Representor No. 3735 (M1) - Ottery St Mary Town Council

OTTERY ST MARY TOWN COUNCIL RESPONSE TO
EDDC AMENDED DRAFT OF LOCAL PLAN RELATING TO THE INSET
MAPS.
Ottery St Mary Town Council Planning Committee considered and agreed on Tuesday
22nd May 2012 the Policy Boundaries and Sites within Ottery St Mary Town. This was
ratified at the Full Council Meeting on Wednesday 6th June 2012.

Comments on Inset Maps on emerging East Devon Local Plan
Policy Boundaries and Sites within Ottery St Mary Town were discussed by
Committee Members. The Committee agreed:
Homes:
 Ottery St Mary Town want 300 new homes Maximum
The Primary Frontage Shopping Area:
 needs to be extended to include Jesu Street as the Map is not correct.
Should be extended as far as Batts lane
Employment:
 2 Hectares have been proposed which the Council considers to be
excessive and is an over provision from the 0.67 hectares put forward
previously. The Council’s proposal of 0.67 hectares should be retained.
Thank you
8th June 2012
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Representor No. 3738 (M1) - Chris Gaine

4 Brook Close
Two Bridges Road
Sidford
Sidmouth
EX10 9PN
11 June 2012
Dear Sir/Madam
I am writing to you with regard to the East Devon District Council’s Local Plan for Sidmouth to ask
you to reconsider proposals for a large business site between Sidford and Sidbury, for the following
reasons:
1. The proposed site is an AONB – a beautiful valley. Such areas both enhance the quality of life for
Sidmouth and Sidford residents and encourage visitors to keep returning, providing essential income
to the town and East Devon.
2. Otters and Water voles have been sighted in the brook which will apparently be enclosed if the
site is developed – these are protected species and water voles are still rare due to loss of habitat.
3. I am not aware of any evidence for a demand for all these units from local businesses. There are a
number of empty business properties that should be utilised first. If a need is found for further units
there is an existing site with potential for further development at Alexandra Park and, I understand,
another more appropriate site has also been proposed.
4. The impact of urban sprawl – currently Sidford still has a village ‘feel’ and Sidbury is a
completely separate community. This development would link both irrevocably to Sidmouth as one
urban mass. We should resist this and preserve the rural nature of our communities.
5. The impact of a huge increase in both vehicle size and volume of traffic. Sidford Cross is already
a bottleneck in the summer months and would become more so, to the frustration of businesses,
residents and tourists. The listed buildings in School Road would be structurally under threat from
heavier traffic.
I moved to live and work here (bringing my job with me) two years ago and thought I had found a
delightful peaceful place to settle. This development would ruin this area for me and all local
residents and have a negative effect on tourism. I urge you to reconsider.
Yours sincerely
Chris Gaine

Representor No. 3739 (M1) - Mary Walden
Dear East Devon District Council,
As a resident of Sidmouth I am naturally concerned about plans for its future and would
like to comment on the Local Plan proposals.
I have a degree in 3 Dimensional Design, did a Post Graduate Certificate in Education to
become an art and design teacher and taught Design and Communication for ten years
up to A level. During my PGCE my area of study and major project, apart from learning to
teach, was on Art and The Built Environment which was a fairly new discipline in 1983/4.
Although I would obviously not claim to be any sort of expert I feel my background
perhaps gives me more insight into the planning problems Sidmouth faces than some
other residents have.
Although I am unhappy about most of the plans for new housing, given all the recent
housing development, the thing which worries me most is the potential for getting things
drastically wrong at Port Royal. We all know that Sidmouth thrives because of tourism
brought here by its unique character. Over the years there have been many suggestions
for increasing its attraction to a wider range of tourist, like building a Marina, and I feel we
should cherish the opportunities to diversify while making sure to retain the calm and
relaxing ambiance.
There are many things in Sidmouth which need to be retained but one of the important
ones seems to be in danger of being overlooked and that is the way Sidmouth sits within
its landscape. At the moment it sits snuggly within a cup of a valley, if development
makes it feel as though it is crushed into an area and is bursting out of confinement, as it is
starting to do at Woolbrook/Sidford then a lot of the calm will be lost.
Generally people are unaware of what makes them feel different things as they travel
through rural or urban landscapes but are very aware of feelings of comfort or discomfort
provoked by their surroundings. I think we are in danger of losing the amazing feeling of
calm and relaxation which comes over visitors almost from the moment they turn off at
the Bowd. It is perhaps easiest to see this marriage of landscape and town at Port Royal.
Before the last lot of flats were built at the eastern end of the Esplanade in the 80s
Sidmouth dwindled off to the east in a rambling area of low rise buildings behind which
Pennington Point rose in majesty. This diminuation of the manmade accentuated the
beauty of the cliffs, as the high rise buildings extended the Ham end began to feel more
cramped and the cliff was more difficult to appreciate. I am certain that any
development at Port Royal which is of greater height or denser than that which is
currently there will produce an uncomfortable cramped effect. This would reduce the
attraction to visitors who travel the coastal path and those who view it from the sea,
including those who will travel on the new coastal 'ferry'.
The Drill Hall and toilet block have a good relationship to each other and should be
retained. They have been there for a long time ( I have old postcards which show the
development of that area in the early 1900s) and in my opinion they should be listed. The
proposal to build houses in that area would have to be handled very carefully in order not
to wreck the character of the area. Terraced houses such as those in Newtown would be
the only appropriate solution in my opinion, and they might not be very attractive for fulltime occupation because of the pedestrianised nature of the development. This type of
pedestrianised housing has however been used to good effect in some areas of the
country.

However, I think the building of any more houses is not a priority. As you point out so
clearly in the Draft Local Plan commuting is a big problem and we should all be looking to
have employment and housing in close proximity to each other. Employment in Sidmouth
is limited, and therefore building more houses there forces people to commute to work.
The situation will be made much worse if the Council moves from the Knowle and is
replaced by housing, and if Fords and the smaller businesses move from Alexandra Road.
Moving employment out of Sidmouth is a bad move all round.
As far as the Knowle building itself is concerned I feel its loss would be very regrettable
given its history.
I could, of course, write in much greater detail about these subjects and more: and am
willing to do so if it would be of help: but feel that it would be an imposition to do so at this
stage.
I trust that the many opinions you have received from concerned residents will lead to
further thought on the current contradictions contained in the Draft Local Plan and that
changes will be forthcoming.
Yours faithfully, Mary Walden-Till
44, High Street, Sidmouth

Representor No. 3740 (M1) - Nick Hannan

Nick Hannan
9 Winslade Rd
Sidmouth
EX10 9EX
11th June 2012
Re : Drill Hall

Dear sirs,
I write to express my concern over the apparent lack of common sense being applied
in the case of the drill hall.
This is a building that was put in trust many years ago by the owner with the wish that
it be a useful asset for the community of the people of Sidmouth.
I believe it has a huge potential to fulfil that purpose and I know there are people in
the community who have the vision and drive to make this a reality.
I believe it would be a disaster for the town if Port Royal becomes a high end
development of luxury flats which I believe would be the inevitable consequence if
the drill hall is demolished and the site eventually falls into the hand of developers.
I have visited similar developments in the South Hams area of Devon and the result is
empty luxury flats owned as investment opportunities.
Owners of such properties rarely contribute to the fabric of local community and the
area would be ruined for good.
These are dead areas developed for profit of a few individuals.
I urge you to be creative and use your common sense and see this as a fantastic
opportunity to do something really special in Sidmouth.
The Drill Hall could be a fantastic multi purpose community space useful and buzzing
throughout the year and especially useful as a venue and central focus during out
jewel in the crown, Sidmouth Folk Week.
The potential is easy to see and the alternative is most obviously bad for tourism,
business and the common good of the community.
We have people involved in the SOS movement who are expert in finding grant
money and who are brimming with ideas, creativity and determination.
The very meaning of community. People who live here and who love our town.
Wake up EDDC, it’s time to get involved in something to make us all proud of
Sidmouth and to ensure the health of our wonderful town.
Yours most sincerely,
Nick Hannan.

Representor No. 3742 (M1) - Richard Pratt
Graeme Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

11 June 2012 11:36
Localplan
Fw: Emerging East Devon Local Plan - Honiton

Importance:

High

Dear Sirs,
I am grateful to a local neighbour for bringing to my attention the latest version of the local plan for Honiton and the
current consultation 11 May 2012 to 11 June 2012.
It is of some concern that this consultation and the associated proposals have not been publicised widely by EDDC,
especially to those that are likely to be impacted most. You have stated that comments are welcome but if the electorate
are unaware of the proposals then you are unlikely to get many responses.
As a resident of Gittisham Vale I write to oppose the proposal to build on the land known as Heathfield Manor for the
following reasons:
•
•

•

•

As stated the land is within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty - building 300 homes on this land will severely
impact it's status.
The proposed development would result in the destruction of hedgerows and no doubt the felling of mature native
trees, with subsequent detrimental impact on the flora and fauna of the site. This will also have an impact on the
open recreational land along the parish boundary north of the development.
The Heathfield estate is in a peaceful part of Honiton with many residents choosing to live here for that very
reason. The inclusion of an additional 300 homes, with associated increased traffic levels will have a detrimental
impact on the estate, our environment, the views from our homes and consequently the value of our property.
The only access route to the development appears to be Honeysuckle Drive. This road is simply not big enough
to cope with the additional traffic from the development (we are probably looking at 400-500 additional vehicles) and it is doubtful whether Old Elm Road is suitable for this level of traffic either.

I am pleased to see within the proposed Honiton Local Plan the inclusion of Strategy 6 as guidance on future
development. However it would seem that the proposed development of Heathfield Manor contravenes a number of the
guidelines, namely:
1. It would NOT be compatible with the character of the existing site (agricultural farmland).
2. It WOULD lead to an increase in pressure on services in the area - has this been fully considered?
3. It WILL damage wildlife and the landscape - this is not 'just' a couple of farmer's fields, the hedgerows and in particular
the woodland and stream forming the parish boundary are a wildlife haven.
4. It is inevitable that highway safety and traffic flows of the adjoining roads will be greatly impaired.
I would also like to oppose the inclusion of the land west of Hayne lane as a reserve for additional housing on similar
grounds to the above, together with the fact that this land is outside of the built up area boundary. Together with the
proposed extension of land for additional employment also west of Hayne Lane, this appears to go against the aspiration
of Honiton NOT to extend into a ribbon development.
Yours faithfully,
Richard Pratt, Cate Dandridge
1 Campion Way, Honiton, EX14 2YR

1

Representor No. 3743 (M1) - Natural England
Date:
11 May 2012
Our ref: 53528
Your ref:

BY EMAIL ONLY

Natural England
Consultation Service
Hornbeam House
Electra Way
Crewe Business Park
CREWE
CW1 6GJ
T: 0300 060 3900

Dear Mr Sutherland
Case name: East Devon Local Plan – Consultation on Town
Boundaries.
Objection – subject to evidence being provided for the location and
justification of development, within or impacting on protected
landscapes and internationally important areas.
Planning and Compensation Act 2004
Localism act 2011
Thank you for your email dated 4 May 2012, and for consulting Natural
England regarding the above consultation.
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose
is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and
managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby
contributing to sustainable development.
I refer to our previous response dated 8 February 2012 on the Consultation
Draft of the Local Plan dated December 2011. As we stated then in
paragraph 6, the soundness of the draft Local Plan, whilst containing many
policies and proposals to safeguard and enhance the natural environment,
remains uncertain. This is because the evidence base is incomplete and as
yet, there is no justification and analysis for the scale and location of
proposals for development in or potentially impacting on the two Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), the Special Protection Areas (SPA)
and Special Areas of Conservation (SAC). In addition we also note the
addition of the windfall policy. Although commenting on the actual figure
and the strategy of a projection over the life of the plan rather than the 5
year housing supply is outside our remit, at such a level, amounting to
approximately 15% of supply, we also have concerns regarding the
practical application of this policy to windfall development on land within or
impacting upon designated landscapes and protected areas.

The present consultation on the boundary of the towns and the location of
developments including those proposed within the AONB merely
compounds this issue. In paragraph 10 of our letter dated 8 February, whilst
recognising the work the Council has already carried out and the
commitment to further progress on the Habitat Regulation Assessment
(HRA) and Sustainability Appraisal (SA), we recommended that the next
stage of plan preparation is not taken until these have both been
progressed and their findings taken into account.
To be in accordance with the NPPF (in particular paragraphs 115, 116 and
132) the allocation of sites within or impacting on designated landscapes
require assessing for: the need for the development in that location; the cost
and scope of meeting that need outside the designated area and finally an
assessment of the detrimental effect and the extent that could be
moderated. This will, for development within the AONB, include sensitivity
and capacity studies.
In relation to the internationally designated sites, paragraph 119 of the
NPPF, states that paragraph 14 of the NPPF regarding sustainable
development, does not apply where development requiring appropriate
assessment under the Birds or Habitats Directives is being considered,
planned or determined. Therefore should Appropriate Assessment not have
a satisfactory outcome, then the development could not proceed.
The updated Sustainability Appraisal will also need to be informed by both
these pieces of work.
The Housing and Employment Studies dated December 2010 are noted,
but it is considered that some allocations may not appear to be in
conformity with the findings in this report and in addition this work does not
replace the necessity for the assessment outlined above. The policies for
windfall sites within the built up area within designated areas need to be
robust to ensure that the qualifying features of the designation are not
compromised.
At this stage, it is therefore difficult to comment in detail on the boundaries
of the towns and the allocations within them. At this stage, we therefore
maintain an objection to specific allocations as set out below. We may be
able to review some of these objections once further information is available
and satisfactory completion of the assessments detailed above.
Axminster
The River Axe Special Area of Conservation is situated immediately to the
west of Axminster; its qualifying features are its unique alkaline waters with
associated flora and fauna and its geomorphology. In the first instance, the
significant scale of housing and development proposed at Axminster will
need to be assessed through Habitat Regulations for this strategy to be
found sound. In particular, evidence (from South West Water for example)
to show that the significant housing proposed will not lead to increased
nutrient release into an already declining designated wetland feature will be
required to support such a proposal. At this stage, pending completion of
this evidence, Natural England maintains an objection to allocations at

