Representor No. 1492 - Brian Golding
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Localplan
Re: East Devon Local Plan - Sidmouth inset map and policies
08 June 2012 20:56:10

Sir,

Further to my comments on the Knowle at 2.2, 2.3 below, I have been made aware of a
resolution adopted by the SUDC in 1973 which had the effect of appropriating all of those parts of
the Knowle not required at the time for EDDC buildings as a public park under section 164 of the
Public Health Act 1875. The relevant minute (in the Devon Record Office) also comments that a
principal reason for acquiring the Knowle was in order to preserve the gardens and land as a public
amenity and that these areas had, since acquisition, been treated as public open spaces. The
EDDC has no authority to override any part of that designation for the purposes of residential
development.
Yours faithfully,
Brian Golding

Sir,

As a resident of Sidmouth, I make the following comments on the draft "inset plan and policies"
for Sidmouth for the East Devon Local Plan 2006-2026.
1. New Homes (strategy 26 & H1).
I believe that a specific allocation of 150 new homes is excessive and unnecessary. Sidmouth is
currently in the middle of a period of rapid growth of new homes. There are also several "windfall"
opportunities for new homes being pursued, eg the two developments that currently have planning
permission in Mill Street. Such "windfall" sites wil no doubt continue to become available and to
gain planning permission. There is no need for release of additional land for housing over-andabove that.
2. The Knowle.
2.1 The plan shows a development of 50 dwellings on the site of the Knowle. This is currently a
"business use" site, being occupied by EDDC. Changing the use of this land from business use to
residential use would entail the loss of a significant proportion of the business use land in
Sidmouth. There is no justification for such a change. Replacement of that business use land by a
new allocation in the AONB could only be justified under exceptional circumstances. There are no
such circumstances to justify that.
2.2 The proposed development takes in pleasure grounds surrounding the Knowle that have been
used without hindrance by the people of Sidmouth and visitors for three generations and which are
held in trust for the people of Sidmouth by the Council. I believe that a right of access has been
established and that the Council does not have the right to sell them against the will of the
residents of Sidmouth.
2.3 I note that the last version of the Sidmouth inset map designates the whole of the undeveloped
part of the Knowle site as "Land of Local Amenity Importance" which indeed it is. I refer you to
policy EN1 relating to such land, which requires (1) a clear community need and (2) inability to
accommodate the development elsewhere and (3) a development that would not undermine its
open character. In my view the proposal for 50 dwellings meets none of these criteria and should
be rejected. I do not accept that there are good reasons for changing the boundary of this
designation, which should remain as it was prior to the latest revision.
2.4 The proposed development is for an excessive number of homes, given the area available and
the presence of several protected trees within the area.
3. Port Royal.

3.1 The plan shows a mixed use development of 30 dwellings at Port Royal. This number is far to
high. This is a prime seafront site that should be used to enhance the attraction of Sidmouth for
visitors. While I accept that a mixed use development is appropriate for this site, the primary focus
should be on a strong community/visitor element such as an art gallery/exhibition space. Any
development must incorporate the sailing/fishing club and probably the lifeboat facility (unless a
better location can be found) and should include a significant commercial element, such as a hotel
and/or restaurant. It is not acceptable to simply designate the site for mixed use development, with
the details left to a developer to determine. The policy needs to specifically refer to the
presumption for a major community/visitor component.
3.2 The plan designates only the lifeboat house, fishing/sailing club, drill hall and Ham car park
east within the re-development area. In order to gain maximum benefit from this re-development
I recommend that the scope is expanded to include the Esplanade turning circle, the public
conveniences, Bagwells fish yard/shop, and the Ham car park west. Each of these performs an
important function that we may wish to retain, but not necessarily in the same location in the
overall development.
3.3 It is crucial that this re-development respects the character of the Sidmouth sea front. This
needs to be specified in the policy. Specifically, the roof line should not be higher than that of
Trinity Court and the frontage should have a design that broadly matches that of the buildings from
the Royal York & Faulkner Hotel to Ham Lane - i.e. with strong vertical elements between windows
at the same sort of spacing and similar decorative features such as balconies.
3.4 Any development of Port Royal is dependent on agreeing and implementing an improved traffic
management plan for central Sidmouth, regardless of the mix of uses in the re-development. I
believe that an access-only policy with a speed limit suitable for mixed pedestrian/vehicular use
(~10mph) for High Street, Fore Street, New Street, Church Street and Chapel Street is a necessary
first step. While I note that this is mentioned under section 5 of strategy 26, it needs to be made
clear as a dependence of section 1.
3.5 Any development at Port Royal will be vulnerable to coastal erosion until a solution is
implemented for the rapid recession of Pennington Point. This needs have have the same role in
protecting the east of Sidmouth as the Connaught Gardens have at the west end - though I do not
believe that such a heavily engineered solution is necessary - rock armour alone should be
sufficient.
3.6 This is the prime opportunity available for redressing the loss of the Fortfield Hotel site within
the Principal Holiday Accommodation area, policy E17. It should therefore be the primary
beneficiary of the developers' funding in support of the tourist industry in Sidmouth. As such,
consideration shoud be given to making part of the development a hotel rather than homes.
4. Jobs (strategy 26 and E1).
4.1 I reject the need for additional employment land in Sidmouth. While there are individual
companies that would like to expand on to green field sites, there is no evidence that there is
overall an under-supply of such land. The proposals on the inset map, together with other current
planning proposals will convert several current employment sites to residential use, so this is a
strong indication that there is no unmet requirement, sufficient to justify developing green field sites
outside the current built-up area.
4.2 There is currently a large amount of allocated but unused employment land in East Devon,
much of it with better access to regional transport routes and Exeter. Use of these should take
precedence over developing new green-field sites.
4.3 The location proposed for the employment land is part of the buffer between Sidmouth/Sidford
and the village of Sidbury. The future of Sudbury as a small village community is dependent on the
maintenance of this buffer. The proposed development would place the future of Sidbury as a
community at very considerable risk.
4.4 An alternative location for employment land has been suggested on the north side of the A3052
at Stowford. The existing development at Sidmouth Garden Centre already extends into the AONB
on the lower slopes of Core Hill. These slopes are a particular sensitive part of the landscape and
the car park of the existing development is already an eyesore, paricularly when viewed from the
slopes of Bulverton Hill. It is essential to the scenic value of Core Hill that this development is not
allowed to expand further.
4.5 A effects of a major development on the A3052 such as that proposed would depend on the
nature of the businesses that used it. The least disruptive would be offices. While justified on the
basis of employment growth, the reality is that most employees would come from elsewhere in
Exeter and East Devon, increasing pressure on the A3052. Most employees would travel by car,
increasing emissions, since the bus service is inadequate. Noting the pattern of development on

