9 SVA objection to Planning Application Development at Sidford. 16/0669/MOUT
The Sid Vale Association wishes to object in the strongest possible terms to this development . These objections are based on the following grounds.

1. GENERAL POINTS.
a. Site Area. The Application is for a site of 5.8ha. The Local Plan , Strategy 26, specifies a site of "up to 5ha." This application is for an extra 0.8 ha of Grade 2 agricultural land  in the AONB. The Application contravenes the LP and should be refused.
b. Use Classes. The Local Plan, (Strategy 26), specifies that there should be "a particular onus on B1 use" if development proceeds on this site. This application seeks approval for 9,120sqm of B1 use, 6,840sqm of B2, (light industrial), and 6,840sqm of B8, (storage and warehousing). Thus there could be some 9,000sqm of B1 and almost 14,000sqm of non B1. This does not represent "a particular onus on B1" use; neither does it fulfil the LP requirements of providing an employment site incorporating high quality jobs. The Application contravenes the LP and should be refused.
c. Development Access .The Applicant is applying for two major accesses onto the A375, the more northerly one being redundant until and if, the second phase has been substantially completed. It seeks to over-ride Strategy 26 of the Local Plan by providing an access point to Phase 2 at the same time as for phase 1.
The LP states that “the second phase will not be allowed to go ahead until after the 5 year review and only if the Southern part of the site has been fully developed and at least 90% occupied for employment uses first.". Allowing the Applicant a benefit now for  future development on the assumption that the second stage will go ahead should not be made.
d. Removal of hedgerows. The Arborological Report states that hedgerows H3, H5 and H7 are to be removed. These are large, well established hedgerows, and as such are excellent providers of habitats for insects and wildlife. Replacement as proposed of these hedgerows would not replace them and maturity will not be achieved for many years therefore having a detrimental effect on the species currently present.
2. TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION.
a. The Application contravenes TC4, in the LP, (footways, Bridleways and Cycleways) in that it would result in the reduction of convenience of the existing already substandard footways and pedestrian facilities along the A375 in Sidford, by increasing the volume of traffic, and particularly heavy goods vehicles from the B2 and B8 categories. using the road. Although the Applicants have proposed a new footway alongside their development, it in no way will make safer the existing footways in the village itself, which will be subject to increased heavy vehicle flows and increased traffic generally, (see Appendix 1 which summarises the road and footways widths in the village). The Applicant has carried out no pedestrian counts, or assessment of safety issues to support his proposal.
b. The Application contravenes TC7 (Adequacy of Road Network and Site Access.) This states that “Planning permission for new development will not be granted if the proposed access, or the traffic generated by the development would be detrimental to the safe and satisfactory operation of the local or wider highway network”. 
The SVA maintain that the proposed development is detrimental, in that it creates further traffic, consisting of a mix of light and heavy vehicles, on roads that already have congestion at peak times and on which the presence of an already significant heavy vehicle proportion, creates an unsafe situation. In addition, the A375 is substandard in width, and has  minimal or non existent footways, (see Appendix 1). The highways will be made further unsafe and more congested.
The Applicant states in para 1.11 of the Environmental Assessment that “the development will have a neutral impact on existing highways with measures in place that will improve the efficiency of existing highways” This clearly cannot be true as the existing highways are already unsafe, congested and dangerous for nearby pedestrians, conditions which are exacerbated during many months of the holidays when both the A375 and the A3052 are significant holiday routes. The Applicant’s own traffic figures predict that the flows on the A375 will be 25% higher than existing, (Transportation Report page 44, para 8.2) .The conclusion in the summary, (page 33 para 5.1), that “it seems reasonable to conclude that the highway network does not suffer from   any inherent infrastructure weakness” is again plainly untrue and must be rejected.
The SVA has carried out traffic counts and surveys, (see Appendix 2), which show that the Applicants surveyed traffic flows were about 120 vehicles ph less than DCC on the A375. DCC has undertaken no traffic counts on the A3052 in the vicinity of the junction but our own counts suggest a flow of about 600-800 vph along this road. The Applicant’s counts used their own  lower flows along the A3052 in their traffic analysis.. SVA, (using Entrans Consultants), carried out an analysis using the higher DCC  figures and a sensitivity test on a revised mix of development and established that the junction would be operating beyond its capacity., both in the baseline and development scenarios, (see Appendix 3)
The flows and congestion will be higher that predicted in the Applicant’s own Transportation Report, since its  justification for traffic proposals is based on 2012 year counts with a base year of 2014, and a design year of 2019. In reality the base year should be the time of application, (2016), and a design life of the A3052/A375 should be at least 10 years from completion, which in this case cannot be earlier than late 2017. Thus the intersection should be assessed on flows in a design year of 2027/28, much higher than the 2019 flows. These  will completely overload the junction.
The Traffic and Transport section of the Application is unsound, plays down the effect of the large increase in flows along the A375 ,  and congestion at the junction, has many errors of judgement and is out of date. It should be rejected along with the Application.
3. DRAINAGE AND FLOODING
a. The Application contravenes Devon Local Plan Policy EN22 (Surface Water Run-off Implications of New Development). The site is located on a flood plain. It is subject to regular serious flooding and the existing run-off from the site contributes substantially to flooding in the residential areas of Sidford. The construction of extensive areas of hard standing will inevitably exacerbate these problems despite the proposed mitigation measures.
The applicants’ consultants’ Environmental Statement (3.6.26) erroneously suggests that development is planned only in flood Zone 1. In fact Phase 1 of the development would in fact be in flood zones 3 and 2, so the Sequential Test should be applied (NPPF, 100 and 102)1  
b. The Application contravenes Devon Local Plan Policy EN21 (River & Coastal Flooding). Mitigation measures as proposed by the applicant are inadequate as they fail to take account of the substantial increase in flood risk caused by climate change contained in the latest Environment Agency guidance.
c. In particular, the Applicants’ Flood Report data (1.6.1) are out of date as they predate the new Environment Agency (EA) report on Adapting to Climate Change: Advice for Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Authorities, which was issued on 13th April 2016.
Sidford has experienced very severe flooding over the last few years. Photographic evidence and oral accounts clearly show the drastic effects of large scale flooding not just once but several times. Any development on a floodplain which not only increases surface water run off, but destroys the very area where overflows from the nearby river can congregate MUST be resisted. Not to do so, with the added certainties of increasing rainfall and rising sea level would be criminal.
The Applicants overall Flooding risk Assessment is seriously flawed and the Application should be rejected
Appendix 1

