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EDDC Local Plan  Publication Stage

SAVE OUR SIDMOUTH RESPONSE
Save Our Sidmouth is an umbrella organisation, representing the interests of the following groups:

The Sid Vale Association

The Sidmouth Chamber of Commerce

The Vision Group for Sidmouth

The Sidmouth Hospitality Association

The Knowle Residents Association
It is authorised to make the representations herein on behalf of these groups, notwithstanding that they may be making separate representations on their own behalf

REPRESENTATION FROM SAVE OUR SIDMOUTH (SOS)

1. REFERENCE POINT 6.128-SIDMOUTH.

Summary:

SOS objects to the great discrepancy between the text at Refpoint 6.129 and the Strategy 26 –Development at Sidmouth, Refpoint 6.133. The two are not compatible.

2. Reasons for objection to Strategy 26.
2.1. The Vision for Sidmouth, at Refpoint 6.129 states the case very well for limited housing growth and modest employment growth
2.2. It has, at its core the aim of improving the town by retaining and consolidating the existing historic qualities, by “locally generated needs enhanced with sensitive re-development.” It recognises that Sidmouth’s commercial vibrancy is an important element to be enhanced.

2.3. It offers the prospect of increased employment, for people in the town, by improved employment site(s) in the town, with the rider that if necessary an employment site might need to be provided if no alternative site is available within the town.
2.4. This is a vision that SOS agrees with very strongly.

2.5. However this “Vision” is in complete contrast with the proposals contained in Strategy 26, (Refpoint 6.133). In this Strategy EDDC make plain their intentions. It  allows;-
2.5.1. 50 houses on the Knowle Parkland, and the elimination of over 350 jobs at the EDDC HQ there,

2.5.2. the development  of one of the few Employment sites in the Town by allowing 20 houses to be built at the Manstone Lane EDDC depot,

2.5.3. the provision of 5Ha of Employment land in the AONB to cater for 1400 jobs, in an area known to flood drastically and with known traffic problems.
2.6. This Strategy, if implemented, will destroy the ambience of Sidmouth, which is sympathetically described in the Vision statement. It is in total contradiction to that vision. Clearly EDDC have not given much thought to it.

3. Suggested Changes to The Plan

3.1. SOS believe that Refpoint 6.129 should stand, but that Strategy 6.133 must be amended, to incorporate our Representations for Refpoints 6.133 and 6.295.

3.2. In this way the Strategy will comply with the Vision.

4. Plan Tests

4.1. Positively prepared.

The Plan fails to meet this test because The Vision, Refpoint 6.219 and The Strategy, Refpoint 6.133, are not in accord.

4.2. Justified

The Plan fails to meet this test because The Vision, Refpoint 6.219 and The Strategy, Refpoint 6.133, are not in accord.

REPRESENTATION FROM SAVE OUR SIDMOUTH (SOS)

· REFERENCE POINT 6.27 – SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL FOR SITE 1967.

· Review of Sustainability Appraisal for Site 1967

· Consideration of alternatives:

· The SA states that “the latest version of the new Local Plan (the Publication Draft version, November 2012) includes a number of site specific allocations for residential, employment and mixed-use development. These have been subject to SA, along with all reasonable alternative site options identified, in line with the requirements of the SEA Directive”.  (East Devon Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal October 2012 Para 4.53 page 28).

· Therefore the first place that the strategic site options have been assessed within the SA is at the Publication Draft Local Plan (August-October 2012) which is this stage. Therefore the SA has not influenced the selection of the preferred alternative sites and there is no evidence of this provided within the SA Report. It is clear that the consideration of sites has been introduced at a late stage in the process and that the SA has not had the opportunity to influence the selection of the allocated sites. 