the A3052 east of Exeter, it is more likely that the development would be light manufacturing or
distribution. Such a development would substantially increase the number of large lorries using the
A3052 into Exeter ot the M5. The A3052 is not able to handle such an increase. Indeed,
businesses much closer to the M5 already complain that the road between Clyst St Mary and
Halfway House is unable to cope with existing levels of heavy lorry traffic. The worst option would
be an out of town retail use, which would only be viable if it attracted custom from across much of
East Devon, and which would therefore increase both lorry traffic and customer traffic.
Fundamentally, Sidmouth has a very small hinterland, bounded by the Sid Valley. Planners should
not ignore that fact by trying to develop the town as a regional centre. Other towns are much better
placed, geographically, to undertake that role - and indeed, they already do so.
5. Town Centre
5.1 The key policy for enhancing the environment and business of the town centre is to discourage
traffic from driving through High Street and Fore Street. Removal of all traffic is not a viable option,
so I recommend that the council looks seriously at mixed road use for access only, as in Old Fore
Street, with a 10mph speed limit to allow pedestrians to use the road freely and safely.
5.2 The area to the east of High Street/Fore Street is lacking in green features. While the planters
installed each summer are attractive, the council should make provision for more sites for
permanent features, particularly trees that will cast shade and absorb pollution in a future warmer
climate. This policy should apply to all developments in this part of the town.
6. Social and Community Facilities
6.1 A key policy in this area should be the community/visitor component of the Port Royal
development, as discussed above. This is the last available site for a major development in
Sidmouth town centre. Planning for this development must deliver not only an attraction that draws
visitors to Sidmouth, but also one that ensures that they will spend time in the rest of the town. It
should therefore reinforce the existing attractiveness of the town, rather than provide an alternative.
I believe a gallery would fit this bill - and would suggest that it might consist of a permanent
exhibition, based on the holdings of the Sidmouth Museum, few of which are currently on display,
together with a changing exhibition of local artists' current work. Ideally the space should also be
configurable for conferences and/or performance. The benefits of an appropriate development to
the economy of Sidmouth justify its being the primary recipient of funds provided by re-developers
of the Fortfield for the resulting loss of holiday accommodation to the town.
7. Infrastructure
7.1 Strategy 26 rightly identifies management of road space as the key policy in this area. There
needs to be more definition to the plans. As discussed above, other policies relating to the town
centre cannot proceed - or even be sensibly formulated - without a clear plan for traffic
management. This needs to be stated.
Yours faithfully,
Brian Golding

Rep No.

1494

Name:

Susan M Rixon

Date sent:

11.05.12

Dear Sir/Madam
The development at Cloakham lawn has already been comprehensively rejected by
both the Axminster Town Council and the people of Axminster except for the
employees of Axminster carpets who have a vested interest. The access is a
problem and it will destroy one of the few green spaces Axminster has.
Any development in Axminster, without a north/south bypass will create bottlenecks
in the town and act as a deterrent, not an improvement and therefore deter future
development of both commercial and housing projects.
Webster's garage has been an eyesore for far too long. The owners are obviously
NOT going to develop, having had 30 years to try and find a buyer. Development
would also cause problems with deliveries and extra parking and so why cannot the
council use the powers they already have and insist that the owners demolish it and
if necessary lease it to the council as extra car park facilities ? The town cannot find
occupiers for the shops it already has.
Any growth in Axminster, without extra provision of schools, doctors and other
essential social provisions is madness. Where are potential new house holders
expected to work, and don't say extra businesses can go to Millway?. The existing
land has been under used for at least 20 years. If the new houses only attract more
retirees, then that too will create problems the town cannot cope with.
Buses. A town bus to the dentist at Millway would be a welcome addition as at the
moment the services are infrequent and if people have to wait too long, they will be
put off going to the dentist and not everyone has a car, or should be forced to use it.
If this is not possible, what about a ring and ride service ?
This plan seems ill thought out and casts serious doubts on the integrity of the
council who granted outline planning permission for the Cloakham Lawn
development just before the law changed and in direct contravention of the wishes of
the people who will have to live with the decision. The government states that local
people will have the right to decide planning issues, so why will you not listen?

