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NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY 
 

The Mid Devon Allocations and Infrastructure Development Plan Document 
[DPD] provides an appropriate basis for the development of individual allocated 
sites and related infrastructure across the District up to the year 2026 in 
accordance with the previously adopted Core Strategy.  Some changes are 
necessary to ensure that the DPD is sound but the locations and types of 
development allocated to the four main settlements and rural areas are 
justified by the available evidence and there is reasonable prospect of it being 
effectively delivered. 
 
Apart from modification to the detailed policy criteria and text, the main 
recommended changes are summarised as follows: 
 

 Changes put forward by MDDC:  
o revised policies for the implementation of the Community 

Infrastructure Levy [CIL] Regulations,  
o deletion of the Crediton Bypass, 
o revised route for the Crediton Link Road, and 
o textual changes with reference to the revocation of the RSS since 

the Examination commenced.  
 

 Changes recommended by the Inspectors: 
o removal of the order of priority for the release of contingency 

sites, 
o modification of housing trajectories to take account of a likely 

shortfall in housing to be achieved within the Tiverton Eastern 
Urban Extension, and 

o deletion of the Five Bridges gypsy site allocation. 
 
None of these changes alter the overall approach of MDDC to future 
development in Mid Devon. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

1.1 This Report contains our assessment of whether the Mid Devon Allocations and 
Infrastructure Development Plan Document [the DPD] is legally compliant and 
sound in terms of Section 20(5) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004.  Planning Policy Statement [PPS] 12 at paragraphs 4.51-4.52 states that 
for the DPD to be sound it must be justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy. 

1.2 In Section 2 of the Report we review the compliance of the DPD with legal 
requirements and in Section 3 we deal with the main matters identified for 
consideration with respect to soundness.  We first address four general matters 
and then turn to the development proposals for each main settlement and the 
rural areas, including the non-allocated sites put forward by Representors.  All 
the issues of soundness which arose in the Examination are identified by way of 
suitable subheadings in connection with each main matter and each site.  We 
reach our overall conclusion and recommendation in Section 4 and append three 
Appendices comprising schedules of changes required for soundness and 
accuracy.     

1.3 We start on the assumption that Mid Devon District Council [MDDC] has 
submitted what it considers to be a sound DPD. The basis for the Examination is 
the submitted draft DPD. 

1.4 MDDC produced a schedule of minor changes [MCs]1. These are intended to be 
amendments solely to update the DPD, correct small inaccuracies or provide 
further clarification without addressing key aspects of soundness.  We agree 
that all the amendments put forward as MCs are indeed minor and make no 
further comment on them except for three [MC3 and MC26-27] which gave rise 
to public objection and are considered later in the Report.  However, we 
endorse all the minor changes in the interests of clarity and accuracy.  These 
changes are shown in Appendix B. 

1.5 We are content for MDDC to make any additional minor changes such as to 
page, figure, paragraph numbers and to correct spelling prior to adoption. 

1.6 Further changes were brought about after the submission of the DPD by 
circumstances beyond the control of MDDC, namely the publication of the 
Community Infrastructure Levy [CIL] Regulations in April 2010 [Council Change 
2 - CC2] and the decision of the Devon County Highway Authority [CHA] to 
abandon the proposed Crediton Bypass and to support an alternative line for the 
Crediton Link Road2 [CC4].  These changes were advertised and we take into 
account the public response3.  

1.7 During the Examination there were also material changes in national planning 
policy.  These comprised the revocation of all Regional Spatial Strategies [RSSs] 
and the revision of Planning Policy Statement 3 [PPS3] to remove private 
gardens from the definition of previously developed [brownfield] land and to 

                                       
 
1 CD8/8 19 July 2010 
2 CD9/51 
3 CD9/58b 
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delete the indicative lower limit of 30 dwellings per hectare [dph] on the density  
new housing.  We take into account the response of MDDC to these changes4 
alongside the views of Representors5.   

1.8 MDDC put forward a further series of changes to remove reference to the RSS 
following revocation6 and we treat these in the same way as the MCs, making 
no further comment upon them.  Again we endorse all these amendments in the 
interests of clarity and accuracy and they appear in Appendix A. 

1.9 As we emphasised throughout the Examination, it is our limited remit to test 
whether the DPD is sound as submitted, not to attempt to improve it.  
Accordingly, whilst the right of Representors to appear in support of proposed 
changes and non-allocated sites is fully recognised, this binding Report focuses 
upon matters that go to the heart of soundness.   Changes that have been 
proposed or agreed by the Council in discussion or correspondence are set out 
in Appendix A [CC1-4].  The changes that we ourselves recommend are kept to 
the minimum that we conclude on the evidence are essential to ensure the 
soundness of the DPD in the light of legal requirements and/or the soundness 
criteria in PPS12.  Our own recommended changes are set out separately in 
Appendix C [Inspector Changes 1-21 – IC1-21].     

1.10 None of the recommended changes materially alter the substance of the overall 
DPD and its policies, or undermine the sustainability appraisal and participatory 
processes already undertaken. 

2. LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 

Local Development Scheme [LDS] 

2.1 The DPD complies with the Mid Devon LDS as revised in June 20107. 

Statement of Community Involvement [SCI]8  

2.2 There is public disquiet, for example among the residents of Crediton and 
Bampton and within the Gypsy and Traveller community, that consultation on 
the allocation of sites was incomplete or inaccessible.  However, it is evident 
from the documents submitted by MDDC, including the Regulation 30(1)(d) and 
30(1)(e) Statements and its Self Assessment Paper9, that MDDC has met the 
requirements for community involvement as set out in the Regulations and SCI.  
MDDC undertook additional public consultation during the Examination 
concerning non-allocated sites promoted by Representors as well as both the 
minor and the significant changes to which we refer in Section 1 above. We are 
therefore satisfied overall that sufficient public consultation has taken place to 
enable us to proceed to formulate our conclusions upon the soundness of the 
DPD. 

                                       
 
4 CD9/55b 
5 CD9/58c 
6 CD9/59a 
7 CD8/11a(ii)and(iii) 
8 CD8/1 
9 EB24 
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Sustainability Appraisal [SA] and Appropriate Assessment  

2.3 In parallel with preparing the DPD, MDDC carried out a SA, later supplemented 
during the Examination10.  The non-allocated sites put forward by Representors 
are covered in the SA by MDDC or are accompanied by an individual SA by the 
promoter.  Questions arising from the SAs are covered in considering the 
individual allocations in Section 3 under Matters 5 to 9.  However, we deal with 
some general points of adequacy under Matter 1.  

2.4 There is no need for an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Directive. 

National and Regional Policy  

2.5 The DPD has due regard to national policy set down in relevant Planning Policy 
Statements and Circulars.  The alterations in national policy announced during 
the Examination are taken into account in our recommendations but overall 
have no direct impact on the soundness of the DPD.   

Community Strategy 

2.6 The DPD has had regard to the community strategy for the area. 

Overall Conclusion on Legal Requirements  

2.7 The DPD complies with all the other specific requirements of the 2004 Act and 
Regulations [as amended].  Accordingly, the legal requirements have all been 
met.     

3. CONSIDERATIONS of SOUNDNESS  

Matter 1 - Broad Level, Distribution and Monitoring of Development  

Core Strategy [CS]   

3.1 The CS provides for a variation of plus or minus ten per cent of its 
requirements.  Practical housing and employment distributions utilised in the 
preparation of the DPD are as set out in the following tables provided by 
MDDC11.  The lowest figures for conformity with the CS are 6,120 dwellings 
[Table 1 Line1] and 264,000sqm employment floorspace [Table 2 Line 1].   

Table 1 – Housing Distributions [dwellings]  
 

  Tiverton Cullompton Crediton Bampton Rural Total 

1 CS-10% 2,610 1,710 630 180 990 6,120 

2 CS 2,900 1,900 700 200 1,100 6,800 

3 CS+10% 3,190 2,090 770 220 1210 7,480 

4 DPD 3,540 2,290 791 210 1,125 7,956 

 

                                       
 
10 EB20, EB20a, EB20b 
11 CD9/2 pp4-5 
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Table 2 – Employment Distributions [square metres of floorspace] 
 

  Tiverton Cullompton Crediton Bampton Rural Total 

1 CS-10% 108,000 72,000 36,000 7,200 41,400 264,600 

2 CS 120,000 80,000 40,000 8,000 46,000 294,000 

3 CS+10% 132,000 88,000 44,000 8,800 50,600 323,400 

4 DPD 142,651 97,213 [18,366]** [5,768]** 75,600 339,598* 

** shortfall         * corrected     

3.2 Table 1 shows that the DPD appropriately seeks to apportion housing between 
the four named settlements and rural areas in the manner set down in the CS.   

3.3 Table 2 shows that the DPD also provides related employment development 
sufficient to meet the District-wide CS target as well as individual settlement 
requirements for Tiverton and Cullompton.   However, for Crediton and 
Bampton there is a substantial employment shortfall, only offset by an excess in 
the Rural Areas [Table 2 Line 4].  In Crediton this shortfall occurs because 
opportunities for employment development are limited by air quality 
considerations and due to the non-availability of, and public opposition to, a 
range of sites.  In Bampton, there is a range of physical constraints due to the 
town’s modest extent and its location in a floodplain surrounded by steep 
hillsides where access is poor.  In addition, one available site in Bampton is 
affected by land contamination.  These departures are not key shortcomings of 
the DPD because they do not undermine the CS overall.  On balance the 
employment provisions in Crediton and Bampton are justified by local 
circumstances.   

3.4 It was not within the scope of the Examination, nor is it for this Report to revisit 
the CS itself.  However, in the circumstances MDDC should reconsider strategic 
provisions for the distribution of employment between settlements when the CS 
is reviewed in due course.   

Delivery and Flexibility 

3.5 The soundness of the DPD also depends upon its effectiveness in delivering the 
amount of development it proposes.  Therefore the DPD should be capable of 
providing some 6,800 dwellings and about 294,000sqm employment floorspace, 
equal to the CS requirements [Table 1 Line 2 and Table 2 Line 2].   

3.6 We conclude below that the individually allocated sites and the proposed 
developments of the DPD can be delivered over a timescale that would 
correspond with the predicted housing trajectories per settlement, and District-
wide, with the exceptions that: 

 the Tiverton Eastern Urban Extension [EUE] cannot deliver 200dpa between 
2017 and 2026 as predicted but a maximum over that period of 150dpa, 
and    

 the Blundells School site could be compromised by constraints on access 
and capacity. 

3.7 As a result, the full and timely delivery of the combined 2,200 dwellings and 
137,000sqm employment floorspace of these two allocations is in doubt and this 
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could result in the delivery of some 600 fewer dwellings and 30,000sqm less 
employment floorspace than the allocations would claim.  However, this would 
only reduce the total provision to about 7,350 dwellings and 310,000sqm 
employment floorspace, still close to the middle of the range of compliance with 
the CS.  Although the removal of the indicative minimum density of 30dph 
might now increase land take to a degree, there is no evidence to suggest a 
general reduction below the order of density assumed in the DPD.   

