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Sustainability Appraisal Update

1. Mid Devon District Council commissioned consultants LUC to undertake an independent
review of the Sustainability Appraisal Update (2017) — herein referred to as SA Update
(2017) that was prepared by Mid Devon District Council in relation to proposed

modifications to the Local Plan Review. The recommendations from LUC have been

applied in this Sustainability Appraisal Update. For a full account of the LUC review and

MDDC responses please refer to the ‘Review of Sustainability Appraisal Update for the

Mid Devon Local Plan Review: Review of Legal Compliance (January 2018)’ and ‘Mid

Devon District Council response to the Review of Sustainability Appraisal Update for the

Mid Devon Local Plan Review: Review of Legal Compliance (January 2018)’.

2. Theis 2017 update to the Sustainability Appraisal has-beenwas undertaken to take into
account comments made at the 2015 Proposed Submission Stage consultation and
proposed modifications to the Local Plan Review. The Local Plan Review: Proposed
Submission Consultation Sustainability Appraisal (2015) and SA Update (2017) isare
available on the website at www.middevon.gov.uk/localplanreview and the main

Council office, Phoenix House, Tiverton.

3. Consultation feedback from the 2015 consultation included general comments on the SA

as well as specific issues related to individual policies. Responses to general comments

relating to contents of the SA text, methodology and cumulative impacts are set out in

Annex 1. Proposals for alternative policy options, including proposed modifications, are

assessed alongside new information and comments on the scoring of the 2015 SA in

Annex 2. Only proposed alternatives deemed ‘reasonable alternatives’ are considered

as part of the SA update; for example, this excludes alternatives considered in previous

iterations of the SA and where only minor amendments are proposed. A summarised re-

assessment is included in Annex 2. Where there are distinct alternatives proposed,

significant new information or substantial changes to the SA scoring a full appraisal is

included in Annex 3, with amended SA scoring where applicable. The main body of this

SA Update is accompanied by the following three annexes:

Annex 1 — Sustainability Appraisal text, methodology and cumulative impact

comments (p.67-80)

This annex sets out comments from the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission

Consultation (2015) on the contents of the sustainability appraisal (SA) text,

methodology and cumulative impacts.

Annex 2 — Further reasonable alternatives, new information and comments on the
sustainability appraisal of policies and sites (p.81-222)



http://www.middevon.gov.uk/localplanreview

This annex provides a summary of additional reasonable alternatives considered and

proposed changes to the sustainability appraisal for example through new information.

Minor proposed changes to the Local Plan have not been assessed as these were

deemed to not give rise to significant effects.

Annex 3 — Additional Reasonable Alternative Appraisals (p.223-395)

This annex provides the full appraisals used to assess reasonable alternatives where

deemed necessary as summarised in Annex 2.

Summary of Sustainability Appraisal work carried out in Sustainability Appraisal Update

(2017)

4. Arising from the SA Update (2017), a number of alternatives were identified through
comments on the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission Consultation (2015) or new

information. A number of modifications were also proposed through the SA Update. For

a full account of proposed modifications to the Local Plan Review, including minor

amendments not considered to give rise to reasonable alternatives, reference should be
made to the Schedule of proposed modifications published in November (2016). This
provides a list of proposed modifications following in the Local Plan Review Proposed

Submission (incorporating proposed modifications). The schedule of proposed

modifications published in March (2017) provides a list of proposed modifications

following the 2017 consultation on the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission

(incorporating proposed modifications). These documents are available on the Council’s

website (see paragraph 2 above). A number of comments were received at each stage of

the Local Plan Review process; all representations received are available to view in full

on the Mid Devon District Council website (as before). Furthermore a summary of

representations received is provided for each stage of the Local Plan Review process.
The 2015 and 2017 Local Plan Review Proposed Submission (February 2015)
Consultation Summary Documents set out responses from Mid Devon District Council to

each comment received.