Representor No. 1512 - Diane Kendall-Torry

To :-

The Planning Policy Section
East Devon District Council
Knowle
Sidmouth EX10 8HL
Sirs
I am writing to you with regard to the East Devon District Council’s Local Plan for Sidmouth.
I wish to express my deep concern for these plans.
With regard to the future of the Drill Hall, and the Port Royal site, it is with great concern that I have
recently read about your plans to demolish the Drill Hall with immediate effect and redevelop the
Port Royal site with a ‘mixed use development including 30 new dwellings’.
With the demolition of the Drill Hall will go over 100 years of local history.
I believe that the consultation for the EDDC Local Plan and how it will effect Sidmouth has been
handled very badly, opportunities to comment have been presented far too late to the people of
Sidmouth, EDDC have not been fully transparent on their real plans, and that no clear evidence has
been provided at any time to support EDDC’s Local Plan for Sidmouth. This includes the publishing
of any or all consultations whether contracted directly by EDDC for the Local Plan, or contracted
previously and ignored when drawing up the Local Plan for Sidmouth.
I hereby request a stop on the demolition of the Sidmouth Drill Hall and a subsequent period of 6
months within which to carry out an independent assessment of the state and safety of the building,
and if appropriate create an alternative plan to its demolition that will benefit the wider community of
Sidmouth across all generations now and in the future.
The Localism Act requires local authorities to maintain a list of assets of community value which
have been nominated by the local community. When listed assets come up for sale or change of
ownership, the Act then gives community groups the time to develop a bid and raise the money to bid
to buy the asset when it comes on the open market. This will help local communities keep much-loved
sites in public use and part of local life.
I hereby add my voice to those that demand clearer accountability from EDDC, greater transparency
across all of the Local Plan, and a stop to the plan, the demolition of the Drill Hall and redevelopment
of the Port Royal site for such a period that allows for full and transparent consultation to be carried
out and all evidence that has informed the Local Plan to be presented by EDDC to the people of
Sidmouth in full.
Yours sincerely
Diane Kendall-Torry
Station House
Tipton St John
EX10 0AF

Rep No.

1525

Name:

Robert Neal

Date sent:

29.05.12

Thank you for the opportunity to offer further comment as to the above.
At this late stage my concerns relate to the specific proposals for Sidmouth.
I object most strongly to the allocation of land at The Knowle for housing
development, in the unhappy event of the Council's possible relocation. I very much
hope that this extraordinarily expensive exrecise will still be abandoned and public
money treated with the respect it merits. The existing building and its' treasured
architectural features should be preserved and utilised as far as is possible. I
appreciate this may provide a lower financial return than employment uses but Local
Government finance is not a relevant planning issue. Notwithstanding there is no
current proposal to build on the parkland areas of The Knowle, perhaps even more
important than retention of the existing employment use is future use of the natural,
grass matting surfaced, overspill parking area at the lower level, close to the site
entrance. Whatever happens this, and all the existing parkland areas, should remain
entirely clear of buildings so as the wonderfully green gateway to the town retains its'
open appearance. It is truly unbelievable that a LPA is contemplating granting itself
planning consent when it should be such an organisation's primary function is to
serve its' community. Thank goodness for the judicial review process.
As to the housing figures in general. Unless the LPA can insist on all new homes
being available at affordable prices why are even 150 homes required. In the past
ten years, during both boom and bust, I have purchased houses on two occassions
in Sidmouth when I experienced no difficulty with availability. I very much believe that
the East Devon house provision targets for the forthcoming plan period are based on
the population statistics during the period of net inward migration which
accompanied the relocation of the Met Office to Exeter. I understand that upon more
detailed analysis by the appointed consultants such figures have been found to be
excessive and inappropriate, and therefore substantially reduced, elsewhere in
Devon.
As to the proposed allocation of employment land north of Sidford, even if the
location was sensible and The County Council unlikely to be directed to oppose
development on highways grounds, at the very least, where do the Council's demand
projections come from? I understand that over the past decade ( at a minimum )
take up has amounted to no more than 0.5 hectare in total, yet the LA proposes ten
times that amount! In my professional life I was regarded as an commercial and
industrial property expert and still consult in this field on a part-time basis.
Notwithstanding the sustainability issue, U K wide there is very limited demand for
industrial, warehouse or office property occupation away from the immediate
accessibility provided by motorway and major road/rail locations. This has been a
growing trend for many years. I presume this is the explanation behind the Council's
very signifcant, strategic employment land allocation adjacent to the Airport. I fail to