· In addition, it is not clear that all reasonable alternatives for employment sites have been considered as the only evidence provided within the SA is as follows:

· “The site options that have been assessed are those that featured in the 2011 and/or 2012 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) exercise and/or were submitted as proposed development sites when the Local Plan (formerly the Core Strategy) was consulted on previously. In a limited number of other cases, sites that EDDC was aware of as having development potential were also included. EDDC chose to look at as many reasonable site choices as possible (where they were supported by a land owner/agent aspiration to see development occur). (East Devon Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal October 2012 Para 4.54 page 28).

· The justification for the inclusion of the site as an allocated site is based purely on visual prominence, and the site is located on the edge of Sidford and does not therefore abut Sidmouth on all sides. The justification given in Appendix 6 for the allocation of Site 1967 for employment use is as follows:

· “This site lies on the northern side of Sidmouth close to the facilities in Sidford. It’s a flat level site of lesser visual prominence than alternatives/sites on the periphery of Sidmouth. Although the site lies in the AONB, the designation abuts Sidmouth on all sides, it is appropriate to allocate it for employment development.”

· No evidence is provided as to how the alternative sites have been selected and therefore whether all reasonable alternatives have been considered. The alternatives that have been considered have been assessed to the same level of detail as the allocated sites.

· Issues and options assessment for Sidmouth:

· At the issues and options stage just four options for the growth of Sidmouth were presented, either to the north, north-west or east, or as infill development within the existing built up area. It did not assess specific sites. However the SA noted that: 

· “Sidmouth is in a similar position to Seaton, being highly constrained, and again measures to avoid harming the natural environment and character of the town are likely to limit growth. However, development offers an opportunity for regeneration of the town and for the delivery of social and economic benefits”. (East Devon Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal October 2012 Para 4.38 page 24).

· The allocation of an employment site in Sidford does not therefore respond to this statement within the SA at the issues and options stage as it will harm the natural environment and does not offer an opportunity for regeneration of the town. This therefore demonstrates that the development of the Local Plan has not taken the findings of the SA into account.

· The section “Promoting Vibrant and Sustainable Rural Communities” within the Issues and Options Report related to the promotion of sustainable communities and raised questions regarding the level and location of growth that would be appropriate in rural areas. It also raised questions about the level of affordable housing that would be appropriate and the approach to restricting the occupation of new housing (i.e. to local people only) and to the potential reuse of agricultural dwellings. The SA noted that “Whilst the distance between housing and amenities, services and employment sites should be minimised, in particular circumstances the impacts of a greater distance may actually be preferable to locating development close together, e.g. where this provides some protection to the landscape or other environmental assets”. (East Devon Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal October 2012 Para 4.40 page 24).

· Again, the allocation of Site 1967 does not take this recommendation within the SA into account.

· The findings of SA of the Issues and Options report contributed to the development of the Preferred Approaches version of the Core Strategy. No new reasonable alternatives were introduced in the Preferred Approaches Core Strategy, therefore the appraisal of options at the Issues and Options stage continued to represent the reasonable alternatives to the Preferred Approaches Core Strategy. 

· Assessment results:

· Site 1967 performs poorly in the SA compared with all of the alternative employment sites put forward and assessed. Site 1967 score three significant negatives against the SA objectives compared with 1 significant negative identified for sites 001 (A, B and C) and C053 and 2 significant negatives for sites 3299 and 3602. This provides further evidence that the SA has not influenced the development of the plan with relation to the selection of the allocated sites.

· With relation to specific effects identified for Site 1967: 

· Significant negative effects are identified for SA objective 8: To maintain and enhance built and historic assets – noting potentially significant effects on the conservation area in Sidford (within 35m), the effects on listed properties within Sidford and Sidbury and the presence of a Scheduled Monument within 1km.

· Significant negative effects are identified for SA objective 9: to promote the conservation and wise use of land and protect and enhance the landscape character of East Devon – noting that the site is on greenfield land and entirely within East Devon AONB.

· Significant negative effects are identified for SA objective 15 – To ensure there is no increase in the risk of flooding. Data has been obtained which demonstrates the extent of the flood risk for the site noting that a significant part of the site is within flood zone 3. Due to the historical flooding events it is unclear whether the site could be part of the functional flood plain and the SFRA is unclear on this.