5. The following table sets out a summary of the reasons why additional SA work was
carried out in the SA Update (2017):

Table 1 — summary of 2017 SA appraisal work

Policy Revised SA appraisal work

Strategic Policies

S2 Amount and distribution of development e Alternative(s) proposed
e New information
e Comments on the Sustainability Appraisal




S3 Meeting housing needs

Alternative(s) proposed

New information

S4 Ensuring housing delivery

Alternative(s) proposed

New information

S5 Public open space

Alternative(s) proposed

S6 Employment

Alternative(s) proposed

S10 Tiverton

Comment(s) on secondary/ cumulative/

synergistic effects

S12 Crediton

New information

S13 Villages

Alternative(s) proposed

S14 Countryside

New information

Sites

Tiverton

TIV1-TIV6 Eastern Urban Extension

Alternative(s) proposed

New information

TIVZ Town Hall/St Andrew Street

New information

TIV8 Moorhayes Park

New information

TIV12 Phoenix Lane

Alternative(s) proposed

TIV13 Tidcombe Hall

Alternative(s) proposed

New information

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

TIV14 Wynnards Mead

Alternative(s) proposed

New information

OTIV2 Hartnoll Farm

Comment on secondary/ cumulative/

synergistic effects
Alternative(s) proposed

OTIV4 Blundells School (Proposed for allocation

New information

TIvV16)

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

OTIV13 Exeter Hill

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

OTIVNEW New site land at Seven Crosses Hill

Alternative(s) proposed

Cullompton

CU1-CU6 North West Cullompton

Comment(s) on secondary/ cumulative/

synergistic effects
Alternative(s) proposed

New information

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal




CU7-CU12 East Cullompton

Alternative(s) proposed

New information

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

CU13 Knowle Lane

Comment on secondary/ cumulative/

synergistic effects
Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

CU14 Ware Park and Footlands

Comment(s) on secondary/ cumulative/

synergistic effects
New information

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

CU15 Land at Exeter Road

Comment(s) on secondary/ cumulative/

synergistic effects
New information

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

CU16 Cummings Nursery

Comment(s) on secondary/ cumulative/

synergistic effects
Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

CU17 Week Farm

Comment(s) on secondary/ cumulative/

synergistic effects
Alternative(s) proposed

CU18 Venn Farm

Comment(s) on secondary/ cumulative/

synergistic effects
Alternative(s) proposed

CU19 Town Centre Relief Road

New information

CU20 Cullompton Infrastructure

Alternative(s) proposed

OCUNEW Tiverton Road

Alternative(s) proposed

CU21 Land at Colebrook CONTINGENCY SITE

Alternative(s) proposed

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

Crediton

CRE1 Wellparks

New information

CRE2 Red Hill Cross, Exhibition Road

New information

CRE3 Cromwells Meadow

New information

CRE4 Woods Group, Exeter Road

New information

CRES Pedlerspool

Comment(s) on secondary/ cumulative/

synergistic effects
Alternative(s) proposed

New information

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

CRES6 Sports fields, Exhibition Road

Alternative(s) proposed

New information

CRE7 Stonewall Lane

Comment(s) on secondary/ cumulative/




synergistic effects
New information

CRE9 Alexandra Close

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

CRE10 Land south of A377

Alternative(s) proposed New information

CRE11 Crediton Infrastructure

Alternative(s) proposed

Options to the West of Crediton — OCRE10
Westwood Farm and OCRE11 Land at Chapel

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

Down Farm

Junction 27

Land at Junction 27

Comment(s) on secondary/ cumulative/

synergistic effects
Alternative(s) proposed

New information

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

Rural areas

BA1 Newton Square, Bampton

New information

School Close, Bampton (proposed for allocation

Alternative(s) proposed

BA4)