3.8 Overall therefore, the likely reduction in actual provision over the plan period of 
the order we identify does not require the inclusion of additional sites in this 
DPD.  Nor does it justify the full allocation of the three contingency sites.  It 
follows that it is not necessary for us to report substantially upon the several 
non-allocated sites put forward in the representations.  We do so only in 
sufficient detail to indicate that, on a balanced consideration of all relevant 
factors, none of the non-allocated sites should be substituted for those in the 
DPD.   

3.9 We recommend changes [IC1-3] consequent upon the foregoing conclusions to 
ensure the internal consistency of the DPD with respect to the housing 
trajectory histograms and delivery table.  

3.10 The flexibility of the DPD is supported by the inclusion of the three contingency 
sites, triggered by defined action levels set by Policy AL/DE/1.  The action levels 
for release of contingency sites should be adjusted downward to 10% below the 
CS housing requirement and that change is now proposed by MDDC consistent 
with the revocation of the RSS and consequent removal of its higher draft 
housing allocations [Appendix A].  In addition, given the likely reduction in 
achievable housing numbers, Policy AL/DE/1 should be modified to remove the 
order of priority and allow the contingency sites to come forward in any order 
necessary to provide greater flexibility in meeting any shortfall in provision that 
occurs in practice [IC4].  This could also help to offset the employment shortfall 
in Crediton where the Pedlerspool site potentially makes a substantial 
contribution.  

Site Selection and the Sustainability Appraisal  

3.11 The Sustainability Appraisal [SA] presented by MDDC12 emerged from an 
iterative process alongside the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
[SHLAA] and in that sense is not truly independent.  However, there is nothing 
to say that the SA must be undertaken by an independent body, nor that the 
work undertaken by MDDC is less than robust.  We therefore consider that the 
site selection process was properly informed by the SA.  We recognise that the 
production of the SA necessarily involved subjective judgements affecting the 
choice between alternative sites and some of these judgements were 
questioned in the Examination.  We take these concerns into account in our 
consideration of the individual sites below.    

Green Infrastructure 

3.12 The allocation of Green Infrastructure [GI] alongside development sites was not 
originally part of Matter 1 but general concern emerged that GI is allocated 

                                       
 
12 EB20 supplemented by EB20a and CD9/39 
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within the boundary of the main housing and employment sites without clear 
justification.  However, it is important that Policy AL/IN/4 commits MDDC to 
preparing a GI Strategy, promoting a network of multifunctional open space of 
recreational, visual and biodiversity value.  The allocation of GI is broadly 
consistent with published standards of one accessible 20ha green space within 
2km of every home13.  Future planning applications involving these GI 
allocations should be informed by the GI Strategy once formulated under Policy 
AL/IN/4.  In the circumstances, the approach of the DPD to the provision of GI 
is justified and potentially effective. 

Monitoring 

3.13 It is the clear intention of Policy AL/MO/1 to monitor the implications of change 
for the LDF as a whole and the separate settlement and rural targets for 
housing and employment are listed in column 3 of the monitoring matrix against 
the relevant Indicators.  These monitoring provisions are effective. 

Matter 2 – Affordable Housing 

Target 

3.14 Although the Housing Market Assessment identifies a current need for about 
223 affordable homes per annum, Policy AL/DE/2 sets a target of 2000 equal to 
the CS requirement of 100 per annum.  MDDC estimate that in practice some 
2085 will be provided representing 28% of the total.  This requires the allocated 
sites generally to include 35% of dwellings as affordable units with the 
exception of Tiverton EUE where a lower contribution is expected due to the 
high cost of new infrastructure.   We refer to this again under Matter 5.  

3.15 MDDC provide evidence that the general 35% site target is viable but with 
limited scope to increase it.  Taking into account that affordable housing 
provision has previously been much lower than the present CS requirement, the 
general 35% target is justified. 

Policy AL/DE/3 

3.16 The level of prescription and detail in criteria a-d of Policy AL/DE/3 is 
appropriate to ensure that the objectives of the DPD for affordable housing 
provision are achieved.  In particular, criterion c rightly applies national advice14 
concerning choice of provider, whilst criterion d enables at least a degree of 
provision in difficult circumstances where affordable housing might otherwise 
not be achieved.  Criterion e too reflects the stipulation of paragraph 29 of PPS3 
for a financial contribution toward off-site affordable dwellings in circumstances 
where this is justified.  However the provision of criterion e for a fixed sum per 
market dwelling is too inflexible at policy level to be effective.  We recommend 
a more general wording for criterion e, given the amount of potential 
contributions is set out in paragraph 2.38 in any event. 

                                       
 
13 Accessible Natural Greenspace Standard – Natural England 
14 Delivering Affordable Housing 2006 paragraphs 48-49 
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Thresholds 

3.17 PPS3 advises that the lowering of thresholds below the 15 dwellings norm can 
be acceptable.  MDDC provide evidence that a District-wide threshold of 15 
dwellings could result in a significant reduction in the provision of affordable 
housing overall.  In urban areas about 44% of all dwellings have previously 
been on sites of less than 15 units.  In rural areas the need for affordable 
housing is high yet on past trends a threshold of 15 dwellings would exclude 
over 80% of sites from Policy AL/DE/3.  The reduced thresholds 5 dwellings for 
urban areas and 3 dwellings for rural areas are justified as providing a 
reasonable degree of certainty as to affordable housing requirements and 
provision. 

Conclusion  

3.18 Subject to the recommended changes to criterion e of Policy AL/DE/3 [IC5], the 
DPD is sound in its provisions for affordable housing. 

Matter 3 - Gypsy and Traveller Provision 

Need  

3.19 The District need for gypsy sites up to 2011 has already been met.  Although 
the RSS requirement itself has been revoked, there is no substantial dispute 
that there is a further need for 10 to 15 more pitches to be provided in Mid 
Devon between 2011 and 2026, including an allowance for population growth 
and to satisfy national policy in Circular 01/2006. 

Policy AL/DE/7 

3.20 Although partly duplicating future development management [DM] policies, 
Policy AL/DE/7, appropriately acts with the allocations elsewhere in the DPD to 
manage the location and impact of the required pitches and includes a test of 
need to avoid oversupply at any one time.  It is therefore justified in its 
submitted form and any additional control is a matter for the DM DPD.   

3.21 The requirement of criterion b that sites must be within 30 minutes non-car 
travel time from community facilities is reasonable in the District context and 
consistent with sustainability principles.  In practice the sites allocated to meet 
the net requirement would all comply in any event.  

3.22 To ensure the proper applicability of Policy AL/DE/7 to any location where a 
proposal might come forward, including in the proposed urban extensions to 
Tiverton and Cullompton, MDDC agree that the preamble should be clarified to 
avoid reference solely to applications in open countryside.  To make the Policy 
effective “including” should be inserted before “in the open countryside” in the 
preamble [CC1].  

Search for Sites  

3.23 MDDC undertook a search and published a call for gypsy and traveller sites 
involving direct consultation with relevant bodies including the Gypsy and 
Traveller Forum [GTF].  This yielded disappointing results in two respects.  First, 
representatives of the GTF claim that they were not consulted effectively or 
would have put forward at least the non-allocated site at Pleasant Stream, 
Uffculme Road, Willand.  Second, no sites were identified other than the sole 
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allocation at Merrimeade Farm, Five Bridges under Policy AL/GT/1.  Both sites 
are discussed below.  In Section 2 of this Report we conclude, on consideration 
of the documentary evidence, that appropriate consultation did take place in 
line with the SCI, albeit this failed to generate full response in some cases.  
Clearly the Examination provided a forum for consideration of the non-allocated 
site in any event.   

Merrimeade Farm, Five Bridges [Policy AL/GT/1] 

3.24 The site is allocated for 8 pitches over 0.5ha of rural agricultural land.  
Previously a site nearly twice the size was refused for 15 pitches on grounds of 
visual dominance.  No direct comparison can be made with the reduced 
allocation but it is evident that objection remains in terms of visual impact. 
There is also local concern over road safety at the nearby junction of the lane 
leading to the site where there is substandard forward visibility.  The allocation 
of this prominent rural site for gypsy use is unacceptable unless there is 
overriding need to justify its inclusion, and we return to this below.   

Pleasant Stream, Uffculme Road, Willand [Non-Allocated Site] 

3.25 The expansion of an existing gypsy site at Pleasant Stream to accommodate an 
additional 12 pitches with amenity blocks has also been refused previously on 
visual and amenity grounds.  The site is now promoted for 8 pitches so again 
there is no direct comparison but again there is additional local objection on 
road safety grounds due to fast traffic along the straight section of Uffculme 
Road that fronts the land.  Added to concern over local amenity there would be 
increased predominance of traveller sites in the immediate area where several 
such sites already exist.  Taking account of national guidance we consider that 
the proposed expansion of the Pleasant Stream site is unlikely to gain planning 
permission even for the reduced number of 8 pitches and that its allocation in 
place of the Merrimeade Farm site under Policy AL/GT/1 would not be justified 
or effective. 

The Urban Extensions and Contingency Site 

3.26 The urban extensions at Tiverton and Cullompton are both required in the 
supporting texts to the respective policies to provide at least five units each of 
their affordable housing in the form of new gypsy and traveller pitches.  The 
supporting text to the contingency site allocation at Pedlerspool includes the 
same provision.  MDDC agrees that these provisions should be elevated to 
policy status for clarity [MCs12, 31 and 41]. 

3.27 The requirement for the urban extensions to provide gypsy sites is expressed as 
a minimum.  Thus, even if the Pedlerspool contingency site is not brought 
forward, the total provision apart from Merrimeade Farm could reach the 
required 15 pitches between 2011 and 2026 if the stated minimum of 5 pitches 
were increased to 7 or 8 in each case.  Increases of that order would have only 
minor impact on such large allocations overall.  

3.28 These allocations lack certainty because they depend on the delivery and 
ultimate master planning of the urban extensions.  Even so, there are sufficient 
checks and balances within the relevant policies to ensure that suitable gypsy 
and traveller sites could be incorporated in the developments concerned in such 
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a manner that unacceptable conflict between adjacent land uses could be 
avoided.  

Conclusions  

3.29 The post-2011 District need for gypsy and traveller pitches can be met from the 
urban extensions to Tiverton and Cullompton and there is insufficient 
justification to include either the Pleasant Stream non-allocated site or 
allocation at Merrimeade Farm.  Therefore we recommend that Policy AL/GT/1 
be deleted [IC21]. 

3.30 It remains for MDDC to undertake additional work during the life of the DPD to 
monitor the performance of the policies providing for gypsy accommodation and 
to seek further sites if the need arises.  

