black line' which indicates there is land that could be deemed
suitable for development south of the coastal road. We have no doubt that this is not
your intention, but we recommend that you redraw the line on the final map to avoid
any misunderstanding by residents.

Rep No. 3084 - Mr G Roe

Subject:

Employment Land at Sidmouth

To the ‐ Amended Local Plan Consultation

Further to my representation ‘Local Plan 3084 ‐ page 411’ I would like to comment further regarding employment land.
I feel that further employment land at Sidmouth could bring great benefits to the community, and should be regarded
as a ‘sustainable option’ providing employment, wealth creation and opportunities to the local area. The chance to
further local businesses existing and future should be taken up, rather than see them relocate away from the town.
However the above needs to be balanced with Sidmouth’s other important distinctions ‐ its highly held reputation as a
Tourist Location, a Regency Town of merit on the Jurassic Coast and its setting within an Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty ‐
These seemingly conflicting points can be accommodated together – but need a considered and enforceable plan to
create employment areas that would include Green buffer zones (an example is the work attempted to cloak Sidford
Sewage Treatment Works, while not perfect is a step forward for this type of facility) / Site plans that address the visual
impact of buildings and associated lighting (these plans do not need to involve expensive ‘greened’ buildings just simply
turning structures away from roads and houses so to have trading frontages facing within the employment zone) / The
truly simple but overlooked provision of locations within employment zones to plant and maintain trees (this also needs
a clear enforcement structure to be in place).
Specifically ‘Fords of Sidmouth’ (who have been instrumental pushing forward employment zone plans)are the type of
company Sidmouth should retain and support, but that support needs to be conditioned by the planning authority to
ensure a quality of development to enhance Sidmouth overall prospects.

The points I have raised above relate just as much to the proposed Sidford Employment Zone as they do to the existing
Alexandria Employment Zone ‐ It has to be mentioned at this juncture that large scale felling of trees and general
arboreous clearances undertaken some years ago at the Alexandria Site (with planning permission) has seen this area
clearly left open and on a ‘Gateway Approach’ to Sidmouth visually unattractive compared with a few years previous,
replanting advice contained in supporting planning documentation has so far been overlooked.
This enforces my view that a firm policy covering the issues I have raised needs to be in place before any planning
permissions are granted and with a clear enforcement route available, that said I am convinced that we can achieve
larger scale employment zones that sit together with and enhance Sidmouth.

Yours faithfully,
Geoffrey Roe – Bulverton House, Sidmouth, Devon, EX10 9DW ‐
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Rep No.

3089

Name:

Marion Hicks

Date sent:

24.05.12

Thank you for the information re update of the local plan. I have downloaded the
Sidmouth maps and information. There is considerable concern in the town over
these proposals and I sincerely hope East Devon are listening to those of us who live
here. I presume there will be some positive response or there is little point in asking
for consultation.
I share the concerns over a new area of employment land North of Sidford rather
than full utilisation of Alexandria Road. Access from the main road must be a priority.
I can understand the relocation from The Knowle but hope the building can be
converted to benefit the town. It is essential the parkland remains intact and
protected.
Port Royal must be developed for the benefit of all, locals and tourists and not just
another block of flats. We need some sort of jetty for local boats and pleasure trips
along the Jurassic coast. Sidmouth is missing out on this tourism. There is scope for
shops/ cafe facilities as your plans are developed. The cliff and Alma Bridge need
protection. The drill hall does not and should quickly be demolished. I thought the
idea of a temporary carpark while deliberations continue was sensible.

Representor No. 3094 - Guy Gibson (J Hargreaves)

Representor No. 3104 - Basil Herbert
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Localplan
Ottery St Mary Local Plan
09 June 2012 07:47:41

Ottery St Mary employment land
There are four hectares of industrial/commercial land already committed
but not developed at Ottery. Surely if it has not been developed there is
not the demand, investment or need. The Hammer Cutler factory site has
sat empty for a decade or more and there are empty units on the
Finnimore estate. The Local Plan has allocated a further three hectares ?
Where are the statistics and evidence to support this huge increase? One
could cynically argue that landowners and developers see empty tin sheds
as a way to develop housing through change of use. That couldn't be the
reason for the huge increase could it? Roger Tym consultants recommend
on p77 of their report that an additional 0.67ha should be ‘more than
sufficient to create capacity for future development in Ottery St Mary.’
Why employ independent consultants at public expense and then ignore
the findings ?
Housing allocation for Ottery
The local plan of 300 houses is a ludicrous allocation for a town with a
population of just over 5000. The highest number in East Devon save
Axminster. We are in the worst recession in living memory and with the
massive development just up the road at Cranbrook who is going to buy
all these houses? Locals are not able to purchase them. The recently
rejected Redrow application for Butts Rd allocated 'Affordable Housing',
the cheapest house costing £220,000 ?
Whilst the building boom is welcome and providing a much needed boost
to the local economy it comes at a huge cost to our landscape. It is clear
that the amount of development is slowly but surly concreting over East
Devon. Do we really want huge new estates on green field sites full of social
housing overspills from around the country at the expense of our local
communities and environment? I don't and I'm sure the majority of
Devon's population doesn't either.
Mr B Herbert

Representor No. 3128 - Axminster Carpets
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Localplan
Consultation on the Inset Map and Policies for Axminster
08 June 2012 09:58:05
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Dear Sir/Madam,
Further to your consultation on the Inset Map and policies for Axminster, we would like to
make the following comments on behalf of Axminster Carpets:
·
·
·

We support the general approach for Axminster;
In particular, we support Strategy 20 and the Strategic Land Allocation for 400 new
homes at Cloakham Lawns;
We support the Inset Map – although we note that the Strategic Allocation for
Cloakham Lawns does not match the planning application boundary (reference
10/0816/MOUT). It is noted that the open space and Cloakham Lawns recreation area
(to the south and south-west of the allocation as shown in red below) are excluded
from the housing allocation. Whilst we have no objection to this, these areas of land
were included within the planning application boundary to ensure their
retention/enhancement as part of the planning proposals and as such we question
whether they should be included within the Strategic Allocation to ensure the benefits
are secured as part of any future applications.

Area of land within
planning application boundary.

Kind regards
Chris
Chris Rose
BA(Hons), MRTPI
Associate Director
CSJ Planning Consultants Ltd
Chartered Town Planning Consultants
1 Host Street, Bristol BS1 5BU
T; 0117 927 2224 F; 0117 927 2252 M; 07967 666993
www.csj-planning.co.uk    

Latest News: CSJ Take Part in University of Bristol Study

This email and any attachments are confidential to the intended recipient and may also be privileged. If you are not the intended
recipient please ensure confidentiality, delete it from your system and notify the sender. CSJ Planning Consultants Ltd has taken
every reasonable precaution to ensure that any attachment to this email has been swept for viruses. However, liability cannot be
accepted for any damage sustained as a result of software viruses and you are advised to carry out your own virus checks
before opening any attachment. Any disclosure, copying, distribution or action taken, or omitted to be taken, by an authorised
recipient in reliance upon the contents of this email is prohibited.

Please be environmentally aware and only print off this e-mail if absolutely necessary.

Representor No. 3172 - Richard Taylor
102 Douglas Avenue
Exmouth
EX8 2HG
Planning Policy Section
East Devon District Council
Knowle
Sidmouth
EX10 8HL

6 June 2012

Dear Sir / Madam
Re: East Devon Local Plan 2006 – 2026 – Consultation 11 May to 11 June 2012
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.
1. New Homes. I note that this has increased from 680 ( Agreed with Exmouth Council)
to 840. I assume that this the additional units that Clinton Devon Estate (CDE)
propose building at “Plumb Park”. I thought that this would not be agreed until CDE
produced realistic proposals with regard to the extra traffic created particularly at
Littleham Cross. Notwithstanding that I would like to know who has agreed the extra
amount and why?
2. Jobs. I would like to see more work opportunities being available in our town. I think
that this is unlikely particularly in the short term. Exeter is a thriving commercial
centre and with the poor road links to Exmouth from Exeter and M5 who would chose
to bring there business to Exmouth.
3. Infrastructure. I frequently travel by road to Exeter / M5 at rush hour times. It is
quite clear that drivers chose the A376 or the B3179. Drivers already heading for the
B3179 along Dinan Way are unlikely to take the link to the A376 because they know
it is quicker on the B3179. I think that the money would be better spent by passing
the west side of Woodbury.
5 Srategic Land Allocations at Exmouth – Littleham
•

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 an 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”. ( See photo)

Donkey Hill viewed from
Douglas Avenue

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 350 new homes in the Maer Valley could create 525 - 700 cars on our
roads daily travelling to and from home and work. 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.

