Tiverton Eastern Urban Extension

Initial consultation

Summary of representations

The initial consultation on the Masterplanning of the Tiverton Eastern Urban Extension took place 3rd-31st May 2013. 

141 representations were received

18 anonymous comments were received and could not be registered as representations

General

A number of representations were received for the Tiverton Eastern Urban Extension Master planning: Options Report.

Many of the general concerns involved the lack of evidential documents available to the public which impacted their abilities to respond to the questionnaire and options report document with informed remarks. Clear evidence for the size and scale of the development was requested to be available at future consultation events, as well as these events to be held in larger and more accessible locations over a longer period of time. Respondents also enquired about hard copies of the documentation to be freely available at consultation events. 
It was commented that the plans and maps within the master planning document were of varying scales and formats, reducing the reader’s ability to compare different options. Many respondents were unhappy with the location of the Eastern Urban Extension (EUE) and suggested the employment area should be situated by Junction 27 on the M5. Details of the phasing of the development were requested by a number of respondents, as it was briefly mentioned in the options report. There was some interest from a community group for relocation and creation of community led facilities within the suggested new local centre of the EUE.
Responses regarding the vision of Post Hill in 2035 found it unrealistic, and viewed the vision as how Post Hill is at present. Many believed the vision should not have been included as it is not based on fact but an idealistic utopian view which cannot be met. 
Highways

Most respondents were in favour of completing all infrastructure developments, including highway works before the construction of any dwellings. Increased traffic along and through Post Hill, Blundell’s Road and Follett Road was not deemed acceptable, and although traffic calming measures were suggested by some respondents, others believed these measures, if implemented, would be problematic. Many suggestions were put forward as to how to ameliorate the traffic congestion both currently and in future. Suggestions included the implementation of traffic light junctions or roundabouts, the creation of cul-de-sacs, a temporary junction on the A361 for site traffic only and weight restrictions placed on certain roads. 
Information on the impacts of the potential increase in traffic and how the likely impacts would be ameliorated would be beneficial to residents for future consultations.  It was suggested that West Manley Lane would not be suitable for increased traffic due to the nature of the road and the proximity of the original Devon bank. Representations requested the creation of extra footpaths to the Great Western Canal (GWC) and creating new and separate cycle paths including a safe route into the centre of Tiverton. 
The location and viability of the Purple Junction (grade-separated junction onto A361) was very contentious in the comments from respondents, with many proposing the junction being moved further away from current residential areas west along the A361. It was questioned as to the noise and vibration levels which would arise from the location of the Purple Junction. However, those in favour of the Purple Junction commented on the suitability of the access throughout the whole of the development from junction.  
Many responses put forward the use of the discarded Green Junction (existing bridge over A361) as the more favourable option to access to the development from the East as it would keep the feeder road away from Uplowman Road residents. 

The discarded Pink Route (linking to Tiverton Business Park) was suggested as being used for primarily the employment area and Energy Waste Centre access to reduce the amount of commercial traffic through the new development site. It was questioned that if necessary, a Compulsory Purchase Order could be used to implement the development of this road, if found to be the preferred option. 

The Red Routes (links to Heathcoat Way) were contentious, as some respondents preferred this option for access, while others believed it would not be suitable. It was perceived that the Red Route options would split the community of Coleman Close and Gornhay Orchard, while causing environmental damage and increased risk of flooding through and around the River Lowman and Paradise Woods. The reduction of the playing fields of Blundell’s School was also a concern with regard to the acceptability of the Red Routes. 

A relief road north of Blundell’s School was put forward to be considered.  A relief road from Post Hill to Tiverton Town, avoiding Blundell’s School/Road and to include the additional direct link to the A361 North Devon Link Road may make the development more viable. The creation of footbridges over Blundell’s Road was also proposed to provide easier and safer access for students to Blundell’s School. 
Devon County Council have developed a detailed traffic model of Tiverton and this suggests that in capacity terms, the current access along Blundell's Road can accommodate a larger proportion of development traffic than set out in the adopted policy. The original Mid Devon Allocations and Infrastructure Development Plan Document (the AIDPD) specified that the first new access to the development would be required after 200 dwellings. Devon County Council has suggested a new junction onto the A361 is unlikely to be required until the delivery of between 500 and 1000 dwellings. However, the County Council acknowledges that the highway capacity of Blundell’s road is not the only issue which informs the need for additional highway provision and will seek to deliver the junction earlier in the development if possible. The County Council are currently undertaking additional traffic modelling to establish the point at which additional access to Heathcoat Way might be required.

Environmental

Many respondents expressed concern over the impact on the local flora and fauna in the EUE development site. Many recorded seeing slow worms, grass snakes, buzzards, dormice and badgers among other animals. There are a number of mature trees and hedgerows which have caused great trepidation among respondents over their preservation, with some suggesting Tree Preservation Orders and preservation sites to be assigned before any development commences. 

