Ref:
East Devon Local Plan

Publication Stage (Regulation 19)

i F fficial
Representation Form (For officia

use only)

District Council

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://eastdevonlocalplanregl19.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 Stuart Houlet for PCL Planning Ltd

Are you acting as an agent for Yes - Waddeton Park Limited

another party?

Organisation (where relevant) PCL Planning Ltd

Address line 1 13a-15a Old Park Avenue

Address line 2

Address line 3 Exeter

Postcode EX1 3WD

Email address s.houlet@pclplanning.co.uk



https://eastdevonlocalplanreg19.commonplace.is/
mailto:localplan@eastdevon.gov.uk

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 |WS01,WS09 & 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 D

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)

Chapter 4 — Development at the West End
Strategic Policy WS01: Development of a second new community east of Exeter

We are concerned that there remains an over reliance on the role of the new community in the

Plan period and that this further undermines the Plan’s assumptions in respect of housing delivery
and providing siifficient sites to meet local needs The lessons of Cranbrook and the lona lead in

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)

Modifications Required

It is important that the housing delivery rate assumed from the new community within the Plan
period is evidenced based in order that it is robust. Given the lead-in times involved and
experience from other strategic sites, it is seems clear that the levels suggested will not be met.

The Plan should therefore be modified to include a more realistic and evidence based provision
from the new commiinitv and siifficient other sites should he incliided to address the shortfall and

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 Yes, I wish to

wish to participate in []
participate in hearing

hearing session(s)
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)

To elaborate further on these and previous representations made on the Plan.

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.


https://eastdevon.gov.uk/access-to-information/data-protection/privacy-notices/
https://www.commonplace.is/privacy-policy
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Strategic Policy WS01: Development of a second new community east of Exeter

We are concerned that there remains an over reliance on the role of the new community in the Plan period and that this further undermines the Plan’s assumptions in respect of housing delivery and providing sufficient sites to meet local needs. The lessons of Cranbrook and the long lead in times in establishing land assembly and infrastructure planning do not appear to have been taken into account. 

Whilst not objecting to the principle of the new community we do consider the Council are premature at this stage to rely on an assumption of 3,300 new homes being delivered within the Plan period by 2042. This is because beyond broad technical feasibility and a vision there is still a significant absence of detail as to how the new settlement will come forward and what is actually proposed. 

Given this we have previously suggested the Plan should treat it as little more than a direction of travel, with only minimal reliance on it in terms of housing delivery within the Plan period. There seems no further evidence to suggest that proposals have tangibly progressed and certainly not to underpin the level of delivery now being suggested. Again, this reliance places additional pressures on the effectiveness of the Plan in the second half of the Plan period if, as expected, the suggested level of housing coming forward on the site is significantly behind the trajectory. 

It emphasises the points we have raised above in respect of spatial strategy and how the plan deals with housing delivery generally, in that over assumption of delivery across a narrower range of complex sites can only result in under supply and not meeting need. Whilst it is correct that the new community will have an important role in the future, it is not there yet in terms of certainty of detail and should not be used to underpin this Plan’s strategy. Instead, this Plan’s strategy should be based on a range of sites that includes maximising opportunities early in the Plan period and the delivery of sites less burdened by constraints and infrastructure capacity issues.

Modifications Required

It is important that the housing delivery rate assumed from the new community within the Plan period is evidenced based in order that it is robust. Given the lead-in times involved and experience from other strategic sites, it is seems clear that the levels suggested will not be met. The Plan should therefore be modified to include a more realistic and evidence based provision from the new community and sufficient other sites should be included to address the shortfall and to provide resilience to the Plan strategy as a whole.

Strategic Policy WS09: Clyst Valley Regional Park

Strategic Policy WS09 (Clyst Valley Regional Park) identifies, and contains policy for, the Regional Park. As raised previously in response to the Regulation 18 consultation, whilst we recognise the benefits of the Clyst Valley Regional Park (CVRP) in providing connected multi-functional green infrastructure in the eastern edge of Exeter, the rationale for its review and extension of its boundaries is not clearly explained or justified within the consultation material. Nor are the implications of the revised boundaries set out in terms of the overall strategy of the emerging Local Plan, strategic growth or development opportunities.