•

The traffic (including the 525 to 700 extra cars) will then move on along Salterton
Road to the junction with Marpool Hill, followed by Withycombe Village Road / Gipsy
Lane and Gipsy Lane / Exeter 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. Given that
50% of Exmouth’s working population commute outside the town to work, any
development in these areas would significantly worsen the situation, putting
immense stress on the B3179 and adding to the gridlock that already affects
Littleham. The sheer scale of this proposal has been and remains 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.

Alternative sites
•

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

•

In my 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. Particularly as the land east of Capel Lane is just a road
width from McDonalds, Halfords, Pets at Home etc. Hardly an AONB. The Littleham /
Maer valley is visited by far more walkers 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. Alternatively drivers can head for the roundabout west of
Budleigh Salterton and join the A3179. The site would also be on a bus route and the
cycle path runs through it.

•

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.

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”. ( See photo )

•

Many local people strongly object to this increased sized development.

•

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.
There is another site nearby that has many more advantages than the Littleham Valley /
Maer Valley site. East of Capel Lane. Have a look at it. The traffic problems attached to
Littleham Valley / Maer Valley site are significantly reduced and a permanent solution
will be found to directing traffic for Sandy Bay away from Littleham Cross, Littleham
Road and Littleham Village without costing EDDC a penny. Combining a “Sandy Bay
relief road” with a new housing development makes good economic sense.
Yours faithfully,

Richard Taylor.

Representor No. 3198 (M1) - Redrow Homes
Representations to the East Devon District Council Local Plan 2006 to 2026 –
Consultation on the Inset Map and Policies for Ottery St Mary (May 2012)
On behalf of Redrow Homes South West

1.

Introduction

1.1 These representations are submitted by Ian Jewson Planning Ltd on behalf of
Redrow Homes South West in support of the promotion of the ‘Land adjacent to
Butts Road, Ottery St Mary’.
1.2 The site has a developable area of approximately 4.6 hectares and is identified
as ‘Higher Ridgeway, Ottery St Mary’ (Ref: C202) in the Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment (SHLAA) published in March 2011. The SHLAA
advises that the site is suitable, available and achievable and suggests that it
could accommodate between 100 and 167 dwellings. A Site Location Plan is
attached at Figure 1.
1.3 As a general comment it should be noted that we expressed concern in our
representations to the Consultation Draft Plan published in December 2011
about the fact that the Draft Plan was not accompanied by an up-to-date
Sustainability Appraisal1.
1.4 The main reason for our concern was that Planning Policy Statement 12
(PPS12) advised that the Sustainability Appraisal is a key part of the evidence
base for plan preparation. While PPS12 has since been superseded by the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) the role that Sustainability
Appraisal should play in the plan preparation process has not changed. At
paragraph 165 of the NPPF it states:
"A sustainability appraisal which meets the requirements of the
European Directive on strategic environmental assessment should be
an integral part of the plan preparation process, and should consider all
the likely significant effects on the environment, economic and social
factors."

1

The most recent Sustainability Appraisal (SA) was prepared in relation to the Core Strategy
Preferred Approach Report published in September 2010. However, the SA is considerably out-ofdate as the spatial strategy in the Preferred Approach Report is significantly different to that in most
recent draft of the emerging Local Plan. For example, the overall housing requirement for the District
has been reduced from 16,400 dwellings to 15,000 dwellings.

1
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1.5 We therefore remain deeply concerned that an up-to-date Sustainability
Appraisal has still not been published2. As such it is not possible to evaluate
whether the Plan is based on proportionate evidence and therefore ‘justified’,
one of the tests of ‘soundness’ defined at paragraph 182 of the NPPF.
"Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when
considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate
evidence."
1.6 This is particularly relevant given that the Council is now consulting upon
elements (inset maps for towns) of a revised version of the Consultation Draft
Plan (Proposed Submission Draft of the Plan - May 2012) that was prepared
following meetings of the Local Plan Panel held in February and March 2012.
1.7 We therefore consider the Plan to be ‘unsound’ in its current form.

2

It is acknowledged that a Sustainability Appraisal Summary of the Consultation Draft Plan was
th
prepared for the meeting of the Local Plan Panel on 20 March 2012. However, the document is only
just over two pages long and does not in any way fully assess the potential impacts of the draft
policies.

2
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2.

Strategy 24 - Development at Ottery St Mary (formerly DS19)

2.1 We strongly object to Strategy 24 which sets out the preferred approach for
future development at Ottery St Mary. While we welcome the Council’s decision
to locate housing in this sustainable town we object to the decision to:
1. Reduce the housing requirement from 400 dwellings in the
Consultation Draft Plan (December 2012) to 300 dwellings in the
current draft.
2. Locate the proposed strategic allocation of 200 dwellings to the
west of the town.
2.2 We address both these issues in detail below.
Reduction in the housing requirement for Ottery St Mary
2.3 The Consultation Draft Plan published in December 2011 set a housing
requirement of 400 dwellings for Ottery St Mary. The requirement was reduced
to 300 dwellings following a meeting of the Local Plan Panel on 20th March
2012. IJP attended the meeting on behalf of Redrow Homes South West and
observed that the decision to reduce the housing requirement was made
against the recommendation of Officers. The Officers advised that the housing
requirement for the District was based upon evidence from the East Devon
Housing and Employment Study (December 2011) prepared by Roger Tym &
Partners and that it would be extremely difficult to justify setting the housing
requirement for Ottery St Mary below the level of identified need.
2.4 The minutes of the meeting suggest that the housing requirement was reduced
following the removal of ‘Land at Barrack Farm’ and ‘Land adjacent to Salston
Barton’ from the strategic allocation for the town as they had not previously
been considered during the plan preparation process. While this may be the
case the decision failed to recognise that there is other land at Ottery St Mary
that is available and suitable for housing. For example, the 'Background Paper

3
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on Potential Development Sites at the Town’s of East Devon' (March 2012)
which was prepared for the Local Plan Panel meeting on 20th March 2012
shows that our clients site (Land adjacent to Butts Road, Ottery St Mary) has
been considered as part of the Local Plan and Strategic Housing Land
Availability Appraisal (SHLAA) process and is considered developable. This
view

is

supported

by

the

recent

planning

application

for

the

site

(12/0277/MOUT) which found that there were no technical objections to
developing the site for housing.
2.5 The decision to reduce the housing requirement for Ottery St Mary below the
level identified as necessary means that the Plan has not been ‘Positively
Prepared’, one of the four tests of ‘soundness’ defined at paragraph 182 of the
NPPF:
"Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy
which

