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East Devon Local Plan 
Publication Stage (Regulation 19) 

Representation Form 

Ref: 

(For official 

use only) 

Name of the Local Plan to which this representation relates: East Devon Local Plan 2020-2042 

Please return to East Devon District Council, Local Plans Team, Blackdown House, Border Road, 

Honiton, EX14 1EJ, upload onto our consultation portal at 

https://eastdevonlocalplanreg19.commonplace.is or email to localplan@eastdevon.gov.uk by 31 

March 2025 

This form has two parts: 

Part A – Personal Details: Needs to be completed only once. 

Part B – Your representation(s): Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you wish to 

make. 

Part A: Personal details 

1. Personal details

Full name 

Are you acting as an agent for 

another party? 

Organisation (where relevant) 

Address line 1 

Address line 2 

Address line 3 

Postcode 

Email address 



Part B – Representation 

Please use a separate sheet for each representation 

2. To which part of the East Devon Local Plan does this representation relate? Please write down the

paragraph or policy number that your representation relates to.

Paragraph Policy Policies 

Map 

3. Do you consider that this part of the East Devon Local Plan is legally compliant?

Yes No 

3 (a). If yes, and you wish to support the legal compliance of this part of the East Devon Local Plan, 

please use this box to set out your comments. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

3 (b). If no, please give details of why you consider this part of the East Devon Local Plan is 
not legally compliant. Please be as precise as possible. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

3 (c). Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make this part of the East Devon 

Local Plan legally compliant, in respect of any legal compliance matters you have identified at 4(b) 

above. You will need to say why each modification will make this part of the East Devon Local Plan 

legally compliant. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording for 

the relevant policy or paragraph. Please be as precise as possible. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 



4. Do you consider that this part of the East Devon Local Plan is Sound?

Yes No 

4 (a). If yes, and you wish to support the soundness of this part of the East Devon Local Plan, please 

use this box to set out your comments. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

4 (b). If no, please give details of why you consider this part of the East Devon Local Plan is 

unsound. Please be as precise as possible. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

4 (c). Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make this part of the East Devon 

Local Plan sound, in respect of any soundness matters you have identified at 5(b) above. You will 

need to say why each modification will make this part of the East Devon Local Plan sound. It will be 

helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording for the relevant policy or 

paragraph. Please be as precise as possible. 

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

5. Do you consider that this part of the East Devon Local Plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate?

Yes No 



   

 

 

5 (a). If yes, and you wish to support this part of the East Devon Local Plan's compliance with the 

duty to co-operate, please use this box to set out your comments. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
5 (b). If no, please give details of why you consider this part of the East Devon Local Plan fails to 

comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at 

examination. 

 
 

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, based 

on the matters and issues he or she identifies for examination. 

 

 

6. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to 

participate in examination hearing session(s)? 

 

 

No, I do not 

wish to  
participate in  

hearing 

session(s) 

   Yes, I wish to 

participate in  
hearing 

session(s) 

   

  

 

 

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing 

session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm your request to participate. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



7. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you consider this to be

necessary:
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those 

who have indicated that they wish to participate in hearing session(s). You may be asked to confirm 

your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination. 

For more information on how we use your data – please read the privacy notices at the following 

links: https://eastdevon.gov.uk/access-to-information/data-protection/privacy-notices

https://www.commonplace.is/privacy-policy  

8. If you would like to make representations on the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) please provide your 
comments here, stating to which part of the SA your comments relate.
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

Please note In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence and supporting 

information necessary to support your representation and your suggested modification(s). You 

should not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make submissions. 

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, based 

on the matters and issues he or she identifies for examination. 
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	Text16: Overview of the Plan Approach

We have through earlier representations made on the emerging Local Plan raised concerns regarding the overall strategy of the Plan, particularly in terms of approach to meeting housing needs and an inherent imbalance towards constraint and matters that ultimately constrain growth opportunities and the delivery of sustainable development. Some of those issues still remain apparent in the Regulation 19 Plan. 