Matter 4 - Infrastructure Provision 

Provision and Funding 

3.31 MDDC produced its Infrastructure Plan15 [IP] in dialogue with service and 
infrastructure providers.  Table 10 of the IP thus represents a realistic estimate 
of the costs of all of the items of strategic infrastructure necessary to support 
the developments proposed in the DPD, including transport, health and 
community facilities.  [There is no item for the now deleted Crediton Bypass 
because that was never regarded as strategic infrastructure.] 

3.32 About half the total infrastructure costs of some £117million are expected to be 
met by public funding, leaving a gap of about £59million to be provided by 
developer contributions, including works to trunk road improvements for which 
no national provision exists.  

3.33 MDDC estimates that £35million could be raised by Community Infrastructure 
Levy [CIL] or equivalent contributions of £115 per square metre of net 
additional housing floorspace from allocated sites, equivalent to £10,000 per 
dwelling on average.  There is support for this figure in the revised assessment 
of the viability of housing sites of December 200916.  MDDC further estimates 
that an additional £10million would be raised from 1000 windfall dwellings.  
These are optimistic predictions that assume full development of all allocations 
yet still fall £14million short of closing the funding gap.   

3.34 However the costs of projects of high priority to be funded by CIL amounts to 
only about £37million, including main road and air quality improvement 
schemes.  Allowing for a degree of flexibility in infrastructure provision, savings 
of up to £22million could therefore be made, more than sufficient to close the 
residual funding gap of £14million. 

3.35 Such cost and income predictions are innately uncertain and so regular and 
careful monitoring and reassessment will be vital.  However, the DPD is sound 
in its approach to the funding of essential infrastructure. 

                                       
 
15 EB11 
16 EB19 
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Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations and Planning Obligations 

3.36 The CIL Regulations came into force in April 2010, during the Examination.  In 
response MDDC propose further changes to Policies AL/IN/1 and 2 [CC2].  
These changes have been advertised and we take into account the 
representations received upon them. 

3.37 Policies AL/IN/1 and AL/IN/2 and their supporting text in the revised form 
proposed by MDDC serve as a statement of intent with respect to raising 
developer contributions by way of CIL and planning obligations subject to 
considerations of need and viability.  It is for the future CIL schedule under 
separate legislation to establish the amount of the levy based on infrastructure 
priorities and viability assessments.  The revised policies aid certainty in the 
interpretation of the DPD and the proposed change is justified, effective and 
renders the DPD sound, whereas in its original text it unduly anticipated the 
formulation of the future CIL schedule.  We accordingly recommend the changes 
proposed.   

Policies AL/IN/3 and 5 – Public Open Space and Education 

3.38 The wording of Policy AL/IN/3 on public open space [POS] provision is not 
consistent with that of Policy AL/IN/5 dealing with education facilities.  However, 
the two policies are conceptually different.  It is a requirement that all housing 
development make a direct or indirect contribution toward POS to serve new 
residents.  The need for a contribution toward education depends upon peaks in 
demand and whether a development would create a shortage of education 
provision in a given area.  Both policies, read with their supporting text, are 
sound. 

Policy AL/IN/6 – Carbon Footprint Reduction 

3.39 The requirement of Policy AL/IN/6 for “at least 10%” energy from renewable 
sources or low carbon sources should not become a target or ceiling.   Properly 
read with the supporting text at paragraph 3.30 it is clear that 10% is a 
minimum requirement in support of the principle that energy provision should 
be as sustainable as possible.  The Policy is sound in this respect. 

Conclusion  

3.40 Subject to the changes proposed by MDDC [CC2], Chapter 3 of the DPD – 
Infrastructure – is sound.  

Matter 5 - Tiverton Proposals 

Tiverton Eastern Urban Extension [EUE][Policies AL/TIV/1-7] 

Development Capacity 

3.41 Representors contend that 25ha of the 108ha developable area of the EUE 
would in practice be occupied by drainage, landscaping, floodplain, roads and a 
secondary school for which no allowance has been made, resulting in a net 
shortfall of some 20ha.  The allocation might thus only have the capacity to 
provide about 1800 dwellings and 95,000sqm employment, with the deletion 
from PPS3 of the national minimum housing density having a further reducing 
effect.  We address the significance of this shortfall below and under Matter 1. 
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Delivery 

3.42 We doubt the projected rate of delivery of housing of 200 dwellings per annum 
[dpa] post-2017.  There was no dispute during the Examination that delivery of 
more than about 50dpa each by three developers is rarely exceeded on a single 
allocation in a normal economic climate and that the delivery of a maximum of 
150dpa is a more realistic expectation for the EUE.  MDDC were unable to 
produce evidence of any truly comparable example to demonstrate that the EUE 
is likely to deliver more than 150 dwellings in any year.  With the economy 
currently in recession and no major recovery forecast, the predicted delivery 
rate in the ten years up to 2026 is over-optimistic and unjustified.  The 
projected delivery of the EUE should be reduced to 150dpa and the relevant 
housing trajectory adjusted accordingly.   

Viability    

3.43 There is no quantified evidence to justify the specific reduction of affordable 
housing to 25% in Policy AL/TIV/1b or its deferment until the delivery of the 
400th dwelling in Policy AL/TIV/6d and both figures should be deleted as 
reliance can still be placed on the flexibility provided by Policies AL/TIV/1 and 7 
for further assessment of the viability of affordable housing [IC7; IC9]. 

3.44 The reference in Policy AL/TIV/4 to contributions if necessary toward the cost of 
a secondary school is vague and yet carries implications for development 
capacity and viability.  Paragraph 5.31 explains that this is a matter for master 
planning and that secondary education provision is only likely to arise late in the 
plan period.  We recommend no change in this connection. 

Access, Infrastructure and Phasing 

3.45 Both the optional routes for the western access are problematic.  The shorter 
northern route would require a new bridge over the River Lowman and junction 
improvements at Heathcoat Way and so would be relatively costly.  The longer 
southern option potentially constrains the Blundells School site and runs close to 
existing houses.  It would cross the road serving recent residential 
developments at Gornhay Orchard and Coleman Close, creating a new junction 
with flank road frontages to the end properties on both sides.  The amenity 
implication of this is noted in paragraph 5.13 of the supporting text.  The choice 
between the two western routes is a matter for later master planning and it 
would be premature to impose a choice between the two routes.  We refer to 
this matter again in connection with the Blundells School allocation below.  

3.46 The phasing of new dwellings is regulated by Policy AL/TIV/6 with reference to 
the completion of the necessary transport infrastructure by a series of 
appropriate trigger points supported by the Devon CHA on the basis of traffic 
predictions.  Policy AL/TIV/6 provides in its preamble for variation of these 
thresholds and this affords due flexibility.  

3.47 There is no need for any policy changes with respect to road access. 

Planning Impact    

3.48 There is potential for adverse impact on: 
 existing residential and community development such as schools, 
 road traffic levels, 
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 flood risk, 
 visual amenity of the Grand Western Canal Conservation Area and the 

adjacent landscape including the footpath along the former railway line, 
 wildlife and ancient hedgerows in West Manley Lane, and   
 best and most versatile agricultural land.  

3.49 It is inevitable that the urbanisation required by Policies AL/TIV/1-7 will 
engender major alteration to the surroundings and the lifestyle of its present 
residents of the EUE and users of its existing community facilities and farmland.  
However, it is not proposed that built development occupies any area subject to 
any protective designation for wildlife or landscape and flood risk due to 
increased run-off will be addressed by sustainable drainage systems.  Otherwise 
there is sufficient scope for all potential conflicts between land uses to be 
avoided by way of the master planning exercise yet to be initiated by MDDC 
under Policy AL/TIV/7 without modification to the boundaries of the allocation as 
whole or the area of Green Infrastructure designated within it.  Additional road 
traffic is subject to controls on transport phasing in Policies AL/TIV/2 and 6 to 
avoid undue congestion and disturbance, in particular along Blundells Road.  
Finally, the strategic requirement of the adopted CS for this level of 
development in eastern Tiverton overrides the loss of farmland in this instance. 

Conclusion 

3.50 A potential shortfall totalling some 450 dwellings based on likely maximum 
delivery rates post-2017 is compounded by doubt over the capacity of the 
allocation to accommodate more than about 1800 dwellings and 95,000sqm 
employment overall.  For Policy AL/TIV/1 to be effective its numerical provisions 
must be realistic and duly reflected in the supporting text and graphics.  We 
accordingly make recommendation to qualify the overall housing and 
employment figures as a range and to carry forward the lower delivery rate into 
the housing trajectory table and histograms of Chapter 2 [IC6; IC8].   

3.51 Those changes coupled with the removal of the quantitative references to 
affordable housing percentages will ensure that Policies AL/TIV/1-7 to create 
the Tiverton EUE are justified and effective in themselves.  Any resulting 
shortfall could be made up by the release of contingency sites.   

Hartnoll Farm Non-Allocated Site [suggested further eastern extension]  

3.52 Planning permission exists for the employment use of part of the Hartnoll Farm 
non-allocated site, including two new-build units and 297sqm floorspace.  An 
earlier proposal for compounds of over 4,000sqm was dismissed at appeal on 
grounds of traffic impact.  Unlike the bulk of the EUE allocation lands, the site is 
immediately available and already in part-employment use.  We make no direct 
comparison between the proposal to add the land to the EUE and the rejected 
appeal scheme because traffic impact could be alleviated by the new road 
infrastructure expressly required to serve the EUE. 

3.53 However, further built development on the site would appear to jut prominently 
into the open countryside beyond Tiverton and toward Halberton, leading to a 
perceived threat of coalescence between the two settlements, even with Green 
Infrastructure designated along the eastern boundary.  This would have a 
substantial visual impact as well as involving the loss of more high quality 
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agricultural land.  There would be similar considerations of impact on the Canal, 
wildlife and hedgerows as arise in connection with the EUE.   

3.54 We conclude above that the EUE may not deliver its full complement of housing 
and employment within the plan period.  However, it is not likely to give rise to 
such a shortfall that additional land would be required apart from the release of 
contingency sites.  There is no evidence of need for the proposed additional 
allocation sufficient to override the material planning objections to it.  

Farleigh Meadows [Policy AL/TIV/8] 

3.55 The national importance of the southern vista from Knightshayes Historic Park 
and Garden is recognised in paragraph 5.61 and Policy AL/TIV/8f.  It is for 
development management policies elsewhere in the LDF to protect such 
interests.  There is no need for any change to Policy AL/TIV/8f.     

3.56 It is essential to provide continuous fencing to the Mill Leat and to avoid 
pollution of the water it carries to the nearby factory.  However, these interests 
are sufficiently protected by paragraph 5.59 and Policy AL/TIV/8b, given MCs21 
and 22 to insert direct reference to pollution alongside that to security 
measures.   