seeks

infrastructure

to

meet

objectively

requirements,

assessed

including

unmet

development
requirements

and
from

neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent
with achieving sustainable development."
2.6 We therefore consider the Plan to be ‘unsound’ in its current form.
Location of the Strategic Housing Allocation for Ottery St Mary
2.7 The current draft of Strategy 24 identifies a strategic allocation of 200 dwellings
to the west of Ottery St Mary. We strongly object to this decision as we
consider that the most appropriate location for the strategic allocation is the
‘Land adjacent to Butts Road’ (Figure 1).
2.8 The basis of our objection is that the policy in its current form is ‘unsound’ as it
is not ‘justified’, one of the four tests of ‘soundness’ defined by paragraph 182
of the NPPF:
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"Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when
considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate
evidence."
2.9 It is our view that Strategy 24 is not justified as it does not meet either of the
defined requirements.
Based on Proportionate Evidence
2.10 There are a number of reasons for stating that the allocation of the land to the
west of Ottery St Mary is not based on proportionate evidence.
2.11 Firstly, the only supporting document that appears to have been submitted in
support of the development is the ‘Land at Island Farm, Barrack Road’ leaflet
which is referred to in the supporting text of the Consultation Draft Plan
(December 2011) and was submitted on behalf of the land owners. The leaflet
only provides a brief overview of the site and does not contain any formal
assessment of physical constraints that may impact upon delivery.
2.12 Secondly, the process that was followed when identifying the site has not been
transparent. The site is not identified in the most recent version of the Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) which was published in March
2011. The NPPF considers SHLAA’s to be a key part of the evidence base for
the plan preparation process.
2.13 Finally, the plan preparation process is not supported by an up-to-date
Sustainability Appraisal. Paragraph 165 of the NPPF states:
"A sustainability appraisal which meets the requirements of the
European Directive on strategic environmental assessment should be
an integral part of the plan preparation process, and should consider all
the likely significant effects on the environment, economic and social
factors."
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2.14 The absence of an up-to-date Sustainability Appraisal means that a key part of
the evidence base to support the Plan is missing.
The most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable
alternatives
2.15 As stated above the plan preparation process is not supported by an up-to-date
Sustainability Appraisal. The absence of Sustainability Appraisal means that it
is not possible to evaluate why the Council consider the chosen strategy to be
the most appropriate when compared to reasonable alternatives. It is
acknowledged that the Council has produced a document called 'Evaluation of
Potential Development Sites in/at The Town’s of East Devon for Residential
Development' in April 2012. However, IJP have only just become aware of this
document as it is not referred to in the current consultation document or on the
consultation page of the Council’s website. We therefore strongly object to the
site selection process that has taken place, in particularly the lack of
transparency involved and the fact that the ‘Evaluation of Potential Sites’
document has not been subject to public consultation.
2.16 An initial review of the ‘Evaluation of Potential Sites’ document has highlighted
a number of concerns (set out below). However, it is important to note that we
reserve the right to respond further on this document in due course.
•

The description of Option 1 in Table 8 is misleading as a significant
amount of the land in this area is not constrained by the
conservation area or the floodplain (i.e. ‘Land adjacent to Butts
Road’).

•

The description of Option 4 in Table 8 is misleading as it ignores a
number of key issues. For example, the land is separated from the
settlement by a large area of flood plain.

•

There is no explanation in the section on Ottery St Mary as to why a
single site is considered preferable to a number of disperse
allocations.
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•

There is no evidence to justify the extent the Grade 2 agricultural
land plotted on Map 8.

•

The description of the 'Land North of Higher Ridgeway' (‘Land
adjacent to Butts Road’) in Table 10 is misleading. There were no
objections from statutory consultees in relation to the recently
refused application and the Planning Case Officer previously
confirmed that the proposals are acceptable in terms of landscape
impact. Whilst the development of this site would result in some
localised loss of some Grade 2 agricultural land this is not
significant

•

In Table 10 the ‘Land adjacent to Butts Road’ (Site 1) and the
proposed strategic allocation (Site 6) score equally in terms of the
six site assessment criteria for residential development (set out a
paragraph 3.2 of the ‘Evaluation of Potential Sites’ document).
There is no justification given for preferring the development of the
land to the west of the town.

•

Table 10 does not include an assessment of the Former Cuttler
Hammer Factory site which is a draft allocation for 100 homes.
While it is acknowledged that the site is located within the
development boundary for Ottery St Mary it should not be
automatically assumed that it is an appropriate location for housing:


The Adopted Local Plan Proposals Map indicates that
the site falls within an Existing Employment Area.
There appears to have been no consideration as to
whether the site could be retained for employment
uses.



Map 8 indicates that the site falls within the flood
plain. The NPPF seeks to direct development away
from areas at risk of flooding.



There has been no assessment as to whether the site
is deliverable.
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2.17 In any event the lack of a robust evidence base is a key issue as we consider
that a proper assessment of alternatives demonstrates that the most
appropriate location for the strategic allocation is the ‘Land adjacent to Butts
Road’.
2.18 The ‘Land at Island Farm, Barrack Road’ is prominent within the local
landscape and has the potential to accommodate protected species and
archaeological remains which could significantly limit development potential. It
is also physically detached from the rest of Ottery St Mary by the flood plain
which as can be seen from the Inset Map would result in severance and a form
of development that does not relate well to the existing settlement. Rather than
promote self-containment the sites location west of Ottery St Mary is likely to
encourage trips to Exeter (using the private motor vehicle) to the detriment of
local shops and services.
2.19 None of the above issues apply to the ‘Land adjacent to Butts Road’ which is
identified as ‘Higher Ridgeway, Ottery St Mary’ (Ref: C202) in the Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) published in March 2011. The
SHLAA advises that the site is suitable, available and achievable and suggests
that it could accommodate between 100 and 167 dwellings.
2.20 The ‘Land adjacent to Butts Road’ is also located directly adjacent to the
settlement boundary and existing residential development on Butts Road,
Washbrook View and Higher Ridgeway. In their response to the recent planning
application for the site (12/0277/MOUT) the County Highways Authority stated
that the site “is located correctly from a sustainability point of view in that all
facilities are within appropriate distances by sustainable modes”. The site is
therefore a logical location for residential development as it would integrate well
with the surrounding area, unlike the ‘Land at Island Farm, Barrack Road’ which
as stated above is separated from the town by the flood plain.
2.21 The recent planning application (12/0277/MOUT) also means that unlike the
‘Land at Island Farm, Barrack Road’, the ‘Land adjacent to Butts Road’ has
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been the subject of the detailed environmental assessment. The application
was supported by the following reports.
•

Ecology Report

•

Landscape and Visual Assessment

•

Flood Risk Assessment including Drainage Strategy

•

Arboricultural Assessment

•

Ground Investigation

•

Archaeological Desk Based Assessment

•

Transport Assessment including Travel Plan

•

Utilities Assessment

2.22 There were no technical objections to the proposed development from statutory
consultees.
Conclusion
2.23 We strongly object to Strategy 24 which sets out the preferred approach for
future development at Ottery St Mary. While we welcome the Council’s decision
to locate housing in this sustainable town we object to the decision to:
1. Reduce the housing requirement from 400 dwellings in the
Consultation Draft Plan (December 2012) to 300 dwellings in the
current draft.
2. Locate the proposed strategic allocation of 200 dwellings to the
west of the town.
2.24 The policy in its current form is ‘unsound’ as it is not ‘Justified’ and has not
been ‘Positively Prepared’, two of the four tests of ‘soundness’ defined by
paragraph 182 of the NPPF. In order to remedy these issues and ensure that
the policy is sound we strongly recommend that:
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1. The proposed housing requirement is increased to the previously
identified level of 400 dwellings.
2. The strategic allocation is changed to include the ‘Land adjacent to
Butts Road’.
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Figure 1
Site Location Plan

Representor No. 3209 (M1) - Cranbrook New
Community Partners

Representor No. 3211 - Simon Edwards

FROM: SIMON EDWARDS, SECTOR HALL, SECTOR LANE, AXMINSTER, EX13 5RZ
TO: THE PLANNING POLICY SECTION, EAST DEVON DISTRICT COUNCIL, KNOWLE,
SIDMOUTH, EX10 8HL - SUBMITTED VIA E-MAIL ON JUNE 5, 2012

COMMENTS ON THE CURRENT CONSULTATION DRAFT OF THE EAST DEVON
LOCAL PLAN 2006 – 2026
I refer to the current consultation process relating to the “East Devon Local Plan 2006 – 2026”,
which runs from May 11, 2012 to June 11, 2012.
In this respect I should like to make a couple of representations in relation to EDDC’s plans for
Axminster. The first concerns the proposed scale of development for Axminster and how this
has been communicated to the public at large and the second relates to the north-south relief
road.
Proposed Scale of Development
East Devon District Council’s circular to all households in East Devon setting out the refuse
collection schedule over Christmas/New Year 2011/2012 also contained a section on the East
Devon Local Plan, a draft of which had been put out for consultation in December 2011.
In relation to Axminster, EDDC stated in the circular that the draft plan provides for 1,050 new
homes in the town. This, in itself, is a massive amount of development, representing a 40%
increase in the size of the town, but what is of most concern is that the actual figure for new
homes - according to the detail of the plan document - is almost 50% higher than that stated in
the circular. Specifically, on page 33 of the December 2011 Consultation Draft Plan, it states
that taking into account all developments that are already underway (ie, projects that are
under construction, have full planning permission or are well-advanced through the planning
process) the actual number of new dwellings is 1,561. The current consultation draft (page
34) contains slightly different figures, but still shows 1,547 new homes between now and
2026, or 1,761 for the entire plan period. As far as the constituents of East Devon are
concerned, the number of new dwellings proposed for Axminster is either 1,547 (from now to
the end of the plan period), or 1,761 (for the entire plan period); there is no way that the
relevant figure is 1,050 as set out in the December 2011 circular and repeated in other
documents since. So the actual scale of development proposed is between 47% and 68%
higher than has been stated by EDDC in its key communications with the public on this
subject.
I can but speculate as to why EDDC would so understate the actual level of proposed
development in probably its only formal communication to all households on this subject, but it
wouldn’t be unreasonable to suggest that the council did not wish to draw attention to the fact
that the current draft plan incorporates the development of 650 homes to the east of
Axminster, an option that was specifically rejected in the September 2010 version of the Local
Plan, a plan which had taken a huge amount of resources and over four years to develop.
Despite all that work and pretty definitive conclusions in relation to the non-sustainability of
such a major additional housing development in Axminster, the plan was radically changed in
the subsequent 15 months without any further work or evidence to support revision of the
original conclusions.