This is despite the Government, through the updated NPPF published in December 2024, making it absolutely clear that there is a need to substantially  
increase housing delivery in the UK, setting a target of achieving 370,000 new homes each year. The focus of the updated NPPF is explicitly on overhauling the planning system to address the chronic housing crisis and to support “builders not blockers” and to deliver growth.

The implication of the updated NPPF on East Devon is a significantly increased challenge in the number of homes that are required to be built, significantly above past delivery rates. We recognise the scale of this challenge; however, it also must be recognised that historic and substantial undersupply of housing has contributed to the severe housing affordability issues across the South West, including in East Devon. 

As we have previously highlighted the continuing housing crisis requires a step change in planning for growth and a departure from traditional protectionism. The updated Framework provides councils with significant tools to maximise opportunities for accommodating the growth that is required. 

It is noted that the Council are seeking to benefit from the updated NPPF’s transitional arrangements by publishing a Regulation 19 version of the Plan in advance of the cut off of 12th March 2025. This will then enable the local plan to progress under the December 2023 NPPF. It is very disappointing that these transitional arrangements appear to have been used with the sole purpose of enabling a lower housing requirement to be pursued. Which of course will simply continue to increase the gap between housing need and supply in the longer term. 

The Plan further fails to appropriately meet local housing needs by seeking to offset even that lower housing requirement by introducing what is an unjustified and inappropriate stepped housing delivery approach. 

Also of concern and evidenced by the number of comments we have on the Plan, is whether the Plan has simply been rushed to Regulation 19 stage without full and reasonable assessment of the overall strategy. It was clear from the Strategic Planning Committee discussions on site selection that the urgency to allocate sufficient numbers to meet the lower requirements has led to politicised decision-making in respect of sites and a great deal of inconsistency. This does give rise to the significant risk of the Plan not being found sound.

All this is before taking into account the Plan’s over reliance on delivery from a new community that remains largely untested through the Plan process to date; a site selection process that at best has been inconsistent and at worst, procedurally unfair; and a proposed policy basis that seeks unreasonable requirements without any consideration of the viability and deliverability issues they will create.

Importantly until the emerging Plan is adopted, the Council will still be required to demonstrate a 5-year supply of housing land based on the new standard method (1188 dwellings per annum), which as the Council themselves recognise under current claimed supply would be less than 3 years. The need to deliver increased levels of housing must therefore be a priority for the Council both through development management and plan-making processes, requiring a step change in approach towards positively planning for growth rather than focussing on constraint and requirements. We are concerned the Plan currently fails to adequately demonstrate this.

We elaborate further on the above concerns, that we consider risks undermining the soundness of the Plan if not addressed, when discussing the individual policies and sections of the Plan below.

Chapter 3 - Spatial Strategy

Strategic Policy SP01 – Spatial Strategy

We broadly support the spatial strategy outlined in Policy SP01 which recognises the role of Honiton as a Main Centre where significant development can be accommodated, although we do consider that the level of actual provision is too low and is not sufficient to address the historic lack of delivery of new homes at the town. There are further site opportunities, including land at Heathfield Manor, that have been overlooked or not assessed correctly as raised further below in these representations which could contribute to addressing these needs.

We are concerned regarding the reliance on the new community in respect of this Plan period. The experience of Cranbrook demonstrates the long lead-in times in respect of delivery, with first occupations at Cranbrook occurring some 20 years post allocation (having been arguably a more defined proposal than the new community at that stage). We provide additional comments on this in relation to Strategic Policy WS01.

We also consider it to be shortsighted not to consider further provision at Cranbrook beyond the adopted Cranbrook Plan area, given it clearly would be a sustainable option for delivering additional growth and infrastructure is already in place or planned. 

Strategic Policy SP02 – Levels of Future Housing Development

We have significant concerns regarding the approach set out in Strategic Policy SP02 and consider that this is a key matter that could make the Plan unsound. This is because this approach would fail to meet the local housing needs and therefore has not been positively prepared. The approach is based on a stepped housing delivery approach which has not been sufficiently justified and will instead simply defer the issue of under delivery to the later parts of the Plan at which point unmet needs will be substantial with little prospect of addressing. Therefore, rendering the Plan ineffective and failing to deliver sustainable development in order to meet the needs of its community consistent with national policy.

