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Full name: Joseph Marchant

Organisation (where relevant): Context Logic Ltd
Other party name (if relevant): Messrs Ford
Proposal:

5. Development in the Towns and Villages

1. To which part of the Development in the Towns and Villages chapter does your
representation relate?: Policy

1(a). Please write down the paragraph, policy or figure number that your
representation relates to.: SD06

3. Do you consider that this part of the Development in the Towns and Villages
chapter is sound?: No

3(b). If no, please give details of why you consider this part of the Development in
the Towns and Villages chapter is not sound. Please be as precise as possible.: |
write to you regarding the above-mentioned site as part of the Regulation 19
Consultation. The site is also referred to Sidm_08_041B in some documentation. The
site was also referred to as Sidm_27 in the HELAA 2022. The site has been put forward
by my client for consideration for housing allocation, and evidence has been provided to
the Local Authority as to the requirement for this. In addition to the original Call for
Sites, further evidence was supplied to the LPA on 10th June 2022. At that time, the site
was referred to under FS-Case-419961866. Further to this, a consultation response to
the East Devon Local Plan was provided to the HELAA of November 2022, with the
reference Sidm_27, and the Local Plan reference LP_Sidm08_041B. Further to this,
additional evidence and a request was supplied to the Panel Members and to the Policy
Team on 11th April 2024, related to a further request, moving forward, to change the
allocation to housing.

2.0 Representation to the Consultation Local Plan We note that on page 4 of the
Summary Site Selection Report, the site was sifted out of the process for selection for
housing allocation. The site’s extant approval 18/1094/MOUT is the cited reason for
being sifted out. We identify why this should be reconsidered, we have previously
supplied evidence as to why the change in allocation is required to support 2
employment investment at Alexandria Industrial Estate, and secure an attractive
proposal for a housing allocation at Sidford. The evidence and request for the allocation
seeks to support the ambition to deliver a new access at the Alexandria Industrial
Estate, which requires investment release from the Sidford Employment site. My client,
Messrs Ford, own both sites. They currently have 36 businesses occupying
accommodation at the Alexandria Industrial Estate.



3.0 Why the shift in drive to deliver Alexandria Industrial Estate over Sidford: Until the
availability of the Alexandria Industrial Estate ransom strip, the Sidford employment Site
was promoted for the employment growth. The Sidford Site appeared in the Draft Local
Planin 2012. It was Adopted as the allocated site in 2015. An application was submitted
in line with the allocation in 2016, and refused. A reduced scale scheme was submitted
in 2018 — it was also refused. The applicant appealed the refusal, and the Appeal was
allowed in Aug 2019. Conditions were discharged from 2019 to 2022, alongside
Reserved Matters for Scale and Appearance. Significant development commenced, and
approximately a third of the site has been remodelled, with significant level changes
associated with drainage betterment and watercourse remodelling. The area has been
relandscaped, meadow seeded, there are new enclosures, with drainage changes and
the planting of 2500 trees and hedge plants. These works have been done in
accordance with Approval 18/1094/MOUT. This work was ceased once the ransom strip
at Alexandria Industrial Estate became available. The works mean that application
18/1094/MOUT is extant. Current spending on the Sidford site, most notably the two
ElIA’s and extended planning battles, resulting in Public Inquiry have taken costs to the
present day to £2.5 million. Historically, the Alexandria Industrial Estate had been
stifled from an ability to secure intensified development due to inappropriate access
provision. This had stifled intensification and improvement to the site for 30 years. The
LPA is aware from evidence previously provided that a ransom strip that would have
enabled better access, was overpriced at a £1m asking price. (Evidence on this point
was the subject of debate, and evidence in the 2012 Local Plan Inquiry, alongside cost
analysis for a road construction, which was priced between £750,000 and £1000,000,
dependent on design options). Following the passing of a former owner, the ransom
strip land became available at the Alexandria Site at a reasonable price. Unfortunately,
this did not occur until after the consent was achieved and works had started at the
Sidmouth Employment Site. The first opportunity to purchase the ransom strip at a
reasonable price was grasped by my clients, and has enabled the principle of improved
access to a large part of the Alexandria Industrial Estate. The ransom was secured by my
clients’in 2021. My clients’, who own both 3 sites (Sidford and Alexandria), had always
hoped to redevelop the Alexandria site and were frustrated by the ransom strip. Having
secured the ransom strip, they immediately developed an application to transform this
site. This was submitted in Sept 2022 and approved in Nov 2023, with no material
changes to the original submission. Landscaping was a Reserved Matter and is
presently submitted. All other Prior Approval Conditions are submitted for
determination, or are already approved. The present-day costs for securing the ransom
strip and the approvals so far for the Alexandria Industrial Estate have exceeded
£250,000. From the chronological history referred to above, it can be demonstrated that
my clients have not stopped with their endeavours to secure new employment
development, albeit there is now a change in focus. The focus is now to redevelop the
Alexandria Site in accordance with its approved application 22/2063/MOUT once all



Conditions are determined (approved) and monies have been raised from the complete
or partial disposure of the Sidford site for housing. Up until the ransom strip became
available, it was my client’s expectation that the Alexandria site would be sold,
potentially for housing as a brownfield site. The ransom strip purchase changed the
fortunes of this site, subject to being able to raise capital from Sidford.