Axminster as they are contrary to paragraph 119 of the NPPF and therefore
unsound.
Any intensification of industrial development should not impede the natural
future river formation, particularly that to the west of the railway line. In
addition, proposals for development at the Old Coal Yard should be
assessed to ensure that potential contamination issues from acidic coal
polluting the alkaline SAC via both water-borne and air-borne pathways are
not significant.
Although Axminster is not in the Blackdown Hills AONB, it lies due west of it,
and is within its setting. If the significant scale of development and its
accompanying relief road is justified and evidenced based, notwithstanding
previous comments regarding impact on the SAC, it is considered that the
development to the east of the town should not breach the skyline.
Finally it is strongly recommended that bullet point 6 Environment of
Strategy 20 should make explicit reference to nationally and internationally
designated sites including the AONB, SSSI and SAC.
Budleigh Salterton
Budleigh Salterton lies wholly within the East Devon AONB and therefore in
line with paragraphs 115 and 116 of the NPPF, any allocation in this
settlement needs to be assessed in line with the framework. It is noted that
allocations in Budleigh Salterton are not considered strategic. They lie
approximately 1 km east of Dalditch Common, part of the Pebblebeds SAC
and the proposals cumulatively will need to conform to Habitat Regulations,
in particular how increased disturbance to the SAC will be overcome. One
of these sites has permission and the other is already subject to a planning
application for housing to a similar intensification as proposed, and Natural
England have already expressed concerns in that application regarding the
need for informed landscape analysis due to the location of the site in the
AONB, the proximity of the SAC without on or off site green space to relieve
disturbance to the SAC and the presence of a Badger main sett on site.
These concerns will also apply to the proposed mixed development
allocation. Natural England maintains an objection on the allocation
(including cumulative impacts) until satisfactory completion of a Habitat
Regulation Assessment as the present policies are contrary to paragraph
119 of the NPPF and therefore unsound.
It is recommended that policy H1and E1 is amended to include specific
reference to the need to protect internationally designated sites and
protected species from the impact of residential and employment allocations
and for the protection of designated landscapes.
Exmouth
The most recent HRA work indicates that development at Exmouth will
potentially impact on several internationally designated sites: The East
Devon Pebblebed Heaths; the Exe Estuary and Dawlish Warren. Thus all
development proposed in Exmouth requires to be carefully considered to
ensure that these impacts are significant through further HRA work. In

addition the town lies immediately west of the East Devon and is the
gateway to the Jurassic Coast World Heritage Site which includes Orcombe
Rocks. It is disappointing therefore, that Strategy 22 makes no mention of
promotion of the environment and in particular the international
designations that surround the town and it is recommended that this
included as an additional bullet point 6.
Significant development at Exmouth, particularly that resulting in an
increased visitor and permanent population, is likely to have significant
impacts on both the Exe Estuary and the Pebblebed Heaths, both
internationally designated sites, for which counter-acting measures will be
necessary in order to be sound policies. At the very least, within the town of
Exmouth itself, this will mean prioritising the availability of accessible
greenspace in order to decrease pressure on the SAC from disturbance and
ensuring that the development itself does not cause significant effect upon
the integrity of the features of the SPA. At present, due to the lack of a
district –wide green infrastructure (GI) study, it is unclear what form that
might take, but will be particularly important close to proposed development
areas
The recent Exmouth Town Centre and Seafront Masterplan dated
December 2011 that Natural England was not consulted on, does include
elements which would enhance the greenspace, but we would like to draw
attention to the fact that this plan will also require assessment under the
Habitat Regulations and some of the enhancements and developments
proposed may give rise to likely significant effects. In addition, careful
planning will be required of some proposals in the waterfront area such as
the proposed “Exmouth Splash” to ensure compatibility to planned retreat in
the medium term as recommended in the Shoreline Management Plan.
Other inclusions in that document such as the enhancement of paths
leading to the National Trail, the South West Coast Path are welcomed.
Natural England therefore maintains an objection to the allocations in
Exmouth until satisfactory completion of a Habitat Regulation Assessment
as the present policies are contrary to paragraph 119 of the NPPF and
therefore unsound.
Honiton
Honiton is a sensitive location situated bounding both the Blackdown Hills
and East Devon AONB, although some of the immediate surroundings of
the town are not in these designated areas, they are within the setting.
Natural England objects to the allocation of residential land within the
AONB at Honiton without a justified analysis of its scale and lack of
evidence in the form of sensitivity and capacity studies In addition, we query
why land outside the AONB has been indicated as a reserve as an
alternative for land not being available in town boundaries.
The East Devon report on the Justification for Employment Provision in the
Local Plan dated January 2012 concluded a relatively modest amount of
employment, about a quarter of that proposed. The report states Need in
Honiton would suggest a modest new provision. However the new Local
Plan sets out a growth agenda for the town and to serve surrounding areas/

the District as a whole. It is proposed that a substantial strategic
employment land allocation is made at Honiton to support the town and
further its strategic role in the District as a major commercial centre. The
identification of Honiton as strategic growth area, sitting as it does in this
highly sensitive location, needs further justification in the view of the
subsequent impact on the AONB.
If evidence shows that the scale of housing and employment proposed is
sustainable, then the reserve lands outside the boundary and outside the
AONB should be allocated in preference first to land outside the town
boundary but inside the AONB. The current policy runs contrary to NPPF
and is likely to be found unsound. Strategy 23 should make reference to the
protection and enhancement of the statutory designations including the
AONB that lie outside the town’s boundaries.
Prior to any further consideration of allocations within the AONB at Honiton,
it is considered that assessments, as set out in paragraphs 116 of the
NPPF, are completed. This should include sensitivity and capacity studies.
Ottery St Mary
In bullet point 6 of strategy 24 we recommend an explicit reference to
protection and enhancement of the East Devon AONB which lies to the east
of the town. That said, we do not wish to make further comment at this
stage on the allocation to the west of Ottery St Mary regarding its impact on
the AONB
Ottery St Mary does lie within 5km of the Pebblebed Heaths; therefore all
development here should be assessed through the Habitat Regulations.
Natural England maintains an objection to allocations in Ottery St Mary
until satisfactory completion of a Habitat Regulation Assessment as the
present policies are contrary to paragraph 119 of the NPPF and therefore
unsound

Seaton
We welcome the wording of bullet point 5 in Strategy 25 and recommend
that this wording is used in the strategies for all seven towns.
Sidmouth
Sidmouth is also a sensitive location, surrounded by the East Devon AONB,
which also extends into the periphery of the town. The Heritage Coast (HC)
lies to the east and west of Sidmouth. The HC does not coincide with the
Councils’ own Coastal Protection Zone (CPZ) (in the main, the CPZ is
greater than the HC but in some areas on the western boundary of the town,
there is land outside the CPZ but within the HC). In addition, parts of
Eastern Town lie within the Sidmouth to West Bay SAC.
Given the sensitivity of the town it is disappointing that despite recognising
the importance of the town as an all year round tourist destination, there is
no recognition of the environment’s important role in that function. It is
strongly recommended that a similarly worded statement as Strategy 25

(Seaton) bullet point 5 is incorporated also making reference to the
nationally and internationally designations that surround the town.
The need for employment land provision in the Council’s document
“Justification for Employment Provision in the Local Plan dated January
2012 is noted. However, Natural England maintains an objection to the
allocation of employment land within the AONB at Sidford until the
assessment required by the NPPF identifies this as a suitable location. It is
considered that this assessment which should include a sensitivity and
capacity study should be completed before further consideration of the
allocation.
It is also noted that the town boundary has been altered at to accommodate
the proposed employment allocation and in addition, the boundary has been
altered at Higher Woolbrook. This land also lies within the AONB. Although,
this land has not been allocated, we are mindful of the possibility of windfall
housing in this location. Due to the potential of development here, natural
England considers the revision of the town boundary without the necessary
assessments asset out in paragraph 116 likely to be found unsound and
maintains an objection to this revision.
Finally, we note that the Council is conducting on-going engagement with
Parish Councils regarding allocations in villages. Whilst we also look
forward to being consulted and of assistance regarding these allocations,
we consider that it would be helpful to those Councils to be able to make
informed judgements on allocations, including access to an up to date
Sustainability Appraisal and Habitat Regulations Assessment.
For any correspondence or queries relating to this consultation only, please contact Mrs
Laura Horner on 0300 060 2018 or laura.horner@naturalengland.org.uk .For all other
correspondence, please contact consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.
We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We
have attached a feedback form to this letter and welcome any comments
you might have about our service.
Yours sincerely

Mrs Laura Horner
Lead Advisor
Forward Planning Network

Representor No. 3744 (M1) - Cat Radford
Graeme Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

11 June 2012 11:14
Localplan
Concern regarding Local Plan for Sidmouth

Little Cholwell
Harberton
Totnes
Devon
TQ9 7RZ

11th June 2012

The Planning Policy Section
East Devon District Council
Knowle
Sidmouth
EX10 8HL

To whom it may concern,

I am writing to you with regard to the East Devon District Council’s Local Plan for Sidmouth.

It has come to my attention, as a regular visitor to Sidmouth, that the Council will be making an
imminent decision to demolish the Drill Hall with immediate effect and redevelop the Port Royal site
with a ‘mixed use development including 30 new dwellings’.

I have great concerns that this decision would be a negative one for Sidmouth. The Drill Hall is a
historic building that potentially has a lot to offer the local community. 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
1

alternative plan to its demolition that will benefit the wider community of Sidmouth across all
generations now and in the future.

Yours faithfully,
Cat Radford
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Representor No. 3745 - Katherine Brommage, PCL Planning
Our Ref
Date

KB/PCL/9059b
11th June 2012

The Planning Policy Section
East Devon District Council
Knowle
Sidmouth
EX10 8HL

PCL Planning Ltd
1st Floor
3 Silverdown Office Park,
Fair Oak Close,
Clyst Honiton,
Exeter,
Devon, EX5 2UX
United Kingdom
t: +44 (0)1392 363812
f: +44 (0)1392 363805
w: www.pclplanning.co.uk

By email: Localplan@eastdevon.gov.uk

Dear Sirs
EAST DEVON NEW LOCAL PLAN 2006 – 2026: EAST DEVON TOWN
INSET MAPS AND SUPPORTING TEXT CONSULTATION
I write in respect of the consultation that is currently being held with regard to
the East Devon Town Inset Maps and supporting text.
We have reviewed the town inset maps and make the following comments:
General Comments
Our interim consultation response to the New East Devon Local Plan (NLP),
dated January 2012, highlighted a number of concerns that we had with regard
to the Council’s evidence base (or lack thereof). These concerns remain (see
paragraphs 7.8, 9.9 and 10.1 of that response).
As we stated in our interim response, one would expect to see a spatial
strategy in East Devon to be underpinned by an analysis of the sustainability of
the different locational choices that are available to the plan review.
Whilst it is acknowledged that some sustainability analysis has been carried
out (particularly at the issues and options stage) a review of that work has
been limited. It appears that the Council, as demonstrated by the publication
of the inset maps that are now being consulted upon, continues to consider the
pre-determined options put forward by EDDC and its LDF Panel i.e. options
which were dominated by the Council seeking to reflect the wishes of the
community groups (including villages) that have expressed their views to that
panel.
Such an approach, in our opinion, is unlikely to produce a logical or sustainable
outcome(s).

PCL Planning Ltd, Registered Office: 1A Parliament Square, Parliament Street, Crediton, Devon, EX17 2AW
Registered in England and Wales No. 06375256 VAT No. 923955793

Further, the sustainability appraisal work does not appear to have been
revisited, and there is no evidence that the spatial strategy of the NLP has
been appropriately appraised. In our opinion, failure to undertake such an
appraisal will put the Council’s overall strategy at risk of being found unsound
at any forthcoming Examination. Therefore, it is vital that the Council’s
approach (if it is to be used at all) must be thoroughly appraised before
proceeding further with the NLP. The Council will understand that it is difficult
to provide any substantive comments on the Council’s ‘Towns’ strategy in the
absence of this supporting evidence.
Further, in our opinion, the total assumed housing numbers (particularly for
the ‘rest of district’ area) appears to be substantially inadequate. Until this is
rectified, it is premature to comment on the Town Inset Maps.
Notwithstanding this, we set out below our interim comments with respect to
Exmouth.
Exmouth
Exmouth is by far the largest town in East Devon. Sufficient development (i.e.
about 4 times as much – see below) should be allocated to this important
commercial and residential centre to maintain and enhance its economic
viability. The key objective should be to create a balanced community to
encourage self-containment, reduce out-commuting and provide people with
the opportunity to work close to where they live.
With regard to the draft Exmouth Urban Inset Map we have concerns regarding
the extensions to the Coastal Preservation Area and retention of the Green
Wedge designations (essentially a local designation) to the north of the town.
We are unclear what robust justification the Council has for the extension or
retention of these designations. It appears that there is none? However, if
there is then I would be grateful if the Council could kindly forward a copy.
In our view, unnecessary imposition of designations of this nature will
artificially restrict growth options for the town. Therefore, at present, we
would object to the extension of both the Coastal Preservation Area and
retention of the Green Wedge on the basis of lack of evidence and the need to
review local designations in the context of emerging national policy and
guidance.

PCL Planning Ltd, Registered Office: 1A Parliament Square, Parliament Street, Crediton, Devon, EX17 2AW
Registered in England and Wales No. 06375256 VAT No. 923955793

Strategy 22 – Development at Exmouth
New Homes: Strategy 22 proposes to provide a ‘moderate’ number of homes
(840) in Exmouth. This is considered to be far too low a figure. Also, in our
opinion, it will fail to address the critical need for affordable housing in
Exmouth.
In our view, the housing number should be at least equivalent to an additional
1% growth of housing stock per annum. We therefore calculate that the
number of homes to be provided in Exmouth should be at least 4 times higher
than the number currently stated. A quarter of this is not moderate but tiny.
We will explain this point in more detail following finalisation of our interim
report which we intend to submit to EDDC in due course.
Jobs: In respect to jobs the opportunity should be taken to encourage mixed
use development to enable new high quality space to be facilitated by
residential development. This will encourage/improve delivery of nonemployment provision.
Infrastructure: To support the delivery of new homes and jobs at Exmouth
the completion of the Dinan Way Link to the A376 must be established as a
priority objective. Development to the east and south east of this new link
should be phased in accordance with the delivery of the link, which will also
require developer funding. Phasing of development is important to avoid
transport and traffic congestion which will inevitably arise from traffic passing
through the town.
Strategic Allocations:
Goodmores Farm – It will be critical to phase delivery of this site with
construction of the Dinan Way Link to avoid major traffic congestion on the
Hulham Road both into Exmouth and leading up to Woodbury
Common/Woodbury road to Exeter. This route is already very busy during
peak hours.
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The site itself is also very close to Woodbury Common and its impact on the
Common in relation to European Habitat Regulation Assessment requirements
will need to be fully tested.
Liverton Business Park Phases 2 and 3 – Employment land should not be
brought forward at this location until completion of the Dinan Way Link. HGV
traffic currently travels through residential areas of the town and up the
Salterton Road to access the Business Park with associated environmental
impacts.
Employment provision should be made on the north-west side of Exmouth
where it can be served by the A376 arterial route.
Littleham - Currently being promoted as “Plumb Park” – This site forms an
open prominent feature in the landscape and has a direct impact on the setting
of the AONB (some 250 – 400 metres south-east of the site) and from which it
can be clearly seen (in particular Maer Lane/Gore Lane and the coastal ridge).
Development at this location would be contrary to both local and national
planning policy.
It is noted that the inset map appears to show 350 new homes at Littleham
rather than the 190 homes identified in the previous version of the emerging
plan. Development of the site has generated considerable local controversy
and opposition for the original 190 homes which the Council appear to be
ignoring and compounding by increasing the draft allocation to 350 new
homes.
The site has no obvious access points (the two identified - Pankhurst Close and
Buckingham Close on concept plans have not been shown to be in the control
at the landowners and as such it has not been demonstrated that the site is
deliverable).
Impact on the local highway and transport infrastructure will be significant.
The road network around the site is unsuitable and will result in significant
congestion at Littleham cross-roads and along Douglas Avenue/Cranford
Avenue with the potential to encourage rat running through residential areas of
the Avenues. The Littleham Road is the only major access road to the Devon
Cliffs Holiday Park which is very substantial and attracts a very large number
of car borne visitors not just in the summer months but year round. No
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evidence or consideration has been given to this additional traffic loading in the
vicinity of the site.
Clearly, the suitability of this site for any development has not been fully
tested or demonstrated and the site should not be granted permission in
advance of the strategic allocation being fully assessed and examined as part
of the overall Local Plan, to thoroughly assess its suitability or otherwise. To
grant permission would be prejudicial to the Plan’s progress and would be
premature.
In terms of other environmental issues the site is known to be in an area of
high archaeological interest. This has not been fully assessed to establish the
level of constraint this imposes on the site and whether the site is actually
developable.
I trust that you will take these interim comments into account.
We look forward to providing you with more comprehensive comments in due
course.
Kind Regards,

Katherine Brommage, BA (Hons) MPlan MRTPI
For PCL Planning Ltd
e: k.brommage@pclplanning.co.uk
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Representor No. 3746 (M1) - Larry Cole
Larry Cole
92 Winslade Road
Sidmouth
EX10 9EZ

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

L I Cole

Representor No. 3747 (M1) - Graham Coooper

From: graham cooper
Sent: 11 June 2012 12:10
To: Matthew Dickins
Cc:
Subject: FW: Local Plan Submission

Dear Matt,
Here with a copy of my Local Plan submission below with attachments.
FYI earlier I raised concerns regarding land ownership with the Town Clerk see note.
Kind Regards
Graham Cooper

From: graham cooper
Sent: 11 June 2012 10:51
To: 'Town Clerk'
Cc: 'Jeremy Woodward'; 'David Bramley'
Subject: FW: Local Plan Submission

Dear Mr Holland,
Thank you for acknowledging my earlier draft and here with my final 3 page submissions below
plus attachments to EDDC.