Unjustified Stepped Approach towards Housing Delivery

Our rationale for this conclusion is as follows. Strategic Policy SP02 proposes a provision of 20,909 dwellings across the District. This is based on the transitional arrangement of 80% of the new standard method of 1188 dwellings per annum over the 22-year Plan period, equating to 950.4 dwellings per annum. However, rather than suggest this is delivered at a consistent rate, a stepped approach has been applied. This provides for 850 dwellings per annum across the first 12 years of the Plan period (2020/21 to 2031/32) and 1070 dwellings per annum for the latter 10 years of the Plan period (2032/33 to 2041/42).

This means that for the first 12 years of the plan period housing delivery is proposed at just 71% of the new standard method, significantly below the required 80% set out in the NPPF transitional arrangements. Indeed, on that basis, the Council would only reach 80% of the local housing need figure in 2042, by which time a new Plan is likely to be in place. There is a risk that this approach could be seen to have been contrived to benefit from these arrangements but to plan for a failure for more than half of the Plan period to meet the required (reduced) annual delivery targets and cumulatively to fail until the final year of the Plan period. This must question whether the approach is compliant with the transitional arrangements at all.

Furthermore, the approach would mean a year on year under supply of housing against the (reduced) housing targets for 12 years of 100 dwellings per annum, resulting in a deficit of 1200 homes by 2032/33 to be made up in the remaining 10 years of the Plan. Importantly, for context, if the Plan could not benefit from the NPPF transitional arrangements (and therefore the new standard method setting the local housing needs figure was in place) this would be an under supply of 338 dwellings per annum resulting in a deficit of 4,056 dwellings by 2032/33 to be made up in the second half of the Plan period.

The obvious concern that arises is whether the proposed stepped approach is simply a contrived way of firstly attempting to benefit from the transitional arrangements and secondly, avoiding making the important and difficult decisions required to meet the District’s substantial level of housing need.

The Council seek to justify the stepped approach within the ‘technical assessment of housing delivery’ report dated February 2025 by referring to the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) which does set out circumstances where a stepped approach may be justified. This includes where there is a significant change in in the level of housing requirement between emerging and previous policies and/or where strategic sites will have a phased delivery or a likely to be delivered later in the Plan period. However, the PPG also makes it clear that such an approach needs to be evidence-based, should not seek to unnecessarily delay meeting identified development needs.

In the case of the Regulation 19 Plan, the level of housing requirement under the transitional arrangements without a stepped approach would be 950 dwellings per annum which is the same as required under the adopted East Devon Local Plan. Therefore, there is not a significant change between emerging and adopted policies to justify a stepped approach. 

In terms of strategic sites, it is important to recognise that the Regulation 19 Plan relies on many housing allocations of which the majority could not be considered to be ‘strategic’. Whilst the housing allocations are dealt with under the strategic policies of the Plan, this in itself does not make them ‘strategic’ in the sense of the PPG. Indeed, the NPPF at paragraph 22 provides some insight as to the scale which sites should be considered ‘strategic’, referring to new settlements or significant extensions to settlements and the need in those cases to look forwards through strategic policies over at least 30 years. None of the allocations within the emerging Local Plan meet this definition of ‘strategic’. 

Notwithstanding the above it would not be unreasonable for the new community to be considered a strategic site given delivery will go beyond the Plan period. However, as discussed below, the lack of details regarding this allocation and the likely long lead-in times will reduce significantly the delivery rate that can be assumed in the Plan period. This would suggest rather than a stepped approach to housing delivery that over relies on the uncertainties of the new community at the back end of the Plan period, the Council should plan to maximise opportunities for the non-strategic sites to come forward in the early parts of the Plan period to provide greater resilience and set it housing requirements accordingly.