Road and footway widths. 

The A3052 is 6m wide in the vicinity of the Sidford cross roads.. Footways are substandard and there is an additional set of traffic lights westwards of the intersection with the A375, which substantially complicates flows through the junction at peak times.

The A375 is again generally or less than 6m wide from the intersection northwards to Sidbury , but access to the site from the south is along School Street which narrows to 4.8 metres in width by ‘Cobwebs’ cottage. It is a notorious bottleneck where heavy goods vehicles and cars, let alone buses, cannot pass each other, and frequently resort to driving on the pavements... Heavy vehicles and buses are very frequently compelled to mount the footway, stop and wait. Any increase in such traffic would pose a serious safety risk for pedestrians using the narrow footway. 

Vehicles approaching the site from the north need to negotiate the centre of historic Sidbury, where parked cars already cause serious congestion. The road through the village contains a series of dangerous ‘pinch points’, for example at ‘Crossways’ where cars are permanently parked close to a blind bend, there is no pavement and the carriageway is only 5.3 metres wide. At Sidford Mill, where there are no pavements, the road narrows again to 5.3 
The A375 is totally sub standard and does not safely cater for the present flows of traffic, and will become much less safe for both drivers and pedestrians if the development is built, as the Applicant calculates that in 2019, the flows will increase by 25%, (Transport Report page 44, para 25%), (they say they this a mino

Appendix 2
SOS Traffic Count in 2013

Traffic

1. Introduction.

a. EDDC's plan an  Employment site at Sidford to cater for 1340 employees in the 5 Ha . EDDC plan this in two phases., the first for 5 years and the second only when the first phase is 90% occupied. 

b. The site is immediately north of the Sidford crossroads, adjacent to the existing SWW pumping station.

c. Fords of Sidmouth, have said that they would be willing to develop the whole of the site for their and others uses.

d. In support of this Context Logic, (Fords Planners have submitted Representations which support the use of his employment site. These are attached , (E)

e. Context Logic appointed Jubb, (Traffic Engineers) to produce a Traffic Report on the feasibility of the site.. The plans  show 464 parking spaces.