· In addition, the site is located outside of Sidmouth and will therefore not contribute to the regeneration of the town, nor will it promote and encourage on-car based modes of transport as the site will be offering a site for the relocation of an existing business which is currently based within Sidmouth town. 

· We disagree with the assessment against SA objective 10 – To maintain the local amenity, quality and character of the local environment which is currently scored as an uncertain minor negative. Given the level of opposition to the allocation of this site by the local community it is clear that the character of the local environment with be significantly negatively affected. In addition, we disagree with the assessment against SA objective 6: To reduce noise levels and minimise exposure of people to unacceptable levels of noise pollution which is currently scored as an uncertain minor negative. There is the potential for significant negative effects of traffic, especially through the villages of Sidbury and Sidford and without a detailed traffic assessment the potential for a significant negative effect cannot be ruled out.

REPRESENTATION FROM SAVE OUR SIDMOUTH (SOS)

· REFERENCE POINT 6.133 – STRATEGY 26 – DEVELOPMENT AT SIDMOUTH.

Summary:

SOS objects to the proposed allocation of 100 new homes within the Built-up Boundary together with the proposed allowance of 50 further homes by way of windfall completions. SOS objects in particular to the proposed non-strategic site allocation of the current Council Offices at the Knowle and adjoining parkland for 50 homes (see proposed Policy H1 – Residential Land Allocation, Reference Point 6.295). SOS also objects to the proposed allocation of 20 homes on the employment land at Manstone Lane.

SOS objects to the proposed provision of up to 5.0 hectares of additional employment land north of Sidford (Site 1967). 

· Reasons for objection to Strategy 26.

· Proposed Strategy 26 is not based on adequate, up-to-date or relevant evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and prospects of the area, and EDDC has failed to take full account of relevant market and economic signals. As such, it is inconsistent with national planning policy as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). See, in particular, paragraph 158 of the NPPF and further comments set out in Section 4 below.

· The purported justification for the proposed provision of 5.0ha of non-strategic allocation of employment land at Sidford (Site 1967) is set out in Document EMP004. 

· Document EMP004 utilises population and workforce data derived from the 2001 census.  Employment land provision has been calculated on the basis that for each new home that will be built during the plan period one new job will be created. This is combined with an aspiration of the Council that out commuting from the seven main East Devon towns be halved over the Plan period.

· In numerical terms EMP004 concludes that 546 new jobs will need to be created to provide locally based employment for the occupants of an equivalent number of new homes during the plan period. In fact 435 of these have already been built since the start of the plan period, and this does not appear to have led to increased unemployment in Sidmouth. In reality many of these houses have been windfalls and seem to have been occupied by those not active in the employment market. EDDC also propose  that a further 782 new jobs will need to be accommodated in the Sidmouth area, as they are promoting a policy of reducing out commuting by 50% over the Plan period.  EDDC are therefore stating that Sidmouth needs to allocate Employment Land sufficient for 1,328 new workers over the Plan period.

· This projected increase of 1,328 new jobs over the plan period equates to a “need” for a total of 5.38ha of employment land, of which 3.15ha is identified as B-Use class (of which 0.59ha is allocated for the existing Alexandra Industrial Estate within the Built-up-Boundary). Consequently the Council propose to allocate 5.0ha of land for employment use at Sidford, outside the Built-up-Boundary  but within the AONB.

· It is of particular concern that proposed employment use cannot be limited to B-Use class as such, but, once allocated, may be used for other employment classes such as retail. This would have significant economic impacts on the vitality of Sidmouth, and does not appear to have been considered by EDDC.

· Elsewhere in the Local Plan a different means of calculating the need for employment land based on new homes is adopted. For example, at para.6.10 (Reference point 6.37) of the explanatory text to Employment Provision the Council “…estimate that, roughly speaking, 250 new homes could generate the need for around 1 hectare of employment land.”