North-South Relief Road
I attended the Local Plan Meeting on March 20, 2012 and listened with interest to various
comments, principally from Councillor Wragg, regarding the north-south relief road for
Axminster, which is being so vigorously supported by Councillors Hull and Moulding and the
Town Council, a road which will cost – according to Kate Little – a minimum of £15 million.
The thrust of Councillor Wragg’s point was that this relief road seems only to be strategic to
Axminster and to no-one else – it is not strategic to the national road network, it is not
strategic from the perspective of Devon County Council etc etc – and so he was rightly
questioning why it should be included in the plan. This is a massive investment in a piece of
infrastructure of very questionable benefit at a time when funding is, and is going to remain,
scarce and so if it were to proceed it would likely take CIL and other funding away from far
more worthwhile and beneficial investments elsewhere in East Devon.
As someone who lives close to Axminster, I have looked into this issue in some detail and
have come to the conclusion that not only is the road not strategic to anyone else, it would
also be of no benefit to Axminster given the huge amount of associated additional housing
that is being proposed to help fund the road. I have set out below the facts of the situation as
I have been able to ascertain them and would note in passing that many on the Town Council
seem to take the view that because this road has been talked about as a good thing for the
last 15 years or so, it must be necessary and justifiable even though the factual evidence
suggests otherwise.
1.

EDDC’s own Sustainability Appraisal, conducted in connection with the new Local
Plan, concluded that the proposed relief road in combination with the large housing
developments in the town would actually increase congestion in the town centre, rather
than reduce it. And given that the Town Council’s key issue is town centre congestion,
this single conclusion seems pretty damning in terms of trying to justify the massive
expense and other consequences of the relief road.

2.

The simple fact is that there is no congestion in Axminster. I feel reasonably wellqualified to comment on this since I invested in the growth of a local taxi firm a couple
of years ago and from our drivers’ perspective the maximum delay in passing through
the town centre is a few minutes even at peak times. So there is no actual congestion,
but rather an intermittent problem with heavy traffic passing through an historic town
centre. But in this respect, the major culprits are buses and given that they are an
essential part of the sustainable transport infrastructure in the area and must, by
definition, pass through the centre of the town, any relief road is an irrelevance. The
solution to the heavy traffic issue lies not in a relief road, but in traffic management
measures which stop heavy vehicles that have no business in the town from passing
through the centre.

3.

Devon County Council conducted a traffic survey in October 2009 to assess the need
– or otherwise – for a north-south relief road and I have obtained a copy of their report
via a Freedom of Information request. EDDC is well aware of the existence of this
report. The following points make interesting reading:



over 60% of commuting in Axminster is internal commuting – ie, through traffic
levels are not significant;
the majority of traffic entering Axminster on the 4 main radial routes is actually
bound for Axminster. On one route 78% of traffic is town-bound, while the lowest
percentage is still 52%;



the proposed relief road would link Chard Road and Lyme Road. Based on the
traffic data, traffic between these two roads amounts to around 600 vehicles each
way over a 12 hour period – ie, only 50 vehicles an hour in each direction. Hardly
a good reason to invest £15 million + on a road.

The actual conclusions at the end of the DCC report are as follows:






4.

the number of through trips represents a small proportion of traffic on the routes
surveyed. The majority of journeys would appear to involve a stop within Axminster
itself;
based upon the ANPR data in this exercise it would be inappropriate to assume
that a relief road connecting Lyme Road and Chard Road would remove the
majority of traffic from the routes surveyed. The volume of traffic that could use a
relief road to avoid the centre [ie, current Lyme Road to Chard Road traffic plus
other traffic that would be diverted to avoid the town centre] would be between
1000 and 2000 vehicles per day; however this is based upon those through
trips identified within this survey;
the level of through traffic is not considered to be high enough to justify
the provision of a new road scheme as a stand-alone measure.

Devon County Council also addressed the issue of a relief road in their response to the
December 2011 draft of the Local Plan, and stated the following:
"There is no certainty or assertion within the policy wording that any north/south relief
road would be delivered and funded by the proposed development. It is not the
intention of Devon County Council to fund the scheme which does not appear within
the Local Transport Plan. Preliminary studies undertaken by Devon County Council
using Automatic Number Plate Surveys (ANPR) indicated that on the survey day the
proportion of traffic making the movement between Chard Road and Lyme Road is
low. These findings mean public investment in a new road scheme would not be
justified. Any road would therefore need to be delivered and funded by new
development as part the access scheme to serve the development, but there is no
clear evidence to show that the proposed development will secure this with any
certainty."

I could go on, but believe that the above points demonstrate why it is inappropriate to include
a relief road for Axminster in the new Local Plan. It is a complete mystery to me why in these
times of austerity and cut-backs that a road of this type is being promoted as a better use of
funding in East Devon than for the provision of jobs, affordable housing, schooling etc.

Rep No.

3219

Name:

John McCarthy

Date sent:

15/05/12

oad Action

I would like to make the following comments on the on the latest drafts of the Inset
Map and Policies for Sidmouth.
EMPLOYMENT LAND
Before deciding to allow large scale development within the Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty EDDC should make a full and balanced assessment of local needs
and circumstances. This should not be constrained by currently announced
timetables - the key point is to get it right.
To date the need for 5 hectares of employment land in the Sidmouth area has not
been demonstrated - for example the methodology uses flawed assumptions in
relation to inward and outward commuting.
Moreover the local economy is underpinned by tourism and by middle-to-higher
income retirement inflows, both of which are critically dependent on the beauty of the
local countryside. If EDDC allows Sidbury, Sidford and Sidmouth to become a single
urbanised area then the net impact will be negative - a net loss in spending power
within the locality and consequently a net loss in employment.
THE KNOWLE
The plan should explicitly say that:-

•

•

any future housing development on the site of EDDC offices in Sidmouth will
be restricted to the existing footprint of development - the existing buildings
and car parks.
the parkland and trees will be protected from development.

This is important because the The Knowle parkland is highly attractive visually and
strategically placed at one of the main approaches to the town centre. This
contributes to the unique character and charm of Sidmouth, the key factor
underpinning the local economy. The Knowle parkland is also greatly valued by local
residents for recreational and leisure purposes.

Representor No. 3227 - Churchill Property Group South West

Introduction
1

AP Planning is instructed by Churchill Property Group South West ltd (CPGSW) to
provide planning advice in relation to the former Cutler Hammer Factory site at Ottery
St Mary.

2

The Company ownership includes a Listed Town Mill and outbuildings together with
adjacent land.

3

CPGSW has been in pre-application discussions with East Devon Council (Ed Freeman
and James Brown) related to the redevelopment of the factory site and buildings.

4

Representations relating to a number of policies and proposals of the emerging Local
Plan were submitted in January 2012.

5

Regrettably the latest draft policy for the site in the Plan considered at the
Development Management Committee on 8th May remains unaltered.

6

Once again AP Planning are submitting comments related to the draft Policy in order
to make the Policy more accurate and relevant to the site and the emerging proposals.