Would like to draw your attention to two items concerning land ownership under Knowle and
Port Royal.
I believe the Knowle Park with car parks and Drill Hall land belong to the people of Sidmouth
and not the EDDC.
It is vitally important for STC to retain these properties for the town.
Best wishes
Graham

From: graham cooper [
Sent: 11 June 2012 10:33
To: localplan@eastdevon.gov.uk
Cc:

Dear Sir/Madam,
Please find my Local Plan submission with attachments, a printed copy of which was
handed in this morning.
Can you please acknowledge receipt.
Kind Regards
Graham Cooper.

Submission to the East Devon District Council EDDC Draft Local Plan 2012.
Introduction
1 Procedural Issues
2 Inflated New Housing Numbers
3 Excessive Employment Land
4 The Knowle
5 Port Royal
6 Summary

Introduction
Many people in Sidmouth have lost confidence in the Local Plan process which has
raised suspicions about EDDC’s motives. There are grave concerns that the excessive
allocations of housing and employment in the areas of outstanding natural beauty
AONBs amount to an attack of planning vandalism across the much cherished East
Devon countryside. It is therefore recommended the Local Plan for the Sidmouth area
is thoroughly revised.

1 Procedural Issues
1.1 The democratic process was seriously undermined by the inappropriate behaviour
of the LDF Chairman who bullied a fellow panel member (see article 1 attached.) Such
intimidation interfered with the due process leading to a harmful break down of trust.
1.2 According to email received by the Chamber of Commerce the LDF Chairman was
“misled” by EDDC officers about the allocation of employment land on AONB in
Sidford. (See article 2 attached) In respect to employment land EDDC officers have
failed to listen to Sidmouth Town Council (see article 3) and have been unduly
influenced by vested interest such as the East Devon Business Forum. (Please note
last autumn the Scrutiny Committee criticised the EDDC planners for failing to
communicate with elected representatives.)
1.3 There are problems with the Sidmouth maps (see attached Local Plan Map Study.)
Causing confusion in the last couple of months there have been two versions of the
employment land proposed for the Sidford fields in the public domain. At the Knowle
there is a conflict between the areas planned development which overlap with public
recreational ground. At Port Royal the land occupied by the Drill Hall and a section of
the Sailing Club was donated by George Galloway Radway to the people of Sidmouth
as part of the Ham Recreation Space and is therefore not owned by EDDC.
2 Inflated New Housing Numbers
From where the evidence of the 15000 (or 17000!) new homes originated is not
clear.(see attached LPsubJan2012) In their report to the LDF Panel consultants Roger
Tyms & Partners predicted by 2026 an increase in the East Devon population of 22500
(17%) equivalent to 13,700 homes. It is noted that the chairman supported EDDC
officer Kate Little’s recommendation of 15000 new homes while other panel members
considered 12500 homes to be adequate. There is concern that the original estimates
were calculated during a period of growth prior to the current recession and expected
economic flat-line slump. The latest Cambridge University research predicts up to 2025
a decrease in the ability to buy will significantly increase demand for rented properties.
3 Excessive Employment Land.
3.1 There is also no evidence of a requirement for 5 hectares of employment land in
Sidmouth. Housing and employment land allocation should be proportionally linked
together but in Sidmouth employment land greatly exceeds the housing provision.
EDDC consultants Watkins and Roger Tyms found there is sufficient spare capacity
within existing boundaries to accommodate future demand. The Sidmouth Chamber of
Commerce also submitted an informed study to the LDF Panel which found demand for
employment land in the Sid Valley was extremely low.
The excessive amount of employment land appears to have been recommended by the
East Devon Business Forum who has been unduly influential without providing any
evidence of substance. (see attached article 7) Many members of EDBF are major
landowners and developers in East Devon, several of whom have put their land
forward for development in the Local Plan. There appears to have been a long standing
conflict of interest between the EDBF chair Graham Brown who is a farmer/ developer
and a also a former LDF panel member and chairman. Currently Ford & Sons is a key
company within EDBF and is also bidding to develop the employment land owned by
Sir John Cave in the Sidford greenbelt.
3.2 Following packed public meetings the Sidmouth Town Council rejected the
proposal for 5 hectares of employment land on AONB north of Sidford. Proposing
employment land on AONB has more than anything else created outrage within the
town and was the main recruiter for the Save Our Sidmouth SOS Campaign and
petition. (see attached articles 3 and 6 plus LDF Employment Land Study.) Meanwhile

Persimmon Homes wait in the wings ready to supply an extra hundred or so houses on
AONB land in Higher Woolbrook.
3.3 Employment Land in the Sidford Fields will coalesce two ancient independent
villages and ignores the National Planning Policy Framework NPPF document which
recommends there should not be development in AONBs unless it is in the public
interest or there is an overriding and proven need. It is poor planning practice to
promote a single vast commercial enclave and planners are advised to prioritise and
reconfigure diverse brown field sites within existing boundaries.
4 The Knowle
The local plan map indicates a change of use for employment land at the Knowle,
Manstone and Port Royal to accommodate new homes. There was no mention of the
relocation of the EDDC HQ in the local plan which will shift 350 jobs from Sidmouth to
Honiton. Yet by approving fifty houses in the Local Plan, EDDC would effectively be
predetermining the decision on whether or not to re-locate.
Manipulating a loss of jobs from the Knowle and elsewhere in such a way triggers the
need for jobs on the "employment" land at Sidford. EDDC are asset stripping public
amenity and exploiting Sidmouth’s value as a cash cow to relocate to a remote location
away from the populated areas of the district. The Knowle development would also
involve building on parkland which the Government NPPF guidance says is NOT brown
field. Installing this amount of homes on the site will require the destruction of a historic
landmark and the loss of a townscape of considerable merit with an impressive
relationship between the existing building and the setting. The car parks were located
on the Knowle nature reserve which is the property of the town and as such should
remain for use of the public and not be converted to private residences. (see attached
article 5 and Old Knowle Maps)
5 Port Royal
To raise future value through increased densification, instead of destroying arable
AONB fields with out of town commerce, EDDC should prioritise concentrating people
and business in the centre of town. A more reasoned approach would be to create
innovative mixed use residential and employment space in the Ham Lane area which is
more consistent with the historic street grain of Eastern Town. As it is part of the Ham
recreation ground the land occupied by the Drill Hall should be returned to the
community.
6 Summary
Clearly for the highest financial return EDDC officers have without evidence inflated the
housing supply to 15000 (or 17000?) which in turn exaggerates the demand on
employment land. Despite two independent reports by Atkins in 2007 and Roger Tym in
2011 which recommended only a small increase in employment land these have been
ignored by EDDC officials in favour of the East Devon Business Forum which after
carrying out their own projections recommended a large increase. It now appears the
landowners and large companies have contrived through the vehicle of EDBF to inflate
employment land to 180 hectares seeking the approval of friendly senior EDDC
officers. This over allocation gives the developers more opportunities and under the
NPPF any land designated for employment that does not come forward can be much
more easily be changed to housing which is far more lucrative than business units. It is
just such unsustainable property speculation which first in the USA, then Ireland and
now Spain created the current financial credit crisis.
In Sidmouth to maximise profit EDDC are selling off existing popular public assets and
employment land to private developers for homes. The plan is then to parcel up the
existing employment allocations (including the Knowle) and relocate it on AONB fields

which have been offered by local land owners and associates of EDBF. Lacking
transparency this rear channel arrangement between EDBF and the EDDC officials is
then legitimised by incorporating it into the local plan and nodded through by approving
council members. Instead of concentrating on diverse mixed use sites within existing
boundaries the EDDC local plan is converting existing industrial space for housing
while transferring commercial provision to out of town green field locations. Such a
move will of course have a detrimental effect on Sidmouth as a tourist destination of
distinction and will impact negatively on the future sustainability and prosperity of the
resort. For the long term benefit of the town the Local Plan for Sidmouth must therefore
be radically re-appraised and considerably improved.
Attached 1 LDF Articles, 2 Local Plan Maps 3 LDF Employment Land 4 Knowle Old
Maps
Submission by Graham Cooper Harmonie Peak Hill Road Sidmouth EX10 0NW June
2012

East Devon Local Plan 2006-26
Observations on Employment Land for Sidmouth in the draft Consultation Plan for
East Devon are as follows.
Excessive proposals for employment land across East Devon were highlighted
recently in the Sidmouth Herald. In respect to the employment land allocation in
Sidmouth, it was reported in the local press that consultants Tyms & Partners (and
Watkins) recommended zero hectares of employment land. The Local Plan is meant
to be evidence based but there are considerable inconsistencies and a lack of
transparency in how the above figures were arrived at.
Although there is no evidence for the extra new employment land the Local Plan
maps have indentified 5 hectares on green belt AONB north of Sidford. The proposal
has clearly shocked most residents in the town who do not wish to see the
industrialization of Sidmouth and prime agricultural land lost. As a priority most would
like to see commercial development within the existing boundaries on brown field
sites such as Alexander Road Industrial Estate and the redevelopment of Eastern
Town and Port Royal providing an employment element to the buildings there.
Five hectares is a considerable size equivalent to ten football pitches and is very
much larger than the capacity at the Alexandria Road, Knowle and Ham Lane
combined together. As it is difficult to envisage the scale the following diagrams of
the Sidford fields compare both the sizes of existing sites and this areas in relation to
the town centre.
Clearly commercial development on this scale will have a serious and detrimental
effect on the gateway to the town both at Sidford and on the other AONB land above
Stowford. The final images are views from the premier entrance to the valley before
and after the new houses in Woolbroook with new commercial accommodation along
the AONB above the main road.
With such inflated capacity in the both the housing and employment allocations,
without infrastructure or social amenity the Local Plan is unsustainable and will be
detrimental to the environment, tourism and quality of life in Sidmouth.
The above was prepared by Graham Cooper for the Future Forum Vision Group Sidmouth.
22nd May 2012

Sidford fields c/w Alexandria Road, Knowle and Port Royal site

Sidford fields c/w Sidmouth town centre

2

Fig1 Higher Woolbrook- Pre current Persimmon Homes Development

Fig2 How the gateway to Sidmouth may appear according to the Local Plan
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Consultation on the East Devon Local Plan 2006 to 2026
Observations on the draft Consultation Plan for East Devon are as follows.
The above plan is meant to be evidence based but there appears to be confusion and
inconsistencies in how the figures for housing and employment were arrived at.
A Housing
(Note the 2010 population figure for East Devon is 132,900.)
1 East Devon LDF Preferred Approach Nov 2010
P9 2001 Census recorded 55011 households in ED an average of 2.2 people per
dwelling.
P6 RSS Proposed Housing Requirements 17,100
Increase in population therefore 37620 (29% increase.)
2 Current East Devon Local Plan 2006-26
On the above basis EDDC LDF proposal for 15000 homes suggest a rise in population of
33000 (25%)
3 According to DCC Tables below the projection between 2008 and 2026 suggest a total
increase of 23640 (18% increase) - equivalent to 10,745 homes
4 The Tyms & Partners Report to the LDF Panel predicted an increase of 22500 (17%)
equivalent to 13700homes (ie 1.64 persons/home!)
The above figures therefore suggest a considerable variation.
The question is therefore where did the did EDDC get their 15000 from when the average
(between 2,3,4 ) above is about 13000 homes?
It is noted that a housing figure for 13000 was also proposed during the August LDF
Housing meeting by Cllr Wright but this was criticised by the chairman and the 15000
(proposed by EDDC officer Kate Little) was voted for by a narrow margin.
B Employment Land for Sidmouth.
Excessive predictions for employment land across East Devon were reported recently in
the Sidmouth Herald. (It is understood LDF Panel member Cllr Wright was questioning
how these figures were arrived at.)
In respect to the employment land allocation in Sidmouth, it was reported in the local
press Sid Vale news column that Tyms & Partners recommended zero hectares of
employment land for Sidmouth.

Please also note there are many in Sidmouth including the Chamber of Commerce and
Sidvale Association who are very concerned about the excessive allocations in the Local
Plan.
At a recent Sidmouth Town Council meeting Cllr Stuart Hughes stated that employment
land should straddle A3052 “so traffic had no need to come into
Sidmouth!” Cllr John Dyson raised concerns about the land being used for out of town
retail at the expense of the town centre and suggested it should be made clear what the
employment land cannot be used for.
It is believed new employment land is likely to be in AONB and it is recommended that
brown field sites instead be considered first eg Alexander Road Industrial estate and the
redevelopment of Port Royal and Eastern Town providing an employment element to the
buildings there.
Finally I welcome the planning Inspectorate decision to support the EDDC decision
against further development at the Garden Centre on AONB land.
I trust the Planning Inspectors will take a similar view on employment proposals on AONB
in future.
Graham Cooper
Reference number is: 746
Sidmouth EX10 0NW
31st January 2012
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0-4

5,800

6,000

6,000
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6,200

5-9

6,300

6,900

7,100

7,200

7,400

7,400

10-14

7,500

7,000

7,700

7,900

8,000

8,200

15-19

7,600

7,800

7,300

8,000

8,200

8,300

20-24

5,800

5,700

5,600

5,300

5,700

5,900

25-29

4,900

5,500

5,600

5,400

5,100

5,500

30-34

5,100

5,500

6,100

6,300

6,000

5,700

35-39

7,600

6,200

6,700

7,500

7,700

7,400

40-44

8,900

8,600

7,200

7,800

8,700

8,900

45-49

8,700

9,800

9,300

7,900

8,500

9,500

50-54

8,400

9,600

10,700

10,100

8,600

9,300

55-59

9,300

9,400

10,600

11,800

11,200

9,600

60-64

11,100

10,300

10,400

11,800

13,100

12,400

65-69

9,000

11,700

11,000

11,100

12,600

14,000

70-74

7,900

8,900

11,600

10,900

11,100

12,700

75-79

7,100

7,400

8,400

11,000

10,400

10,700

80-84

5,800

6,100

6,600

7,600

10,000

9,500

85-89

4,100

4,200

4,700

5,300

6,200

8,300

90+

1,800

2,400

2,900

3,600

4,500

5,700

East
Devon

133,000

139,100

145,500

152,500

159,400

165,400

Articles from Sidmouth Herald
1 Intimidation of LDF Panel member
2 LDF Chair Misled
3 Sidmouth Town Council Reject Sidford Employment Land
4 Superstore interest in Alexandria Road Industrial Estate
5 Council to Safeguard Knowle Grounds
6 Save Our Sidmouth Campaign SOS
7 East Devon Business Forum Letter

Article 1 Intimidation of LDF Panel member Sidmouth Herald 1st June 2012

Article 2 LDF Chair Misled Sidmouth Herald 1st June 2012

Article 3 Sidmouth Town Council Reject Sidford Employment Land Sidmouth Herald 25 May 2012

Article 4 Superstore interest in Alexandria Road Industrial Estate Sidmouth Herald 1st June 2012

Article 5 Council to Safeguard Knowle Grounds Sidmouth Herald 28th July 1973

Article 6 Save Our Sidmouth Campaign SOS Sidmouth Herald 8th June 2012

Article 7 East Devon Business Forum Letter Sidmouth Herald 8th June 2012

Knowle Old Maps

1969

1986
Graham Cooper June 2012

1969-74

1991

Local Plan Map Study: There inconsistencies in the following
1 Sidbury Fields: There is confusion over how far north the 5 Hectares extends.