understand where the Council considers demand will originate over the local Plan
period for almost 30,000 sq m of new accommodation in Sidmouth!!!.
Indeed is there 30,000 sq m of existing accommodation currently occupied in the
town? Any ongoing requirements for new premises will surely be satisfied by access
improvements from Station Road to the Alexandria Industrial Estate and a move
towards normal density of occupation of the land there, unless, of course, the
existing occupier(s) plan to move out of their premises solely to profit in a disposal
for retail or housing development. Such an action does not constitute a need for
further employment land.
I believe this current plan review, in the specific context of Sidmouth, should provide
for development which sustains and enhances the Town's core industry of tourism,
associated care, retailing and leisure, in order to maintain its' appeal to visitors. This
is what has made and what continues to make Sidmouth. Any measures which may,
even possibly, detract from this national, indeed international appeal should be
avoided at all costs. Land and buildings for conventional employment will be
available, are already available, in various locations just outside the town. With the
acknowledged, continuing trend of reducing demand for building occupation, due to
miniaturisation, hot-desking, computerisation etc etc why are yet more land
allocations for employment use still being contemplated in a town like Sidmouth,
particularly when it has no history of traditional industrial occupation? In the
exceptional case of any existing employer wishing to relocate on a scale the town
connot accommodate inside its' boundaries they should be directed to these plentiful
opportunities closeby where the infrastructure exists to support their occupation, and
not directed to build within the AONB.
So long as they are located outside of the AONB and the town's urban parklands
good quality redevelopment of existing sites for tourism, town centre retail and
housing, all in keeping with Sidmouth's regency style, should be welcomed and
encouraged. Any attempt to turn Sidmouth into ( even a small ) industrial location
should be dismissed. Any further building in the AONB is wrong and must be
avoided. Please act responsibly and consider the views of the local population in
keeping with the requirements of the most recent planning legislation.

Rep No.

1526

Name:

Ian McCulloch

Date sent:

20.05.12

I wish to comment on the latest version of the draft local plan as it affects Sidmouth.
1. The new employment land that has still been included, despite opposition by
many councillors, is not wanted or necessary. The over-riding need to build
on part of the AONB cannot be demonstrated and, if this is left in the plan,
residents and local groups will do their utmost have it removed by the
Planning Inspectorate. Not only that, but the likelihood is that a supermarket
will ultimately occupy this un-needed space, to the detriment of the Sidmouth
shopping centre. Such a course is not only unnecessary, but dangerous.
2. The plan still leaves open the possibility of house building on the AONB, when
EDDC’s own consultants have shown that it would not be necessary.
Particularly in view of the government’s new National Planning Policy
Framework, this is an open goal to developers looking for ways in. and the
plan should make it plain that future house building will only be within the built
up area.
3. Housing is still shown as planned at Port Royal. This is a potential prime
location for tourist related activity and planning for some housing without
considering the future of the whole site is wrong. Visitors are the lifeblood of
Sidmouth.
4. A park and ride/change facility is still included, but no location given. Strong
arguments can be mounted as to why such a facility would not work in
Sidmouth and it should be abandoned. If it were planned to locate such a
facility on AONB land, eg at the A3052 end of Woolbrook Road, again every
effort would be made to show that the stringent conditions for development on
the AONB had not been met and to have the item removed by the PI.
5. The Knowle: discussions need to take place with community groups to go in
to the pros and cons of the proposed move to Honiton, as opposed to
refurbishment, the effects such a move would have on Sidmouth and the
future of the Knowle before including the proposed development at the site in
the local plan.

Rep No.

1538

Name:

Philip Churchill

Date sent:

31.05.12

The latest Sidmouth town Plan shows "mixed use" for the area around Port Royal
without any indication of what use would be permitted other than "30 Dwellings".
I do not wish to comment on the viability of squeezing 30 dwellings onto such an
area other than to point out that with a river on one side and the sea on the other,
only minimal rise in sea levels due to golbal warming would make the plan at best
short term and probably not economic in the longer term.
The main question is whether or nor these would still be space for Sidmouth Lifeboat
to operate from this area, and if not, to where do you suggest it may be economically
moved? Please bear in mind that this charity is unsupported by any form of public
subsidy other than a rates concession and brings major interest to the town from
visitors and residents alike. It is also a major asset to sea and shoreline safety,
being called out on average more then twice a month, and having rescued 14 people
in trouble in 2011 and attended well over 300 callouts in the last 14 years.
Trustee & Company Secretary
Sidmouth Lifeboat

Rep No.

1613

Name:

Alison Greenfield

Date sent:

20.05.12

Thank you for your email. I have one comment to make about the Budleigh
Salterton map.
There was a recommendation from Planners, supported by Budleigh Salterton Town
Council, to take land west of Links Rd (inc. Moorlands Rd and Lansdowne Rd) out of
the Built Up Area Boundary. At the Local Plan Panel Meeting, Councillor Dent raised
objections from just two residents (and how they had got wind of this proposal is
unclear as it certainly was not common knowledge). The proposal had not been
contained in the LDF documents which had previously been available to view on line
and there was concern that to raise the issue subsequent to their publication for
public scrutiny was somehow not acceptable. With no discussion about the merits of
the proposal, it was summarily dismissed.