· This “estimate” is expressed in policy terms in proposed Strategy 31 – Future Job and Employment Land Provision (reference point 6.154), where it is stated that “All major housing developments will need to be accompanied by employment provision to provide around: 1. One job for each new home built. 2. Around 1 hectare of employment land for each 250 homes proposed.”

· The strategy also requires the promotion of mixed use developments and the provision of employment uses close to where people live.

· Even if one adopts EDDC's figures (which are not accepted for reasons set out below), although there is a general correspondence between residential development allocations and strategic employment land allocations across the District (see Employment Land Provision Table – reference point 6.38 and Strategy 2 – Scale and Distribution of Residential Development – reference point 6.40), there is a very significant mis-match between the non-strategic housing allocation proposed for Sidmouth and the non-strategic employment land provision (100 new homes and 5.5ha of employment land)

· Even taking into consideration the evidence that 435 new dwellings have been built in Sidmouth between 2006/07 and 30 September 2012 (see Strategy 2), there is no evidence to suggest that this increase in population has not been accommodated in terms of local employment, which is unsurprising given the demographic and employment profile of Sidmouth.       

· When the proposed employment land provision for Sidmouth is set in the context of Strategy 31, two conclusions may be drawn.

· Firstly, there are no allocations, either strategic or non-strategic, for major housing developments in Sidmouth over the plan period. This throws into question the appropriateness of applying the Strategy 31 formula to Sidmouth at all.

· Secondly, if the formula is applied, the need for employment land in Sidmouth over the plan period is reduced from 5.5 ha to 0.4ha, which could be comfortably accommodated at the existing Alexandria Industrial Estate. 

· Returning to the assumption that for each new home to be built during the plan period a new job will need to be accommodated, it is necessary to examine both the evidential basis for this assumption and then to assess the reasonableness of the assumption when set against the specific demographic characteristics of the Sidmouth area.

· The source of the “one home, one job” equation is the Roger Tym Report, EMP004. The Report states: “An equal number of jobs and working age residents would result in an index of 1, and is likely to suggest a good balance of local jobs and local workers. Across the South West districts (weighted) average is 0.81 (EMP004 para 2.41).

· East Devon itself exhibits a job density of 0.73 based on 2008 ONS data, whereas this figure had fallen to 0.6 using 2009 employment data.(Tym Report para 6.36) The historic trend would therefore appear to be downward for the East Devon area. 

· At the same time, the Tym Report acknowledges that the demographics of Sidmouth differ significantly from those of the rest of East Devon and the South West region.

· Sidmouth has a higher than average population over the age of 54 and the peak (of movements into the area) is of retirement related moves around the late 50’s. (Tym Report para 6.25). A Devon County Council report from 2008 projects a rise in the population category 40-64 of 2.4% and falls of 4.9% and 5.5% in lower age groups. 

· These characteristics and trends are acknowledged in the supporting text to draft Strategy 26 itself. Para 14.2 states that: “The town has an elderly population profile and is a very popular retirement destination but it does also have all round family appeal.”  

· It is therefore clear that the “one home one job” equation is highly unlikely to be appropriate for Sidmouth, and there is a very real risk that this, combined with the “halving of out commuting” element will result in the over-provision of employment land for Sidmouth, with attendant consequences.

· In contrast with the “one home one job” side of the equation, the evidential basis for the “halving of out commuting” component is more difficult to ascertain.

· Detailed analysis of the documents submitted in support of Strategy 26 has provided neither any robust nor objective rationale for the inclusion of this requirement in calculating the need for employment land. Document EMP004 upon which the Council relies as justification for the proposed allocation at Sidford is silent on this matter . Put at its highest, the desire to reduce out commuting from East Devon’s towns is aspirational, but has no basis in national planning policy, no other justification, or any reasoned consideration given to the consequences of the pursuit of such an aspiration. 