LP map
2 Knowle Park : There is conflict between park land and proposed development

1996 map
3 Port Royal Owned by STC Ham Common extends to sea front thro site of Drill Hall + Sailing Club

1890 map

NB The above LDF March agenda map provides a clearer indication than the latest LP map above.
Prepared by Graham Cooper May 2012

Representor No. 3748 (M1) - David Bramley

To:
East Devon District Council,
Local Plan Response,
Knowle,
Sidmouth,
EX108HL
Bickwell Gardens
Stadway Meadow
Sidmouth
EX10 8TB
11th June 2012

Local Plan (formerly Local Development Framework)
I wish to register my view that the Draft Local Plan, particularly in relation to
Sidmouth, has been conducted without sufficient evidence and transparency.
I have formed this view following review a LDF documentation, attendance at
the limited number of public meetings and writing to the EDDC to seek
clarification.
I can now understand very clearly the significant local support for the SOS
campaign and wish here to register my support for their submissions to you
and the work of Jeremy Woodward as an individual and part of the VGS.
My conclusion is that the Sidmouth now needs a new plan that addresses the
real needs of the district and the town.

Yours faithfully
D E Bramley (Mr)

Representor No. 3749 (M1) - Sid Vale Association

SIDVALE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS ON
THE INSET MAP AND POLICIES FOR SIDMOUTH and
THE NEW EAST DEVON LOCAL PLAN 2006-2026 (the “Plan”)
A. General Points
1. We note that the Inset Map and Policies are derived from Section 14
(Sidmouth) of the Plan plus other Sidmouth Policies from elsewhere in
the document. It is helpful that you have collated all the various Policies
regarding Sidmouth in one place.
2. We are commenting on both documents in this reply. The comments
below are a non-exhaustive list and we reserve the right to make
further representations at a later date.
3. We welcome this opportunity to comment on the Plan, and note that
the provisions of the Localism Act 2011 enshrine in law the right of
communities to contribute to the planning process. We welcome the
statement from EDDC that: “as a Council we need to be responsive to
the views of Parish Councils, local neighbourhoods and other local
area bodies and organisations.” (Plan para 5.2) and the section in the
Plan which envisages involving communities in the writing of
neighbourhood development plans, as provided for by the Act.
4. We are concerned that the Plan as it relates to Sidmouth does not
mention the possible removal of EDDC offices from the Knowle to
Honiton. We understand that EDDC will make a decision on its future
later this year. If a decision to move were taken, this would clearly
impact upon many elements of the Plan as it relates to Sidmouth,
including the reduction of employment, provision of residential housing
(since it is understood that the site is earmarked for such
development), parking and green spaces. We understand the
predicament that EDDC are in, in that the Plan is to be finalised before
a decision is made on the Knowle, but the inclusion of housing in the
Plan on both the Knowle and the Manstone Lane workshops preempts any decision on the Knowle and must be avoided at this stage.
5. We are particularly concerned that a number of proposed
developments, including all of those flagged in the document entitled:
“Evaluation of Potential Development Sites in/at The Towns of East
Devon for Residential Development”, which also mentions employment
sites in relation to Sidmouth, would involve incursions into the Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty. We note the constraints placed upon
EDDC when considering applications to build in this valuable and
protected area and consider that there should be a very strong
presumption against building in the AONB. We note the commitment
from the Council that it will “conserve and enhance its outstanding
natural environment which contributes to the economic and social
wellbeing of its communities.” (Plan para 3.5). We welcome this

commitment. We note, with approval, that EDDC is: “proud of East
Devon’s outstanding beautiful environment and we regard it as
essential that we conserve and enhance it so that future generations
can have the same high quality of life that we do.”
6. As we noted in our comments on the “LDF discussion document” of
11th August 2010, we still believe that the two halves of the District ,
(Eastern… more built up and an extension of the Exeter area and
Western… rural, mostly AONB and the Jurassic coast), should have
been treated differently for planning purposes. As we said at the time.
”Because of the wide disparity, between the two areas it would then
have been logical for the ground rules of the former to be different to
the latter.” This relates in particular for housing and employment.
EDDC have chosen to ignore sensible advice on this matter, with the
result that the Plan incorporates many illogicalities that are clearly
evident today.
We are very concerned that, because of this “one size fits all” policy to
the allocation of proposed numbers of residential dwellings and areas
of employment land, EDDC has distributed District wide predictions of
need, without sensibly considering the implications on each town. It
would have made more sense to consider the very real implications of
the large size and location of Employment Land and Dwellings on
Sidmouth as has been done in the case of Budleigh Salterton, (see D6
below)
7. The Sustainability Appraisal, (SA), which forms an integral part of the
Plan and is on EDDC web site, is dated 2010 and is clearly out of date.
There are a number of comments in the SA, which clearly do not relate
to proposals in the Plan. Examples are, (SA Preferred Policy Approach
Draft CS 19, Sidmouth), Item 1. SA 250 new homes, Plan 150 new
homes; SA (SA Preferred Policy Approach Draft CS 19, Sidmouth)
Items 9 and 15, refer to the development being “within the town” and
there is no mention of any proposed development in the AONB. The
SA is a statutory part of any Plan, and it is evident that the effect on
Sustainability of the proposals in the Plan have not been clearly
thought out and carefully considered as they should have been.
B. BUILT UP AREA BOUNDARY, Strategy 6
We accept the Built-Up area boundary as shown on the Inset Map,
except for the area to the north of Sidford, (shown as site for 5ha of
employment land), which extends into the AONB, and must be omitted.
The boundary should follow the line of the gardens. The Built Up area
in this location should follow the Eastern side of the A 375 and the line
of the back gardens of the houses fronting on to Sid Vale Close.

C. RESIDENTIAL LAND. Strategy 26-Development at Sidmouth, (formerly
DS21) and H1, (Residential Land Allocation)
1. The Plan indicates that 565 new dwellings in Sidmouth have been built
since 2006, are in the process of being built or where significant
inroads have been made into the planning process. (table at page 34 of
the Plan). Sidmouth has therefore already seen significant residential
development in the past five years. The Plan provides for 100 further
new dwellings for the town, with 50 more as “windfalls.”
2. We question the provision for 100 new dwellings, a figure which
appears to have been “plucked out of the air”, without supporting
evidence to justify the figure. We consider that no further non strategic
provision should be made for housing unless the need can be
conclusively established. The figure of 100 new dwellings does not
appear to accord with EDDC’s prediction that the working population of
Sidmouth will fall by 8% over the plan period. It seems more
appropriate that natural growth should be allowed through windfalls as
at present.
3. We see no rationale for the allocation of 20 dwellings at Manstone, 50
at the Knowle and 30 at the East End, 100 in total apart from the fact
the total happily coincides with the total allocation of 100 dwellings, and
that all these are on EDDC land. Manstone and the Knowle are
currently employment sites for EDDC workers; thus allocation for
housing will reduce the employment within the town which EDDC
proposes to promote. (Strategy 26 bullet point 2).
4. We consider that there should be a very strong presumption against
building in the AONB which surrounds the town. We note the
commitment from the Council that it will “conserve and enhance its
outstanding natural environment which contributes to the economic and
social wellbeing of its communities.” (Plan para 3.5)
5. We are pleased to note the provisions of Strategy 32 of the Plan, which
provides that applications for a change of use from employment or
retail to residential use will only be permitted where it can be
demonstrated that there is no interest from local businesses in
retaining the land for its current use and would hope that these
principles will be conservatively applied. We consider that, unless there
are exceptional circumstances, there should be no re-allocation of
employment land for residential construction, nor change of use from
another category, such as has happened at Parson’s Yard and the
Fortfield site with EDDC’s approval.
6. We support the Policy that any new housing development shall be
within the Built-up Area Boundary. We are concerned at the inclusion
of the proviso “unless monitoring shows that there are insufficient sites
gaining Planning Permission to accommodate this scale in the Plan

period”. EDDC have an obligation to monitor the Plan after 5 years; but
it will be impossible to assess “progress” of new dwellings against a
mythical 15 year target, (100/15=7 per year) at any time. There will be
no stage at which EDDC might judge that the target was being
achieved, for instance slow build over a few years might be balanced
by faster build in later years. House construction depends on a number
of factors, especially economic, all of which will affect a build rate. We
do not consider that monitoring will serve any useful purpose, but as it
stands, the proviso weakens the stated intention to retain development
within the Built-up area boundary. We therefore suggest that the
proviso be removed.
7. We support the policy set out in Strategy 34 of the Plan that 50% of
any new development (net gain 1 dwelling) shall be affordable housing.
D. EMPLOYMENT Strategy 26 Development at Sidmouth, (Jobs) and E1
Provision of Employment Land.
1. We note that EDDC states that “We have a priority to identify and
promote development on Brownfield sites first… and to protect Grade 1
and 2 farmland” However this statement does not accord with the clear
contradiction in the Plan of proposing 5Ha of Employment Land in
AONB and Farm Land, when there is a very good Brownfield site
already in existence at Alexandria Road Estate. EDDC should explain
this reasons for this.
2. We support EDDC’s stated aim of supporting “modest
employment…growth to meet locally generated needs.” However, we
do not accept the posited creation of a new 5 hectare employment land
site north of Sidford for three reasons:
i. Firstly the Need. We do not accept the rationale on which the 5
hectares allocation has been made, (namely that the number of
new houses built plus the council’s stated policy to reduce outcommuting from Sidmouth by 50% necessitates the creation of
approximately 1,300 new jobs) is a reasonable one.
ii. Secondly the Demand. In order for job creation, it is essential
that employers wish to locate to Sidmouth. No evidence has
been provided that there is such a demand from employers.
iii. Thirdly the Location. We take issue with the proposed location of
the new site.
To enlarge upon each of these points:
3. The Need
i. EDDC has proceeded on the assumption that each of the new
dwellings built since 2006,( Plan, table page 34), creates a need for
1 new job. Apart from the inaccuracy of this figure, (Roger Tym’s
report puts it at 0.81 taking East Devon as a whole), the areawide figure measure needs some adjustment in Sidmouth’s case
to take into account the large number of retirees who occupy
any new dwellings and who will not require a job.

ii. Furthermore there is no evidence that for each of the 238
dwellings that have already been built and occupied there is still
one person looking for work, indeed the percentage of
unemployed people in Sidmouth is very low.
iii. The relative health of the employment market in Sidmouth is
shown by the fact that it is a net in-commuting town, -326 net
inwards from EDDC ‘s own figures. (Report setting out Justification for
Employment Provision in the Draft Local Plan Table 1) It has an
exceptionally high retained employment rate of 67%, which is
the highest for any small town in England. The principal
employers in Sidmouth are the Hotel, Leisure and Retail
businesses, most of whom are active in the employment market.
The Plan argues that there is a need to up-skill the type of work
available; we would not disagree, but an arbitrary increase in
employment land available will not attract new high tech
employment to the town; this is supposed to be the preserve of
EDDC proposals in the West End.
iv. EDDC has a policy that 50% of all current out-commuters, (782),
should be provided with a job in Sidmouth, ( Report Setting out
Justification for Employment Land 2011. table 1) Whilst we support
measures to reduce the level of commuting, we believe that the
target of halving the number of out commuters is unrealistic in
Sidmouth’s case. Sidmouth already has a much higher
percentage (67%), of retained workers that any other of the
seven towns, whose average is just over 50% (ibid) . To achieve
this level of employment in the town, approximately 84% of
Sidmouth workers would have to work in the town itself, an
extremely high figure. There will always be a significant number
of people, who by virtue of their business sector experience, or
specialisation, will be drawn to work in Exeter or further afield.
The out-commuters travel because they seek work that
Sidmouth is not able to offer, such as at the University or Met
office, in the larger hospitals or professional firms. Sidmouth
has a very high percentage of University graduates (37% of the
working population) and it is inevitable that many of these will
seek highly specialised employment which is likely to centre
around Exeter, the regional hub.
4. Employer demand
i. EDDC’s rationale for requiring the additional employment land is
based on an employer need for Sidmouth based jobs which
EDDC has not demonstrated to exist There is no evidence that
provision of office space, (B1) on the fringes of the town, would
attract 1300 jobs in the next 15 years, (Ibid, table 1), indeed EDDC
has provided no evidence that there is any business demand for
such space at all. The only evidence available is that of a

Sidmouth employer who has expressed an interest in moving
from a central town site to the site shown on the Plan.
ii. In order for a site of 5 hectares to be justified, a major new
employer, or more realistically several major employers would
have to move to the town.
iii. There is no evidence that this demand exists, and we would
question whether such demand can be created given: (a) given
the comparatively poor access to Sidmouth; (b) its distance from
the two main transport arteries the A30 and M5, as well as the
absence of a rail link; and (c) the opportunities being promoted
by EDDC elsewhere.
iv. We note that the 2007 Atkins report highlighted several areas in
East Devon for employment land development, but since the
Atkins consultants considered that good transport links were
essential to any new development area, Sidmouth was not one
of them.
v. Estate Agents in the town have confirmed that they have had no
enquiries for land purchase for new businesses in the recent
past, and the Tyms report highlighted the comparatively long
average time taken to re-let commercial units in East Devon,
which implies a lack of demand.
vi. Furthermore, we note that there are considerable developments
being built or planned elsewhere, particularly in West End and
around Honiton and question whether a development in
Sidmouth would appeal favourably to tenants in comparison to
these alternative locations. We also note that EDDC has made
a commitment that: “Care will be taken to avoid over provision
where this might inhibit successful market delivery and local
wealth creation.”
vii. EDDC has not, so far as we are aware, carried out research into
the need for a new site and its stated approach to identifying
sites for potential employment land development is to await
approaches from local landowners offering their sites for
development.
viii. We believe that there is a small requirement for SME start up
units. But these can be quite easily be provided on existing sites
in the town and would not require a 5 hectare B1 use class site.
5. Location
i. Strategy 31 of the Plan states: “As part of any proposal for
development of employment land evidence will be taken into
account of the suitability of existing available and unused or

underused employments (sic) sites and the ability of these to
meet the needs for proposed development.” In light of this
statement, we would expect any provision for Sidmouth to
consider first the existing employment land sites and how their
potential can be maximised. We consider that by maximising
the potential of the Alexandria Road site any immediate need for
further development of employment land would be abrogated.
We note that the initial development of employment land posited
in the Plan envisages that only 3 hectares will be developed in
the next 5 years, with a further 2 hectares to be developed at a
later stage.
ii. The Alexandria Road Site has been used for many years by a
variety of firms. In the past it provided employment for over 200
people working for Devon Caravan Conversions, as well as jobs
provided by other firms. It has spare capacity of about 0.6 Ha
(as acknowledged in the EDDC report). This would, if used,
provide employment for a further 96 people using the criteria in
the EDDC report.
iii. The Roger Tym Report on Employment sites only looked at the
existing Alexandria Road site, and concluded that, although
there is capacity, this is hindered by the poor access. It is
gratifying to see therefore that EDDC accepts, (para 14.4) in
the Local Plan, that they would support any initiative to
provide a safer access to the estate from the B 3176.
iv. Whilst we acknowledge that poor access limits the use of the
site, it is clear that the site has the potential to provide space for
large numbers of employees, before destroying AONB land in a
wholly unjustified proposal.
v. The recently adopted NPPF continues the previous policy of
preservation of AONB land from earlier planning Guidance.“
Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and
scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and AONBs which
have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and
scenic beauty”. ( Core Planning Principles 115). No attempt has
been made by EDDC to examine the impact of allowing
Employment Land on the AONB, through Traffic effects,
Environmental effects, or any other measure which would try to
assess the impact of building in such a sensitive area. EDDC
have NOT demonstrated to any extent the need to permit
building in AONB land, which they are required to do when
contemplating it.
vi. The Local Plan does not in itself consider the attributes of the
proposed site in AONB land, but an assessment is included in
the document entitled: “Evaluation of Potential Development