Draft Ottery Chapter
7

There are a number of errors and omissions with regard to the Policy and text in so far
as it relates to the Cutler and Hammer site which should be amended:
•

The allocation area is incorrect. The Proposals Map should be amended to
include all of the land that is controlled by CPGSW. In particular the Otter View
site, to the east of Mill Street includes the existing house to the south of the
car park area which is identified for allocation.

•

The Plan should be amended to include the existing house within the allocated
area.

•

The site capacity is higher than 100 units; the discussions with development
control officers on draft plans are indicating that the site has a capacity of in
excess of 100 units.

•

The Local Plan allocation should refer to ‘up to 120 units’ or ‘around 100 units’.

Emerging East Devon Local Plan
Representations on behalf of Churchill Property Group South West Limited

June 2012

•

The Local Plan refers to ‘community uses’. The emerging proposals for the site
do not make provision for community uses.

Offices may be part of the

scheme, but there is no need to deliver community uses.
•

The text continues to refer to a library. This should be deleted. The idea is
not supported by DCC who favour a site in the town centre if indeed any
funding can be established to provide a new facility.

8

The Local Plan chapter for Ottery should be amended to reflect the correct extent of
the CPGSW ownership and, to reflect the capacity and likely form of development of
the site.

Emerging East Devon Local Plan
Representations on behalf of Churchill Property Group South West Limited

June 2012

Representor No. 3248 - Paul Griew (Cliff Road Action Group)

East Devon Local Plan Consultation - Jan 2012
Comments by the Cliff Road Residents Action Group – CRAG
Cliff Road, Seaton. 31 Jan 2012
CRAG members

John & Chris Radford – Overthorpe
Peter & Jacqui Hand – Shomoda
Tony & Biddy Miller – Uplands
Julie Burdekin – Derby Cottage
Paul Griew (chairman) – Cliff Cottage
Steve & Alison Chipperfield – Windgates
Anthony Biles – Southhay
Martin & Jo McInerney - Seafield
Layout of this response
Page numbers are Local Plan page numbers
The subject of our comments is highlighted in grey.
Each subject is followed by our comments.
______________________________________________________________

CRAG Comments
Summary
CRAG believes the balance of the Plan is significantly weighted in favor of the
protection of the natural coastal environment to the detriment of the protection
of the existing coastal settlements and their communities from climate change
& sea level rise and from tidal flooding and erosion.
Our comments explain why and what we would like the Council to do to
improve the balance for the future well-being of those communities.
CHAPTER 3
Page 16.
3. Vision for East Devon to 2031
3.1
As a starting point to help us tackle the challenges we face over
the next 20 years we have created a Vision statement to sum up our
aims. The vision is aspirational but also it is rooted in realism. We
welcome your comments on whether you think we have got it right.
Where in the LP is the ‘Vision statement’ to comment upon? 3.2 to 3.14 don’t
read like a Vision statement or a summary of aims, they read like regulations
and actions. A vision statement usually describes a vision of the community in

x years time, so the aims can then be chosen to achieve that vision. It is not a
summary of aims that have determined beforehand.
Is your Vision statement 3.2 to 3.14 or what?
Assuming your Vision statement is 3.2 to 3.14:
• there is nothing there about sustainable, prosperous, safe communities
which are safe from such things as tidal flooding and coastal erosion .
Please add this.
• The 2006 briefing paper Coastal Zone Policy said “Core Strategy
should:
o Set out a long term sustainable vision for the coast in particular
Devon’s undeveloped coast, for its protection, management and
enhancement.
o Set out the adaptation strategies to be developed for those
locations considered at risk of coastal erosion and flooding,
particularly where there is priority for defense
If this LP is replacing the Core Strategy then please include your ‘vision
for the coast’ in your Vision Statement and set out the ‘adaptation
strategy’ in an appropriate part of the LP.

Page 17
3.12 In delivering growth at the market and coastal towns and rural
communities the challenge will be to provide all the necessary facilities
whilst protecting East Devon’s outstanding quality of life and very
special environment. This includes the World Heritage Coast site, as
well as the Blackdown Hills and East Devon Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty. The key is to respond sensitively to the needs for more
balanced communities without damaging the environmental qualities
that we cherish. The local distinctiveness of East Devon in both
landscape and building traditions will be supported and we will set the
agenda and design standards for future progressive development.

3.12 is about delivering growth, for which the key is…. responding sensitively
to the needs for more balanced communities without damaging the
environmental qualities that we cherish.
Please apply this key to the delivery of new infrastructure, which is needed to
make existing communities safe and sustainable (eg. roads and infrastructure
to combat climate change and sea level rise).
Hence we suggest the following amendment:
“3.12 To make existing communities safe & sustainable and in delivering
growth….”

If your Vision statement is not 3.2 to 3.14, then we request the right to
comment upon it later, when we know what it is.
________________________________________________________________
Page 19

3.15 - The East Devon Sustainable Community Plan has 7 themes
each with a priority for action as set out below:
We are surprised the East Devon Sustainable Community Plan does not
include maintaining the existing economy and social fabric, promoting social
well-being and providing the infrastructure which supports these. Please
include these if possible
•

Economic Development: Increasing opportunities for raising
average income through regeneration.

As well as economic development sustainable communities rely on
maintaining the existing economy and social fabric. Please include these
objectives if possible.

CHAPTER 4
Page 20

4. Key Issues and Objectives
What Influences East Devon Now
4.1- There are many positive things about East Devon. We have listed some of
these below under thematic headings:

Section 4 only consists of a list of “positive things about East Devon”. It does not
contain any objectives or what are normally considered to be key issues.
The list includes transport. Surely the sea defenses and coast protection works
that protect the existing coastal communities are significant ‘positive things’ that
should be included in this list. Please include these.
We request the following key issue and objective be included in section 4.
Key issue
East Devon’s existing coastal communities, which make a significant
contribution to East Devon’s sustainability and are part of the area’s
intrinsic character, are threatened by climate change, sea level rise &
erosion.

Objective
To maintain the safety, the sustainability and the intrinsic character of
coastal communities that are threatened by climate change, sea level rise &
erosion.

CHAPTER 6
Page 36 - 6.20
Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 3
Sustainable Development:
c) Promoting social wellbeing - which includes providing facilities to
meet people's needs such as health care, affordable housing,
recreation space and village halls.
d) Encouraging Economic development - which includes securing
jobs.
We object to this exact wording.
Reasons:
c) Research has shown that flooding and erosion, which threatens homes and
businesses, and the fear of such flooding and erosion, has a very significant
negative impact on people’s health and social well-being and on the local
economy. This negative impact is likely to increase during the life of the Plan
due to climate change and sea level rise.
PPS1 Delivering Sustainable Development includes the need for safe
development and safe communities.
Hence… after health care please insert ‘a safe environment’.
d) Economic development is dependent on the maintenance of and the
development of the existing economy as well as the creation of new jobs.
Hence replace which includes securing jobs with ‘which includes
maintaining and developing the existing economy and securing new
jobs.’
________________________________________________________________

Page 38 - 6.23
Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 5
Environment
All development proposals will contribute to the delivery of sustainable
development, ensure protection and enhancement of natural and built
environmental assets and geodiversity.

We object to this introduction to DS5
Reasons:
We agree that all development proposals must contribute to the delivery of
sustainable development.
However we do not agree that all development proposals must ensure the
protection and enhancement of natural and built environmental assets and
geodiversity.
First - it is not possible for all development to ensure all of these
requirements. For instance some development will be remote from
geodiversity sites. Hence DS 5 is not deliverable so it is not effective.
Second - Saying all development proposals must fulfil these specific
requirements places them above other sustainable development requirements
such as a prosperous economy, health, safety and social well-being. This is
not a balanced policy when the LP is taken as a whole, because all other
sustainable development requirements are not given similar status in the
Plan. Sustainable development includes the protection and enhancement of
natural and built environments and geodiversity so there is no need to repeat
it.
Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 5
Environment
Open spaces and areas of biodiversity importance and interest will be
protected from damage, and the restoration, enhancement, expansion and
linking of these areas to create green networks will be encouraged through a
combination of measures such as;
6) Conservation and enhancement of Sites of Special Scientific Interest
SSSI) in accordance with the Wildlife and Countryside Act.

Object: We object to the inclusion of sub section 6 in DS5
Reason: Local Planning Authorities cannot enforce other legislation (such as
the Wild life and Countryside Act), nor can they determine whether a planning
proposal is or is not in accordance with an Act. Hence the LPA’s Local Plan
cannot suggest it will do so.