BO1 Land adjacent to Hollywell, Bow

New information

BO2, West of Godfrey’s Gardens, Bow

New information

BR1 Hele Road, Bradninch

New information

CH1 Barton, Chawleigh

New information

CB1 Land off Church Lane, Cheriton Bishop

New information

CF1 Barnshill Close, Cheriton Fitzpaine

New information

CF2 Land adjacent school, Cheriton Fitzpaine

New information

Comments on the Sustainability Appraisal

OCF2 Landboat Farm, Cheriton Fitzpaine

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

OCFNEW Bramble Orchard, Cheriton Fitzpaine

Alternative(s) proposed

HA1 Land adjacent Fishers Way, Halberton

New information

OHA1 Land at Blundells Road, Halberton

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal

OHANEW The Pethers, Halberton

Comment(s) on the Sustainability Appraisal




HE1 Depot, Hemyock

New information

NE1 Court Orchard, Newton St Cyres

New information

ONENEW New Estate Site A, Newton St Cyres

Alternative(s) proposed

ONENEW New Estate Site B, Newton St Cyres

Alternative(s) proposed

OSP1 Higher Town, Sampford Peverell (Proposed

Alternative(s) proposed

for allocation SP2)

New information

SA1 Fanny’s Lane, Sandford

New information

SI1 Land at Old Butterleigh Road, Silverton

New information

SI2 The Garage, Silverton

New information

TH1 South of Broadlands, Thorverton

Alternative(s) proposed

OTHNEW Land north east of Silver Street,
Thorverton

Alternative(s) proposed

OTHNEW Land to the west of Lynch Close and

Alternative(s) proposed

Cleaves Close, Thorverton

OUF3 Land West of Uffculme

Alternative(s) proposed

Comments on the Sustainability Appraisal

WI1 Land east of M5, Willand

Alternative(s) proposed

W12 Willand Industrial Estate

Alternative(s) proposed

New information

Development Management Policies

DM28 Other protected sites

Alternative(s) proposed

Summary of reasonable alternatives considered

6. The following table sets out the reasonable alternatives considered through the 2017 SA

update.

Table 2: Summary of reasonable alternatives considered through the 2017 SA update

Local Plan Policy

Summary of Reasonable Alternative Options considered by
SA update (2017)

Strategic Policies

S2: Amount and distribution of

- Amount of housing: six alternative options for total




development

housing numbers were considered in range 7200 — 8800

over plan period, including the Council’s preferred option of

7860.

- Distribution of housing: rural distribution, Tiverton and

Crediton focussed alternatives were considered.

- Amount of commercial development: higher growth

scenario including J27 option.

S3: Meeting housing needs

- 35% affordable housing target.

- Remove the requirement to provide 5% of serviced plots
for self-build.

- Alternatives for the distribution of gypsy and traveller

pitches: town focussed urban extensions and rural
distribution.

S4: Ensuring housing delivery

- Delete the policy.

S5: Public open space

- Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDs) to be

considered as public open space.

- The provision of open space should be applied to towns

rather than parishes.

S6: Employment

- Small scale allocations in rural locations.

- Allocation for major tourism and leisure.

S13: Villages

- Edge of village development.

Site Allocations

TIV1-5: Eastern Urban Extension

- Range of dwellings (1580 — 1830)

TIV12: Phoenix Lane - Delete policy.
TIV13: Tidcombe Hall - Delete policy.

- 8.4ha with 200 dwellings.

TIV14: Wynnards Mead (Contingency

- Delete policy.

site)

OTIV2: Hartnoll Farm

- 1000 dwellings and 20,000sgm employment.

OTIV4: Blundells School (proposed for

- Reconsider site in light of EA and HEA evidence: allocate




allocation TIV16)

for 200 dwellings.

OTIVNEW: New site at Seven Crosses

- 7.69ha for 184 dwellings.

Hill

CU1-CU6: North West Cullompton

- Include education provision as part of the commercial

floorspace allocation.

- Extend site area, incorporating all ‘Growen Farm’ land.

CU7-CU12: East Cullompton

- No quantum of green infrastructure and public open space

should be specified.

- Proposed land swap; ‘land at Newland Persey’ replaced by

‘land at Cooke’.

- Land at Aller Barton Farm/ south of Honiton Road, 181ha
site.

CU15: Land at Exeter Road

- Reduce allocation to 24 dwellings.

CU17: Week Farm

- Include space for larger retail outlets.

CU18: Venn Farm

- Extend allocation area to 8ha.