The policy contains a range of requirements for major development within, or on land adjacent to the Regional Park. Whilst some of these requirements, like providing connections to the CVRP (requirement B), are reasonable and feasible, other requirements appear inappropriate. 

We are particularly concerned that requirement F of the policy requires contributions to the CVRP targets, including habitat restoration, tree canopy cover, public open space meeting certain standards, and delivering cycle trails. This policy appears to introduce a requirement that goes beyond typical delivery requirements. The implications on the deliverability and viability of relevant allocations have not been tested or considered further within the evidence base. There is no evidence that the policy will therefore be effective.

There also remains a lack of clarity on the potential impact of the CVRP extensions on existing businesses, including farming enterprises within or adjacent to the revised boundaries and how this might impact upon those existing uses and activities.

Modifications Required

Policy WS09 requires further evidence to demonstrate that the policy objectives of the CVRP are necessary and would not place unreasonable demands on development, leading to deliverability or viability issues. Without this further evidence the policy in its current form is unjustified and would be ineffective. It should be amended to reflect broad objectives to be encouraged rather than required or be deleted from the Plan.

Strategic Policy WS10: Development next to the M5 and north of Topsham

The allocation of the urban extension to the north of Topsham for mixed use development is supported. From a sustainability perspective, we would agree that an urban extension to Exeter and Topsham, and the access to the wide range of services and facilities that the City provides, is one of the most sustainable options for the Local Plan in delivering strategic planned growth.

Whilst we agree master planning will be an important element in ensuring development can come forward in a comprehensive and planned way we do consider the proposed wording of the policy is too negative in respect of release of individual sites. 

Our client’s site at Land at Clyst Road forms the southern most element of the allocation, although it also has a strong relationship with the adjoining consented sites to the west and forms the next logical phase of the development currently being built out. It represents a relatively small element of the land allocated at north Topsham and the delivery of that wider strategic allocation is not dependent on it. In these circumstances there is no reason why that site could not come forward as an early phase, provided it demonstrates it will not prejudice the delivery of the wider area. A Framework masterplan has previously been provided to the Council that demonstrates that would not be the case.

There are clear benefits to this approach in that it enables elements of the allocation to be delivered as early phases to support Plan resilience and early housing delivery. It will begin to establish key principles and a direction of travel for the remainder of the allocation as well as building confidence in the Plan strategy.

Modifications Required

As set out above we are generally supportive of Policy WS10 but are concerned as currently written it does rule out a more phased and flexible approach and early delivery. The allocation should be modified to not rule out individual site release as a matter of principle. Instead wording requiring individual elements to demonstrate that they would not prejudice the delivery of the wider area would be more appropriate.

	Text17: Modifications Required

It is important that the housing delivery rate assumed from the new community within the Plan period is evidenced based in order that it is robust. Given the lead-in times involved and experience from other strategic sites, it is seems clear that the levels suggested will not be met. The Plan should therefore be modified to include a more realistic and evidence based provision from the new community and sufficient other sites should be included to address the shortfall and to provide resilience to the Plan strategy as a whole.

Policy WS09 requires further evidence to demonstrate that the policy objectives of the CVRP are necessary and would not place unreasonable demands on development, leading to deliverability or viability issues. Without this further evidence the policy in its current form is unjustified and would be ineffective. It should be amended to reflect broad objectives to be encouraged rather than required or be deleted from the Plan.

As set out above we are generally supportive of Policy WS10 but are concerned as currently written it does rule out a more phased and flexible approach and early delivery. The allocation should be modified to not rule out individual site release as a matter of principle. Instead wording requiring individual elements to demonstrate that they would not prejudice the delivery of the wider area would be more appropriate.
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