Sites in/at The Towns of East Devon for Residential

Development”. Rather than making a strategic allocation of a

suitable site for development, EDDC have adhered strictly to a
policy of proposing sites that have been nominated by
landowners; in this case sites at Sidford and at the Sidford
Garden Centre, both in AONB land. In the latter case a recent
Planning Inquiry determined that further development could not
take place there because of the effect on AONB land. This
equally applies to the Sidford site.
vii. We would also note, in relation to the Sidford site, that there
would be considerable problems with access, since all site traffic
would have to pass through either Sidford or Sidbury. The A375
narrows considerably through both villages and this already
creates a bottleneck which would only be exacerbated if
additional commercial traffic (some of it possibly HGV traffic)
were to use the road.
6. Sidmouth is allocated 5 Ha non strategic employment land out of a total
of 12 Ha in East Devon. Budleigh Salterton is allocated 3 Ha in the
same document, but there is no Employment land shown as being
provided as “Budleigh has a relatively low need and given the
environmental constraints of the town and lack of evidence for demand,
it is not proposed that allocations are made.” Table 3 of the Report Setting
Out Justification of Employment Provision, Thus Sidmouth, a very similar town
to Budleigh, with a similar profile, is being treated very differently.
E. Town Centre. The Knowle. East End, Strategy 26 Development of
Sidmouth; E9 Town Centre.
1. The Knowle
i. The Plan states that the policy is to “enhance the environment
and promote business opportunities in the town.” This is to be
commended.
ii. We are perplexed to see therefore that there is no mention of
EDDC’s intention to relocate to Honiton and vacate their HQ in
the centre of Sidmouth.
iii. Any such move would have serious consequences for the town
and we fail to understand why an analysis of these
consequences and its detrimental effects have not been
discussed or even mentioned.
iv. EDDC’s intended relocation from the Knowle will in itself reduce
the number of jobs and employment land in the town, should it
come to pass, with 100+ Sidmouth jobs being relocated to
Honiton. This in turn will increase out-commuting from Sidmouth
(contrary to the aim of reducing out-commuting by 50%).

v. The removal of the EDDC offices from the Knowle would have a
knock on effect on other businesses in the town, particularly in
the retail and food sectors, since EDDC employees who
currently take advantage of Sidmouth town centre would not do
so if the offices are moved to Honiton.
vi. The proposed conversion of the land at the Knowle to residential
use directly contravenes EDDC’s own policies set out in the
Plan (contravening Section 24.5, Loss of Employment sites, and Policy E3
Safeguarding Employment Land and Premises) which lays down strict
guidelines for change of use of employment land.
vii. The reuse of the Knowle for up to 50 dwellings has been
proposed in the Plan, so it would appear that EDDC is minded to
approve the change of use, without any evidence that it has
considered any employment land options or attempted to secure
the future of the Knowle as employment land as required by
Strategy 32.
viii. At the Knowle, EDDC’s own Strategy 34 dictates moreover that
50% of any such housing would have to be affordable. It is not
clear how this objective is to be delivered.
ix. The draft town plan shows these 50 dwellings being partially
situated on the current car parking area; thus depriving the town
of the useful “Park and Walk” facility which it currently enjoys.
x. Further, any wholesale development of the Knowle, and the loss
of the green space which it currently occupies, flies in the face of
EDDC’s stated commitment to “increase expectations for green
space and recreational space within towns.” (Plan para 3.4)
xi. We re-iterate that the Sidmouth plan MUST take into
account EDDC intentions, so that the effect on the town
centre, public open space, the employment and
commercial implications on the town, and the traffic and
environmental issues can be clearly assessed.
2. East End (14.3 Main LP page 83)
i. We are very disappointed at the lack of any outline proposals for
the East End, and expect that EDDC will provide a stronger
commitment to regeneration there than the current statement
which merely says in 14.3, “Conserving and enhancing the built
environment and historic qualities of the town centre and
Seafront, (sic), …”.

ii. Sidmouth needs a definite plan to achieve the outcomes of Para
14.3 bullet point 6, and a commitment to providing one would be
welcomed in this plan
iii. The 30 dwellings at the East end are shown as being in a
“mixed use” redevelopment. Clearly if there is to be any
regeneration at the East End of the Esplanade, then in the
probable absence of any public funding, a developer would have
to provide these, and would expect returns through housing
provision. In this event, clearly he would want to maximise his
financial returns, which would mean high cost dwellings have to
be provided. But this militates against the real need of the town,
which is affordable housing for key workers.
F. Park and Ride. Strategy 26 Development of Sidmouth; Infrastructure.
1. The Local Plan (The Vision) page 82 and 14.3 bullet point 8, and
Strategy 26, mention “Park and Ride”, (and Park and Change)
provision.
2. Sidmouth already has a “Park and Walk” facility at weekends, using the
EDDC car park. This is well used in the prime tourist months, and we
support its continued provision. This land is shown as being used for
new housing in the Plan, which implies that in the event of EDDC
moving this would pre-empt its use as “Park and Ride/Change” facility.
If EDDC do not relocate then equally there is no possibility of using this
land as a “Park and Ride/Change” except at Weekends. In any case
the closeness of the current Park and Walk to the town centre
precludes it as anything other than the current use.
3. The report makes use of two terms; “Park and Ride” and “Park and
Change”. The former is presumably for tourists and residents who
would be encouraged to park their cars to ride into town on a bus, the
latter would be provided presumably to enable travellers inside and
outside Sidmouth to park their cars to travel to Exeter and similar towns
on buses.
4. EDDC has undertaken no analysis of the need or effects of these, and
they are merely badly thought out and ill defined aspirations
5. We believe that neither a “Park and Ride” or a “Park and Change”
facility are physically viable or needed in the town.
i. Park and Ride. Very few residents would use it as they would
not drive out of town to come in again by bus. Some tourists
might use it but there is no evidence that there is a lack of
parking in the town that is a disincentive to them, or that its
provision would decrease congestion in the streets.

ii. Park and Change. Residents who want to travel to Exeter by
bus can and already do so by regular services which depart
from the centre of town, and various stops along the exit road.
iii. Equally as importantly, there would be no location for it except in
AONB land.
6. Apart from the vague aspirations in the Plan, there are no definitive
proposals for provision, which would require the acquisition of a
considerable amount of land in AONB. We believe that the Plan must
review these aspirations, which MUST NOT BE in the AONB.

Representor No. 3750 (M1) - Robert Nancekivell

From: rob nancekivell
Sent: 11 June 2012 10:18
To: Localplan
Cc:
Subject: local plan ottery st mary
Dear EDDC local plan
At this stage of the consultation I would like you to consider putting Barrack Farm back into the
local plan as it was included initially.
We currently farm this ground and buildings but as we have had to move buildings in the past put
in for planing permission due to the fact they had to be more than 400m away from the nearest
dwelling,it will make it very hard for us to expand further to meet higher welfare standards.
400 meters from Barrack Farm buildings will include a very high percentage of Island Farm where
the proposed Ottery St. Mary development is to take place and in doing so may give rise to a lot of
objections to projects in the future hampering our family business and making it enviable in these
difficult economic times.
The development regarding the Kings School also is a concern as potentially bringing school closer
to the farm in which the children's natural inquisitive nature will inevitably encourage them to
explore this farm environment which is so very dangerous.
This is now a concern with the opening of the new skate park as there is no house on the farm
enabling 24 hour security.
The water is supplied to the farm for the animals is from a private supply much of which comes
from a well at the Kings School cross roads which could become dry due to the ground works
disturbing the flow of water under the ground.
If this happens I trust there is measures in place to provide an alternative supply from the
developer of Island farm.
Ottery is probably the best sited town in East Devon to build because of its road links and not
being limited by AONB's.
Barrack Farm lends itself to being turned into industrial units/ recycleing center and the lower
ground housing close to the school all with excelent road access.
I have enclosed an map outlining the ground involved.
yours sincerely
Rob Nancekivell

Representor No. 3751 (M1) - Elizabeth Bramley
Graeme Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

elizabeth bramley
11 June 2012 10:04
Localplan
Comments on Local Plan

To:
East Devon District Council,
Local Plan Response,
Knowle,
Sidmouth,
EX108HL
Bickwell Gardens
Stadway Meadow
Sidmouth
EX10 8TB
11th June 2012

Local Plan (formerly Local Development Framework)
I wish to register my support for the SOS and reiterate their views below. In summary the LDF
process is fundamentally flawed and needs further public consultation and consideration.
.
•

There is no reliable evidence for the need, or the size of the additional Employment Land.

•

There is no mention of the devastating visual, traffic and noise effects that building in the
AONB would have on local residents and the surrounding countryside. Government policy
states that areas of AONB should only be used in exceptional circumstances
The proposals threaten the Dark Sky amenity that gives Sidmouth the renowned Norman
Lockyer Observatory.
There is no mention of EDDC’s intention to vacate their HQ at the Knowle, although they plan
to allow building on the site. There is no assessment of the economic and social
consequences to Sidmouth of a move from the Knowle.
The business plan for the new town at Cranbrook only a few miles away is jeopardised by
these mushroom developments with no infrastructure provision.
Although EDDC plan to allow 30 dwellings on the Drill Hall site, as part of a “mixed use
development”, there is no recognition that the whole of this Port Royal area needs to be
sensitively regenerated, nor of the great environmental effects that any development will have.

•
•

•
•

Yours faithfully
ELBramley (Mrs)
1

Representor No. 3753 - Save Our Sidmouth

3754 - Sheila and David Robinson

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

David Robinson
Localplan
Comment on local plan
11 June 2012 10:01:16

Would you please note our views on the continued inclusion in the local plan of
"employment land" in the area between Sidford and Sidbury. This is a totally
inappropriate development in an area of outstanding natural beauty and, if
adopted, would bring into disrepute the whole East Devon planning process.
It would blight a major approach road to Sidmouth, not least by opening the way
to future ribbon development making Sidmouth a carbon copy of many American
towns whose approaches are dominated by the uncontrolled spread of car
showrooms and industrial developments of all kinds. One of the most
significant drivers of the local economy is the arrival of new residents from
different parts of the country, many being people who retire here. If these people
feel Sidmouth is changing for the worse or that their interests will take second
place to those of developers in the future, they will go elsewhere where these
problems are not so evident. The same applies to tourists. There are plenty of
other places they can go to and they will. What happens now can introduce
irreversible long-term negative effects that will dwarf any short term jobs
benefit.
Use of the term "employment land" reveals the embarrassment by the proposers
at the introduction of an industrial estate by using another name in a crass
attempt to soften the blow. Do they really think anyone is taken in by this - a
bad smell is still a bad smell even its called a rose. And a bad smell is exactly
what the "employees" will experience while working next to a sewage works surely this must be taken into account or are you happy to inflict that on them?
There is also no need for this development as the Alexandra site is
underdeveloped and does not deserve greater protection than the proposed site
which is not simply an AONB but, in its present unused state, is a haven for
wildlife with deer, badgers, otters, kestrels, buzzards, herons, woodpeckers and
pheasants being some of the visitors. There must be plenty more as a stream
runs through the middle of the proposed site - has any survey yet been carried
out? It has also been used by dogwalkers for many years as access via the
adjoining footpath has not been prevented until very recently.
Along with our neighbours, who are almost exclusively OAPs so are at home
during the day, we are at risk of being deprived of a peaceful and attractive
environment we have enjoyed for over 20 years for what we deduce is an
attempt at short-term gain by selling agricultural land at inflated rates. Our rights
appear to be totally ignored and the prospect of large industrial structures
appearing at the end of our garden plus disruption from vans, lorries and
cars coming and going is devastating.
What is worse, and further discredits the whole process, is that we believe the
sale of this land has already taken place. A stock fence has recently appeared on
the site and we have been told this was erected by or with the help of Fords
employees. So we presume Fords now own the land and will no doubt have paid
appropriate industrial estate prices rather than agricultural land rates in
anticipation of approval of their plans. This raises the question of how they can
be so certain already that the project will succeed? Has due process taken place
here and has it been seen to have taken place by taking into account the views
of the people who live here and who are most effected?

Sheila and David Robinson
12 Sid Vale Close
Sidmouth
EX10 9PH

Representor No. 3755 - Ann Smith

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ann Smith
Localplan
Local Plan - re: Land to North of Seaton and East of Harepath Road.
11 June 2012 09:56:21

Dear Sirs,
I am very concerned re the land to the north of the town of Seaton, east of
Harepath Road and north of Fosseway Industrial Estate also
previously referred to as LSE2, as on the map this is described as being for
"mixed use" including employment and recreation.   As you must already
be aware, part of this land forms part of the "Greenwedge" dividing Seaton from
Colyford/Colyton but my main concern is that it must be clearly stated
that the land/site in question can only be used for employment and recreational
use with absolutely no possibility of any other type of development being
allowed.   The land in question is also a very important habitat for numerous
wildlife and should be treated accordingly not to mention an
extremely beautiful view for visitors coming into the area for the first time, which
can only help boost reasons for returning to Seaton.   We already have quite a
few new Industrial units on the Fosseway Site which of course I realise were
always part of the planning process for this particular piece of land so obviously
any further buildings for employment use only do need to be completely in
keeping with the current new builds and hopefully if really necessary will be
sympathetically immersed into this particularly beautiful area together with
recreational spaces only .    We are trying to encourage visitors to Seaton as they
enter the area not put them off by the eyesore of the overload of industrial units
or come to that the build of new houses which are surplus to requirements other
than affordable homes which I consider this particular area not suitable for.
Yours faithfully
Mrs Ann Smith

Representor No. 3756 - Richard Thurlow - Save Our Sidmouth

R J Thurlow

Local Plan Response
EDDC
Knowle
Sidmouth
EX10 8HL

12 Regency Gate
Sidmouth
Devon
United Kingdom
EX10 9NQ

June 10th 2012

Dear Sir/Madam
Response to EDDC Local Plan and to the Inset map and Policies for Sidmouth
I respond to the proposals in both documents as far as they relate to Sidmouth as
follows;1. Strategy 26
1.1. Policy H1 New Homes. I understand that you mean that 100 dwellings
will be planned, with a further 50 allowed for “windfalls”. No evidence,
other than “a policy” has been produced to show that 100 dwellings need
to be allocated. A policy of allowing natural growth through selected and
judicious, windfalls would be preferable. You plan 20 at Manstone, 50 at
the Knowle and 30 at the Drill Hall. Some 565 dwellings have been built in
Sidmouth since 2006, without any “Plan”; these have been windfalls. The
20 at Manstone and 50 at the Knowle presuppose that EDDC are
vacating their offices , which as far as I know, has not yet been shown to
be economically viable, and no decision has yet been taken to vacate.
Therefore the inclusion proposals for housing on the Knowle and at
Manstone are premature. We would in any case oppose the former on the
grounds that decrease employment in Sidmouth, when the declared
policy of EDDC is to encourage jobs in Sidmouth.
1.1.1. I applaud EDDC’s desire to encourage Affordable Housing” and the
stipulation that each new development must contain 50% of such
homes. Bearing in mind that the current Persimmon development at
Woolbrook, (which EDDC permitted despite that fact that it is in
AONB), contains Affordable Housing, but many of which are second
homes for outsiders, a more stringent definition and application of this
regulation would be welcomed.
It would be better to omit any reference to numbers of planned dwelling
that need to show positions of planned housing in the Plan.
1.2. Policy E1 Employment Land. EDDC justification for the area of land is
not robust. It is based on two “foundations”, both of which are
nonsensical...
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1.2.1. The first is “one job per dwelling”, and results in a “need” for 665
jobs, one for each of the 565 houses already built or under
construction, and one for each of the 100 dwellings allowed in the
Plan. Sidmouth is a destination for Retirees and second homes
owners, (whether this is liked or not), and there is no evidence to
show that 565 people are seeking work in the Town as is implied by
your assumptions.
1.2.2. The second is that EDDC has an “aspiration” to reduce commuting
by 50% over the 15 years, which results in a further 782 jobs being
“needed”. Whist the concept of reducing commuting is to be
commended, the policy for 50% is ridiculous, and will never be
achievable, especially in a town such as Sidmouth, which has an “incommute” of 326 per day, (EDDC’s own figures), and which has a
high proportion of skilled people commuting to Exeter to work in the
University, Met Office and the like.
1.2.3. The combined total of over 1300 ”jobs” has then been converted to
an area of employment land “needed” which results in the proposal
for 5Ha of new Employment Land. This is then proposed in the AONB
without any assessment of the great environmental and traffic effects
that this would produce.
1.2.4. The result is nonsense; it is base on erroneous assumptions, and
deserves to be ridiculed.
1.2.5. I also object to the phrase” Provision of up to 5 Ha of additional
employment land, with a particular onus on B1...” B1 is non retail
space, but is very likely to be developed under an alternative
classification if B1 does not appear as has happened elsewhere.
1.2.6. I object most strongly to this proposal. It should be omitted and the
Alexandria Estate developed to its full capacity, which is another 90100 jobs, using the figures used by EDDC for their calculation of the
needs for employment land.
1.3. Policy E9 the Knowle. There is no mention of the possible vacation of
the Knowle, which if it were to happen would have significant detrimental
effects on employment, retail and commercial vibrancy of the town, effects
which elsewhere in the Plan, EDDC is so keen to encourage.
1.4. Policy E9 East End. The Plan itself encourages the development of this
area, which is to be welcomed. However the Plan should provide more
detail of the type of REGENERATION it proposes and how the 30
dwellings proposed there would be integrated and funded.
2. Strategy 6. Built up area boundary. I accept this with the exception that the
5Ha of Employment land should not be included, i.e. the boundary should be
along the garden boundaries of the houses in Sid Vale Close.
3. Strategy E17 Principal Holiday Accommodation. This policy is to be
applauded. But it must be strictly adhered to not as in the recent past when
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EDDC permitted the change of use of the Fortfield site and Parson’s Yard, to
residential accommodation, from Employment without a robust analysis of the
reasons for the change from the Developers.