· In contrast, the evidence which is available strongly supports that Sidmouth exhibits net in-commuting as opposed to out-commuting. EMP004, Table 1 shows that 1,564 economically active residents of Sidmouth travel out of the town for work purposes, whilst 1,890 commute into the town for work, giving a net in-commuting total of 326. It is likely that these out-commuters travel to such locations as The University of Exeter, the Meteorological office, and other such technical and office based jobs outside the Sidmouth area, which cannot be replicated at Sidmouth. 

· Notwithstanding this evidence, the Council has nevertheless taken the out-commuting figure for Sidmouth of 1,564, halved it to produce figure of 782, and has factored this together with the “one home one job” component (546) to produce a “need” for employment land capable of accommodating some 1,328 jobs, which equates to a “need” for an additional 5.5ha of employment land.(See table in para 2.2, EMP004) 

· The Council also appear to have ignored the corollary effect of the halving of out-commuting aspiration. If successful in reducing out-commuting by half from the other East Devon towns, Sidmouth’s in-commuting would also reduce by half (i.e. 945 in-commuters), producing a net loss of employment in the town of 153. Applying the same approach to the “need” for employment land would result in a reduction over the plan period of 0.61ha.

· Nevertheless, having identified the “need” for an additional 5.5ha of employment land, the Council does not appear to have undertaken its own search for potential employment land sites, save by way of inviting consultation comments on a previous consultation draft of the Local Plan.

· The NPPF makes it clear that in drawing up Local Plans, LPAs should have a clear understanding of business needs within their area and that they are obliged to prepare and maintain a robust evidence base to understand existing business needs and likely changes in the market. (See para 160 NPPF)

· Using this evidence base LPAs should then assess such needs for “…all foreseeable types of economic activity over the plan period”, assess “…existing and future land supply available for economic development”, including “…a reappraisal of the suitability of previously allocated land”. In addition, an assessment should be made of the capacity of existing centres to accommodate new town centre development. (See NPPF para.161)

· The evidence shows that the first identification of the Sidford site for employment land was made in January 2012 by Context Logic, consultants acting on behalf of Fords of Sidmouth, a business currently operating out of the Alexandria Industrial Estate (AIE), in a consultation response to an earlier version of the Local Plan. In contrast to other Planning Authorities, EDDC only considered sites that were promoted by Landowners and Developers. As a result, the first time that this site was subject to full public consultation was on Town Boundaries Inset Maps in May-June 2012. The results of this consultation exercise was overwhelming public opposition to the proposed allocation. Moreover, a petition was sent to EDDC in May 2012, with 3850 signatures against the proposals, of which 2880 were from Sidmouth residents, (a high proportion of the14,000 residents of the town).

· This process of site identification raises 2 separate but related issues regarding compliance with national planning policy as set out in the NPPF.

· Firstly, para.155 states that “Early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses is essential. A wide section of the community should be proactively engaged, so that Local Plans, as far as possible, reflect a collective vision and set of agreed priorities for the sustainable development of the area… ”

· The late inclusion of the Sidford site in the consultation process clearly fails to satisfy the “essential” “early and meaningful engagement” requirement of the consultation process envisaged by national policy. In addition, the proposed allocation of the site does not “reflect a collective vision” for the sustainable development of the area, but simply reflects the interests of a small, limited sector of the local business community, who, it seem, wish to promote a greenfield site solely for narrow commercial interests.

· Secondly, there is no evidence that the proposed allocation of the site satisfies the requirements of paras 160-161 of the NPPF as set out above.

· Sustainability issues are addressed in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA), which is itself subject to pre-submission consultation. SOS will be submitting a separate representation on the SA, raising concerns regarding compliance with the SEA Regulations, site selection processes and the consideration of alternative sites.