I wonder what would have happened if Councillor Dent had either not received the
letters, or had chosen not to present them at the Meeting - I expect the change to the
BUAB would now be included in the new inset maps open for more comprehensive
review by the people most affected by them. What power was wielded by just two
residents!
I see that no change has been made to the BUAB in this respect and wonder
whether it is still possible to put the proposal out for public comment. I doubt that you
would receive much more opposition than the two representations already made
to Councillor Dent - more likely most residents in this area would breathe a sigh of
relief that gardens would be spared from future development.
There is another reason why residents more generally might support a change to
the BUAB west of Links Rd (or at least not object): now that two large developments
within the town are being considered seriously, (Deepway Lane and Hooker
Close, which, incidentally, I think look very reasonable), and will include land outside
the BUAB, it is only right that what you take away from outside the boundary with
one hand you give back with the other so that the overall size of the BUA does not
change (increase) too significantly. The proposal about excluding the land west of
Links Rd looks a very sensible way of making this a 'fair trade'.
I would be interested to hear your views on this matter.
Kind regards

Representor No. 1621 - Handel and Joan Bennett

Rep No.

1623

Name:

Marion Young

Date sent:

16.05.12

To whom it may concern
I can’t help feeling that to keep building up Honiton without making it a decent
shopping area is a disaster. The quality of shops in Honiton is extremely poor and I
can understand why ‘named’ shops do not want to have branches there, as on their
own, there is not enough to pull shoppers to the town. If a few decent shops were to
be encouraged to open in the town and with an advertising campaign, this could
mean that people would shop in Honiton rather than trudging into Exeter and the
development around the town could be understood.
With the new Cranbrook site just up the road, surely it makes sense to improve
Honiton as an alternative to the City?
Best wishes

Rep No.

1624

Name:

M.D. & P.J.Gates

Date sent:

20.05.12

We have read with care the proposals in the East Devon Local Plan for Sidmouth.
We cannot find an overview which enshrines development in Sidmouth in the future.
In our view development should be proposed around the following:
1. The needs of the community.
2. Take into account the inadequate roads, traffic flow and parking policies.
3. The only really positive possibility for development is tourism-year round.
4. Preserving Sidmouth's historic past and specifically Knowle.
5. Developing Port Royal for visitors and residents alike to enjoy.
6. Defining industrial development. What is envisaged? Is it going to be Tesco? Let it
stay where it is at Alexandria with improved access.

Representor No. 1649 - Oliver Salter (Challice Architects Ltd)

Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

06 June 2012 10:28
Localplan
Matthew Dickins
comments

Fao Matt Dickens
We would like to make the following comments regarding the proposed local plan with regard to Sidmouth.
With EDDC leaving the town we are in danger of losing the majority of employment. If the proposed employment land is
not allocated then this also is a lost opportunity, as the likes of Fords and Skinner do not have room to expand and could
move to Exeter losing further employment . We would then be left with what the SOS group want a stagnant town.
With regard to Port Royal whilst I appreciate the need for the Port Royal area to be tidied up with some development
especially the drill hall. There is however no mention of the sailing and angling club or lifeboat inclusion and these should
be considered and identified in the plan rather than just a mixed use development which could include anything. The
figure of thirty dwellings is excessive, no doubt the 30 dwelling tag has been included to make it economic for a developer
which is not in my view how the numbers should be calculated.
Whilst I object to the EDDC offices moving that is not part of the local plan review. I also object to houses being built on
public open space and parking areas and suggest the amount of dwellings to be excessive and should be quantified on
the areas available rather than developer economics.
I therefore support the employment land in Sidford as being the most appropriate and less obtrusive for the area.
The Port Royal area should be more specific with regard to the proposals and include the existing user within the
description and reduce the number of proposed dwelling to be appropriate for the area.
The existing areas at the Knowle should remain accessible as public spaces and the number of dwellings calculated with
regard to the area available which would undoubtedly lead to a reduction on the number proposed.

Regards
Oliver Salter

Challice Architects Ltd.
2 Vicarage Road, Sidmouth, Devon, EX10 8TS
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Representor No. 1685 - R J D Mullins

Representor No. 1685 (M2) - John Mullins
From:
To:
Date:

- Sidmouth Friday 8/6/2012
08 June 2012 22:35:04

John Mullins -Sidmouth Your Ref No 1685
PORT ROYAL - SIDMOUTH (Mixed use, including 30 Dwellings)
Having spoken to your planning officers they confirm that detailed use of the above area
is still subject to consultation.
The area comprises :- The Drill Hall - Inshore Rescue Boat House - Sidmouth Sailing
Club &
Sidmouth Sea Angling Club Building . The latter now houses the TWO Gigg, Club's
boats and Sidmouth Running Club
meet there for their training runs, ( With the exception of the Gigg Club, (all other clubs
have a large number
of Junior members), and A PUBLIC TOWN CAR PARK, which includes a wellused recycling area.
I find it very difficult to understand how Councillor Mike Allen, EDDC former Chairman
of yout Local Plan Panel,
could have proposed the 30 dwellings. Obviously they ignored your Strategy, No.6 para.4,
stating:"Within the boundaries, development will be permitted if :- It would NOT involve the
LOSS of land of
LOCAL AMENITY IMPORTANCE or of RECREATIONAL VALUE."
SIDMOUTH needs MORE not FEWER car parking spaces. Any loss would have a
serious effect on business
in the town.
Friday 8th June 2012
JM.