Blundells School [Policy AL/TIV/9] 

Flood Risk 

3.57 There is a history of flooding to factories in the Business Park north of the River 
Lowman and in the gardens of houses in Coleman Close.  The proposed 
development relies upon land raising in the functional flood plain to create some 
6ha of developable land south of the River.  Justification for this approach 
depends upon meeting the Exception Test of PPS25, whereby the benefit of 
development should outweigh flood risk with no increase in flood risk elsewhere.  
The projected development would bring the benefit of improving the potentially 
contaminated brownfield sites.  It is also evident from a submitted technical 
report17 that existing flood risk could be reduced by increasing flood plain 
capacity in the allocated Green Infrastructure area beside the River.  This 
approach has received the qualified support of the EA18.  On this basis the 
allocation is justified in terms of the Exception Test but there are implications 
for viability and delivery.  

Access and Living Conditions 

3.58 This allocation is subject to the same uncertainties over road access as the EUE.  
The Blundells School site itself must, in any event, be served ultimately by an 
access road from Heathcoat Way to the west, in order to bypass Blundells Road.  
In addition, criterion e of Policy AL/TIV/9 and text paragraph 5.65 correctly 
provide for the road to form part of the southern link with the EUE if that is 
required, as an alternative to the northern route, to complete the western 
access required by Policy AL/TIV/2.  Despite the extra length of the southern 
route and its proximity to houses, it needs to be retained as an option at least 

                                       
 
17 CD9/25 
18 CD9/26  
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until master planning of the EUE under Policy AL/TIV/7 leads to the most 
appropriate choice of route.    

3.59 Although the SA does not pick up the severance that would occur between 
Gornhay Orchard and Coleman Close if the access road were required to be 
extended eastward, the allocation is otherwise justified by the SHLAA as well as 
the SA as supplemented by MDDC during the Examination19.  Given that the 
amenity implication of the access road is acknowledged in paragraph 5.13 of the 
supporting text, there is sufficient scope for any design to address the quality of 
the living conditions of existing and prospective residents. 

Viability  

3.60 An access to serve the allocation alone need not be much different in 
construction and cost from a through link to the EUE.  The EUE should itself 
fund any additional infrastructure necessary to its own development.  Therefore, 
the choice of western access route to the EUE has no great implications for the 
viability of the Blundells School allocation.  

3.61 However, there is much design work to be undertaken before the details and 
costs of the required land raising and flood risk alleviation measures are known.  
As well as potential for delay in completing the design work, there is also 
uncertainty about the precise extent of both the developable land that can be 
achieved and the area of Green Infrastructure which will accommodate the 
additional flood plain capacity.  

3.62 There is some question as to when the scrapyard will become available for 
redevelopment and it is possible that land contamination due to that or previous 
poultry processing uses will have to be remedied.  Moreover, Policy AL/TIV/9 
prevents the release of houses for occupation until the scrapyard is removed. 

3.63 All these factors potentially add to the costs of the proposed redevelopment.  
Given such costs, the general requirement for 35% affordable housing over the 
threshold of Policy AL/DE/3 could act as a disincentive to prospective 
developers.  A further constraint is the substantial requirement for 7,000sqm of 
employment within Class B1.  Historically there has been a low uptake of 
employment land in Tiverton and the District as a whole.  Overall, the foregoing 
constraints reduce the viability of the allocation to an extent that Policy 
AL/TIV/9 could become ineffective.  

Flexibility 

3.64 There is however scope for increased flexibility in the interpretation and wording 
of Policy AL/TIV/9.  Although Policy AL/TIV/9 criterion a repeats without 
qualification the 35% affordable housing target, Policy AL/DE/3 criterion a 
applies that percentage only above the relevant threshold, whilst criterion b 
provides for a reduction when there is evidence that development would 
become unachievable if the full 35% target were imposed.  The DPD, properly 
read as a whole, thus allows substantial flexibility for the provision of affordable 
housing according to site circumstances.  

                                       
 
19 CD9/39 
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3.65 Policy AL/TIV/9 criterion b requires 7,000sqm of Class B1 employment 
development.  The historic low uptake of employment land in Tiverton is 
evidently compounded by over 50% of employment in the South West falling 
outside Class B1 in such as retail and leisure uses.  This distinction is generally 
recognised in PPS420.   We recommend rewording criterion b to cater for this 
factor by introducing flexibility whilst continuing to exclude employment uses 
unsuitable to a mixed development [IC10].     

3.66 Policy AL/TIV/9 criterion c requires 8ha of Green Infrastructure [GI] adjoining 
the River Lowman.  It remains to be demonstrated in practice how much GI 
land can be produced after the crucial land raising is designed and how much 
extra flood plain capacity is required within it.  It is therefore appropriate to 
qualify as approximate the amount of GI to be included [IC11].     

3.67 Finally, Policy AL/TIV/9 criterion g defers the occupation of the first houses until 
the scrapyard has been removed.  There is nothing to prevent this being 
stipulated by planning condition if such a restriction proves to be justified in 
connection with a future planning application.  However, it is evident that some 
development could proceed elsewhere on the site, even if the removal of the 
scrapyard were delayed initially. To provide further flexibility in the interest of 
the timely delivery of the development, we recommend the deletion of criterion 
g [IC12].   

Conclusion 

3.68 The increased flexibility resulting from the changes we recommend will ensure 
the effectiveness of Policy AL/TIV/9 which is otherwise justified in the context of 
the overall soundness of the DPD.  The projected delivery of the first 25 
dwellings in 2014-15 is optimistic given the negative factors to be overcome 
and the delivery of the development may not be completed within the projected 
time frame from 2014 to 2019.  However, any resulting shortfall could be made 
up by the release of contingency sites.    

Howden Court [Policy AL/TIV/10] 

3.69 Planning permission already exists for 27 houses, south of the stream that 
divides the site, with access from Exeter Road.  The allocation would in effect 
potentially lead to about another 38 units. 

3.70 This visually prominent site is constrained by a blanket Tree Preservation Order, 
complex topography and the presence of the listed Howden Court.  However, 
the controls placed on further development by the text and criteria of Policy 
AL/TIV10 are sufficient to achieve a development of a type and density that 
respects both the surrounding area as well as Howden Court and its setting. 

3.71 A range of mostly traditional but unlisted outbuildings west of Howden Court 
lend little to its immediate environs despite their historic association with the 
former school.  Low density redevelopment of this part of the allocation would 
serve best to preserve or enhance the setting of the listed building.  MCs26-27 
to delete reference to conversion of those buildings and to replace it with a 
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provision for small scale redevelopment immediately west of Howden Court are 
therefore appropriate. 

3.72 No other changes are necessary with respect to the justification or effectiveness 
of Policy AL/TIV/10. 

St Andrew Street [Policy AL/TIV/12] 

3.73 This site is already the subject of full planning permission dated June 2009 for 
46 dwellings with access via Nos 1-2 St Andrew Street.  Their demolition within 
the surrounding Conservation area has already been approved.21   

3.74 It is contended that the approved scheme is unviable and that the needs of the 
town centre and the District would be better served by a low-key 
redevelopment of this site as the last riverside location in central Tiverton.   

3.75 There is no objection to the allocation by the Environment Agency and it is a 
requirement of Policy AL/TIV/12 that ground floors be raised above potential 
flood levels behind the river wall.  Policy AL/TIV/12 makes provision for the 
development to be designed to protect local character and listed buildings and 
to enhance the setting of the River Exe.  It is demonstrated by the extant 
permission that adequate vehicle access is achievable via St Andrew Street. 

3.76 Despite the passage of a year since the grant of permission there is no evidence 
that the proposed scheme will not ultimately prove viable or that Policy 
AL/TIV/9 is not effective.  Notwithstanding continuing local objection, the DPD is 
sound in respect of this allocation.    

Palmerston Park [Policy AL/TIV/14] 

3.77 On the sole main issue of visual impact, this modest site would appear relatively 
unobtrusive in both near and distant views, including from the Knightshayes 
Historic Park and Garden away to the north.  Accordingly, there is no need to 
change Policy AL/TIV/14 with respect to controlling visual impact. 

Roundhill [Policy AL/TIV/16] 

3.78 There is concern that the loss of existing garages and the introduction of 13 
new affordable homes would give rise to an unacceptable increase in both on-
street parking and visual impact.  However, existing development management 
policies provide sufficient control over such effects.  Policy AL/TIV/16 is 
therefore sound in its submitted form.    

Hay Park, Canal Hill [Policy AL/TIV/17] 

3.79 The existing buildings are not listed and development management policies 
elsewhere in the Local Development Framework would influence the design and 
control the impact of any scheme, including its effect on surrounding homes or 
existing trees.  The requirement of criterion b for sustainable drainage would 
avoid worsening any existing drainage problem and the drainage authority has 
not objected to the allocation.  Policy AL/TIV/17 is therefore effective in these 
respects.   
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3.80 Access visibility onto Canal Hill is not good at present but there is scope along 
the site frontage for its improvement.  Access from the north however would be 
inappropriate because it would pass via existing residential development.  This 
should therefore be expressly prevented by an additional policy criterion and we 
recommend accordingly.  This will make Policy AL/TIV/17 fully effective [IC13].      

3.81 Finally, the revision of PPS3 on housing published during the Examination [after 
the hearings] removes gardens from the definition of previously developed 
[brownfield] land.  This makes the reference to brownfield land in paragraph 
5.91 superfluous and MDDC propose an amendment to delete this in compliance 
with current national policy.  However, we do not consider this factor to have a 
significant bearing on the suitability of this urban site for redevelopment.  

3.82 Subject to those changes the DPD is sound with respect to the allocation of Hay 
Park.    

William Street, Phoenix Lane and Bampton Street  
[Policies AL/TIV/13, 19 and 20] 

3.83 There is some question as to the true availability of these sites for retail 
redevelopment and as to their true contribution to the retail centre.  However 
there is no clear evidence to conclude that their allocation is unsound. 

Tidcombe Hall contingency housing allocation [Policy AL/TIV/21] 

3.84 The quality and attraction of the Grand Western Canal Conservation Area, 
associated wildlife and Tidcombe Hall itself are to be valued.  However, 
Tidcombe Hall is no longer listed and the allocation is stopped short of the Canal 
at the walled boundary of its curtilage.  The wider effect on views from 
Knightshayes Historic Park could be accommodated in the detailed design whilst 
flood risk could be addressed by the sustainable drainage measures prescribed 
in Policy AL/TIV/21d. 

3.85 Traffic calming is proposed along Tidcombe Lane consistent with the aim to 
reduce the amount of traffic using the Lane and Blundells Road to which it 
connects and there is no intention that new development at Tidcombe Hall 
would have road access other than from Canal Hill to the south.  This latter 
requirement needs to be made clear in Policy AL/TIV/21, though, and we 
recommend an addition to criterion b accordingly, as agreed by MDDC [CC3]. 

3.86 Subject only to that change, the Tidcombe Hall site could effectively deliver its 
200 dwellings within the plan period if required and the DPD is sound with 
respect to its inclusion as a contingency.   