· Turning to the characteristics of the Sidford site itself, it is a Greenfield site, is situated wholly within the East Devon AONB, and has a history of being subject to flooding well documented in Environment Agency, (EA) literature and databases, where it is categorised as Zone 3. (The EDDC plans however show it as Zone 2.) The site was refused planning permission for development as an Employment Site in 1978 by EDDC on the grounds that it was subject to flooding  and traffic problems even then. Traffic analysis of the flows predicted from the site, (with  465 spaces  allocated for parking),is that, using DCC  figures and applying sensitivity testing, the Sidbury Signal controlled junction will be overloaded in 2019, even in the non tourist season.

· National planning policy requires that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment (NPPF para.109). “Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty National Parks, the Broads and AONBs, which have the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty.” (NPPF para.115)

· Para.116 of the NPPF sets out a series of tests which must be satisfied before major developments may be permitted in AONBs. Although the NPPF addresses these criteria in the context of planning permissions (as opposed to the drawing up of Local Plans), unless these criteria can be met for proposed allocations for development, any such allocation would ultimately not be deliverable at the planning permission stage, thus frustrating the purposes of the Local Plan process. Para.173 of the NPPF states explicitly that “Plans should be deliverable.”

· The proposal to allocate “up to 5 hectares” of employment land at the Sidford site as set out in Strategy 26 clearly constitutes “major development” within the AONB.

· The NPPF advises that major developments in the AONB should be refused “except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they are in the public interest.” (NPPF para.116) In other words, both exceptional circumstances and public interest have to be established prior to assessments of need for the development, consideration of development outside the AONB and any assessment of likely damage and mitigation.

· The proposed allocation of the Sidford site is of a non-strategic nature. The Council advises in Strategy 26 that land allocations for Sidmouth will be made through Development Management Policies (of which Strategy 26 is one), as opposed to by way of a Strategic Policy (Part One) of the Local Plan.

· This appears to be an acceptance by the Council that the allocation of the Sidford site is not essential in order to realise its strategic aims and objectives for the area over the plan period. It is therefore very difficult to see how, when set in this context, there is anything about the Sidford site which meets the exceptional circumstances test. Exceptional circumstances would warrant the elevation of the Sidmouth allocation to a strategic priority, for which there is neither the evidential base nor support in planning policy terms.

· As regards the public interest test, the results of the previous public consultation on this proposed allocation have exhibited substantial public opposition to the development of this site, in favour of its preservation as AONB land.

· Consequently, any proposal for the development of this site would fail to satisfy the first test as set out in para.116 of the NPPF. 

· Para.116 further advises that, in considering proposals for major developments in the AONB, assessments should be undertaken of the need for the development, including in terms of national considerations, and the impact on the local economy. In addition, the cost of, and scope for developing elsewhere should be assessed (a process that should be addressed in the SA), together with an assessment of any detrimental effects and the mitigation of those effects.

· The issue of need has been addressed above and has been found to be lacking any firm evidential basis.

· No apparent assessment of the cost of and scope for developing outside the AONB has been undertaken, and major development in the AONB should properly be regarded as damaging per se, and not permitted unless these adverse effects can be mitigated to an acceptable level. Such an assessment remains to be carried out.

· Proposed Strategy 46 – Landscape Conservation and Enhancement and AONBs (reference point 6.202) is promoted by the Council in Part two of the local Plan as a Policy consistent with the principles and policies in the NPPF addressing AONB matters.

· It is of particular concern that the proposed Strategy makes no reference at all to the criteria as set out in para 116 of the NPPF. The explanatory text at para. 18.33 of the Local Plan states that “National Planning Policy will be referred to when considering applications for major development in AONBs.”

· Mere reference to the NPPF in the consideration of applications for major development in the AONB wholly fails to ensure that the exceptional circumstances and public interest tests set out in para 116 of the NPPF are adequately transposed into the Local Plan, and the requirements for assessments of need, cost and consideration of alternatives and detrimental effects are similarly lacking. As such, proposed Strategy 46 is inconsistent with National Planning Policy and fails to provide the “highest status of protection” (NPPF para. 115) that should be afforded to such designated areas.