Yours Faithfully

Richard Thurlow

SIDVALE ASSOCIATION’S COMMENTS ON
THE INSET MAP AND POLICIES FOR SIDMOUTH and
THE NEW EAST DEVON LOCAL PLAN 2006-2026 (the “Plan”)
A. General Points
1. We note that the Inset Map and Policies are derived from Section 14
(Sidmouth) of the Plan plus other Sidmouth Policies from elsewhere in
the document. It is helpful that you have collated all the various Policies
regarding Sidmouth in one place.
2. We are commenting on both documents in this reply. The comments
below are a non-exhaustive list and we reserve the right to make
further representations at a later date.
3. We welcome this opportunity to comment on the Plan, and note that
the provisions of the Localism Act 2011 enshrine in law the right of
communities to contribute to the planning process. We welcome the
statement from EDDC that: “as a Council we need to be responsive to
the views of Parish Councils, local neighbourhoods and other local
area bodies and organisations.” (Plan para 5.2) and the section in the
Plan which envisages involving communities in the writing of
neighbourhood development plans, as provided for by the Act.
4. We are concerned that the Plan as it relates to Sidmouth does not
mention the possible removal of EDDC offices from the Knowle to
Honiton. We understand that EDDC will make a decision on its future
later this year. If a decision to move were taken, this would clearly
impact upon many elements of the Plan as it relates to Sidmouth,
including the reduction of employment, provision of residential housing
(since it is understood that the site is earmarked for such
development), parking and green spaces. We understand the
predicament that EDDC are in, in that the Plan is to be finalised before
a decision is made on the Knowle, but the inclusion of housing in the
Plan on both the Knowle and the Manstone Lane workshops preempts any decision on the Knowle and must be avoided at this stage.
5. We are particularly concerned that a number of proposed
developments, including all of those flagged in the document entitled:
“Evaluation of Potential Development Sites in/at The Towns of East
Devon for Residential Development”, which also mentions employment
sites in relation to Sidmouth, would involve incursions into the Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty. We note the constraints placed upon
EDDC when considering applications to build in this valuable and
protected area and consider that there should be a very strong
presumption against building in the AONB. We note the commitment
from the Council that it will “conserve and enhance its outstanding
natural environment which contributes to the economic and social
wellbeing of its communities.” (Plan para 3.5). We welcome this

commitment. We note, with approval, that EDDC is: “proud of East
Devon’s outstanding beautiful environment and we regard it as
essential that we conserve and enhance it so that future generations
can have the same high quality of life that we do.”
6. As we noted in our comments on the “LDF discussion document” of
11th August 2010, we still believe that the two halves of the District ,
(Eastern… more built up and an extension of the Exeter area and
Western… rural, mostly AONB and the Jurassic coast), should have
been treated differently for planning purposes. As we said at the time.
”Because of the wide disparity, between the two areas it would then
This relates in particular for housing and employment. EDDC have
chosen to ignore sensible advice on this matter, with the result that the
Plan no incorporates many illogicalities that are clearly evident today.
We are very concerned that, because of this “one size fits all” policy the
allocation of proposed numbers of residential dwellings and areas of
employment land, EDDC has distributed District wide predictions of
need, without sensibly considering the implications on each town. It
would have made more sense to consider the very real implications of
the large area and location of Employment Land and Dwellings on
Sidmouth as has been done in the case of Budleigh Salterton, (see D5
below)
7. The Sustainability Appraisal, (SA), which forms an integral part of the
Plan and is on EDDC web site, is dated 2010 and is clearly out of date.
There are a number of comments in the SA, which clearly do not relate
to proposals in the Plan. Examples are, (SA Preferred Policy Approach
Draft CS 19, Sidmouth), Item 1. SA 250 new homes, Plan 150 new
homes; SA (SA Preferred Policy Approach Draft CS 19, Sidmouth)
Items 9 and 15, refer to the development being “within the town” and
there is no mention of any proposed development in the AONB. The
SA is a statutory part of any Plan, and it is evident that the effect on
Sustainability of the proposals in the Plan have not been clearly
thought out and carefully considered as they should have been.

B. BUILT UP AREA BOUNDARY, Strategy 6
We accept the Built-Up area boundary as shown on the Inset Map,
except for the area to the north of Sidford, (shown as site for 5ha of
employment land), which extends into the AONB, and must be omitted.
The boundary should follow the line of the gardens. The Built Up area
in this location should follow the Eastern side of the A 375 and the line
of the back gardens of the houses fronting on to Sid Vale Close.

C. RESIDENTIAL LAND. Strategy 26-Development at Sidmouth, (formerly
DS21) and H1, (Residential Land Allocation)
1. The Plan indicates that 565 new dwellings in Sidmouth have been built
since 2006, are in the process of being built or where significant
inroads have been made into the planning process. (table at page 34 of
the Plan). Sidmouth has therefore already seen significant residential
development in the past five years. The Plan provides for 100 further
new dwellings for the town, with 50 more as “windfalls.”
2. We question the provision for 100 new dwellings, a figure which
appears to have been “plucked out of the air”, without supporting
evidence to justify the figure. We consider that no further non strategic
provision should be made for housing unless the need can be
conclusively established. The figure of 100 new dwellings does not
appear to accord with EDDC’s prediction that the working population of
Sidmouth will fall by 8% over the plan period. It seems more
appropriate that natural growth should be allowed through windfalls as
at present.
3. We see no rationale for the allocation of 20 dwellings at Manstone, 50
at the Knowle and 30 at the East End, 100 in total apart from the fact
the total happily coincides with the total allocation of 100 dwellings, and
that all these are on EDDC land. Manstone and the Knowle are
currently employment sites for EDDC workers; thus allocation for
housing will reduce the employment within the town which EDDC
proposes to promote. (Strategy 26 bullet point 2).
4. We consider that there should be a very strong presumption against
building in the AONB which surrounds the town. We note the
commitment from the Council that it will “conserve and enhance its
outstanding natural environment which contributes to the economic and
social wellbeing of its communities.” (Plan para 3.5)
5. We are pleased to note the provisions of Strategy 32 of the Plan, which
provides that applications for a change of use from employment or
retail to residential use will only be permitted where it can be
demonstrated that there is no interest from local businesses in
retaining the land for its current use and would hope that these
principles will be conservatively applied. We consider that, unless there
are exceptional circumstances, there should be no re-allocation of
employment land for residential construction, nor change of use from
another category, such as has happened at Parson’s Yard and the
Fortfield site with EDDC’s approval.
6. We support the Policy that any new housing development shall be
within the Built-up Area Boundary. We are concerned at the inclusion
of the proviso “unless monitoring shows that there are insufficient sites
gaining Planning Permission to accommodate this scale in the Plan
period”. EDDC have an obligation to monitor the Plan after 5 years; but

it will be impossible to assess “progress” of new dwellings against a
mythical 15 year target, (100/15=7 per year) at any time. There will be
no stage at which EDDC might judge that the target was being
achieved, for instance slow build over a few years might be balanced
by faster build in later years. House construction depends on a number
of factors, especially economic, all of which will affect a build rate. We
do not consider that monitoring will serve any useful purpose, but as it
stands, the proviso weakens the stated intention to retain development
within the Built-up area boundary. We therefore suggest that the
proviso be removed.
7. We support the policy set out in Strategy 34 of the Plan that 50% of
any new development (net gain 1 dwelling) shall be affordable housing.
D. EMPLOYMENT Strategy 26 Development at Sidmouth, (Jobs) and E1
Provision of Employment Land.
1. We note that EDDC states that “We have a priority to identify and
promote development on Brownfield sites first… and to protect Grade 1
and 2 farmland” However this statement does not accord with the clear
contradiction in the Plan of proposing 5Ha of Employment Land in
AONB and Farm Land, when there is a very good Brownfield site
already in existence at Alexandria Road Estate. EDDC should explain
this reasons for this.
2. We support EDDC’s stated aim of supporting “modest
employment…growth to meet locally generated needs.” However, we
do not accept the posited creation of a new 5 hectare employment land
site north of Sidford for three reasons:
i. Firstly the Need. We do not accept the rationale on which the 5
hectares allocation has been made, (namely that the number of
new houses built plus the council’s stated policy to reduce outcommuting from Sidmouth by 50% necessitates the creation of
approximately 1,300 new jobs) is a reasonable one.
ii. Secondly the Demand. In order for job creation, it is essential
that employers wish to locate to Sidmouth. No evidence has
been provided that there is such a demand from employers.
iii. Thirdly the Location. We take issue with the proposed location of
the new site.
To enlarge upon each of these points:
3. The Need
i. EDDC has proceeded on the assumption that each of the new
dwellings built since 2006,( Plan, table page 34), creates a need for
1 new job. Apart from the inaccuracy of this figure, (Roger Tym’s
report puts it at 0.81 taking East Devon as a whole), the areawide figure measure needs some adjustment in Sidmouth’s case
to take into account the large number of retirees who occupy
any new dwellings and who will not require a job.

ii. Furthermore there is no evidence that for each of the 238
dwellings that have already been built and occupied there is still
one person looking for work, indeed the percentage of
unemployed people in Sidmouth is very low.
iii. The relative health of the employment market in Sidmouth is
shown by the fact that it is a net in-commuting town, -326 net
inwards from EDDC ‘s own figures. (Report setting out Justification for
Employment Provision in the Draft Local Plan Table 1) It has an
exceptionally high retained employment rate of 67%, which is
the highest for any small town in England. The principal
employers in Sidmouth are the Hotel, Leisure and Retail
businesses, most of whom are active in the employment market.
The Plan argues that there is a need to up-skill the type of work
available; we would not disagree, but an arbitrary increase in
employment land available will not attract new high tech
employment to the town; this is supposed to be the preserve of
EDDC proposals in the West End.
iv. EDDC has a policy that 50% of all current out-commuters, (782),
should be provided with a job in Sidmouth, ( Report Setting out
Justification for Employment Land 2011. table 1) Whilst we support
measures to reduce the level of commuting, we believe that the
target of halving the number of out commuters is unrealistic in
Sidmouth’s case. Sidmouth already has a much higher
percentage (67%), of retained workers that any other of the
seven towns, whose average is just over 50% (ibid) . To achieve
this level of employment in the town, approximately 84% of
Sidmouth workers would have to work in the town itself, an
extremely high figure. There will always be a significant number
of people, who by virtue of their business sector experience, or
specialisation, will be drawn to work in Exeter or further afield.
The out-commuters travel because they seek work that
Sidmouth is not able to offer, such as at the University or Met
office, in the larger hospitals or professional firms. Sidmouth
has a very high percentage of University graduates (37% of the
working population) and it is inevitable that many of these will
seek highly specialised employment which is likely to centre
around Exeter, the regional hub.
4. Employer demand
i. EDDC’s rationale for requiring the additional employment land is
based on an employer need for Sidmouth based jobs which
EDDC has not demonstrated to exist There is no evidence that
provision of office space, (B1) on the fringes of the town, would
attract 1300 jobs in the next 15 years, (Ibid, table 1), indeed EDDC
has provided no evidence that there is any business demand for
such space at all. The only evidence available is that of a

Sidmouth employer who has expressed an interest in moving
from a central town site to the site shown on the Plan.
ii. In order for a site of 5 hectares to be justified, a major new
employer, or more realistically several major employers would
have to move to the town.
iii. There is no evidence that this demand exists, and we would
question whether such demand can be created given: (a) given
the comparatively poor access to Sidmouth; (b) its distance from
the two main transport arteries the A30 and M5, as well as the
absence of a rail link; and (c) the opportunities being promoted
by EDDC elsewhere.
iv. We note that the 2007 Atkins report highlighted several areas in
East Devon for employment land development, but since the
Atkins consultants considered that good transport links were
essential to any new development area, Sidmouth was not one
of them.
v. Estate Agents in the town have confirmed that they have had no
enquiries for land purchase for new businesses in the recent
past, and the Tyms report highlighted the comparatively long
average time taken to re-let commercial units in East Devon,
which implies a lack of demand.
vi. Furthermore, we note that there are considerable developments
being built or planned elsewhere, particularly in West End and
around Honiton and question whether a development in
Sidmouth would appeal favourably to tenants in comparison to
these alternative locations. We also note that EDDC has made
a commitment that: “Care will be taken to avoid over provision
where this might inhibit successful market delivery and local
wealth creation.”
vii. EDDC has not, so far as we are aware, carried out research into
the need for a new site and its stated approach to identifying
sites for potential employment land development is to await
approaches from local landowners offering their sites for
development.
viii. We believe that there is a small requirement for SME start up
units. But these can be quite easily be provided on existing sites
in the town and would not require a 5 hectare B1 use class site.
5. Location
i. Strategy 31 of the Plan states: “As part of any proposal for
development of employment land evidence will be taken into
account of the suitability of existing available and unused or

underused employments (sic) sites and the ability of these to
meet the needs for proposed development.” In light of this
statement, we would expect any provision for Sidmouth to
consider first the existing employment land sites and how their
potential can be maximised. We consider that by maximising
the potential of the Alexandria Road site any immediate need for
further development of employment land would be abrogated.
We note that the initial development of employment land posited
in the Plan envisages that only 3 hectares will be developed in
the next 5 years, with a further 2 hectares to be developed at a
later stage.
ii. The Alexandria Road Site has been used for many years by a
variety of firms. In the past it provided employment for over 200
people working for Devon Caravan Conversions, as well as jobs
provided by other firms. It has spare capacity of about 0.6 Ha
(as acknowledged in the EDDC report). This would, if used,
provide employment for a further 96 people using the criteria in
the EDDC report.
iii. The Roger Tym Report on Employment sites only looked at the
existing Alexandria Road site, and concluded that, although
there is capacity, this is hindered by the poor access. It is
gratifying to see therefore that EDDC accepts, (para 14.4) in
the Local Plan, that they would support any initiative to
provide a safer access to the estate from the B 3176.
iv. Whilst we acknowledge that poor access limits the use of the
site, it is clear that the site has the potential to provide space for
large numbers of employees, before destroying AONB land in a
wholly unjustified proposal.
v. The recently adopted NPPF continues the previous policy of
preservation of AONB land from earlier planning Guidance.“
Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and
scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and AONBs which
have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and
scenic beauty”. ( Core Planning Principles 115). No attempt has
been made by EDDC to examine the impact of allowing
Employment Land on the AONB, through Traffic effects,
Environmental effects, or any other measure which would try to
assess the impact of building in such a sensitive area. EDDC
have NOT demonstrated to any extent the need to permit
building in AONB land, which they are required to do when
contemplating it.
vi. The Local Plan does not in itself consider the attributes of the
proposed site in AONB land, but an assessment is included in
the document entitled: “Evaluation of Potential Development

Sites in/at The Towns of East Devon for Residential

Development”. Rather than making a strategic allocation of a
suitable site for development, EDDC have adhered strictly to a
policy of proposing sites that have been nominated by
landowners; in this case sites at Sidford and at the Sidford
Garden Centre, both in AONB land. In the latter case a recent
Planning Inquiry determined that further development could not
take place there because of the effect on AONB land. This
equally applies to the Sidford site.
vii. We would also note, in relation to the Sidford site, that there
would be considerable problems with access, since all site traffic
would have to pass through either Sidford or Sidbury. The A375
narrows considerably through both villages and this already
creates a bottleneck which would only be exacerbated if
additional commercial traffic (some of it possibly HGV traffic)
were to use the road.