Representor No. 1711 - Heinrich Rosenberg
Maria Toynton
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

HEINRICH ROSENBERG
10 June 2012 17:47
Localplan
Local plan consultation

Thank you for the oportunity to comment.
It is allmost right but there are some missed oportunities.
H1 - Knole - 50 homes -- reduce number to allow for the car park to remain as "park and walk" .
There should be free parking during off-peak parking times.
Parking will also be required when events are held at Knole
Parking fees would then be appropriate .
It would also be possible to extend the parking area on the
lower level for use during special events such as folk week.
The area would require perforated block support, seeded with grass.
- Port Royal - 30 homes -- There must be sipulations that 2/3 of homes must be affordable,
for low wage earners such as shop workers, for full time occupation
by locally employed people only.
The plan should also stipulate that the sea frontage must have
visitor attractions and community value.
It must not be left to the builders to decide how to use this very important
area.
If 30 homes are to be provided then parking for 30 + cars is also needed.
E1 - Alexandria estate -- Proper access must be part of the local plan.
Compulsory purchase of land preventing this currently must be included
in the plan.
- Land north of Sidmouth -- The area is not ideal. Road access is poor from Sidford and even
worse
through Sidbury. Why not grasp the nettle and accept a smaller area
next to
Sidmouth garden centre. Road access is good and the land less useful
for farming.
If designed carefully the visual impact will also be lower.
Additional land can be added during the next plan revision in 5 years
time.
Park and Change / Ride -- There is no information for this in the local plan other than a vague
statement.
If the area opposite the Persimmon estate on Woolbroke Road is
suggested
we can only assume that the builder is trying to bribe EDDC into
allowing
building of another big estate.
1

I do not belief that the average visitor, especially with children will ever
use
a parking area in that location. Shoppers are not likely to use it either, it
is
to inconvenient unless 1/4 hourly buss service is provided, free with a
buss pass.
Changing to a push bike is also an unlikely option since the ride is not
without
some danger and a lot of effort. Walking is just " no option".
I hope that these suggestions are of some use.
H. Rosenberg
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Representor No. 1732 - S E D Fortescue

Representor No. 1750 - Anne Harland & Sarah Rainbow

Representor No. 1763 - P Rosenberg

Representor No. 1775 - M Leighton

Representor No. 1793 (M1) - Eileen Wragg

30th November 2010
Response to EDDC’s Local Development Framework
I fully support Exmouth Town Councils’ Response to East Devon District Council’s
Local Development Framework (LDF), & make the following comments.
Exmouth’s population has increased by 8.5% since 2001 & the proposals in the LDF
completely ignore the Issues Report 2001-2011 which identified the inadequate
provision of community facilities & the recommendation for limited peripheral
expansion for housing in Exmouth.
The proposals for future development for Exmouth regarding numbers of new homes
planned are, in my view, unsustainable. No consideration has been given to
educational provision & there is limited provision for post 16 education at Exmouth
Community College. This means that students already have to travel out of the town
for further education, & with the discontinuation of the Education Maintenance Grant
from January 2011, which can be used to fund travel, there would be financial
difficulties for many students.
Recommendation:
That future provision of school & college places be identified, especially for
Key Stage 10 & beyond.
There is already a significant lack of employment opportunities & employment land
for people & an intake of new residents will place an added strain on limited
availability.
Recommendation:
That provision of brown-field sites for employment must be sought &
identified.
Exmouth was cited as one of two towns in East Devon as having the worst provision
of football pitches. Although Policy RE 1 & RE 2 will remain as part of the LDF, with
the volume of new housing proposed, no land has been designated for sport &
recreation.
Recommendation:
That new sport & recreational land should be actively sought & identified.
Almost one third of East Devon’s population are retired, with an increase in the
inward migration of retired people. There is significant provision of sheltered housing,
many of whose occupants will need some form of health & social care in the future,
which will further increase the already considerable pressures on resources.
The Sports Centre & Swimming Pool should be excluded under LEX 5 as one of the
buildings designated for redevelopment.

Recommendation:
That s.106 Agreements between Local Planning Authorities & developers of
sheltered housing should include contributions towards those authorities
providing health & social care.
With the 1, 850 proposed new homes, plus the 950 already with consent having been
granted, and the windfall & brown-field sites which exist, thirteen of which are on
former Rolle College land, there is growing concern among local residents at the
increase in the sub-division of properties. This is particularly prevalent in the more
densely populated areas of Exmouth close to the town centre. These developments
result in cramped living conditions for new occupants, as well as associated parking
problems. .With more bin storage now being required to improve the recycling rates,
this should be requisite when planning applications are made.