CU21: Land at Colebrook
(Contingency Site)

- Include full site area proposed at options stage: 19.3ha,
400 dwellings.

OCUNEW: Tiverton Road

- New site proposed for up to 19 dwellings.

CRE6: Sports fields, Exhibition Road

- Alternative to proposed allocation: 2.8ha with 50

dwellings.

CRE10: Land south of A377

- Extension of settlement limit to include all land within

2009 planning permission.

CRE11: Crediton Infrastructure

- Include provision of works to reduce flood risk in policy.

J27: Land at Junction 27

- Proposed allocation of 71 hectares between M5 Junction

27 and Willand for mixed commercial floorspace including a

travel hub, agronomy visitor centre, outdoor adventure

zone and outlet shopping village.

School Close, Bampton (proposed for

- Allocate 0.54ha site for 26 dwellings (site omitted in error

allocation BA4)

from 2015 proposed submission)

OCFNEW: Bramble Orchard, Cheriton

- New alternative site proposed in preference to current

Fitzpaine

plan allocations.




OHANEW: The Pethers

- Site put forward in preference to HA1.

ONENEW: New Estate Site A and B,

- New site options (A &B) at Newton St Cyres

Newton St Cyres

OSP1: Higher Town, Sampford
Peverell (proposed for allocation SP2)

- Option site reconsidered; proposed allocation of 6ha, 60

dwellings site.

TH1: South of Broadlands,
Thorverton

- Proposed extension of site to include allotment land; 1.15

ha, 20 dwellings

OTHNEW: Land north east of Silver

- New land submitted for consideration.

Street, Thorverton

OTHNEW: Land to the west of Lynch

- New land submitted for consideration.

Close and Cleaves Close, Thorverton

OUF3: Land west of Uffculme,
Uffculme

- 3.5 ha, 60 dwelling site considered for inclusion in plan

following appeal decision (February 2016) granting outline

planning permission.

WI1: Land east of M5, Willand

- Increase area of proposed allocation; 14.8ha, 174
dwellings

WI2: Willand Industrial Estate,
Willand

- Full allocation of 9.2ha 22,000sgm of commercial
floorspace

- Allocate for residential development; 53 dwellings

Development Management Policies

DM28: Other protected sites

- Include compensatory measures as part of policy

Summary of Proposed Modifications

7. The following table sets out the proposed modifications that have arisen through the

2017 SA update.

Table 3: Summary of proposed modifications set out in the 2017 SA update

Local Plan Policy

Summary of Proposed Amendments

Strategic Policies

S2: Amount and distribution of

development

Total housing need over plan period increased to 7860 to

meet revised need. Amount of commercial development:

higher growth scenario to include Junction 27 allocation.




S3: Meeting housing needs

Increase objectively assessed housing need to 380 per year

to reflect SHMA evidence + 260 over plan period for

Junction 27 allocation.

S4: Ensuring housing delivery

Increase objectively assessed housing need (as above).

S12: Crediton

Additional criterion for community and education facilities.

S14: Countryside

Remove reference to new traveller sites in open

countryside (in response to updated National Policy

guidance).

Site Allocations

TIV1-5: Eastern Urban Extension

Amend policy to give range of dwellings (1580 — 1830).

TIV14: Wynnards Mead (Contingency

Proposed for deletion.

site)

OTIV4: Blundells School (proposed for

New Policy: New site allocation to meet need arising from

allocation TIV16 Blundells School)

127 employment; reconsidered in light of new Environment

Agency (EA) & Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA)

evidence.

CU1-CU6: North West Cullompton

Contribution from development towards Town Centre

Relief Road/Junction 28 and change in commercial

floorspace in line with masterplan. Re-allocation of land to

south west of site.

CU7-CU12: East Cullompton

Additional criterion and text in response to HEA.

CU15: Exeter Road

Reduced allocation to 24 dwellings.

CU19: Town Centre Relief Road

Additional criterion and text in response to HEA.

CU20: Cullompton Infrastructure

Additional criterion and text on works to reduce flood risk.