Devonshire Rise and Exeter Hill non-allocated sites [housing] 

3.87 The main issue is visual impact in views from within Tiverton and beyond, 
including from Knightshayes Historic Park and Garden to the north west.  The 
development would appear as a relatively modest extension to the urban area, 
set below the skyline.  It would nevertheless be more obtrusive than other 
allocations and there is no need for its inclusion.        
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Overall Conclusion on Matter 5 – Tiverton Proposals 

3.88 Although we have identified a potential shortfall in the delivery of the Tiverton 
EUE and the Blundells School sites, that shortfall is within the variation allowed 
in the CS.  

3.89 Therefore, aside from the limited changes we have identified as necessary to 
soundness, we conclude that the DPD is sound with respect to its provisions for 
development in Tiverton.   

Matter 6 – Cullompton Proposals  

Overall Levels and Types of Development 

3.90 By providing for levels of housing and employment floorspace in Cullompton 
slightly above CS requirements, the DPD provides a satisfactory degree of 
flexibility and an appropriate balance between the strategic need for Cullompton 
to grow and the restrictions imposed by the capacity of the existing 
infrastructure, in particular junction 28 of the M5, to cater for significant new 
development. 

Eastern Relief Road [ERR] [Policy AL/CU/14] 

Need  

3.91 The ERR would bring significant benefits to the town, for example in terms of air 
quality, traffic flows and the enhancement of the town centre, in accordance 
with the CS.  A CHA assessment supports the provision of the ERR to achieve 
these objectives and, whilst work on its design is at an early stage, the need for 
the ERR has been sufficiently demonstrated. 

Route  

3.92 The ERR would cross land owned and managed by the Cullompton Community 
Association [CCA] and MDDC provisionally prefer an alignment running mainly 
adjacent to the railway.  This would require the relocation of a number of sports 
uses but Policy AL/CU/14b provides for replacement open space and sporting 
facilities before the construction of the road.  A route for the ERR which crosses 
the open space between Station Road and Meadow Lane is justified in principle. 

Environmental Effects 

3.93 Criterion a of Policy AL/CU/14 commits MDDC to undertaking a public 
consultation exercise before the route of the ERR is determined.  There is no 
evidence of any adverse environmental impact, for example on wildlife, trees, 
flood risk and the enjoyment of the CCA land, that could not be satisfactorily 
addressed.  Indeed the ERR could provide opportunities for improved planting 
and wildlife habitats in the area and to further enhance the value of open space. 

Delivery 

3.94 The construction of the ERR is reliant upon developer contributions from the 
allocated housing sites.  However, the ERR is ranked as high priority by MDDC 
and very high priority by the CHA to receive CIL funding, demonstrating a clear 
public commitment to the scheme.  Therefore, despite the range of matters to 
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be taken into account in the design, including flood risk alleviation, there is no 
reason why the ERR cannot be delivered within the plan period.  

Alternative Route 

3.95 Consideration has been given to a western relief road associated with 
development to the north west of the town.  However, technical evidence shows 
that such a route would not solve problems of congestion and air quality in the 
town centre as travel distances would be longer, carbon impact would be 
greater and congestion would still occur in Fore Street.  There is no substantive 
evidence that a western relief road would provide the same or greater traffic 
benefits than the proposed route to the east, whereas proposed improvements 
to accessibility north and west of the town would complement the benefits of 
the ERR. 

Conclusion 

3.96 The need for the ERR has been demonstrated and a route within the area shown 
on the submission proposals map is the most appropriate in terms of highway 
function, air quality and delivery.  Policy AL/CU/14 is sound. 

M5 Junction 28 [Policy AL/CU/16] 

3.97 M5 Junction 28 runs close to capacity at peak times and its improvement is 
proposed in two phases, the first providing signals together with slip road and 
junction improvements.  The second, more substantial scheme would include 
road bridge widening and a new footbridge.  These works have a high priority 
for CIL funding and the supporting text to policy AL/CU/16 explains that the 
expected capital costs will be kept under review in the confirmed absence of 
national funding.  Given the evidently firm commitment to improving junction 
28, Policy AL/CU/16 is justified and potentially effective in conjunction with 
future planning applications. 

Railway Station Car Park [Policy AL/CU/19] 

3.98 Despite constraints on the site, sufficient land could be made available on land 
under the control of the rail operator for platforms and associated facilities and 
there is evidently no reason that a new station could not be satisfactorily 
accommodated there.  This objective supports the interests of sustainability 
and, although there is no certainty that a station will be opened during the 
plan period, the opportunity to safeguard the land for a car park should be 
taken up.  The inclusion of policy AL/CU/19 is justified. 

Air Quality [Policy AL/CU/15] 

3.99 The Air Quality Action Plan [AQAP] ranks the ERR as a top priority scheme 
having a very high beneficial impact, followed by town centre traffic 
management measures and additional capacity at M5 junction 28.  There is no 
substantial evidence that air quality could be better improved without the ERR.  
However, more emphasis should be placed on sustainable travel and we 
recommend that Policy AL/CU/15 be amended to refer to measures to 
encourage this and to require developers to prepare a Low Emissions Strategy.  
We recommend changes accordingly to ensure that Policy AL/CU/15 is sound 
[IC16]. 
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North West Cullompton [Policies AL/CU/1-7] 

Access and Infrastructure 

3.100 The proposed north west Cullompton development would be served by local 
access roads whilst the ERR would bring effective improvements to traffic 
congestion and air quality overall.  The substantial scale of the development 
would enable the provision of a range of community facilities, including a new 
primary school and a community building.  A phasing strategy would 
encourage housing and infrastructure to come forward in step according to a 
master plan.  Such issues of accessibility, infrastructure provision and phasing 
are properly addressed by Policies AL/CU1-7. 

Employment 

3.101 The level of employment floor space proposed would enhance the vitality of 
Cullompton in a sustainable way and this conforms with the CS but it is 
necessary to avoid significant conflicts between adjacent housing and 
employment uses, for example in terms of noise nuisance and heavy traffic 
generation.  To this end, employment is appropriately restricted by Policy 
AL/CU/1b to Class B1 [office and light industry].  However, to achieve an 
appropriate degree of flexibility, and for consistency within the DPD, we 
propose the same qualification as we recommend for Policy AL/TIV/9 to allow 
for suitable additional non-Class B employment uses [IC15].  

Green Infrastructure  

3.102 28 hectares or 37% of the allocation is proposed for Green Infrastructure [GI] 
to provide visual mitigation, support biodiversity, protect the floodplain, 
enhance the setting of the St Andrews Hill ancient monument and provide 
recreation.  It could be also used to enhance and protect the setting of Rull 
Hamlet.  Although GI represents a large proportion of the allocation without 
detailed justification, we conclude under Matter 1 that the site-specific GI 
requirements are justified in conjunction with the overarching GI Policy 
AL/IN/4.    

Delivery 

3.103 The DPD estimates that 100 dwellings a year will be completed on the site 
between 2015 and 2025.  This is a reasonable assumption based on the 
characteristics of the area and land ownership considerations.  Policy AL/CU/6 
provides for a phasing strategy to bring forward all the components of the 
scheme at the appropriate time.  There is no evidence that the proposal cannot 
be delivered as proposed. 

Local Impact 

3.104 Such a large area of development could have adverse impacts on nearby 
residents, the setting of Rull Hamlet and the associated listed building as well 
as affecting the agricultural use of parts of the land.  Policies AL/CU/6 and 7 
together require a major public consultation exercise and preparation of a 
phasing strategy whereby the relationship between land uses can be 
considered and protection for Rull in particular assured.  
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Conclusion 

3.105 Policies AL/CU/1-7 are sound subject only to the single change regarding types 
of employment.   

Padbrook Park [Policy AL/CU/10] 

3.106 Planning permission has now been granted for 40 new car parking spaces and 
MDDC confirm that the overall provision of parking space will exceed the 
requirement for the existing hotel use.  Policy AL/CU/10 requires sufficient 
parking for the proposed housing and the Country Club in any event.  There is 
no objection by the CHA and no reason to doubt that appropriate access can 
be provided. 

3.107 The hotel building is neither listed nor in a Conservation Area.  With proper 
attention to design and layout, satisfactory juxta-position of the hotel and 
housing could be achieved without detriment to the character of the area or 
the environs of the hotel.   Issues of noise could also be addressed at the 
planning application stage. 

3.108 On the question of potential additional demand for hotel accommodation in 
Cullompton should it arise in the future, there is no evident reason why this 
could not be met elsewhere in the town.  

3.109 Overall there is no evident impediment to the delivery of the Padbrook Park 
allocation.  Policy AL/CU/10 is sound. 

Colebrook contingency housing allocation [Policy AL/CU/20]  

3.110 The site is relatively level and development would be visible from the adjacent 
residential area.  However, the impact on the landscape as a whole would not 
be unacceptable, subject to satisfactory design. 

3.111 Although the site is located on the edge of the town, satisfactory access could 
be achieved.  The substantial proposed development of land to the north-west 
of Cullompton would afford the potential for improvements to be made to the 
sustainability credentials of the area, which would also be of benefit to the 
residents of this site.      

3.112 It was suggested that a criterion should be added to Policy AL/CU/20 to delay 
any development until junction 28 of the M5 is improved.  However Policy 
AL/CU/16 to fund the proposed improvements to M5 junction 28 would apply 
equally to this contingency site and there is no need for any express criterion 
to defer development until such improvements are made. 

3.113 Policy AL/CU/20 is sound.  

Colebrook non-allocated site [housing] 

3.114 The southern element of the site would extend into the open countryside and 
would be visually prominent, particularly from nearby housing and Colebrook 
Lane.  The SA confirms that there would be a significant negative impact on 
the landscape. 

3.115 Although Colebrook Lane would require substantial improvement, satisfactory 
access could be achieved.   
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3.116 The relocation of the Rugby Club is feasible, subject to further discussion. 

3.117 Although there is no impediment to the ultimate delivery of the site, there is 
no general need to make additional allocations in the DPD and there is nothing 
to override the objection to this site on grounds of adverse impact on the 
landscape. 

Week Farm [Policy AL/CU/13] 

3.118 Policy AL/CU/13 defers development until the M5 junction 28 is improved such 
that enhanced footways and cycleways would enable the use of alternative 
means of transport to the car for those reaching the site from the town.  It is 
proposed to provide a new access to the site off Honiton Road which would 
ease traffic flows into the industrial estate along the existing access and 
consequently contribute to the improvement of highway safety.  Furthermore it 
is proposed to limit the use of the premises to Class B2 and B8 uses which 
would generate a smaller number of vehicle trips than other types of 
employment, thus limiting the impact on the motorway junction and on 
Honiton Road.  There is no objection on access grounds.   

3.119 Although the land rises to the east, the impact of development on the 
landscape would not be unacceptable given that it could be mitigated by 
appropriate planting. 

3.120 Nearby residents might experience additional noise, pollution and traffic 
movements and some loss of privacy.  However, traffic and noise levels on 
Honiton Road are already comparatively high and there is no substantive 
evidence that the proposal, with its limitations of type of employment, would 
cause an unacceptable level of extra harm to living conditions in planning 
terms, given also the potential for appropriate boundary treatments and 
screening to be included as a component of the scheme.  