CHAPTER 14

14 Sidmouth
Page 103
14.2 What the sustainability appraisal and evidence tells us
about the future of Sidmouth:

•

The draft Shoreline Management Plan 2, recommends that in
the short, medium and long term (100 years) a policy of "hold
the line" is adopted for Sidmouth seafront West of the River Sid
to the Chit Rocks. For the River Sid and East Sidmouth the
Shoreline Management Plan 2 recommends “managed
realignment” through beach management from the present day
through to the long term.

We object to this statement.
Reasons:
1. Minor point, the SMP has been adopted. It is no longer the draft SMP
2. Major point, the following statement is factually incorrect.
For the River Sid and East Sidmouth the Shoreline Management Plan
2 recommends “managed realignment” through beach management
from the present day through to the long term.
For this section of coast (SMP2 management unit 6a35), at the top of page
207 of SMP2 it states:
“Implementation of Managed Realignment could involve extending the
beach management activities at Sidmouth to also cover this section of
the coast….but uncertainty remains over exactly how this policy could
be implemented in a sustainable way, addressing technical,
environmental and economic concerns. Further detailed investigation is
needed during this period (i.e. from the present day – short term
period) to determine the most appropriate means of implementing this
policy….”
This recommendation is carried through to the SMP2 Action Plan. It includes
Strategic Action (ref: SDAD.PSA6.3.1). It states:
“Undertake a Strategy Study for Sidmouth (by 2014) to determine the
best approaches for delivering the policies and develop a programme
of works for policy units 6a34 to 6a38… et al to address concerns
about recent increases in the rate of cliff recession that have occurred
since the beach level to the east of the River Sid lowered.”
From this you will see SMP2 is not ‘recommending managed realignment
through beach management from the present day through to the long term’
as stated in 14.2.
Further, please note: According to Defra Guidelines and good practice,
Strategy Studies normally review policies in SMPs and on occasions they
replace them with another policy. So in this case, because the SMP2 Action
Plan states EDDC will Undertake a Strategy Study and EDDC have agreed
the Action Plan, it is by no means certain the Managed Realignment policy
here (unit 6a35) will stand for the duration of the Local Plan.
Hence: we believe your interpretation of the SMP2 evidence base is not
correct, in which case anything in the LP which relied on this incorrect
interpretation is not justified. We request that the interpretation is

corrected and anything that relied on it is reviewed, otherwise it could
lead to unjustified LP policies and subsequent planning decisions.
Further: if the Sustainability Appraisal was based on incorrect or
incomplete evidence, then the SA is unsound and we request the SA is
reviewed to take account of the correct or complete evidence.

Page 103
14.5

We will conserve and enhance the overall quality and appeal of Sidmouth
by:……..

The ‘overall quality and appeal of Sidmouth’ will be significantly damaged by
tidal flooding and coastal erosion if it does not have appropriate sea defenses
and coast protection works (especially in the face of sea level rise), just as
much as it will be affected by the actions listed in 14.5.
Hence we believe the Council should commit to conserving and
enhancing the overall quality and appeal of Sidmouth by: Promoting
appropriate sea defense and coast protection works. Please add this to
the 14.5 list of actions.

Page 104
Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 21
Development at Sidmouth:
The preferred approach for Sidmouth will see limited housing development within
the existing built-up area boundary. Commercial development will be focused on
complementing the high quality of the town and its importance as a year round
tourism destination. Job opportunities will also be provided through the allocation
of additional employment land. Working with our partners in Sidmouth, over the
2011 to 2026 period, we will specifically plan for and promote:
5. Infrastructure - better management of road space in the town centre to
alleviate congestion, and “park and ride” (and park and change) provision.”

The success of housing and commercial development in Sidmouth, the
important year round tourism and job opportunities are vulnerable to tidal
flooding and erosion, especially in the face of sea level rise; hence they are
dependent on the provision and the long term maintenance and renewal of
sea defenses and coast protection works. We believe the council should
commit to planning and promoting these by amending subsection ‘5.
Infrastructure’ as follows:
5. Infrastructure - better management of road space in the town
centre to alleviate congestion, and “park and ride” (and park and
change) provision …and the provision and long term maintenance
of appropriate sea defense and coast protection works.

CHAPTER 16
Page 132 - 16.50
Safe Communities
Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 31
Community Safety:
Through the East and Mid Devon Community Safety Partnership the Council will
work to reduce crime and the fear of crime in the District. The Council will
encourage new development that has been designed to minimise potential for
criminal activity and incorporates the principles of 'Secured by Design' and will
support development proposals aimed specifically at improving community
safety.
Creating safe communities is part of sustainable development. It is not just about
reducing crime and the fear of crime. It is also about being safe from tidal flooding and
coastal erosion. Flooding and coastal erosion and the fear of flooding and coastal erosion
have a significant impact on economic development, health and social well-being.
Hence we believe the Council should widen its commitment to community safety
by widening Draft Strategy 31 as follows: after ‘fear of crime’ insert… ‘and to
reduce flooding and coastal erosion and the fear of them,’

CHAPTER 17
Page 134
17 Climate Change
Government’s throughout the world advise communities to consider how to
mitigate climate change and how to adapt to it.
This important climate change section in the LP only considers carbon, a
cause of climate change, and how to mitigate it. It does not consider the
consequences of climate change and how to adapt to them in accordance
with Government guidance on Plan making.
This section provides a golden opportunity to summaries sea-level-rise, to
quantify the increased probability sea flooding and coastal erosion and the
risks which that poses to coastal communities and how to adapt to these
risks. Much of this base line information should be in your Strategic Flood
Risk Assessment. How you propose to adapt to it for the benefit of your
communities should be in the LP. Other coastal Local Planning Authorities
have done so.
We urge the Council should take this opportunity.

Please note: the SMP2 is not a spatial planning document. It's an engineering
document for planning government investment in coastal defense
infrastructure. It does not deal with all the spatial planning consequences of
climate change and sea level rise. It is for LPAs to use the SMP to inform their
assessment of these consequences on their economic development and their
communities and to plan accordingly.
______________________________________________________________
CHAPTER 18
Page 148
Coastal Areas
18.20 East Devon’s exceptional coastline forms part of a World
Heritage Site (WHS) and is mostly undeveloped. Parts of the
coast are eroding and in some cases this impacts on people’s
livelihood and homes. We will:
o

Discourage development in undeveloped coastal areas if
it would have adverse landscape impacts unless there
are no alternatives available, (such as with established
holiday parks) and development is essential.

Clarification: Does ‘discourage development’ apply to coastal infrastructure
development that is needed to protect coastal settlements?
If it does we must object to that meaning, not least because it is not in
accordance with your Coastal Zone policy.

18.20 continued
o

Promote coastal protection measures where erosion could impact
on people's livelihoods and homes where this aligns with the
emerging Shoreline Management Plan 2 (long-term plan) and is
financially feasible.

We object to… ‘where this aligns with the SMP2’. (Incidentally, it’s not ‘the
emerging SMP’ now)
Reason: Coast protection measures do not have to align with SMP2 unless
they are being funded by DEFRA (NB. Please see more detailed reasons for
this on this on page 191 regarding - New Proposed Policy EN23 - Coastal
Defense Schemes ) .
Hence: after 'financially feasible' please add...and where coast
protection proposals do not align with the SMP2 we will give them due
consideration.