CRE2: Red Hill Cross

Additional supporting text to add context in response to
HEA.

CRE3: Cromwells Meadow

Additional criterion and text in response to HEA.

CRE4: Woods Group, Exeter Road

Additional supporting text to add context in response to
HEA.

CRES5: Pedlerspool

New primary school included in policy following

representation from Devon County Council.
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CRE7: Stonewall Lane

Additional supporting text to add context in response to
HEA.

CRE10: Land south of A377

Extension of settlement limit to include all land included in

2009 Planning Permission. Amendments to supporting text

have been made in response to the HEA and latest flood

risk information.

CRE11: Crediton Infrastructure

Amend policy to include provision of works to reduce flood

risk

J27: Land at Junction 27

New policy: Proposed allocation of 71 ha between M5

Junction 27 and Willand for mixed commercial floorspace,

including a travel hub, agronomy visitor centre, outdoor

adventure zone and outlet shopping village.

School Close, Bampton (proposed for

New Policy: 0.54 ha site, 26 dwellings. Site omitted in error

allocation BA4)

from 2015 proposed submission, now included and fully

appraised as part of SA.

CH1: Barton, Chawleigh

Additional criterion and text in response to HEA.

CF1: Barnshill Close, Cheriton
Fitzpaine

Additional text proposed in response to HEA.

HA1: Land Adjacent Fishers Way,
Halberton

Delete reference to archaeological investigation/mitigation

following new information from Devon County Archaeology

service.

HE1: Depot, Hemyock

Site now won’t be available in near future: removed from

plan as no longer reasonable alternative.

NE1: Court Orchard, Newton St Cyres

Additional criterion and text in response to HEA.

OSP1: Higher Town, Sampford
Peverell (proposed for allocation SP2)

New Policy: 6 ha, 60 dwelling site included in options

consultation and 2015 SA; re-considered to meet increased

housing need due to J27 employment opportunities, now

included as proposed modification.

OUF3: Land west of Uffculme,
Uffculme

3.5 ha, 60 dwelling site included as proposed modification

following appeal decision February 2016 granting outline

planning permission.

WI2: Willand Industrial Estate,
Willand

Proposed to allocate full site area; 9.2 ha site for 22,000

square metres commercial floorspace.

Development Management Policies
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DM28: Other protected sites In response to Environment Agency comments, proposed

policy amendment allows for consideration of

compensatory measures where mitigation measures are
not possible.

Compliance with the Strategic Environmental Assessment

Directive and Regulations

8. The Council has a duty to consider the sustainability of its plans through the Planning

and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended). It also has to prepare a Strategic

Environmental Appraisal (SEA) as a result of requirements contained in the

Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004. It is believed

that the requirements of both pieces of legislation have been met by the Sustainability

Appraisal (SA), which has been prepared following Government guidance.

9. The SAis an iterative, ongoing process and integral to plan making. During the process of

preparing the Local Plan Review, consultation was held in July 2013 on the Scoping

Report and SA Scoping Report, in January 2014 on the Options Report and SA Interim

Report, in February 2015 on the Proposed Submission document and the SA Proposed

Submission Report and in January 2017 on the Proposed Submission (incorporating

proposed modifications) document and the SA Update Report.

10. The interim SA (2014) provided a signposting table in Chapter 1 which set out how the

SEA Directive and Regulations requirements were met at the time of publishing the 2014

report. The Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission Report (2015) provided an

updated signposting table in Chapter 1 which set out how the SEA Directive and

Regulations requirements had been met at the time of publishing the 2015 report which

included compliance with any items not covered by previous iterations of the SA.

11. A further signposting table has been provided in this SA Update. For clarity the inclusion

of each stage of the SA process is provided where compliance with the SEA Directive

requirement has been met.

Table 4 — Signposting table, ‘Information to be included in the Environmental Report’

Information to be included in the Environmental Report — Article 5 and Annex 1 of SEA Directive

a) an outline of the contents, main Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (2013):

objectives of the plan, and

‘Chapter 1 Introduction’ of this report sets out the contents

relationship with other relevant plans
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and programmes; and main objectives of the plan.