6. Sidmouth is allocated 5 Ha non strategic employment land out of a total
of 12 Ha in East Devon. Budleigh Salterton is allocated 3 Ha in the
same document, but there is no Employment land shown as being
provided as “Budleigh has a relatively low need and given the
environmental constraints of the town and lack of evidence for demand,
it is not proposed that allocations are made.” Table 3 of the Report Setting
Out Justification of Employment Provision, Thus Sidmouth, a very similar town
to Budleigh, with a similar profile, is being treated very differently.
E. Town Centre. The Knowle. East End, Strategy 26 Development of
Sidmouth; E9 Town Centre.
1. The Knowle
i. The Plan states that the policy is to “enhance the environment
and promote business opportunities in the town.” This is to be
commended.
ii. We are perplexed to see therefore that there is no mention of
EDDC’s intention to relocate to Honiton and vacate their HQ in
the centre of Sidmouth.
iii. Any such move would have serious consequences for the town
and we fail to understand why an analysis of these
consequences and its detrimental effects have not been
discussed or even mentioned.
iv. EDDC’s intended relocation from the Knowle will in itself reduce
the number of jobs and employment land in the town, should it
come to pass, with 100+ Sidmouth jobs being relocated to
Honiton. This in turn will increase out-commuting from Sidmouth
(contrary to the aim of reducing out-commuting by 50%).

v. The removal of the EDDC offices from the Knowle would have a
knock on effect on other businesses in the town, particularly in
the retail and food sectors, since EDDC employees who
currently take advantage of Sidmouth town centre would not do
so if the offices are moved to Honiton.
vi. The proposed conversion of the land at the Knowle to residential
use directly contravenes EDDC’s own policies set out in the
Plan (contravening Section 24.5, Loss of Employment sites, and Policy E3
Safeguarding Employment Land and Premises) which lays down strict
guidelines for change of use of employment land.
vii. The reuse of the Knowle for up to 50 dwellings has been
proposed in the Plan, so it would appear that EDDC is minded to
approve the change of use, without any evidence that it has
considered any employment land options or attempted to secure
the future of the Knowle as employment land as required by
Strategy 32.
viii. At the Knowle, EDDC’s own Strategy 34 dictates moreover that
50% of any such housing would have to be affordable. It is not
clear how this objective is to be delivered.
ix. The draft town plan shows these 50 dwellings being partially
situated on the current car parking area; thus depriving the town
of the useful “Park and Walk” facility which it currently enjoys.
x. Further, any wholesale development of the Knowle, and the loss
of the green space which it currently occupies, flies in the face of
EDDC’s stated commitment to “increase expectations for green
space and recreational space within towns.” (Plan para 3.4)
xi. We re-iterate that the Sidmouth plan MUST take into
account EDDC intentions, so that the effect on the town
centre, public open space, the employment and
commercial implications on the town, and the traffic and
environmental issues can be clearly assessed.
2. East End (14.3 Main LP page 83)
i. We are very disappointed at the lack of any outline proposals for
the East End, and expect that EDDC will provide a stronger
commitment to regeneration there than the current statement
which merely says in 14.3, “Conserving and enhancing the built
environment and historic qualities of the town centre and
Seafront, (sic), …”.

ii. Sidmouth needs a definite plan to achieve the outcomes of Para
14.3 bullet point 6, and a commitment to providing one would be
welcomed in this plan
iii. The 30 dwellings at the East end are shown as being in a
“mixed use” redevelopment. Clearly if there is to be any
regeneration at the East End of the Esplanade, then in the
probable absence of any public funding, a developer would have
to provide these, and would expect returns through housing
provision. In this event, clearly he would want to maximise his
financial returns, which would mean high cost dwellings have to
be provided. But this militates against the real need of the town,
which is affordable housing for key workers.
F. Park and Ride. Strategy 26 Development of Sidmouth; Infrastructure.
1. The Local Plan (The Vision) page 82 and 14.3 bullet point 8, and
Strategy 26, mention “Park and Ride”, (and Park and Change)
provision.
2. Sidmouth already has a “Park and Walk” facility at weekends, using the
EDDC car park. This is well used in the prime tourist months, and we
support its continued provision. This land is shown as being used for
new housing in the Plan, which implies that in the event of EDDC
moving this would pre-empt its use as “Park and Ride/Change” facility.
If EDDC do not relocate then equally there is no possibility of using this
land as a “Park and Ride/Change” except at Weekends. In any case
the closeness of the current Park and Walk to the town centre
precludes it as anything other than the current use.
3. The report makes use of two terms; “Park and Ride” and “Park and
Change”. The former is presumably for tourists and residents who
would be encouraged to park their cars to ride into town on a bus, the
latter would be provided presumably to enable travellers inside and
outside Sidmouth to park their cars to travel to Exeter and similar towns
on buses.
4. EDDC has undertaken no analysis of the need or effects of these, and
they are merely badly thought out and ill defined aspirations
5. We believe that neither a “Park and Ride” or a “Park and Change”
facility are physically viable or needed in the town.
i. Park and Ride. Very few residents would use it as they would
not drive out of town to come in again by bus. Some tourists
might use it but there is no evidence that there is a lack of
parking in the town that is a disincentive to them, or that its
provision would decrease congestion in the streets.

ii. Park and Change. Residents who want to travel to Exeter by
bus can and already do so by regular services which depart
from the centre of town, and various stops along the exit road.
iii. Equally as importantly, there would be no location for it except in
AONB land.
6. Apart from the vague aspirations in the Plan, there are no definitive
proposals for provision, which would require the acquisition of a
considerable amount of land in AONB. We believe that the Plan must
review these aspirations, which MUST NOT BE in the AONB.

Representor No. 3757 - Richard Paterson
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Localplan
Comments on changes to the Local Plan for Sidmouth
11 June 2012 00:10:26

Dear Sir/Madam,
I am writing to object to two of the proposed changes to the local plan for
Sidmouth.
Firstly, the idea of allowing AONB land north of Sidford to be used for
employment is totally unjustified.
Your own report does not show a demand for this land.
The proposal does not appear to consider the National Planning Policy
Framework on avoiding development in AONBs, having the potential to
significantly affect the landscape between Sidford and Sidbury, contributing
to the conversion of a rural to an urban environment
The proposal seems to primarily for the benefit of one local business from
land speculation, to enable it to move sites and put forward its current
location for retail development
Secondly the proposal to zone the Port Royal area for housing is inappropriate.
A large part of the proposed area is occupied by buildings with a higher
priority:
Sidmouth lifeboat station (although in theory this could be relocated if
a suitable location could be found at the other end of the seafront)
Sidmouth Sailing and Sea Angling club. This is a well used sporting
facility which would be adversely affected by any housing
development. It is used by Sidmouth Sailing Club, Sidmouth Angling
Club Sidmouth Gig club and as a base by Sidmouth Running club
Any change which removes the latter building or its boat park, without
replacing it with a similar sized facility would have a detrimental effect on
sporting activity in Sidmouth and be in conflict with the National Planning
Policy Framework.
A better proposal for the area would be to update the Drill Hall or replace it
with further leisure facilities associated with water recreation, such as a
beach cafe/shop as this type of facility is missing from the eastern end of
the Esplanade.
The main reason for this proposal seems to be that EDDC already owns the
land, which does not seem to be a very good reason for this proposal.
Putting just another block of flats on the Esplanade will do nothing to
enhance Sidmouth's reputation as a desirable place to visit.
Regards
Richard Paterson
-********************
Richard Paterson
Sidmouth
UK
*********************

Representor No.3758 - Geoff Payne

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Geoff Payne
10 June 2012 23:04
Localplan
East Devon Local Plan

From
Spinneybank
Sid Road
Sidmouth
EX10 9AH
In the Local Plan the area adjacent to our property,part of Sid Meadow,is shown as Recreation Area /
Accessible Open space.
The area in question is currently classed as agricultural land and was used for sheep grazing.
Recently the Council took down a hedge and opened the field up to be part of the Byes without going through
the required planning process.
I would like to object to this change of use as it affects our property :(i) A foot path, in an elevated position, runs adjacent to our boundary.
(ii) Has affected our own application to "planning" for a Loft Conversion.

This appeal should be shown to the Independent Inspector as the Local Council have already acted outside their
powers.
Regards Mr G Payne
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Representor No. 3759 - Lynn Hall

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 wh~n_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

.
bofv\ lVl S\o\VV\P~
(,0~lV\5~VIt'c~

Representor No. 3760 - Val Ranger

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Val Ranger
10 June 2012 22:37
Localplan
Development in Sidmouth

]

I write with regard to your local plans for Sidmouth
The addition of 150 new houses in Sidmouth WILL impact on local ammenities; with the 50 proposed
at the Knowle impacting adversely specifically on that amenity, so loved by local people.
The lack of imagination on options for the council offices at the Knowle is pitiful. There is clearly
scope to develop and amend that building if there is room for 50 houses to be built.
To say that the building is outdated and not suitable for purpose is simply not true. Having worked in
many 'modern' 'purpose built' and 'flagship' buildings in administration over the years, the fact is that
in 10 years time these new buildings are in turn deemed unsuitable, are uncomfortable to work in (air
con, open plan, and whatever is the flavour of the day) and end up an abandonded eye sore. The
Rolle building in Exmouth is just such as example. On the one hand hailed as a bright new flagship,
and then abandoned as 'outdated and unsuitable' not so long after. (I speak from experience having
worked their for 3 years prior to its closure. It was a lovely building to work in and there was no
reason at all to do with modern working practices why it should not have remained so). I also
currently work in a building in Exeter, deemed a 'flagship' buiding 10 years ago. The problems in that
building are immense, temperatures impossible to keep stable, sickness levels high etc.
Having also worked in administration in offices in Belgrave Square in London in the past, I have also
experienced the sympathetic combination of updating the old whilst utilising new technologies and
believe this is entirely possible at the Knowle, keeping local people employed in their home town as
they wish to be.
New housing at the Knowle will bring in newcomers to the area as it does with every batch of new
builds in the area. This increases the need for employment in the area, and additional pressure in the
infrastructures and certainly does NOT making any significant difference to affordable housing and
jobs for the people born and raised in Sidmouth.
It has been stated that those protesting against your proposals are mostly over 50 years of age. At
52, my children are aged 19 and 21, born and raised here. I also teach at a local college and am
perfectly in touch with the needs of our young people, their aspirations and their need for
opportunities. Many of my peers are in a similar position, with 15 working years ahead of us and
children and grandchildren to consider. That is WHY we feel so strongly. We are not all barren,
wealthy retirees with no vested interest in the future of Sidmouth and its surrounding areas and it is
patronising in the extreme to suggest this.
Incidentally both my children (educated at Sidmouth College) work in local businesses, which are not
tourist related, and both have a great future. I would not consider that the opportunity to stack
shelves in Morrisons (one of the suggested uses for Fords industrial land) as a 'great opportunity for
Sidmouth'. Inevitably management of such organisations are brought in from out of the area.
Obviously the sellers of the land would benefit financially and so their views on the subject are bound
to be in favour of such a move.
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If you believe that the answer to any problems in Sidmouth is 'growth' (ie urban sprawl and over
development) then take a look at other towns and cities - do you honestly believe there is less
unemployment in London, Manchester, Birmingham where there is plenty of housing and numerous
'opportunities' for work in businesses that support the population?
It is true that many youngsters leave Sidmouth and go in search of opportunites elsewhere for a
while, this is a natural progression of youth and just as many return when they are ready to settle
down so that their own children have the opportunity to grow up in the countryside with all the
freedoms that brings.
'Tourism' seems to have become a word of distain. Once you have turned Simouth into just
another example of poorly planned urban sprawl that looks like any other town, you are adding to the
problems of Sidmouth's future, certainly not opening up opportunities. You should be supporting
tourism and preserve what brings visitors here both young and old, not running it down.
Of course there are pressures on Sidmouth at the moment, in case you haven't noticed there is a
world recession. There are far too many councillors who are keen to 'make their mark' (and
presumably make profit) and who seem to have entirely lost touch with the need to support and
uphold the views of local people. An example of this is the suggestion that we should have shoppers
driving to the outskirts of Sidmouth to leave their cars there while they then take the bus to Exeter.
What possible benefit does that offer our local population or economy?
I hope that as well as looking again at the proposed plans, closer scrutiny will be paid to the
decisions being made by individual members of the council and the nepotism between councillors
and local developers and others set to profiteer from the desecration of Sidmouth.
Finally, do not patronise local residents by saying we 'don't know whats good for us'. The best thing
for Sidmouth and the surrounding areas would be to have councillors who are genuinely interested in
retaining what is left of its individuality and difference.
Val Ranger
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Representor No. 3761 - Roger Trend

Planning Policy
East Devon District Council
Knowle
Sidmouth
EX10 8HL

Endcliffe House
7 West Park Road
Sidmouth
Devon
EX10 9DH

10 June 2012
Dear EDDC
East Devon Local Plan: Inset Map & Policies for Sidmouth
I write to express my concern over the "East Devon Local Plan: Inset Map & Policies for Sidmouth"
First, I disagree most strongly with the proposal for any residential development of The Knowle. Indeed, I
am amazed that such a proposal is included. Furthermore, there is a lack of transparency over these
proposals. The case for a move of EDDC away from the town has not been made unambiguously and there is
no clear budget in the public domain. Accordingly, the pecuniary value of the land cannot yet be determined.
Besides, such land should be protected for the community, not used for the financial profit of a developer. Its
value goes beyond finance. Also, in a healthy democracy, all such negotiations should be totally transparent:
they are not.
Second, there should be no development of land currently within the AONB: none whatsoever, except in dire
emergency. There is no such emergency. Sidmouth is currently prospering, relatively: there is no need for
any so-called regeneration. The new town of Cranbrook, to the east of Exeter, will satisfy all new
employment needs of the district.
Third, the Alexandria Industrial Estate should be enhanced as existing "employment land". A new
supermarket on that site would damage the town centre retail facilities. Small, independent shops will be
priced out of the market and the town centre ambience will be ruined forever.
To conclude, Sidmouth is an exceptionally attractive town, with all the benefits that brings to both residents
and visitors. It has taken 2 centuries to get here. The proposals in the draft Local Plan would inflict
considerable and irreversible damage on the town, against the wishes of the residents. The real motivations
for such proposals have to be questioned: what are they?

Yours sincerely

Dr Roger Trend

Representor No. 3762 - Richard and Pam Cotter

Richard and Pam Cotter
54 Primrose Way
Seaton
Devon
EX12 2XQ
The Planning Policy Section
East Devon District Council
Council Offices
The Knowle
Sidmouth
Devon
EX10 8HL.
10th June 2012
Dear Sir,
Re: The East Devon local plan for Seaton.
Having looked at the latest plan map which shows the various areas being set aside for
possible future development we would like to raise the following concerns.
We note that after 20 years the land behind the existing auction rooms has now acquired some
grey sheds which make no attempt to blend into the surrounding landscape. We cannot
understand how EDDC have allowed these building to be erected without asking for the
cladding to be a least green. We may be a bit cynical, but we cannot but think that the
argument will be that we have some horrendous grey sheds already and therefore it will be
OK to build a few more!
It is interesting to note that the latest map now shows areas East of Harepath road up to the
Colyford Road as being earmarked for mixed use development and reserved land for mixed
use allocation. This area is the same area of land that Seaton Park Homes want to develop as
outlined in the public consultation of the 12th December 2011.
On the 20th December 2011 we wrote to EDDC and Seaton Town Council outlining our
objections to this development. We received an acknowledgement from EDDC advising that
they had not received a formal application from Seaton Park Homes.
Our views objecting to the possible development of this land have not changed and are
outlined below.
Area of outstanding natural beauty on a world heritage site (Jurassic coast):We believe that the estuary end of the Axe valley is easily the most beautiful on the coast of
East Devon and a real asset to the county. The panoramic views of the valley, which open up
as you drive down Harepath Hill (A3052) are really breathtaking and deserve to be preserved.
Building a development of the size suggested in the Local Plan would completely destroy the
look of the valley. No matter how you try to disguise any development it would still appear
like an urban sprawl with buildings completely unsuited to such a rural area.
Over recent years we have seen the development of the wetlands reserve and the nature trail
utilising the natural resources we already have to enhance the prospects for Seaton without
destroying the beauty of our valley. We believe it is this type of development EDDC should
be encouraging, not the expansion of housing and industrial units beyond the existing town
boundary.