Please note: This bullet point refers to ‘coastal protection measures’ only. For
the avoidance of doubt Defra and Operating Authorities use the term ‘coast
protection measures’ to mean measures to protect the coast from erosion. It
does not include ‘sea defense measures’ which are to defend the low-lying
coast from tidal flooding. Do you mean you will not promote sea defense
measures even if they are in line with the SMP?
If so we must object to this meaning because there should be no
distinction unless it is explained, thereby giving the public the chance to
comment.
______________________________________________________________
Page 148
Coastal Zone
18.21…….National planning guidance places a requirement on the
Council to define the undeveloped coast and the Local Plan currently
shows a Coastal Preservation Area. We intend to rely on existing
evidence and investment programmes for the Shoreline Coastal Zone
to manage this precious resource properly. Further investigation and
assessments of the Coastal Zone for very specific areas may be
undertaken should the need arise.
Clarification: Does this mean you propose ‘to define the undeveloped coast’
as the Coastal Preservation Area and or as the Shoreline Coastal Zone or
what?
If so, we must object because the purpose of the ‘undeveloped coast’ is
different from the Coastal Preservation Area and the Shoreline Coastal
Zone.
If not, please explain what you do mean and consult us again on that
meaning please.
______________________________________________________________
Page 149
18.24
Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 38
The Undeveloped Coast in East Devon
The Council will define an undeveloped coast policy with regard to
views from both land and sea. Restrictive policy will place limits on
development in this area that could damage this undeveloped/open
status. This will be defined on the basis of visual openness and views
to and from the sea. The boundary of the Coastal Preservation Area
shown on the East Devon Local Plan will be used as a basis for
informing area definition.

We must object to this policy
Reasons:
We are concerned that you are asking us to comment on a draft strategic
policy that proposes to define the ‘undeveloped coast’ and to develop
‘restrictive policies’ in the future.
Consequently it is not a policy for the regulation of development upon which
we can make meaningful comments. It is a statement of intent.
It is unreasonable to ask us to comment on such a policy when the area of
land to which the policy applies, the undeveloped coast, had not been
defined. This is because we cannot consider all the potential consequences of
the policy ‘on the ground’ and therefore we cannot take these consequences
into account to enable us to properly consider the policy and comment on it.
We suggest this policy is resubmitted for public consultation with a plan
showing the boundary of the land to which it will be applied in due
course.
The eastern extremity of developed Sidmouth (the Cliff road area, where we
live) is in the Coastal Preservation Area. We object to this developed area
being included in the forthcoming ‘Undeveloped coast’ area.
Please ensure you consult with us on the forthcoming definition of the
Undeveloped Coast area.
______________________________________________________________
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Rejected Options
18.25 - The Preferred Approach in respect of coastal zone protection is
favoured over the following alternatives:
2. Not Allowing Any Development - if policy did not allow for any
development of any shape or form it could prevent necessary works
from happening (for example in respect of coastal protection) or
exceptional cases where the social or economic benefits might
outweigh adverse environmental impacts.
We support your rejection of alternative 2.

Page 150
Shoreline Management Plans and Coastal Protection/Erosion
Please note: ‘Coastal Protection’ is the protection of the coast from erosion.
SMPs also deal with Sea Defence, the defence of low-lying land from tidal

flooding. The collective term for ‘coastal protection’ and ‘sea defence’ is
‘coastal defence’.
We note from 18.26 you did not mean to exclude sea defence from this title so
we suggest the following title…
Shoreline Management Plans and Coastal Defense (erosion & tidal
flooding)
or for more clarity…
Shoreline Management Plans and Coastal Protection (erosion) and Sea
Defense (tidal flooding).

18.26 - Parts of the East Devon Coastline are subject to erosion. It is
anticipated that climate change will create increasing pressure on
coastal and estuarine environments through accelerating rates of sea
level rise and an increased number of storms. If this occurs it will have
implications for the cost and effort involved in protecting coastal
communities from risk of flooding and coastal erosion. The potential
impacts are not only in terms of individual properties at risk of loss or
damage, but also the wider impacts on the local economy and local
communities.
We support 18.26. You may wish to know: as well as the wider impacts on
the local economy and local communities, tidal flooding and coastal erosion
and the fear of these can have a significant impact on health and social wellbeing. You may wish to recognise this in the last sentence.

18.27 - The Jurassic Coast World Heritage Site Management Plan
highlights the fact that coastal erosion is part of the natural process and
part of what helps define and justify the status of the coast. A key aim
of the WHS Management Plan is ‘protecting the outstanding universal
value of the WHS by allowing natural processes to continue’. This plan
seeks to balance this aim with the social and economic needs of our
coastal communities.
We support 18.27 so long as the Plan achieves the balance. Unfortunately
we are very concerned that the WHS aim as set out in the Plan out
weighs the social and economic needs of coastal communities and
individuals.

18.28 - Measures and policy for the management of East Devon’s
coastline is set out in the Shoreline Management Plan 2, which has
recently been approved. This provides an objective, large scale
assessment of the risks to people and the environment resulting

from the evolution of the coast over the next 100 years. It is a nonstatutory policy document for the planning and management of coastal
defences. The broad approach of the SMP2 is to defend the centres of
the main settlements along the coast and allow natural processes to
continue in the rural areas. However, some properties in the towns are
likely to be affected by coastal erosion in the medium (20-50 years)
with substantially more likely to be affected in the longer term (50-100
years). Detailed policies for managing this change have been included
in the proposed Development Management Policies
The SMP sets out measures and policies for the management of East
Devon’s Coastline for the purpose of Government investment in coastal
defences only. To avoid misleading the public and basing a policy on
incomplete evidence, please amend…
•

Measures and policy for the management of East Devon’s
coastline is set out in the Shoreline Management Plan 2, which
has recently been approved”… to read… Measures and
policy for the management of East Devon’s coastline, at
government expense, is set out in the Shoreline
Management Plan 2, which has recently been approved and

•

‘It is a non-statutory policy document for the planning and
management of coastal defenses.’… to read… It is a nonstatutory policy document for the planning and
management of coastal defenses at government expense.

18.28 continued
Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 39
Coastal Erosion
Along the Jurassic Coast WHS, the outstanding universal value of the
WHS will be conserved by allowing natural processes to continue,
unless the safety and economic well being of any coastal community
would be undermined, provided that the implications of this for the
Jurassic Coast have been fully considered.
We object to this policy because it does not achieve the balance set out in
18.27 and it is not justified.
Reasons:
1. We understand the WHS Management Plan Aim 1 is:
To protect the Site’s Outstanding Universal Value and integrity by allowing the
natural processes which created it to continue.”

We note that a modified version of this aim ‘the outstanding universal value of
the WHS will be conserved by allowing natural processes to continue’, is
enshrined in draft policy 39.

First - The WHS aim it to protect the WHS, it is not to conserve it. Conserving
it is stronger than protecting it, so policy 39 is stronger than the WHS aim.
This is at the expense of development.
Second - Enshrining the WHS aim Local Plan policy and not other aims or
rights, such as the right to protect ones property, gives the WHS aim
precedence over other aims? This is at the expense of development.
Third - Point 4.2 Para 2 of the WHS Management Plan says …..
However, there are a number of locations along the World Heritage
Site which might warrant coastal defences now or in the future,
including on the edges of Sidmouth, Lyme Regis, Weymouth and
Swanage. These locations vary in their significance with respect to
their values of the WHS, so the impact of any potential coastal
defences would need to be examined on a case by case basis.
Draft Strategy 39 does not acknowledge this important flexibility.
2. The primary purpose of Spatial Planning is to facilitate development. To do
so, it needs to identify the constraints to development. Policy 39 does not
follow that tenet, it places the WHS aim above and before development and it
places greater weight on the WHS aim than it does on development. Under
policy 39 applicants for development will have to show the safety and the
economic well-being of the coastal community will be undermined if their
application is to succeed. It should be for the custodians of the WHS to show
the development proposal will adversely affect the natural processes to such
an extent it will damage the universal value of the whole WHS site.
3. The yard stick….’the safety and the economic well-being of the community
being undermined’… is unreasonable and unsound. The reasons for policy 39
in 18.29 do not refer to communities being at risk it refers to a small number of
properties. Their loss cannot undermine the safety and the economic wellbeing of a ‘coastal community’ so it is unreasonable and unsound. The safety,
the social well-being and the health of the small number of residents who are
threatened by coastal flooding or erosion should be the subject of this policy
for the reasons given in 18.29.
It would be a more balanced and reasonable policy if it said….
Development decisions will take into account the Jurassic Coast WHS
aim, to protect the Site’s Outstanding Universal Value and integrity by
allowing the natural processes which created it to continue.”
This fulfils the reasons for policy 39 given in 18.29. In particular it fulfils the
requirement that ‘the impact of development on the Jurassic coast is taken
into account’ and no more.
4. The reasonable alternative to DS 39 was improperly rejected, so DS 39 is
not justified. (see our commentary on Rejected Options 18.29 below)
Rejected Options
18.29 – The preferred Approach in respect of coastal erosion is favoured over
the following alternative:
1. Defining specific areas for defence work or proposing defence/means
to secure their implementation – lies outside the remit of the local plan.