3.121 Bearing in mind constraints on employment elsewhere in Cullompton, Week 
Farm is the most appropriate location to provide necessary employment 
floorspace, even though the delivery of the site is dependent on M5 junction 
improvements.  In the absence of other impediments it could be brought 
forward at the appropriate time.   

3.122 Policy AL/CU/13 is sound. 

North of Week Farm non-allocated site [employment]   

3.123 The site would be accessible from the estate road or the new access to Honiton 
Road proposed for the Week Farm allocation and therefore would be 
acceptable in terms of access and highway safety.  Like the Week Farm 
allocation, delivery depends upon improvements to the M5 junction but there 
would be no other impediment to delivery.  However, the site would appear 
incongruous in its setting, even accepting that its extent could be modified.  In 
any event there is no general need for additional sites.  Given the employment 
floorspace allocated elsewhere in the District, and bearing in mind the 
restrictions to development posed by the current lack of capacity at junction 
28, there is nothing to justify making an exception in this case. 
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Cummings Nursery non-allocated site [housing]   

3.124 The site is reasonably accessible from the main road and although located east 
of the M5, it is no further from the town centre than other sites allocated in 
Cullompton.  However, until the improvements to M5 junction 28 are 
implemented to include pedestrian and cycle routes, the additional traffic 
generated from the site would worsen existing congestion.   

3.125 The site is located next to existing residential development and landscape 
impact would be minimal.  We note that there is potential for a convenience 
shop, affordable housing, open space and other infrastructure contributions.  
Development could, in other circumstances, be satisfactorily assimilated into 
the existing urban fabric.   

3.126 However, these positive considerations do not outweigh the short-term 
cumulative impact of additional traffic on the motorway junction.  Accordingly 
the site does not display the same credentials in terms of deliverability as the 
proposed residential allocations.  In any event we have concluded that there is 
no general need to allocate additional sites and no exception is justified in this 
case.  

Venn Farm non-allocated site [employment] 

3.127 The site would appear as a logical extension to the Kingsmill Industrial Estate 
and with appropriate planting it could be satisfactorily screened from the 
motorway and an improved link could be provided to the main road through 
the existing industrial estate.  The site could therefore be integrated with 
existing development.  Appropriate flood alleviation measures could be 
introduced and development could be limited to land outside the flood zone.  
There is no reason to suppose that the site could not be satisfactorily 
delivered.  Notwithstanding this lack of constraints, like Week Farm the site 
would generate commuting via M5 junction 28 and, in the absence of need for 
extra employment sites in Cullompton, there is nothing to justify preferring 
this site over the Week Farm allocation.   

East of Tesco non-allocated site [mixed use] 

3.128 There is no need for any further retail development in Cullompton in terms of 
the CS and no evidence to justify the allocation of the land for any other use 
compatible with the present small businesses upon it, for which relocation does 
not appear feasible or desirable.  Much of the site lies within the flood plain.  It 
is acknowledged that the redevelopment of this site could contribute towards 
the provision of the ERR but the lack of retail need beyond present provision 
and the uncertainties over flood risk and delivery mean that such an allocation 
would be unsound. 

Matter 7 – Crediton Proposals 

Levels and Types of Development 

Housing and Employment  

3.129 We conclude under Matter 1 that there is no general need to allocate additional 
land, notwithstanding the local employment shortfall of around 21,634sqm in 
Crediton which is justified by local circumstances.   
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3.130 There is no reason to doubt that the two allocations at Wellparks and Red Hill 
Cross will come forward to provide the bulk of the CS housing requirement for 
Crediton of 322 units.   

3.131 On employment, whilst it is acknowledged that development opportunities are 
limited, a higher level of employment floorspace in Crediton would be desirable 
in the interests of a more sustainable balance of land uses, even accepting 
District-wide provision meets CS requirements overall. 

3.132 In practice there is flexibility for housing supply and potential additional 
employment by way of the contingency site at Pedlerspool.  This site could 
contribute 21,000sqm of local employment land in conjunction with additional 
housing.  This lends support to our recommendation under Matter 1 that the 
order of priority for the release of contingency sites be removed from Policy 
AL/DE/1.  

Retail 

3.133 The CS retail requirement has already been met but MC3 to paragraph 1.24 
retains a site allocation for up to 3,000sqm retail development at East Town 
under Policy CRE1 of the current adopted Local Plan, instead of it being 
superseded by this DPD.  The site concerned is centred on an existing store of 
about 1,400sqm net floor space and MDDC resolved in May 2009, after 
assessing retail need and impact, to grant planning permission for a 2,000sqm 
redevelopment, subject to the execution of a legal agreement.  The legal 
agreement has not been completed but there is nothing to suggest that such 
permission would no longer be justified. 

3.134 The store is out-of-centre but offers the opportunity for linked trips to the town 
centre.  It is estimated that the uplift in comparison turnover would represent 
less than a fifth of expenditure growth over the next five years.  Bearing in 
mind the additional development to be allocated in Crediton, the retail self-
sufficiency of the town should be supported. 

3.135 The Government’s aim in Policy PPS4 to promote the vitality and viability of 
town centres is reflected in CS Policy COR6 and Policy EC1.4 of PPS4 promotes 
positive planning, albeit Policy EC5.4 of PPS4 suggests that particular care 
should be taken with regard to proposals over 2,500sqm.  Clearly the store 
currently proposed falls below that threshold and it would be for MDDC to 
consider any larger proposal in the light of PPS4.  Meanwhile, no other sites in 
the town are allocated for retail use and no sequentially preferable alternatives 
have been identified.  The proposed scheme would result in improvements to 
the store itself as well as better pedestrian links to the town centre and 
enhancement to the character of the surrounding area. 

3.136 On balance there is no evidence to justify reversing the Council’s proposal to 
retain saved Local Plan policy CRE1 by way of MC3. 

Crediton Bypass [Policy AL/CRE/10]  

3.137 Devon County Council [DCC] resolved on 10 March 2010 to abandon the route 
of the Crediton Bypass for reasons including cost, lack of need and 
environmental impact.  MDDC, in turn, propose further changes to delete 
Policy AL/CRE/10 from the DPD.  These changes have been advertised and we 
take into account the representations received in response.   



Mid Devon District Council - Allocations and Infrastructure DPD – Inspectors’ Report  2010 
 

 

 
Page 28 

3.138 Representors argue that the decision by DCC as Highway Authority to cancel 
the proposed Bypass is flawed, alleging that Members were misinformed.  
Whilst the procedure surrounding the decision to drop the Bypass may yet be a 
matter for resolution outside the scope of this Report, it is evident that there is 
now no significant prospect of the Bypass being implemented and the 
safeguarding provisions of Policy AL/CRE/10 can no longer be justified.   

3.139 There are limited consequences arising from the deletion of the Bypass: 

 Firstly, it has removed what was considered by some to be an impediment 
to the development of a number of sites in the town.  We deal with this 
consideration in relation to specific sites below. 

 Secondly, it means that traffic flows will at times remain high through the 
town centre and this may have particular implications for air quality. 

Air Quality [Policy AL/CRE/8] 

3.140 The Air Quality Action Plan [AQAP] identifies air quality problems in Exeter 
Road and High Street, now potentially exacerbated by the deletion of the 
hitherto proposed Bypass.  Policy AL/CRE/8 properly reflects the AQAP by 
requiring development to contribute towards the implementation of air quality 
improvement measures.   

3.141 The AQAP concludes that a very high beneficial impact would result from the 
Crediton [Lords Meadow] Link Road [LMLR – Policy AL/CRE/9], particularly in 
Exeter Road.  Along with other traffic management measures the LMLR should 
have a significantly beneficial impact on air quality irrespective of its precise 
route.   

3.142 However, more emphasis should be placed on sustainable means of travel and 
to be effective and sound Policy AL/CRE/8 should be amended to include 
measures to encourage this [IC17].   

Crediton [Lords Meadow] Link Road [CLR] [AL/CRE/9] 

Route and Need  

3.143 Three routes for the CLR have been considered in depth by the CHA: 

 the Valley Route to the east of Downes House,  
 the Western Route which would run closer to the town, and  
 the Hillside Route which would provide a more direct link between Exeter 

Road and Commonmarsh Lane.   

3.144 At the same time that it resolved to abandon the Crediton Bypass, DCC 
decided that the Hillside Route is to be preferred over the Western Route 
currently shown on the Submission Proposals Map.   

3.145 Representors expressed concern that this decision was flawed in the same way 
as the resolution to abandon the Bypass.  Again, we take all views into account 
but note the change of route advertised by MDDC and the public response to 
this.  

3.146 It is suggested that the Valley Route could potentially be extended as part of a 
bypass affording relief to other parts of Crediton.  However, this is not an 
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aspiration of the DCC and there is no evidence that such a proposal would ever 
be delivered.  It would therefore be inappropriate to include it as a proposal in 
the DPD. 

3.147 The Hillside Route is favoured by DCC because it is estimated that it would 
carry more traffic away from Exeter Road than the other two options, there are 
no issues regarding flood risk, there would be minimal impact on existing 
residents, the route is direct and has a high benefit:cost ratio.  Even though 
the preferred route would require a steep gradient over part of its length, the 
cost and other benefits outweigh that disadvantage.  

Visual Impact 

3.148 The route now preferred would sever land within the Downes Estate and cut 
across the hillside such that its visual effect could not be completely mitigated.  
All the routes considered would have visual impact on Downes House and its 
setting or the Conservation Area or the listed buildings at Wellparks or the 
river valley.  On a balance of all factors, the Hillside Route now favoured by 
DCC and MDDC is the most satisfactory and the visual impact is outweighed by 
the benefits it would bring. 

Funding 

3.149 The cost of the scheme is currently estimated at £7.75m, a large proportion of 
which has been included in the DCC Medium Term Capital Plan, which 
envisages a start on construction in 2013-14.  There is thus a clear 
commitment to the funding of the CLR. 

Conclusion 

3.150 Policy AL/CRE/9 is justified subject to changes now proposed by MDDC.     

Wellparks [Policy AL/CRE/1 - housing]  
Wellparks A377 [Policy AL/CRE/7 - employment]  

3.151 The location of these independent sites is comparatively sustainable and in 
that respect the relationship between them and surrounding development 
would be satisfactory.   

3.152 The hillside housing site is visually prominent and its relationship to the Local 
Historic Park and Garden and the adjoining listed buildings is an important 
factor that justifies the lower than usual housing density proposed.  However, 
both policies expressly require the design to respect local character and, with 
the requirement for Green Infrastructure, this should enable the impact of the 
development to be acceptably mitigated.  With the change to the Hillside route 
for the Link Road there would be an even larger area of Green Infrastructure 
[GI] and this is justified in general under Matter 1.   

3.153 The employment provision would include the conversion and restoration of a 
number of listed buildings which would also contribute to the enhancement of 
the locality. 