2. Existing situation.

a. The A375 crosses the A3052 Exeter to Lyme Regis road at the Sidford crossroads to Sidbury. The road is 6m wide maximum and footpath widths where extant are substandard. Northwards of the proposed site, footpaths are non existent, 

b. Frequent delays are evident as vehicles find difficulty  the narrow School Street, (A375)

c. The junction is 4 way signal controlled, (following the construction of the SWW pumping station), and visual observations show that it is very overloaded  at Peak times. Holiday traffic exacerbates this as the A375 is the main vehicular access from the A30 to the north

d. Photos are attached of the congestion at various times in the day.

3. Traffic counts

a. DCC one day peak May 2012, (A)

b. Jubb 2012, (B)

c. SOS  one day and peak hour turning, 2013, (C)

d. SOS peak hour turning 2013, (D), 
e. There are no DCC counts available for the A3052

4. Traffic flows

a. The am peak is 0800 to 0900 and the pm is1630-1730 

b. Traffic as measured by DCC in 2012 , (attached A), shows 2 way traffic along the A375 in Sidford t about 530 vph, (am Peak), and 750 vph (pm peak). 

c. Traffic along the A3052 is about 400-600 vph, two way peak hours).

d. These figures broadly correspond to SOS counts which show 440-500  vph on the A375 northwards at Sidbury  and 600-800 along the A3052

e. .The SOS count, (C), shows about 4350 vehicles travelling through this junction during an 11 hour day in June.

f. Jubb traffic study showed peak hour figures 435 and 448 vehicles and a 12 hour count.

g. SOS and DCC figures for peak hour flows are higher.

5. Jubb analysis 

a. This is attached, (F) 

b. Average two way flow, am and pm peak were 435 and 448 vehicles respectively

c. They assumed a baseline of 2019 for traffic generation from the site They applied traffic these traffic  figures from the site to the flows from the surveys as updated to that date.

d. They showed that with the mix of generated traffic, (assuming a spread of 40% B1, 30% B2, 30% B8 ), added to the base flow that the traffic signals will work in 2019. They use standard analysis software for this exercise.

6. Review of Traffic Analysis.

a. A review was undertaken of this work by ENtrans for SOS 

b. They said that;-

i. Jubb measured PM peak hour traffic flows were 122 vehicles less than DCC's

ii. Jubb had assumed 30% of the development will be B8 users. This they felt was high and that Jubb should have carried out sensitivity tests or provided a reason why thesis figure had been used, (B8 provides very little traffic generation).

iii. They undertook further modelling work

iv. The additional modelling work sought to determine what the effects might be on the A375/ A3052 signal junction, should DCC traffic data rather than Jubb traffic data be used and an alternative development split be used. 

v. The output of the analysis shows that by 2019 the traffic signal junction will in both the AM and PM peak periods be operating beyond its capacity both in the baseline and with development scenarios
7. Other Issues

a. There is no chance of any major traffic improvement to mitigate the impact of the new employment site
b. School Street in Sidford, and the village of Sidbury, have many listed buildings, normally cob-and-stone cottages from the 17th and 18th centuries, which are likely to be affected by HGV vehicles.    They are typically roadside dwellings, which effectively precludes things like new pavements, road widening, etc. There are few parking places or garages, so on-street parking is vital for their occupiers.    The road is narrow, there are few pavements and there is much on-street parking, which is necessary both for residents and to sustain local shops.    This is not compatible with greatly increased traffic, especially HGVs.   
c. Yellow lining in Sidbury will be required, but will harm local services and cause severe problems to residents for whom there is no available alternative to on-street parking.
d. Buses to serve the new employment site are infrequent.   Most buses stopping at Sidford, such as the X53, pass along the A3052, and will not directly serve the new employment site.   Users of the A3052 services will face a walk of about half a mile each way to the new employment site along narrow pavements, which are often mounted by lorries.   
e. Councillor Hughes, portfolio holder at DCC with responsibility for highways, has confirmed that lack of resources at DCC has meant that the Transport Management Plan for Sidmouth, the normal vehicle for such proposals, has been postponed indefinitely.    It is reasonable to assume that the scarce resources of DCC are likely to be spent on schemes already identified rather than fresh and as yet unconsidered proposals.
 