Recommendation:
i) That a policy be adopted for capping/restricting the numbers of sub-division
of properties in already densely populated areas. (This is already policy in
some areas of the UK.)
ii) That minimum standards for living space be adopted for proposed subdivided properties & new-builds.
iii) That adequate bin storage space will be included as a condition of consent
being granted for proposed sub-divided properties & new-builds.
iv) That parking will be a matter to be taken account of where planning
applications are made for proposed sub-divided properties & new-builds.
.
There is also a widely held view that the town has been discriminated against when
compared to other areas in East Devon, which receive a level of protection not
afforded to Exmouth.
With the disappearance of the Regional Spatial Strategy, there was local anticipation
that the quota of housing planned for Exmouth would be minimal. However, there is
huge dismay that these LDF Proposals have been written & as the largest contributor
to EDDC’s share of the Council Tax by approximately one third, Exmouth deserves
better consideration for its future development.
Councillor Eileen Wragg B.A. Comb. Hons.,
Ward Member for Exmouth Town, Exmouth Town Council, East Devon District
Council.
Divisional Member for Exmouth Littleham & Town Division for Devon County Council.

Representor No. 1795 - Mr Philip Wragg

Rep No.

1797

Name:

Vicki Taylor

Date sent:

18/05/12

Hello
Sidmouth desperately needs a site for a daycare (childcare) nursery. There is one in
Sidmouth (I’m a committee member) but they have to leave their premises and have
nowhere to go. It is the only place in the Sid Valley offering childcare provision for
children from 6 months to school age (there is one other which starts from age 2).
The childcare provision is vital so that working mothers can return to work. These
women then work in the hospital, care homes, at EDDC, and in any number of other
local enterprises. Without the nursery there is no way they could do this. Please
please please can some land be made available. This could then either be rented
from EDDC or Sidmouth Town Council, or purchased by the nursery etc.
We’re desperate to continue the high quality provision but need some space from
which to provide this service to the community.

Representor No 1803 - Jackie Green

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Public Consultation: comments on Local Plan
08 June 2012 17:48:21

Sir/Madam,
My objections to the proposed plan are threefold:
1.The plan is not evidence-based
2. It is not effective
3. It does comply with government aims
1. The plan is not evidence based.
(H1) Residential Allocation (formerly H2)
There is no evidence to show that the plan to build 50 new houses at the Knowle
serves the town’s own needs.
Why would 50 houses be built there? Is it expressly to facilitate the relocation of EDDC
offices to Honiton? This relocation is not mentioned in the LDFP, and no evidence is
available that there has been careful consideration of alternative options.
There is no evidence of the economic cost of demolishing existing council buildings on
the Knowle site, including a landmark historic former hotel, compared with
refurbishment and retrofit by local specialist builders. No evidence has been offered,
that the construction of new Council premises at a Honiton business park, and of
transferring staff there, would save taxpayers money. There is no evidence of a
comprehensive environmental audit of the proposed move.
(E1) Provision of Employment Land (formerly E1)
There is no evidence for a need for 5 hectares of AONB land north of Sidford to be
changed to a business park, and particularly not for one of that scale (approximately
equal to Sidmouth Town Centre, from the Esplanade to past the Radway cinema: source
Graham Cooper’s aerial photos for Sidmouth Futures Forum, June 2012).
There are vacant employment sites in Sidmouth (30 places on 1st May 2012: source
NNDR and Council Tax Liabilities Office), and unemployment is well below county
average. Better paid jobs are needed, but there is no evidence that the proposed
business park would provide them. The nine firms possibly interested (‘Waiting list for
new land’ , Sidmouth Herald 1st June 2012), include sweets and clothing companies,
which generally pay a minimum wage. Moreover, they would duplicate commodities
already in plentiful supply in the popular town centre shops.
Higher paid specialist jobs are likely to be found at the new Exeter Science Park (just 25
minutes by car, or 40 minutes by bus), when complete. IF successful, (some doubts, in
this recession) the Science Park will be a more attractive location for serious businesses,
than a half-empty field on the Sidford-Sidbury minor road.
Ten minutes’ drive from Sidmouth, Bicton Earth Centre offers skills training in
renewables, giving qualified electricians the expertise to expand their businesses, as
acknowledged by Michael Gove on his recent visit. Better access to the Alexandria Road
Industrial Estate, by compulsory purchase of the ransom strips, would make the site

more appropriate for such small local enterprises.
Also, new superfast broadband links mean that well-paid IT jobs can be often be done
from home, and don’t need a business park base.
“Innovation is important for the development of society, but working with something
that isn’t real is putting future generations at risk” (Prof Michael Sandell, Reith Lecture
2012)
2. The plan is not effective, as it does not serve the town’s needs:
--Proposed luxury houses (Knowle) and flats (at the Drill Hall site) are not a priority for
the young working people in the area. The targeted older purchasers put more pressure
on already stretched health services and related infrastructure. The expensive seafront
flats would inevitably mean more second-homes, left empty for most of the year.
--The proposed new Business Park plan could result in a net loss of quality employment
in the town. New job creation is quoted as 28 (Fords) + 49 (other interested businesses):
source Sidmouth Herald, 1st June 2012.
Yet 300 full-time jobs would be lost in Sidmouth, due to change of use of the Knowle.
And the risk of a failed new business park is high in a world of changing markets, and
recession. A consequent change of use from Business to Retail Park, would
kill present town centre prosperity, and with it, essential custom for local hotels.
As the 2011 Roger Tym Report warned EDDC, an excess of employment land provision
would swamp the market. Both Dorset and Devon County Council have also strongly
advised EDDC against this overdevelopment.
-- There is no guarantee that all proposed new building contracts will provide work
exclusively for local firms.
--The plan takes no account of the value of nature, nor of fairness between generations.
No price tag is put on the discard of AONB at the proposed Business Park; nor on the
loss of, or damage to, the Knowle’s historic trees, some now part of the Civic
Arboretum.
--Sidmouth is proud of its benefactors. EDDC plans for Port Royal ignore the legacy of
the Drill Hall, bequeathed for the Town’s use. Alternative ideas, designed to benefit the
whole community, have been shelved without explanation (e.g. professionally prepared
plans by Vision Group for Sidmouth (www.visionforsidmouth.org).
3. It does not comply with government aims:
..It does not follow a community-based and economically sound Neighbourhood Plan, as
envisaged in The Localism Act 2011 and 2012. The Act includes the General Power Of
Competence, giving Councils ‘freedom to enhance the local area (and) creatively to
meet local needs’. EDDC’s current Local Plan does neither.
Jacqueline Green,
Sidmouth