3.154 The development of the sites is not reliant on the provision of the entire Link 
Road and no evidence has been submitted which would indicate that there 
would be any significant impediments to the uptake of either allocation. 
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3.155 Policies AL/CRE/1 and 7 are sound.  

West of Wellparks non-allocated site [housing] 

3.156 Most of this site is identified as a visually important open space within the 
Crediton Conservation Area with a number of listed buildings nearby.  These 
constraints will remain even after the Wellparks housing and employment sites 
have been developed.  Moreover, suitable housing land has been identified 
elsewhere in Crediton and there is insufficient justification for this site to be 
preferred over those allocated in the DPD.  

Exhibition Road [Policy AL/CRE/11]  
Relocation of Queen Elizabeth Community College   

3.157 The unification of the College on a single site would be beneficial in terms of 
sustainability and use of resources.  This is proposed for some time between 
2016 and 2021, depending on economic circumstances.  There is evidently 
sufficient commitment to the scheme to justify Policy AL/CRE/11, subject to 
regular monitoring.  

3.158 The Rugby Club currently occupies land which is proposed for College use.  It 
is evident that the Club is an important part of the community, widely 
supported in both sporting and social contexts.  Policy AL/CRE/11 rightly 
provides for the relocation of the Rugby Club but, due to topographical, access 
and locational constraints, no specific site is currently identified.   

3.159 Some Representors questioned why the three existing school sites themselves 
could not be allocated for residential, employment or community uses.  
However, the proposal to relocate the school is at a very early stage and the 
allocation of these sites for other uses at this time would not be appropriate. 

Pedlerspool contingency housing and employment allocation  
[Policy AL/CRE/13] 

Scope and Need 

3.160 The abandonment of the Bypass removes a major constraint from the site and 
it has been demonstrated that the site could now accommodate about 195 
dwellings alongside some 21,000sqm employment over about 4.1ha  The 
requirements of the Rugby Club could also be fully accommodated on the site 
should it be relocated from Exhibition Road under Policy AL/CRE/11.   

3.161 Under Matter 1 we conclude that there is no general need to allocate additional 
sites.  However, the potential to meet Rugby Club interests and provide 
flexibility in the employment land supply in the face of a local shortfall weighs 
in favour of the removal of priority for the release contingency sites that we 
recommend for Policy AL/DE/1.  In addition, we recommend that an additional 
criterion be added to Policy AL/CRE/13 to ensure the Rugby Club could be 
accommodated on the site [IC18]. 

Access, Traffic and Air Quality 

3.162 Following deletion of the Bypass, southern access to the Pedlerspool site would 
be via the town.  However the CHA confirm that the resultant increase in traffic 
flows would not be significant, including in terms of highway safety.  It is 
nevertheless important that criterion (h) of Policy AL/CRE/13 be retained to 
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require the CLR to be in operation before Pedlerspool development 
commences.  That will act in the interests of both protecting air quality and 
limiting traffic impact.  However, criterion h should be qualified to allow 
development to proceed in practice even without the CLR provided no 
unacceptable adverse impact would result. We recommend a change 
accordingly [IC20].  

Landscape and Ecology 

3.163 The proposal would extend development beyond the perceived limits of the 
town where parts of the land are comparatively flat and there are a number of 
protected trees making an important contribution to the scenic quality of the 
locality.  Visual impact is an important consideration in the Creedy Valley in 
particular.  However Policy AL/CRE/13 affords sufficient protection to the 
setting of the wider area, including the sloping ground to the south, given the 
area is not subject to any protective landscape designation.   

3.164 Further planting within any design under criterion c and the provision of the 
associated Green Infrastructure under criterion d would help to integrate the 
development into the landscape and together with appropriate layout, would 
ensure that a satisfactory development would be achieved.  

3.165 The Creedy Valley is important as a wildlife habitat and corridor, including for 
several protected species, but these factors would necessarily be taken into 
account in the determination of any planning application.  Indeed there may be 
an opportunity to improve wildlife habitats.  

Delivery 

3.166 Criterion g of policy AL/CRE/13 requires employment land to be provided in 
step with the residential element of the proposal.  However, this is prescriptive 
and could affect the viability of the site.  In the interests of delivery an 
element of flexibility should be included in criterion g by reference to an 
assessment of viability.  For reasons of soundness we therefore recommend 
such a change [IC19]. 

Conclusion 

3.167 Policy AL/CRE/13 is sound subject to the three changes we recommend.  

Red Hill Cross, Exhibition Road [Policy AL/CRE/2]  

3.168 The proposed 135 dwellings over 3.1ha would result in a prominent 
development of relatively high density with potential for visual intrusion.  
However, the criteria of Policy AL/CRE/2 provide for sensitive design and there 
is no evident reason that an acceptable scheme could not be achieved.  Policy 
AL/CRE/2 is sound.  

Higher Road non-allocated site [housing] 

3.169 This site is now free from any impediment imposed by the route of the 
Crediton Bypass.  However, due to the location of the site on the northern side 
of Higher Road, additional housing would relate poorly to existing development 
in the area and, although there may be an opportunity for some highway 
improvements, access to the site would remain comparatively poor.  In any 
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event sufficient suitable land has been identified elsewhere in Crediton and 
there is no need to allocate this site. 

Landscore non-allocated site [housing] 

3.170 The topography of this site would result in the development being visually 
significant and, because it lies west of Crediton town centre, there would be 
adverse impact on air quality in the central area.  Sufficient land has been 
identified for residential development in Crediton on sites which are more 
suitable, despite the proximity the Landscore site to the town centre. 

Fordton non-allocated site [housing]  

3.171 Part of this site is at risk from flooding and although it is conveniently close to 
the railway station, development at this location would result in an 
intensification of residential use to the south of the railway line for which there 
is currently no justification.  Sufficient land for residential development is 
allocated in Crediton without the need to include the site at Fordton. 

Chapel Downs non-allocated site [housing]  

3.172 This site lies to the west of the town in a comparatively prominent location.  
Development for 250 dwellings as proposed is likely to have an impact on the 
landscape, albeit we note that the SA concludes that the impact of the 
development could be partially mitigated by new planting.  However there 
would also be air quality and traffic implications for the town.  Whilst there 
would be no impediment to delivery, we consider that any perceived benefits, 
for example with regard to the sustainability credentials of the site, are 
outweighed by the negative impacts of the proposal.  In any event sufficient 
land has been identified elsewhere in the town on more suitable sites and 
therefore there is no need to allocate this land. 

DCC and Symes Trust Land  

3.173 This land lies to the south of the town and was considered by MDDC as part of 
the early site selection process.  Delivery cannot be assured however, and 
there is no need to allocate additional sites.  There is no substantive evidence 
that this land would be a more satisfactory contingency allocation than 
Pedlerspool. 

Matter 8 – Bampton Proposals  

School Close [Policy AL/BA/1]  

3.174 Road safety issues featured in a previous appeal dismissal connected with this 
site that related to access via the existing residential area of School Close.  
The delivery of the allocation as now submitted is dependent upon land 
assembly and a through road link to West Street.  The criteria of Policy 
AL/BA/1 provide for improved, safe access, including to the adjacent primary 
school, as well as traffic calming to West Street.  There is nothing to say this 
cannot be achieved within the time frame of the DPD.  The policy criteria also 
require sustainable drainage to avoid any increase in existing flood risk in the 
area.  The latter concern is otherwise a separate matter for landowners or the 
appropriate authority.  Policy AL/BA/1 is sound as submitted. 
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Bourchier Close [Policy AL/BA/2] 

3.175 The development of this site would cause visual impact into the countryside 
outside the existing settlement although this would be contained by 
topography and potential screen planting.  New traffic movements, including 
local car trips, would be generated along Morebath Road and it would be 
important to prevent additional vehicular use of the parallel and extremely 
constrained Frog Street.  Criterion c of Policy AL/BA/2 duly provides for this.  
Some extra traffic would also use Castle Street where congestion can presently 
occur.  Steep gradients on and around the site itself are a further constraint on 
access design.  Whilst the road network would have numerical capacity to 
carry this extra traffic, its effect on amenity and transport sustainability also 
has to be taken into account alongside potential conflict between employment 
and residential uses and their effect on such interests as local wildlife and flood 
risk. 

3.176 Set against its several disadvantages is the fact that the Bourchier Close 
allocation offers the only opportunity in Bampton for the kind of co-location 
and cross-subsidy of housing and employment sought in the CS, and in this 
DPD, to prevent settlements like Bampton suffering unduly from out-
commuting.  We accept that it is a difficult site to develop and that there is no 
immediate need for it, compared with other housing sites and vacant and 
allocated employment land elsewhere in the small town.  In the long time 
frame of the DPD however, it is necessary to provide fresh employment land in 
addition to that currently available.  For even with the Bourchier Close land 
allocated, there is still a numerical employment shortfall in Bampton compared 
with the CS requirement.  

3.177 Even though District-wide employment provision is adequate, on balance the 
site is justified and deliverable in the terms set by the criteria of Policy 
AL/BA/2 which also include requirements for sustainable drainage and 
deferment of the release of more than 20 dwellings until the employment 
floorspace is completed.  Policy AL/BA/2 is sound as submitted. 

Ashleigh Park [Policy AL/BA/3] 

3.178 This small greenfield development would be adequately served via an existing 
adopted cul de sac.  Pedestrian access is available as an alternative to Old 
Tiverton Road, where there are no footways, via a public footpath from 
Ashleigh Park itself.  Although presently steep, winding and poorly lit, this has 
potential for improvement.  Concerns over contamination do not appear to be 
well-founded despite certain land nearby being affected by previous uses.  
Development could not go ahead without sustainable drainage required by 
criterion d to obviate flood risk.  Overall, Policy AL/BA/3 safeguards all relevant 
interests and is sound as submitted.   

Newton Square [Policy AL/BA/4] 

3.179 This is a small site within, and therefore subject to, the legal constraints of the 
Conservation Area to preserve its appearance or character.  Concern over 
traffic congestion and impact at the access over Newton Court should be 
alleviated by criterion b of Policy AL/BA/4 providing for off-road deliveries to 
the nearby convenience store.  Despite adjacent flood risk, the development 
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could only go ahead with sustainable drainage required by criterion c.  Policy 
AL/BA/4 is sound as submitted.       

South Molton Road non-allocated site [housing] 

3.180 There is a history of refusal for residential development on this site but it is 
evident that the land now being promoted, reduced from the area previously 
considered, could provide sustainable housing with adequate road access 
closer to the centre of Bampton than Bourchier Close.  It too would be outside 
the settlement, however, and with no prospect of linked employment 
floorspace.     

3.181 With more than sufficient housing land allocated elsewhere and no potential 
here to offset the local employment shortfall, there is insufficient justification 
for allocating the site as an alternative to the Bourchier Close site, 
notwithstanding a strongly expressed local preference and the detailed 
evidence of the promoters in support of it.    