PPS 12 (infrastructure) and the National Policy Panning Framework both
expect LPAs to plan for infrastructure in connection with sustainable
development and in connection with Managing risk from coastal change.
The NPPF states:
(Ignore this dividing line)

Introduction - ‘The government expects the planning system to deliver ……
infrastructure …that the country needs.’
S 10 states - For the planning system delivering sustainable development
means…
(Ignore this dividing line)
• Planning for prosperity (an economic role) - use the planning system to
build a strong, responsive and competitive economy…. by identifying
and coordinating development requirements, including the provision of
infrastructure.
Clearly this applies to economic development as well as new buildings so
it applies to coastal defences which are needed to protect economic
development and the existing buildings where it can take place, as well as
new buildings.
(Ignore this dividing line)
s.160 states: Local planning authorities should be clear as to what
development will be appropriate in coastal Change Management Areas and in
what circumstances.
Bearing in mind the s 10 this must include what coastal defences are needed
in coastal change management areas.
PPS 12, the NPPF and you draft LP (DS 44 Infrastructure Delivery) all refer to
the use of the Community Infrastructure Levy to contribute to infrastructure
(as scheduled). This schedule can include coastal defence infrastructure that
is needed to support sustainable development. (other LPAs include it). Hence
it is within the remit of the Local Plan to define specific areas for defence work
or proposing defence and the means to secure their implementation.
Consequently the alternative approach, Defining specific areas for defence
work or proposing defence/means to secure their implementation, is with
in the remit of the local plan and it should not have been rejected for the
reason given.
Hence the choice of draft strategy 39, as the preferred approach, did not
properly consider a reasonable alternative, so it is not justified.

Page 157
Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 41
Nature Conservation and Geology
All development proposals will need to:

1. Protect the biodiversity value of land and buildings and minimise fragmentation

of habitats.
2. Maximise opportunities for restoration, enhancement and connection of natural
habitats.
3. Incorporate beneficial biodiversity conservation features.
Development proposals that would cause a direct or indirect adverse effect to
internationally and nationally designated sites will not be permitted unless they
are in the over-riding public interest and:
a) They cannot be located on alternative sites that would cause less or no harm.
b) The public benefits of the development clearly outweigh the impacts on the
features of the site and the wider network of natural habitats.

We object to this policy.
Reasons:
‘All development’ does not allow for exceptions. This is not flexible so DS 41
is not effective.
‘overriding public interest’ is a national criteria for determination by the
Secretary of State. LPAs should have regard for overriding public interest
when determining planning applications but they cannot decide if a proposal is
or is not of overriding public interest as proposed in DS 41. The SoS makes
that decision.
Hence DS41 is not in accordance with national policy and legislation, so
it is not justified.
______________________________________________________________
CHAPTER 19
Page 162

19 Delivery and Infrastructure Provision
Provision of Social, Physical and Community Infrastructure
Understanding Other Organisations’ Proposals and Plans
Developer Contributions and the Community Infrastructure Levy

We support 19.2 to 19.8 and request:
•
•
•

Coastal Defence infrastructure is included in the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan
the Community Infrastructure levy is used to contribute towards
Coastal Defence
Developers contributions are sought for Coastal Defence, where
appropriate

______________________________________________________________
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Consultation Local Plan – Draft Strategy 44
Infrastructure Delivery
We support Draft Strategy 44.
Please note: DS44 reinforces our arguments in 18.28 & 18.29 regarding the
LP remit to …. Defining specific areas for defence work or proposing
defence/means to secure their implementation

Part Two - Development Management Policies

CHAPTER 21
Page 190
21.52 - The Shoreline Management Plan 2 (SMP2) 70 forecasts
shoreline positions in three year periods (0-20 years, 20-50
years and 50-100 years). This breakdown provides valuable
information on when a particular property is likely to be affected
and is the best information available unless a site specific study
is undertaken with new data to update the SMP2 findings.
This statement is factually incorrect at Sidmouth. The SMP does not
provide the best information there. The existing erosion line (Jan 2012)
already exceeds the 20 year erosion line in SMP2. A site specific study
is not needed to determine this, the site merely needs to be inspected
and compared with the map in SMP2. Please correct this statement.
______________________________________________________________
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New Proposed Policy EN22 - Development in Coastal
Change Management Areas
Within the Coastal Change Management Areas to be identified
on the Proposals Map new dwellings or conversion of existing
buildings to residential use will not be permitted. All other
development, including redevelopment, extensions and change
of use of land will only be permitted if it has been satisfactorily
demonstrated that no increased risk to life or significant risk to
property would result.

We object to the words ‘all other development’
Reason: ‘all other development’ includes coastal defence infrastructure that
may be needed to protect or defend coastal existing development. This is not
consistent with policy EN 23 and the right to protect ones home.
Hence, please amend the policy to exclude coastal defence
infrastructure to protect or defend existing coastal development.
______________________________________________________________
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New Proposed Policy EN23 - Coastal Defence Schemes
The Council will support proposals for sustainable coastal
change management, such as improvements to coastal
defences or managed realignment, where they are in line with
the Shoreline Management Plan 2 and provided they would not
have any unacceptable adverse economic, social or
environmental impacts, including a detrimental visual impact on
a protected landscape.
We object to this policy as written
Reasons:
1. The Council’s support is for such things as… improvements to coastal
defences or managed realignement. This does not make it clear that the
Council supports the provision of new coastal defenses where they may be
needed to protect existing development which is at risk or will be at risk in the
foreseeable future. Please amend EN 23 to do so.
2. The Council’s support is limited to proposals that are only… ‘in line with the
SMP2’. No justification for this ‘requirement’ has been given and to our
knowledge none exists.
SMPs are non-statutory documents for the planning of Government
investment in coastal defence. They inform LPA’s where that investment is or
is not being planned so a LPA can decide where to locate new development.
Only Government investment should normally be in line with the SMP and that
is for the EA and Defra to decide, not for planning authorities. Nowhere does
the Government say it expects LPAs to require all coastal defences to be in
line with SMP policies. There is no justification for this requirement in
EN23.
Further: SMP policies can be changed by coastal defence Strategy Studies,
the next stage down in the Government’s investment planning process for
coastal defence. So this Local Plan policy would constrain that Government
process. The requirement is not flexible so EN 23 is not effective.

Private investment in coastal defences does not have to be in-line with the
SMP. It should be judged on its merits in accordance with normal planning
practice.
3. ….provided they would not have any unacceptable adverse economic,
social or environmental impacts, including a detrimental visual impact on a
protected landscape.
‘any’ is absolute, it does not allow for flexibility. Therefore it is not effective.
This proviso does not appear to have been considered against a reasonable
alternative such as… provided they would not would not have a material
adverse impact on…. Therefore it is not justified.
An ‘unacceptable adverse impact’ is not defined. Without ‘unacceptable’ being
defined the policy is not deliverable, therefore it is not effective.
It is difficult to envisage coastal defences that do not have a detrimental visual
impact on a protected landscape in some people’s eyes. It depends on the
point of view and what a detrimental visual impact is. Some people may
consider The Cobb at Lyme Regis to have a detrimental visual impact, others
may consider it does not and it is an important part of the character of the
place that should be protected. We agree visual impact is an important factor,
however it should not be an overriding factor when peoples lives and property
are at risk from the elements. It does not appear to have been considered
against a reasonable alternative such as…. including a disproportionate
adverse visual impact on a protected landscape…therefore it is not
justified.
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Page 191
New Proposed Policy EN24 - Relocation and Replacement
of Development Affected by Coastal Erosion Risk
Proposals for the relocation and replacement of community
facilities, commercial and business uses that are considered
important to coastal communities and are forecast to be affected
by coastal erosion within 20 years of the date of the proposal
affected by coastal erosion may be considered favourably
subject to the following criteria:
As written this policy only applies to… Proposals for the relocation and
replacement of community facilities, commercial and business uses that are
considered important to coastal communities. It does not apply to houses.
This is not in accordance with PPS 25 Coastal Change Supplement, therefore
it is not consistent with National Policy.
Nor is it consistent with H13 on Page 201
John Radford - on behalf of CRAG
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