· Suggested changes to Strategy 26.

SOS suggest the deletion of “100 new homes” from paragraph 1 of proposed Strategy 26 to be replaced by “30 new homes at Port Royal” with a further  allowance of 90 new homes by way of future windfall completions. Proposed Policy H1 – Residential Land Allocation should be amended to reflect this change so that paragraph f) is deleted.

SOS further suggests the deletion of the whole of paragraph 2 of proposed Strategy 26. Proposed Strategy 1 – Spatial Strategy for Development in East Devon will require minor amendment to the accompanying table entitled Employment Land Provision and Allocations (Reference Point 6.38) to reflect this change. 

· Plan tests.

· Positively prepared

The plan fails to meet this test because the assessment of local needs both in respect of the proposed housing and employment land allocations for the Sidmouth area is not based on a sufficiently adequate, up-to-date or robust evidence base, as set out above.

· Justified

The plan fails this test as reasonable alternatives to the housing and employment allocations proposed for Sidmouth set out in Strategy 26 have not been adequately assessed in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA). See separate representation on the SA for further detailed analysis. 

· Effective

The plan fails this test in that it is highly unlikely that the employment land allocation at Sidford will be deliverable over the plan period given the site constraints in terms of landscape impacts, flooding and traffic. In addition, development of the scale envisaged cannot meet the criteria for permissible development as set out in para.116 of the NPPF. 

Consistent with national policy

The plan fails this test because it is inconsistent with national policy in a significant number of respects, as detailed above, with the result that, if adopted in its current form, it would fail to deliver sustainable development to the area.

The plan fails to provide adequate protection to the AONB as required by paras. 109, 115-116 of the NPPF.

The plan process has failed to be consistent with para. 155 of the NPPF in respect of early, meaningful engagement with the community, has consistently ignored the express wishes of the local community in the consultation process, and frustrated one of the core planning principles set out in para.17 of the NPPF, namely the empowerment of local people.

· Legally Compliant

It is considered that the plan is not legally compliant in that the Sustainability Appraisal(SA) fails to satisfy the requirements of the Strategic Environmental Assessment Regulations 2004 SI No.1663 (SEA Regulations) for the detailed reasons set out in the SOS submission under Reference Point 6.27.

In summary, the SA has failed to consider all reasonable alternatives for employment sites, and, in addition, has failed to provide evidence as to how alternative sites have been selected.

· If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to speak at the examination in public? Yes

· If you wish to speak at the examination in public, please outline why you consider this to be necessary:

The proposed strategy for Sidmouth is highly controversial, and has attracted considerable public criticism throughout the consultation process. SOS represents a significant cross section of Sidmouth residents and business interests. It is essential that these interests are provided with an opportunity to fully state their case in order to assist the Inspector in his/her assessment as to whether the plan is sound and legally compliant, and also to ensure that such interests are taken fully into account in contributing to shaping the future development of Sidmouth over the plan period in the most sustainable and appropriate way.  

REPRESENTATION FROM SAVE OUR SIDMOUTH (SOS)

· REFERENCE POINT 6.295 – POLICY H1 – RESIDENTIAL LAND ALLOCATIONS.

Summary:

SOS objects to the proposed allocation of the current Council Offices at the Knowle, Sidmouth for 50 homes, identified by site numbers ED02A and  ED02B. SOS further objects to the proposed allocation of the Manstone Lane site, currently in employment use, for housing.

· Reasons for objection to Policy H1.

· The proposed allocation of the current Council Offices at the Knowle for housing land will entail the loss of 0.7ha of land currently designated and used as employment land and 2.8ha of land which is Public Open Space(POS).