We note the other reasons put forward by the Council to justify the stepped approach. This includes the likelihood that allocated sites will not be the subject of speculative consents due to uncertainty. However, a number of applications on such sites have already been made (and some consented) and the Regulation 19 Plan confirming proposed allocations and the current lack of 5 year housing land supply will provide significant incentives for applications to come forward at an early stage. 

The realities of what is occurring in East Devon is a more appropriate guide than the Lichfields national wide study referred to in the evidence base. This also confirms that sites of less than 100 units (which make up a significant proportion of the Plan’s proposed allocations) are capable of being delivered in under 4 years. Similarly, the reliance on ‘extensive planning complexities’, ‘environmental constraints’, ‘infrastructure issues’ are matters faced to a large extent by every local planning authority and are not unique to East Devon. These matters in themselves and collectively do not justify a stepped approach, indeed it perhaps emphasises the need to frontload the Plan by maximising delivery from a range of sites rather than metaphorically ‘kicking the can down the road’ by delaying delivery and then over relying on the latter part of the Plan period.

Need to Improve Delivery Rates

Some of the above concerns raised by the Council could be addressed through a re-consideration of the scale of allocations around some of the Principal and Main Centres. These settlements, with a wide range of development opportunities and wide range of services and facilities, can accommodate the delivery of housing in a variety of directions, and are well suited to the delivery of a range of ‘smaller’ (i.e. 50-200 dwelling) site allocations that can come forward earlier in the Plan period. 

As the site selection process undertaken in respect of both Regulation 18 and 19 stages of the emerging Plan demonstrates there are many suitable and available sites within these locations which would have significantly lower infrastructure burdens and reduced lead-in times. However, inconsistencies in the approach of the Strategic Planning Committee in allocating sites for the Regulation 19 Plan (often against officer advice) has meant that some sites considered suitable at Regulation 18 were removed at Regulation 19, whilst other sites, with more challenging constraints, not previously considered were allocated in their place. 
There was no consideration of lead-in times or the consequences on Plan delivery at that stage, only the fundamental quantum. This has meant that some of the concerns the Council now raise in respect of early delivery are a direct consequence of the decisions made which saw some larger sites allocated on capacity grounds without due regard to constraints such as securing appropriate access, ecology impacts, heritage impacts and land ownership and the unjustified removal of other sites which could have contributed to housing delivery in the earlier stages of the Plan. We outline these concerns further below in respect of representations our clients’ site at land at Heathfield Manor, Honiton which was not carried forward from the Regulation 18 Plan, contrary to officers recommendations .

The point being made is that the Council had in front of them a range of sites in key settlements identified as available and suitable which have not been taken forward, but if they were, they could still provide significant resilience to the Plan strategy by supporting early and increased delivery rates. 


	Text17: Modification Required

As we have set out above the Plan’s approach in setting a stepped housing target is unjustified, goes against the spirit of the NPPF transitional arrangements and seeks to effectively push the matter of delivering housing to meet local needs into the next local plan cycle.  The Government have been clear that in introducing the transitional arrangements they expect the progress of plans to be maintained, whilst maximising proactive planning for the homes communities need. We consider the stepped approach does not support the Government’s intentions.

Therefore, currently this approach risks rendering the Plan unsound in our view. To address this the Plan will need to be the subject of fundamental modification. This will include removing all reference to the stepped approach within Policy SP02 and instead including a consistent housing requirement of 950.4 dwellings per annum over the entire Plan period. 

In addition, to provide greater resilience against the delivery issues the Council has identified in relation to larger sites, modifications should be made to include a range of sites that can support greater resilience for Plan delivery. This includes reviewing and allocating opportunities already previously considered through the site selection process where sites were previously proposed to be allocated in earlier stages of the Plan and/or where they have not been discounted on deliverability grounds. This should include our client’s site at Land at Heathfield Manor, Honiton.

These Modifications are essential for addressing the unjustified stepped approach towards housing delivery and ensuring the Plan can be found sound. Otherwise, the Plan as its stands would not be positively prepared in that it fails to deliver the housing required to meet local needs. Its approach is not justified by the evidence base nor is it consistent with national policy. The result will be an ineffective Plan that fails to deliver for the needs of its community.
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