Matter 9 – Rural Area Proposals 

Approach to Rural Development 

3.182 The DPD sets out to protect and enhance the countryside of the District whilst 
promoting sustainable diversification of the rural economy.  This accords with 
the CS requirement to focus growth in the market towns with some 
development being acceptable within the settlement limits of certain villages 
and only affordable housing outside settlements to meet local needs.  This is 
also compliant with national guidance on rural development in PPS7.  We find 
under Matter 1 that sufficient employment land is allocated in the DPD to 
satisfy CS requirements overall with a degree of excess in the rural areas.  We 
conclude under Matter 2 that the provisions of the DPD on rural affordable 
housing are sound.  The DPD is therefore sound in its overall approach to rural 
development and the allocation of more employment land in rural areas 
beyond that identified in this DPD would not be justified, particularly in view of 
uncertainty regarding delivery. 

Kentisbeare, South East of Village Hall [Policy AL/KE/1] 

3.183 The development would be seen on entering the village but would not have a 
substantial effect on any distant view.  Appropriate design and planting could 
ensure that the development would have a satisfactory relationship with 
existing nearby buildings. There is no substantive evidence of potential harm 
to highway safety.  The employment element would contribute to the 
sustainability of the village and the rural economy and the development as a 
whole could be integrated into the existing fabric of Kentisbeare owing to the 
proximity of the site to the village centre, avoiding the creation of an isolated 
community.  The relevant requirements of the CS for rural development would 
be met and Policy AL/KE/1 is sound. 

Sandford, South of Village Hall [Policy AL/SA/1] 

3.184 The proposal would serve an identified need for rural affordable housing.  
There are no objections from the water authority on grounds of sewerage 
capacity.  Access from the Brady Close spur would be logical but the present 
approved access off Fannys Lane accords with Policy AL/SA/1.  Although the 
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site lies outside the village boundary, CS requirements for rural affordable 
housing are met and the development could be integrated into the village.  
Policy AL/SA/1 is sound. 

Willand Moor and Willand, West of B3181 [Policies AL/WI/1 and 2] 

3.185 Regarding concern over the provision of related infrastructure improvements, 
neither Policy AL/IN/122 nor the Community Infrastructure Levy would apply to 
affordable housing.  However, there is no specific local requirement to justify a 
more prescriptive approach for these particular sites.  

3.186 Although both sites are situated at the edge of Willand, there is no evidence 
that the development could not be integrated satisfactorily into the village 
community, nor that any other sites considered would be more suitable.  
Policies AL/WI/1 and AL/WI/2 are sound. 

Shambles Drive, Copplestone non-allocated site [housing and employment] 

3.187 This former Local Plan employment allocation is now put forward for 
employment floorspace related to higher value residential development.  It is 
argued that the site is well related to the village, is in a sustainable location, 
would make good use of previously developed land, has an existing access and 
would improve the northern entrance to Copplestone.   

3.188 We have taken into account the characteristics of the site, the changes in the 
policy framework, the prospects for delivery and the planning history of the 
land, but nevertheless conclude that there is insufficient justification for the 
site to be preferred over those allocated in the DPD.  

3.189 Comparison has been made to the site allocated for affordable housing off 
Bassett’s Close [AL/CO/1] but the circumstances are different and therefore we 
have given this comparison little weight. 

Westhayes, Kentisbeare non-allocated site [mixed use]   

3.190 The proposal is for residential development on a site which has planning 
permission for light industrial use.  Although there is thus no objection in 
principle to employment, residential use would be inappropriate.  The land is 
outside the settlement boundary and has relatively poor access over a narrow 
bridge with no footway.  There is no justification to favour this site over the 
allocations proposed.         

Jersey Farm non-allocated site [employment] 

3.191 This site was recommended for allocation in the Local Plan but the Secretary of 
State directed its deletion on grounds that its location east of M5 junction 27 is 
unsustainable in terms of national policy.  In the subsequent Examination of 
the now adopted CS, the Inspector found no compelling reason to vary that 
approach.  

3.192 The circumstances of the site have since altered in that: 

                                       
 
22 In the modified form recommended 
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 there is now planning permission for an improved roadside service area with 
a roundabout on the A38 which could provide access to this site,   

 employment floor space has already been provided at Swallow Court,  
 the MDDC Corporate Plan has been up-dated to give stronger support to 

economic development, and  
 the new PPS4 has been published promoting a prosperous economy. 

3.193 However, despite a degree of improvement in potential accessibility by way of 
the recent permission, the sustainability credentials of the site have not 
markedly changed and the Highways Agency is concerned regarding the 
impact of additional traffic on the motorway junction.  The intensification of 
employment provision may in itself provide the impetus for further 
improvements but there is currently no substantive evidence to demonstrate 
how this could be achieved.  An application for the erection of a new office 
building and car parking at Jersey Farm was refused by the Council in May 
2010.   

3.194 The site lies in the countryside comparatively remote from any settlement and, 
despite recent earth bunding and tree planting work, development of the scale 
envisaged would appear incongruous in this setting. 

3.195 There is no new circumstance sufficient to justify the allocation of the site 
given the DPD is sound with regard to employment provision over the District 
as a whole. 

Lloyd Maunders Road, Willand non-allocated site [employment] 

3.196 Willand is categorised in the CS as a village where small scale employment 
would be permitted within the defined settlement limit.  Although part of the 
site lies outside the village boundary, saved Local Plan Policy E8 would in 
principle allow the expansion of the existing uses there. 

3.197 It is argued that the 17ha site should be specifically allocated to give greater 
certainty to the future of the existing business and enable comprehensive 
redevelopment in support of the economic and social well-being of Willand.  
There is no objection to the expansion of the business but this objective could 
be achieved within the existing use and the specific allocation of this land for 
employment purposes is not necessary to the soundness of the DPD.  Nor is 
the area suitable for housing owing to noise from the motorway and railway, 
the proximity of industrial uses and the comparatively poor relationship to the 
rest of Willand. 



Mid Devon District Council - Allocations and Infrastructure DPD – Inspectors’ Report  2010 
 

 

 
Page 37 

4. OVERALL CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

4.1 We conclude that, with the changes proposed by MDDC set out in Appendix A, 
and with the changes that we require set out in Appendix C, the Mid Devon 
Allocations and Infrastructure Development Plan Document satisfies the 
requirements of s20(5) of the 2004 Act and meets the criteria for soundness in 
PPS12.  We therefore RECOMMEND that the DPD be changed accordingly and, 
for the reasons set out in paragraphs 1.4 and 1.8 above, we also RECOMMEND 
the minor changes proposed by MDDC and set out in Appendix B. 

 

B J Sims               David Hogger  

Inspector                Inspector 
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Appendix A 
Changes Required for Soundness  

Proposed or Agreed by Mid Devon District Council [CCs] 
 

Rec 
No 

DPD 
Page 
No 

Policy/ 
Paragraph Recommended Council Change 

CC1 32 AL/DE/7 
Preamble 

Insert “including” before “in the open countryside” 

CC2 38 
to 
40 

AL/IN/1-2 
 
3.10-15 

Modify in accordance with Document CD51(a) 
[Attachment A1 hereto] 

CC3 90 AL/TIV/21 
criterion b 

Insert “from Canal Hill” after “access points” 

CC4 129 
to 
142 
 

AL/CRE/1-13 
7.7 to 7.58 

Modify in accordance with Document CD9/51(b) 
[Attachment A2 hereto] 

CC5   Modify the DPD in accordance with Document 
CD9/59(a) [Attachment B2 hereto] 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix B 
Minor Changes  

Proposed by Mid Devon District Council  
 

Minor Changes 

Modify the DPD in accordance with Document CD8/8 dated 19 July 2010               
[Attachment B1 hereto]  
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Appendix C 
Changes Recommended by the Inspectors [ICs] 

 

Rec 
No 

DPD 
Page 
No 

Policy/ 
Paragraph Recommended Change 

IC1 15 Tiverton 
Housing 
Trajectory 

Modify histogram to show 150 units per annum from 
Tiverton EUE in years 2017-18 to 2025-26 

IC2 17 Overall 
Housing  
Trajectory 

Modify histogram to show 150 units per annum less in 
Tiverton in years 2017-18 to 2025-26 
 

IC3 18 Revised 
Housing 
Delivery 
Table  

Modify row 2 to show 150 units per annum from Tiverton 
EUE in years 2017-18 to 2025-26  
[in addition to replacing page 18 as MC4] 
 

IC4 21 AL/DE/1 
second 
paragraph 

Insert “following” before “allocated contingency sites” in 
line 7 and delete “in the following order of preference” 
from lines 8-9 

IC5 25 AL/DE/3 
criterion e 

delete “of £50,000 per affordable dwelling ...... building 
costs)” 
add after the last sentence “The level of contribution will 
be subject to viability assessment based on the value of 
the site at the time the application is determined.” 

IC6 59 AL/TIV/1 
criterion a 

insert “from 1550 to” before “2000 dwellings”  

IC7 59 AL/TIV/1 
criterion b 

delete “25%” and substitute “a proportion of ” 

IC8 59 AL/TIV/1 
criterion c 

insert “from 95,000 to” before “130,000 square metres 
employment floorspace” 

IC9 73 AL/TIV/6 
criterion d 

delete “will not be required until after the 400th dwelling, 
after which” and substitute “may be deferred subject to 
further assessment of viability.  Subsequently” 

IC10 78 AL/TIV/9 
criterion b 

insert “or other suitable employment floorspace” after “B1” 

IC11 78 AL/TIV/9 
criterion c 

insert “approximately” before “8 hectares .... “ 

IC12 78 AL/TIV/9 
criterion g 

delete the criterion 

IC13 86 AL/TIV/17 add after criterion b 
“c   Access to be gained from Canal Hill.” 

IC14 90 AL/TIV/21 
criterion b 

See CC3 Appendix A.   

IC15 95 AL/CU/1 
criterion b 

insert “or other suitable employment floorspace” after “B1” 

IC16 118 AL/CU/15 
second 
paragraph 

insert “prepare and” before implement 
delete “to include measures” 
add to end of policy “The strategy should include measures 
to ensure that everyone is encouraged to travel in the 
most sustainable way possible.” 

IC17 136 AL/CRE/8 insert “prepare and” before implement 
delete “to include measures” 
add to end of policy “The strategy should include measures 
to ensure that everyone is encouraged to travel in the 
most sustainable way possible.” 
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Rec 
No 

DPD 
Page 
No 

Policy/ 
Paragraph Recommended Change 

IC18 140 AL/CRE/13 add a new criterion after b to read “ a suitable site for the 
relocation of Crediton Rugby Club;” 

IC19 140 AL/CRE/13 
criterion g 

add to end of criterion g “unless it can be demonstrated to 
the Council’s satisfaction that such an approach would 
significantly undermine the viability of the scheme as a 
whole” 

IC20 140 AL/CRE/13 
criterion h 

add to end of criterion h “unless the Council is satisfied 
that air quality and traffic impacts as a result of the 
development would not be material” 

IC21 151 AL/GT/1 
9.6 
 

delete the policy and its supporting text  
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