4.0 Why is the allocation of Sidford (Sid-08) so important and desirable: In order to
promote delivery of employment space, it is now important to secure some change to
the allocation of the Sidford site. Correspondence issued in April 2024 highlighted the
potential. Correspondence was received from the LPA from Cllr Todd Olive, who was
chairing the Council’s Strategic Development Panel at the time (a blend of Officers and
Members with a focus on guiding development at a time where needs were not met by
adopted policy). On behalf of the Panel, he identified that we needed to wait until the
considered process of the Local Plan in terms of future allocations, and we were
advised that the Panel was aware of our requirement to see a shift in the allocation for
the Sidford Employment Site. As mentioned, all Reserved Matters and Prior Approval
Conditions have been disposed of in the case of the Sidford site, and most Prior
Approvals have also been discharged for the Alexandria Site (some are submitted but
not yet determined, others are approved). Also, there has been significant investmentin
extant works at Sidford. My client has been out to construction tenders and is therefore
well versed in the costs associated with both schemes. The highway provision alone for
Sidford is expected at £950,000, and it is not dissimilar at the Alexandria Industrial
Estate. Other costs related to remodelling levels, new drainage, new landscaping, and
new buildings means the schemes exceed £4m in both cases, and exceed the demand
for employment. It is important to note, the existing Local Plan 2013-2031(outgoing)
never expected the increase in employment space at Alexandria Industrial Estate. It is
impossible for both schemes to be delivered with the additional costs required for the
wider infrastructure and 4 employment accommodation. My clients accommodate the
largest share of employment in Sidmouth in the Alexandria Industrial Estate and on the
High Street, as such they are clear that there is insufficient demand for both sites.
Alexandria Industrial Estate largely has tired accommodation, and the approved
application 22/2063/MOUT details the significant benefits it would bring, including
environmentally, socially, aesthetically, to drainage, and employment space availability
and employment space quality etc. There has also been overwhelming public support
for this scheme. Conversely, at Sidford, we are painfully aware that there has been the
public preference to switch this site for 100% housing, hence the delay in securing the
approval for the employment scheme. My client would support 100% housing
allocation. A 100% allocation could secure funds to deliver the Alexandria Industrial
Estate’s scheme, but at 75% housing, there would be capacity from a capital receipt to
deliver a significant proportion of the Alexandria proposals. My client therefore seeks a
minimum of 75% site coverage for housing (approx. 52 units). Without some shift from



the LPA, it will be impossible to lever investment, and | would like to return the LPA’s
memory to the knowledge that its was my clients’ long held expectation that the
Alexandria site would be sold as part of the delivery of the Sidford site. With significant
employment uplift now potentially available for the Alexandria site, it would be
desirable to see employment investment on this site, and to see all or part of the Sidford
employment site allocated for housing. There are 36 businesses, which are detailed in
the Alexandria application, that seek improved employment space and growth. These
businesses’ preferred location is the Alexandria Site, and a shift in policy position in the
Emerging Plan could enable investment on this site and potentially a more publicly
desired mix of use at the Sidford Site. | appreciate that the LPA may not naturally
balance the financial arguments related to a single ownership of both sites, but unless
the LPA can engage with the need to create financial viability for one site supporting
delivery of the other, then the potential for much needed employment investment will
be stifled. Plus, the additional housing is surely welcomed. The LPA recognised the
need for financial viability, and needed to sell the Knowle Council Offices to secure
investment for new Council Offices at Honiton, and this has created a delivery
opportunity. My client’s approvals are all in place, and we now need assistance to
create the Alexandria scheme. In the Consultation Draft Local Plan, | note that there are
other allocations for employment and housing at Sidford. Whilst my client has no
objection in principle to these allocations, it remains that his site offers a greater
volume of build capacity, and in our view, it is unwise to stifle this capacity on the basis
of giving no reconsideration to the Sidford Site Sidm_08. It seems to us remarkable that
only 6 sites were sifted out from consideration in Sidmouth (page 4 Summary Site
Selection Aug 2024), and that the Sid_08 was one of them, given the expressed need for
a switch in the use of the site from extant employment to a housing allocation. We feel
the switch 5 would also better complement the expected housing allocation on the
opposite side of the road. The existing works (extant works) at Sid_08 have cost a
significant sum, and would equally contribute to the landscape amenity and drainage
betterment of a housing scheme. The site details in the approvalresultin a
Development area within FZ1, and as such, all the land is capable of providing good
housing land. My clients therefore object to the exclusion of their site from the Emerging
Local Plan with respect to any housing allocation. For your background information, |
enclose again the masterplan for a housing solution, which was supplied in April 2024.
This visualisation indicates how the site could be fully developed with housing. There
would also be a potentially workable option for my clients to retain approximately a
quarter of the site for employment purposes. If land for employment was retained, it
would be in the northeast corner of the site and could be no more than 25% of the site if
my clients are to obtain sufficient resource to make good headway in the delivery of the
Alexandria scheme. There has been significant interest in the site Sid_08 from housing
developers, and from nursing homes, but there has been no interest from separate
employment providers other than the employment created by nursing care or major