Representor No. 1842 - S M Brownlee

Representor No. 1872 - Mr Eves
Claire Rodway
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

09 June 2012 19:49
Localplan
The East Devon Local Plan

Sirs,
I write to express my thoughts on the proposals set out in the amended draft of the Local
Plan where it relates to the development of the Drill Hall on Sidmouth sea front.
Whilst one must respect that this structure has been left to deteriorate in recent years,
with little interest shown in its maintenance, the current proposal to rush through its
sale for development gives the impression that the generation of income for the Council's
coffers is of more importance than concern for the value of our greatest asset - the sea
front. If councillors would spend time talking to people who visit Sidmouth they would
find the main reason for being here is that they consider the ambience of the town and
particularly the sea front as being apart from most seaside towns. Look at the boring
seafront of Seaton with its flats and apartments. To lose our visitors, both weekly and
day visitors, would have an enormous effect on income for the town, we will see the
closure of shops and even more run down properties.
There must be further consultation with Sidmouth people as to how they would like to see
the development of this vital asset. More flats and associated requirements, probably for
weekend use where little local expenditure is made, will only increase the volume of
traffic in what is already a poor area for traffic movement. Consider the people you are
supposed to represent and give their wishes due consideration during the remainder of this
year.
Local people would like to see a development which would benefit both our visitors and
themslves rather than lining the pockets of people who have no concern for the town apart
from profit.
Yours Sincerely
Brian Eves, Woolbrook Park, Sidmouth

1

Representation No. 1884 - Dr & Mrs Davies

Representor No. 1918 - Mr M Wearing

Sent: 06 June 2012 16:41
To: Customer Service Centre
Subject: Website General Enquiry Form
This is an automated email from the East Devon District Council Website Enquiry Form
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
Category: Other
Name: Mark Wearing
Address: 5 Ascerton close
sidmouth

Comments:
On the Local Plan.
I have great concern about the planned 30 dwellings at Port Royal. The current Lifeboat
Station Sailing Club and their activities provide a fantastic attraction for holidaymakers
and residents alike in Sidmouth. I hope that adequate provision is being provided for both in
this plan of mixed use. If either of these organisations are lost to the Sea front at
Sidmouth I feel that there will be a very big detrimental effect on the prosperity of the
town. There seems insufficient space to provide 30 dwellings and maintain suitable
facillities for the Sailing Club and Lifeboat Station. Recently the Gig club have added to
the numbers using the Sailing club and space is tight now.When the sailing boats Lifeboat and
Gigs are out they are a wonderfull sight.
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Representor No. 1967 - Fords of Sidmouth

Representor No. 1969 - Cllr Roger Giles

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Councillor Roger Giles
10 June 2012 22:06
Localplan
EAST DEVON LOCAL PLAN

The employment provision in the Local Plan is unjustified, excessive and damaging. The provision
considerably exceeds the amount proposed by EDDC`s consultants Roger Tym Associates.
In addition to the overall level of employment land provision I strongly object to the provision proposed for
Ottery St Mary. I support the provision of an additional 0.67 hectares as proposed by Roger Tym.
I also strongly object to the proposed provision of 5 hectares of additional employment land north of Sidford.
This amount of employment land is excessive for the Sidmouth area. I also strongly object to the proposed
location. Sidford and Sidbury are separate, distinct and different communities – it is quite wrong to grow the
two communities together by the provision of a huge employment site in this location.
CLLR ROGER GILES

1

Rep No.

1978

Name:

Dave Bramley

Date sent:

17/05/12

Emerging East Devon Local Plan
I refer to Matt Dickins note of 11th May and respond accordingly.
I refer to the use of AONB land for employment use.
I have looked at various information sources and see some reference to the
Strategic Case but this fails to illuminate the rationale for the proposal. This rationale
should be underpinned by numbers that demonstrate a need and reference
the dependencies. For example if you are intent on attracting higher skilled and
higher waged employment, what type of business is this aimed at and why should
they want to come to Sidmouth.
I appreciate the planning function does not have full control of the commercial
outcomes of employment land usage but the current anger amongst
many Sidmouth people will not be assuaged until sensible and transparent cases are
built to explain the way forward. Currently people are trying to join"the dots" in
the proposals and could well be coming to the wrong
conclusions without better information.
Regards