· From August 2012 until the date of this Representation, this land has been subject to an outline planning application (12/1847/MOUT) by EDDC for the development of 50 dwellings and a Care Home. The application is regarded by EDDC as a departure from the current Development Plan and has been advertised accordingly. It is expected that the planning application, revised four times since initial submission, will be determined by EDDC in February 2013. EDDC wishes to allow development of this Parkland in the centre of Sidmouth to raise funds for its “ambition to move to Honiton”. If this move were to take place then not only would 2.8 ha of picturesque parkland be lost, but over 365 jobs would be lost, despite EDDC’s intention to encourage employment in the town. 

· It is the Council’s position elsewhere in the proposed Local Plan (Strategy 26) that Sidmouth will require an additional 5.0ha of employment land over the plan period. Further, it is the Council’s case that this supply of employment land cannot be met within the existing Built-Up-Boundary, nor in land other than that designated as an AONB.

· Whilst the Council’s case is not accepted by SOS, and detailed representations have been submitted in respect of Local Plan Strategy 26, should the land at the Knowle be lost for employment purposes it will add to the shortfall perceived by the Council, resulting in a requirement for a further loss of AONB land over the plan period.

· In addition to this being in conflict with national policy regarding the protection of AONB land as set out in the NPPF, objections lodged to the planning application consider that the proposed loss of employment and recreational land at the Knowle conflicts with paras. 17(Core planning principles), 74(Open space provision), 118(Biodiversity), 123 and 128-131(Conserving and enhancing the historic environment) of the NPPF.

· Policy H1f) conflicts directly with proposed Strategy 32 – Resisting loss of Employment, Retail and Community Sites and Buildings (Reference point 6.156) of the Local Plan, which states that change of use of such sites will not be permitted unless it can be clearly demonstrated that there is both no longer a need for such uses, and that the building or site has been marketed for at least 12 months. These criteria have not been met in respect of the current Council Offices at the Knowle or at the Manstone Lane site. 

· In terms of loss of employment, SOS have calculated that, on balance, in the region of 80 full time equivalent (fte) jobs will be lost from the town should the proposed development at the Knowle proceed.

· As noted above, it is the Council’s stated intention to move to Honiton. SOS have estimated that such a move would increase out-commuting from Sidmouth by approximately 100, (EDDC employees who live in Sidmouth), thus conflicting with and potentially frustrating the Council’s objective of halving out-commuting during the plan period. 

· The proposed non-strategic allocation of a total of 100 homes in Sidmouth, with a further 50 to be provided by way of windfall sites, bears no apparent relationship to any assessment of housing provision to meet local needs, and any evidential base for this provision is lacking. 

· Whilst it is accepted that the allocation will make an albeit small contribution to the overall District target of 14,977 new dwellings over the plan period, and it is also accepted that some new housing development will be necessary over this period, the figure of 100 homes promoted by the Council appears arbitrary in the extreme. There is no evidence to suggest that this need could not be met by a decrease in the non-strategic element, and a corresponding increase in the windfall component.

· The most up to date evidence available derived from the 2011 Census shows a population growth rate of 0.54% for the period 2001-2011, as opposed to the 1.0% growth rate projected in 2008 (ONS/DCLG). In real terms this has resulted in actual population growth of some 4,100 less than projected in 2008 across the District. This downward trend should be reflected in a reduction in the overall District target for new homes from c.15,000 to 12,000 for the plan period.

· The 2011 Census data supersede both the RSS figures and those utilised in the Tym Report (which relies heavily on net in-migration as producing a “need” for additional housing). Given the NPPF advice that local planning authorities should ensure that the Local Plan is based on, inter alia, up-to–date evidence (NPPF para 158), the 2011 Census data should be adopted as the most relevant evidence base upon which to calculate housing need.  

· Consequently, the total allocation for Sidmouth should be revised in a similar fashion, with a requirement of a total of 120 new homes for the plan period. This can be accommodated by the allocation of 30 new homes at the Port Royal site, as put forward in Policy H1, with the remaining requirement for 90 new homes to be made up by windfall completions, which, on the basis of historic trends, would be both deliverable and sustainable. 

· Suggested changes to Policy H1

Deletion of paragraphs f) and g) of Policy H1. 