food retail (none of which align with the present (outgoing) policy position). The rent roll
information has been previously supplied and clarifies why revenue is insufficient to
make a case for capital investment on both sites. The spend to date for both sites (£2.5
million and £250,000) and the future projected costs to see one of the sites delivered (in
excess of £4 million for either site) is a factor in why both schemes are not viable. The
investment at the Alexandria Site is dependent on a more joined up understanding of
how the Alexandria and Sidford sites are linked in terms of investment. We hope, in
memory of the Council’s own need to upgrade its office site at the Knowle to a new
location, that it will understand the importance of this representation and allocate the
Sidford site for housing. If the Council cannot support this request for allocation, we
would hope that evidence can be placed before the Inspector in order that the Inspector
can scrutinise the points made above and previous background.



Full name: Joseph Marchant

Organisation (where relevant): Context Logic Ltd
Other party name (if relevant): Messrs Ford
Proposal:

5. Development in the Towns and Villages

1. To which part of the Development in the Towns and Villages chapter does your
representation relate?: Policy

1(a). Please write down the paragraph, policy or figure number that your
representation relates to.: SD10

3. Do you consider that this part of the Development in the Towns and Villages
chapter is sound?: No

3(b). If no, please give details of why you consider this part of the Development in
the Towns and Villages chapter is not sound. Please be as precise as possible.:
[Effectively a call for sites entry putting forward their site in Lympstone - Submitted on
behalf of client regarding land to the rear of Dawlish Park Terrace, Lympstone, EX8 5AA.
Sites s13l1n.]

Consultation Response to the East Devon Local Plan 2020-2042 (Regulation 19
Consultation) - Site Reference: Is13l1n, Land to the Rear of Dawlish Park Terrace,
Courtlands Lane, Lympstone, EX8 5AA, plus additional Land Title DN752646

1.0 Background Representations

1.0.1 I write to you on behalf of the owners of Land Titles DN752646, DN473230, and
DN499527, regarding the opportunity to give Representation as part of the Regulation 19
Consultation to the Local Plan 2020-2042. Part of the land which | write to you about
was submitted as part of the Call for Sites in February 2021. The site that was submitted
included 2 Title Numbers: DN473230 and DN499527. An email receipt from the Local
Plan process was generated on 5th February 2021 at 11.34, reference ls13l1n.

1.0.2 In the Site Selection Report for Lympstone, it is noted that reference is not made to
the above-mentioned site, ref I1s13l1n, that was put forward. In principle, the land that
was submitted can deliver 5+ dwellings. The land has mains water, foul drainage, power,
and telecommunications available, and can achieve good access.



1.0.3 Since the time of the Call for Sites, neighbouring land has also become available.
Land Title DN752646 is now offered for inclusion in the Local Plan.

1.0.4 The land is part of an existing urban block at the southern end of Lympstone, and
is one of the closest sites that was put forward in the context of the largest private
employer in the village, Lympstone Manor. The site is well connected to transport hubs.

2.0 Representations to the Consultation of the Local Plan

2.0.1 Itis noted that the Preferred Site allocations for Lympstone largely include sites
that complete existing urban blocks, and that site Lymp_01 offers no greater capacity
for development than that offered at the rear of Dawlish Park Terrace.

2.0.2 With regard to landscape value, historic environment, ecology, and flood risk, the
land presented by my clients is suitable for development.

2.0.3 Lympstone is a highly desirable location for allocation given the number of
available services, and in particular, the availability of good transport and cycle routes.
Key employment and leisure facilities can be accessed via the public transport and
cycle connections. Within the village, there are employment opportunities, the largest
private employment opportunity being 3 Lympstone Manor. To cater for employment
opportunity and staff demands, close to Lympstone Manor, it would be desirable to see
existing brown field sites within walking and cycle distance of the Manor promoted in
the Local Plan. My clients’ site is the closest site to this significant employer.

2.0.4 The total area of the site now being put forward, including Title Number
DN752646, could now achieve additional dwellings. The site is brownfield, and
therefore should be a priority for development opportunity.

2.0.5 There is nothing about the character of the site which would compromise its
ability to deliver housing, and given that existing housing surrounds the site, there would
be no contextual adversity created by development of the land being put forward.

2.0.6 Given the need for diverse housing options, this site should be considered for
allocation. The allocation and development of this site would improve the amenity of
the land, which at present, is empty, previously developed land, and does not
contribute to amenity value at present.

3.0 Summary

3.0.1 Attached are the 3 Land Titles relevant to the single block of land, which has been
previously developed, and which is now empty, and which should be allocated for
having development.

3.0.2 The attached Title Numbers DN473230, DN499527, and DN752646, show the
names of the owners who seek allocation.



3.0.3 The Site is capable of development with no adverse impact, and sits in close
proximity to the most significant private employer within the settlement, making it a
desirable and sustainable site for allocation.