The area surrounding West Manley Lane was suggested to be included as part of the Green Link Corridor and used as SUDS protection to Tidcombe Fen. The Tidcombe Fen was requested to be protected adequately as well as the copse to the south of Mayfair. Negative impacts on the Fen might arise due to the quality and amount of water feeding into the Fen and should be avoided where possible. 
The Grand Western Canal is a tourist destination, and representations suggested it should act as a natural barrier and remain apart from the development, being protected and enhanced, along with the old railway line and cycle path. Suggestions also included the use of green corridors and orchards to retain the rural character of the area including the creation of a traditional village green. The Post Hill ridge was recommended to be retained, as well as the wooded riverside areas for wildlife and recreational activities.  
There is a high risk of flooding in around the EUE site, and many suggestions and concerns surrounded flood risk and prevention. Representations commented on how the development should not have an impact on the existing flooding problems as an increase in runoff would cause greater flooding problems for locations further downstream of the River Exe, such as Exeter, Bickleigh, Stoke Canon as well as locations in the vicinity of Tiverton. 
Design
Representations requested that the EUE be designed to the highest possible standard, with a range of architectural variety. Community consultation on the design of the development was also asked for in order for the development to retain the character and style of the current area. Some representations requested the new development to reflect the current density and style of housing. The incorporation of Photovoltaic panels into the roofs during construction was suggested, rather than attaching panels at a later date, which are more visible and bulky. 
Local Centre

There was a wide range of ideas for facilities and services, mainly proposing the local centre to be in the centre of the EUE. Facilities and services suggested included the provision for a church, public toilet, a crèche or child-care facility, a plaza for performances, sports facilities and a community hall. Many representations included the provision of a surgery or medical care facility, with housing for the elderly in close proximity, including sheltered accommodation. A family run pub was proposed as the heart of the local centre, to provide employment for young people and attract young families and professionals. A car park was also suggested and a small parade of shops, including a post office, IT centre, small library and the possible relocation of the fire station. A number of representations advised against including shops in the local centre as they did not want the local centre to detract from the shops in the centre of Tiverton. 
Economy and regeneration

A number of representations questioned the need for the large employment zone, due to the ageing population. The location of the employment land was suggested to be close to the A361 and was generally found to be a good balance between employment and residential areas. Most of the representations requested the employment land to be of B1 class uses or with no heavy manufacturing due to the proximity to residential areas and schools. It was put forward that the employment land should have a number of conditions placed on the working hours and light pollution. It appeared sensible to representors that the employment land be connected to the Lowman Business Park as this would provide the shortest route for traffic without going through future or existing residential areas. 
The County Council support the inclusion of employment space within the proposed Tiverton Eastern Urban Extension as it will potentially increase the self-containment of the town and support the move to a low carbon economy and increase resilience to unstable fuel prices. 

Housing

The size and amount of housing suggested for the EUE was a concern for a number of respondents and the inclusion of gypsy pitches was seen as unjustified. Representations argued for low density housing to create a more suburban pattern of development. The residential development is suggested to reflect the current sizes and densities in the Post Hill area, consisting of mixed tenure and should be predominantly for local people. It was commented that bungalows and residences of 3 and 4 bedrooms would be most suitable, with cul-de-sacs used to reduce traffic. 

It has been recommended that residences built behind Fairway should be limited to one storey due to the restrictions placed on existing bungalows to the eastern end of the road. It is thought this will enhance the rural feel to the development and provide homes for older people.
It was suggested that housing should have at least 2 car parking spaces available, with more for 4 bedroom houses, as this will reduce the number of cars parked on the road and allow easier access through the street. It is thought that people will have cars whether they have a drive or not, and therefore it would be easier to have housing which includes parking places. 

Education

The County Council Education Infrastructure Plan identifies the commitment to the provision of a new primary school as part of the development. Respondents questioned whether one new school would be enough to meet the needs of the new residents as there would not be a new Secondary School. 
Heritage

Representations perceived the Grand Western Canal as one the Tiverton’s greatest heritage and tourism assets. The impact of the suggested road connections on the scheduled monument was a concern of a number of respondents. The use of green space to preserve the setting of Long Barrow and the Craze Lowman Barrow was supported, as this would enhance the visual connection between the two. The area surrounding the barrows was proposed to be investigated in more depth for archaeological remains before the development should take place. 
Energy and Waste

Many representations expressed difficulty in commenting on the Waste Energy Centre due to the unknown nature of the plant, as this would affect the size, noise, design, potential pollution, location and acceptability of residents. Many responses encouraged the Waste Energy Centre being located close to the A361, away from existing housing and before future housing is completed. A waste facility would fit in with the Devon Waste Plan, however this would not be acceptable to many respondents as this would result in waste being imported in from surrounding areas. There was some scepticism as to how a district heating scheme would work, and whether current residents would benefit from the scheme. 
The County Council supports the inclusion of an energy centre within the northern part of the urban extension as this would provide the opportunity to economically improve the sustainability of the development whilst also ideally improving access to cheaper, renewable energy through a district heating network. 
There was a mixed response as to implementing wind power, both large and small scale, while solar power was suggested by many respondents to be implemented in dwellings, along with a high standard of insulation. 
It was perceived that the current facilities for sewerage treatment and transport to South West Water Treatment works will be inadequate to cope with a large increase in use. It was clearly stated that it is essential that adequate provision is made for both the movement and treatment of sewerage in the event that the EUE occurs. 

Non Planning Considerations
Respondents were concerned over the development having an impact on the value of their properties and spoiling their views. It was suggested that Council Tax was reduced for these properties due to the devaluation. However, the devaluation of properties due to development is not a planning consideration. Obstructions of views from residences is also not a planning consideration, there being no right to a view across third part land. 
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