The Green Wedge:The building of a development east of Harepath road on the scale being proposed on the map
would virtually remove the Green Wedge which currently separates Seaton from the A3052
and Colyford. This green belt is needed in order to preserve the uniqueness of Colyford and
prevent the urban sprawl of Seaton reaching the main coast road which we have already stated
would destroy the beauty of the valley. The scale of development indicated on the map is too
big and in the wrong place.
Business Development Unit (BDU) other offices and Industrial units:Whilst we acknowledge that the land adjacent to Lyme Bay Auctions has been ear marked for
many years for industrial use, it has never been clear that a development on the scale currently
being indicated on the Local plan map was what was envisaged by EDDC. Indeed, we
perhaps naively thought that the current three grey sheds being erected at the rear of the
auction house would be the extent of the industrialization of this area. Whilst on the subject of
the grey sheds, how have they been allowed to be erected without any thought of attempting
to blend into the landscape by the use of coloured cladding; this does not augur well for any
future proposed development of this land. We could accept some additional business units
being built along Harepath Road so long as the development was not more than 100M in
depth from the road.
One of the claims being made is that additional business units would create at least 400 new
jobs, which in these difficult times appears a very attractive prospect. However, we
understand that part of any new Harepath Road industrial estate would be taken over by the
current Riverside Industrial Estate (RIE), which needs to be moved in order to allow the
building of 150 new homes on the remaining land adjacent to the Tesco’s store and the old
Racal site. Moving the RIE will not necessarily create any new jobs but will just relocate
existing ones in order to get over a problem. We have no recollection of being told that the
RIE would have to be moved to allow the building of houses on the land adjacent to the Tesco
store when this development was pushed through by EDDC.
In the event that new businesses are attracted to this proposed new industrial estate by cheap
rents or grants, it is unlikely that this would result in 400 new jobs for Seaton folk. Any new
companies which maybe attracted will, in all probability, bring their own skilled work force
with them, because it is unlikely that Seaton will have the necessary skills base to meet their
needs. We therefore do not believe that building new industrial units to the east of Harepath
Road will create 400 new jobs for local people, but at best a few to fill cleaning or secretarial
needs, etc. Suggestions that building new industrial units to the east of Harepath Road will
result in 400 new jobs for Seaton is at best optimistic and at worst a little misleading..
We are concerned that the building of industrial units on this land may be subject to demand
and, as a result, we may be left with a scarred area of unused land, similar in appearance to
the unused plots on the Chard Business Park off the A358. Unused scarred land which has
been left vacant by partial development of the site would present a very unattractive vista in
our currently beautiful valley.
Judging by the scale of the new grey sheds which have been erected to the rear of the auction
house it would appear that any new industrial/retail units could be up to 6M (20 feet) high to
the eaves. When you add in the roof these units could be as high as 9M (30 feet) to the ridge
line. This means that they will completely dominate and oppress the existing houses on the
edge of the proposed site.

It is claimed that a new Business Development Unit (BDU) will encourage fledgling
businesses to grow. We are not sure how many of these businesses are ‘waiting in the wings’
for this building. This then begs the question - where will these fledgling businesses come
from? If they are not local, i.e. in the town already, then their employees will have to
commute, thus increasing traffic flow and pollution.
We know from personal experience that the current Broadband connection to the town can be
erratic, especially late afternoons, and therefore any fledgling companies wanting to relocate
in Seaton would have to cope with this until BT improve the connection.
We are not against the building of a BDU adjacent to the existing auction house provided that
it is proved that there are sufficient local small businesses wanting such a facility, and that it
would really help the town. However, at present we are sceptical that this is the case.
New homes:We believe that it is not in Seaton’s interest to expand but to be regenerated. We acknowledge
that there may be a need for affordable housing within the town boundary. Indeed, we are not
sure how any affordable homes would be made available to the families that need them; for
example, all rented or shared ownership? As you know, wages in the SW are very low so
conventional mortgages are probably not the answer. Has EDDC actually carried out a
survey to find out exactly how many affordable homes are required in Seaton? It seems to us
that the Axe valley and Seaton will be paying a big price in terms of the loss of our beautiful
landscape by allowing new homes to be built beyond the existing town boundaries.
We understood that Seaton had been earmarked for just 150 additional houses which are to be
built on land adjacent to the existing Tesco store. Having used the internet to search out future
housing proposals for Seaton, we have seen a figure of 620 to 700 new homes earmarked for
Seaton over the next few years!
We are not sure how Seaton would cope with 150 new homes let alone 700. Even if only 150
homes are built on the site adjacent to the new Tesco store then this could represent an
increase in the population of Seaton, using very conservative figures, by approximately 400
people; 322 new homes could increase the town’s population by approximately 800 people
and with 700 new homes we are into the thousands.

Infrastructure :We are not convinced that Seaton and the surrounding area has the infrastructure to cope with
such a large town expansion as indicated on the Local plan map. We only have a small school
which, on its current site, has little or no room to expand. We have an ageing population and
just two doctors’ practices in the town, a hospital which does not have a minor injuries unit,
one dental practice and a retained fire station. As a town we are not near any major arterial
routes and our nearest railway station is at Axminster 8 miles away, and the nearest airport is
20 miles away. Therefore, any small to medium business relocating to Seaton would have to
use the roads, and even our main ’ A’ roads are not suitable for heavy traffic. Indeed, 150 new
homes already planned for the site on Harbour Road would increase the road traffic
significantly. We do not have a good enough public transport service in place and therefore
those moving into the new homes and industrial buildings would be forced to use cars.

Finally, we do not seek to be negative about the development of Seaton, but we feel that the
land earmarked for future development east of Harepath Road in the Local plan is just too big
in its current form and has been ill conceived and is also in the wrong location. It will increase
traffic and pollution and will not enhance our cultural/historical heritage, or the natural
resources of the area. Indeed, the light pollution from this new development could have a
detrimental effect on the wild life of the estuary which is one of our major assets.
Seaton definitely needs more facilities but we do not think it needs what is being proposed.
As a town we could do with the following:a proper purpose built youth club, a swimming pool, a friendly club where the elderly who are
alone could meet for recreation, a cinema, additional holiday accommodation, and making
more of our historical heritage (our Roman sites for example) so that visitors to our town can
enjoy even more of the Axe valley and Seaton.
Yours sincerely

Pam and Richard Cotter.

Representor No. 3763 - Roger Saxon

Consultation on East Devon Local Plan 2006 to 2026 for Sidmouth
My name is Roger Saxon. I am a Sidmouth resident living at 28 Malden Road. These
are my comments on the draft Local Plan for Sidmouth for 2006-2026.
Employment Land
The allocation of 5Ha of employment land north of Sidbury is excessive and beyond
any demonstrable need within the Town. It is considerably larger than the present
main employment site at Alexandria Estate. The allocation in two parts of 3Ha and
2Ha seems to be dictated by the present size of the fields, rather than any proven
need. I may be that the Council has been unduly influenced by bodies and
individuals from outside Sidmouth that put short term gain above long term impact on
the community.
The present employment site at Alexandria is not fully developed, to some extent
due to the poor access from Alexandria Road. The District Council should use
compulsory purchase, if necessary, to provide an entrance from the North West end
of the Alexandria site onto Station Road. This would enable unused parts of the
Alexandria site to be developed and would alleviate problems for residential
properties on the present access. This would reduce the need for additional
employment land.
The number of jobs that could be created on 5Ha of land is way above the needs of
Sidmouth residents. They could only be filled by substantial daily inward commuting
from other parts of the district, contrary to Council planning policy of minimising
commuting. If a genuine need for more employment land can be substantiated by
local firms committing to specific developments, then a smaller allocation would be
sufficient.
The main concern in such a large allocation is that it would attract a large
supermarket. This would be undesirable because the proposed site has poor access
onto an inadequate road, inappropriate location and a probable severe detrimental
impact on town centre and other local retail outlets, contrary to Council planning
policy E9. I note that the Chief Planning Officer has said that this is unlikely and
planning would be refused by EDDC. However, we all know that Morrison’s has been
investigating local sites and that EDDC cannot afford a sustained fight of appeals
against refusal of planning permission. The supermarket groups financially outgun
small councils. As with the Fortfield debacle, EDDC would be forced into a climb
down with the fig leaf of developer contributions to local needs. The main defence of
the site at the moment is that it is agricultural land in an AONB. Once allocated for
employment, the defence is breached.
If employment land is needed to expand local firms, as Fords claim, then the
allocation should be much smaller, say 1Ha. If taken up, then the need can be
reassessed at the next review – that is what reviews are for. I am concerned that
Fords is acting as a stalking horse for other interests.

The Knowle
If the Council moves from the Knowle, then development should be restricted to the
area covered by the present buildings, not extended into the wooded areas, or the
lower car parks. These other parts of the site are not ‘brown field’ land as Council
representatives have mistakenly claimed.
The new PPS 3 now defines previously developed land (brownfield land) as follows:
‘Previously-developed land is that which is or was occupied by a permanent structure,
including the curtilage of the developed land and any associated fixed surface
infrastructure.’
The definition includes defence buildings, but excludes:






Land that is or has been occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings.
Land that has been developed for minerals extraction or waste disposal by landfill
purposes where provision for restoration has been made through development control
procedures.
Land in built-up areas such as private residential gardens, parks, recreation grounds and
allotments, which, although it may feature paths, pavilions and other buildings, has not
been previously developed.
Land that was previously-developed but where the remains of the permanent structure
or fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape in the process of time (to the
extent that it can reasonably be considered as part of the natural surroundings).
There is no presumption that land that is previously-developed is necessarily suitable for housing
development nor that the whole of the curtilage should be developed.
Private residential gardens are now therefore specifically excluded from the definition

Much of the area shaded in on the draft plan does not meet this definition and should
be excluded from development. The Council has a severe conflict of interest on the
Knowle site, since it wishes to maximise the value of the site to fund the removal of
the Council offices. Along with many other people, I believe that this has unduly
influenced the Council in its proposed designation for development at the Knowle.
The car park near the main gate should be retained to provide much needed
additional parking for visitors to Sidmouth, in support of EDDC policy to support the
tourist and holiday industry in the Town. Sidmouth is very short of parking for visitors
at peak times and the present weekend use of these car parks is a valuable relief.
They must be retained.
Port Royal
The proposal for ‘mixed use including 30 dwellings’ could only be achieved by
massive overdevelopment of the site with a multi-storey block of flats. At present the
current buildings – lifeboat station, yacht club, drill hall, fishermen’s yard and even
the public toilets provide a visually pleasing, low-rise mixed development. It provides
an open aspect to the Ham gardens and the buildings meet several valuable
community uses for recreation, safety and support for local fishermen.
The development of a high rise residential block similar to the adjacent Trinity Court
would displace the current uses, with no obvious relocation options. The community
could lose the yacht club, the lifeboat station and the opportunity to purchase fresh

local fish. It would create a visually intrusive block at the mouth of the Sid and
destroy the open aspect of the Ham.
The shaded area on the plan also includes all the car parking between the yacht club
and the swimming pool. Sidmouth cannot afford to lose around 50 car parking
spaces near the Town Centre. EDDC says that it aims to support the tourist industry
in Sidmouth; however, the proposed excessive development of the Port Royal site
will destroy and blight community tourist assets and remove essential car parking
capacity. The only beneficiaries will be the developer, the handful of individuals
wealthy enough to afford the flats – oh, and, of course, EDDC which owns much of
the land and could make a short-term profit.
EDDC should attempt to find a sustainable community use for the drill hall and retain
the pleasing mix of facilities at Port Royal. If development is considered essential,
then it should be to lower density of housing and retain on site the yacht club and
lifeboat station. It should also exclude the area of public car parking between the
yacht club and the swimming pool, unless a new area of parking of at least the same
capacity is provided in the area.
General Comment
The whole plan for Sidmouth is too influenced by those seeking short term financial
gain while sacrificing the long term interests of the community, the residents and the
holiday industry, which relies on maintaining a charming slightly old-world
environment. Sadly, one of the main financial beneficiaries will be EDDC and it is this
conflict of interest which leads me to question the impartiality of its judgement.
Officers and councillors living in other parts of East Devon may sacrifice the
attractiveness of Sidmouth if it puts significant amounts of money in the Council’s
coffers. The majority of Sidmouth residents oppose many aspects of the draft plan as
risking significant environmental and economic damage to the town. If we lived in a
democracy, then that should be enough to have the plans changed. However, since
the Council seems to exist to serve itself, instead of the local citizens who pay the
bills, I have no faith that you will take any notice. I will be pleased if you prove me
wrong.
Roger Saxon
28 Malden Road, Sidmouth EX10 9LS

Representor No. 3764 - D A Pickerell
Hamlet Bungalow
Hayne Lane
Honiton
EX14 3PD
10th June 2012
The Planning Policy Section
EDDC
Knowle
Sidmouth
EX10 8HL
Dear Sir,
With reference to Devon Local Plan for Honiton I wish to add these comments:There are proposals for three developments in Honiton. Two for housing and one for employment.
Taking the housing plans first.
Work has now started on Cranbrook New Town, some six miles from Honiton. Plans are in place
for up to 2900 new homes on this greenfield site. I can therefore see no requirement for either 150
or 300 new homes in Honiton. The majority of workers travel to Exeter each day as there is no
large scale employment in the town.
The 300 house site. This would extend the current estate South up the hill towards Sidmouth. The
current site has only one access into the Sidmouth road. The exit from the Western end of the estate
is gated onto Hayne Lane. If this gate was removed the estate would immediately become a rat-run
both from the Axminster Road (via Battershorn Way) and the Sidmouth Road, thus avoiding
Honiton High Street. If the gate was retained then there would be excessive traffic at the
roundabout exit from the estate unless a new exit was constructed onto the busy Sidmouth road
further up the hill. The road at this point is a series of tight curves, so totally unsuitable.
Hayne Lane is single track with passing points in the area of the 150 house site. There is no way to
widen this road due to the position of the railway bridge. There is also no direct access to Honiton
or the Exeter Road from this point. Traffic would need to filter through the busy industrial estate or
via the old A30 (this road is not gritted/salted/cleared in the winter). Hayne Lane also exits South
onto the Sidmouth Road but at a very busy corner.
Employment land. This land extends the current Heathpark Industrial Estate. There is currently
only one suitable exit from the estate for large vehicles due to the very narrow lanes at the Western
end. It is not clear from the plans if a new road, giving direct access to the A30, is planned for this
new estate. Without another exit all the extra traffic would have to exit onto the Exeter Road at one
point. There are currently some half finished industrial units, fields with planning consent and other
open areas on the current Heathfield site. These should be used first before any extension takes
place.
Yours Sincerely
D A Pickerell

Representor No. 3765 - Elizabeth Herring
Maria Toynton
From:
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Subject:
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Consultation on the develpment of Axminster
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I would like to register my preferred strategy in the proposed develpment of Axminster as strategy 20. I feel that this is the
stragegy that will most benefit local people and businesses.
Mrs Elizabeth Herring
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