8. Conclusion.

a. Jubb state that the A375/A3052 signals will work in 2019. the alternative analysis indicates that this would not be true for the full development.

b. The development of the site would be split , (EDDC plan), and so the full traffic generation would not be there until later, but the higher base flows DCC and SOS survey results and the delayed date of construction, (c, 2016 at the earliest), would render the flows higher in any event.

c. Observation shows that there are periods of heavy congestion on the A375, resulting in long tailbacks, especially in the holiday period.

d. It  is impossible to see that how a substandard road, with poor and substandard footpaths, with an existing traffic signal system already giving rise to considerable tailbacks, would cater  for the increased traffic flows of all types of vehicles

Appendix 3 ENTRANS Traffic Analysis


.

1 Introduction
1.1 The purpose of this technical note is to summarise the findings of an additional series of sensitivity tests which assume a revised quantum of redevelopment to that described in the Jubb Consulting Engineers TA report (June 2012) and a different set of base traffic flows.
2 Redevelopment Proposals 

2.1 The site is the on the northern periphery of Sidford adjacent to the A375. The proposal outlined in the TA report included 8960 sq.m B1 office, 6,720 sq.m. B2 light industrial and 6,720 sq.m. B8 warehousing (or a 40% / 30% / 30% split).
3 Tests undertaken
3.1 The sensitivity tests have been undertaken assuming the quantum development is changed to a split of 40% B1, 45% B2 and 15% B8. 

3.2 The trip generation, distribution and assignment methodology remains the same as the TA report however the baseline survey has been replaced with a survey by DCC undertaken in May 2012 which shows higher flows at the A375/ A3052 signal junction. The spreadsheet based flow derivation is provided at Appendix A.
4 Model Results
4.1 The model summary results from the additional sensitivity tests are provided in Table 4.1. The model output is given at Appendix B. The model uses a default 90 second cycle as per the TA Report which may not be correct at this location. 
Table 4.1 Summary of Operational Results for A375 Sidford Rd / A3052 High St Junction

	Scenario
	Peak
	Maximum Degree of Saturation 
	Maximum Queue
	Junction Reserve Capacity 
	Maximum Driver Delay (secs)

	2012 Existing

(DCC Survey)
	AM
	65.2%
	8
	+38.1%
	44s

	
	PM
	79.8%
	11
	+12.8%
	48s

	2019 Baseline

(DCC Survey)
	AM
	75.3%
	9
	+19.5%
	48s

	
	PM
	87.9%
	14
	+2.4%
	57s

	2019 Base + Development (Revised Devt)
	AM
	90.9%
	16
	-1.1%
	66s

	
	PM
	108.5%
	39
	-20.6%
	225s

	2019 Base + Development            (TA Report Devt)
	AM
	90.3%
	15
	-0.4%
	72s

	
	PM
	103.1%
	33
	-14.6%
	153s


4.2 For comparison, the previous results (as given in the TA report) are provided in Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2 Summary of TA Report Operational Results for A375 Sidford Rd / A3052 High St Junction
	Scenario
	Peak
	Maximum Degree of Saturation 
	Maximum Queue
	Junction Reserve Capacity 
	Maximum Driver Delay (secs)

	2012 Existing

(JUBB Survey)
	AM
	62.0%
	7
	+45.2%
	42s

	
	PM
	61.8%
	7
	+45.7%
	49s

	2019 Baseline

(JUBB Survey)
	AM
	68.7%
	8
	+31.0%
	45s

	
	PM
	68.8%
	9
	+30.9%
	52s

	2019 Base + Development
	AM
	86.8%
	12
	+3.7%
	61s

	
	PM
	84.9%
	11
	+6.0%
	61s


5  Conclusion
5.1 The additional modelling work undertaken and summarised in this technical note has sought to determine what the effects might be on the A375/ A3052 signal junction, should DCC traffic data rather than the authors traffic data be used and an alternative development split be examined.

5.2 The output of this analysis shows that by 2019 the traffic signal junction will in both the AM and PM peak periods be operating beyond its capacity both in the baseline and with development scenarios.
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