‘Chapter 2 Relevant plans and programmes’ of this report

sets out the relationship with other relevant plans and
programmes.

‘Chapter 7 Appendix: Reviewed plans and programmes (full

list)” provides a full list of reviewed plans and programmes.

Interim Sustainability Appraisal (2014):

‘Chapter 1 Background’ of this report sets out an outline of

the contents and main objectives of the Local Plan. This

chapter also identifies the compliance of report at the time

of publication with the SEA Directive and Regulations.

‘Chapter 2 Sustainability Context’. This chapter sets out the

conclusions from the review of relevant plans and
programmes.

‘Appendix 1: Full review of plans and programmes’. This

appendix provides a full review of plans and programmes.

Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission Report

(2015):

‘Chapter 1 Background’ of this report sets out the contents

and main objectives of the Local plan. This chapter also

identifies the compliance of the report at the time of

publication with the SEA Directive and Regulations.

‘Chapter 2 Sustainability Context’. This chapter sets out the

conclusions from the review of relevant plans and
programmes.

‘Appendix 1: Full review of plans and programmes’. This

appendix provides a full review of plans and programmes.

b) the relevant aspects of the current | Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (2013):
state of the environment and the

‘Chapter 3 Baseline information about Mid Devon’ of this

likely evolution thereof without

report considers the relevant aspects of the current state of

implementation of the plan;

the environment and considers trends that are likely to

continue without the implementation of the plan e.g. likely

historic trends of biodiversity expected to continue and the

trend for the delivery of sustainable homes based on

13



existing relevant plans and programmes.

Interim Sustainability Appraisal (2014):

‘Chapter 2 Sustainability Context’ looks at the relevant

aspects of the state of the environment and considers

trends that are likely to continue without the

implementation of the plan.

Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Modifications Report

(2015):

‘Chapter 2 Sustainability Context’ looks at the relevant

aspects of the state of the environment and considers

trends that are likely to continue without the

implementation of the plan. The likely Evolution of the

State of the Environment without Implementation of the

Local Plan Review is set out in full at para 2.60 and

accompanying table.

c) the environmental characteristics of | Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (2013):

areas likely to be significantly

‘Chapter 2 Relevant plans and programmes’ of this report

affected;
sets out the relationship with other relevant plans and

programmes which have been grouped into themed areas.

This first picks up on the potential impact of the Plan, in

particular how the promotion of hew development may

impact on these themes.

‘Chapter 3 Baseline information about Mid Devon’ of this

report considers the relevant aspects of the current state of

the environment, it provides some identification of existing

environmental characteristics that could be affected by the

Plan e.g. Natural England has advised that any

development that encourages through-traffic through the

A361 may impact on the Culm Grasslands SAC.

‘Chapter 4 Sustainability issues and problems’ of this report

summarises the sustainability issues within Mid Devon

identified by the Sustainability Appraisal scoping report.

‘Chapter 7 Appendix: Reviewed plans and programmes (full

list)” provides a full list of reviewed plans and programmes

and provides greater detail on environmental

characteristics likely to be affected and therefore which

14



should be considered as part of the Local Plan Review.

Interim Sustainability Appraisal (2014):

‘Chapter 2 Sustainability context’ looks at the relevant

aspects of the state of the environment including the

consideration of environmental characteristics of areas

likely to be significantly affected.

‘Appendix 1: Full review of plans and programmes’ provides

a full list of reviewed plans and programmes and provides

greater detail on environmental characteristics likely to be

affected and therefore which should be considered as part

of the Local Plan Review.

Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission Report

(2015):

‘Chapter 2 Sustainability context’ looks at the relevant

aspects of the state of the environment including the

consideration of environmental characteristics of areas

likely to be significantly affected.

‘Appendix 1: Full review of plans and programmes’

provides a full list of reviewed plans and programmes and

provides greater detail on environmental characteristics

likely to be affected and therefore which should be

considered as part of the Local Plan Review.

Sustainability Appraisal Update (2017)

The SA Update (2017) is an addendum to the SA work
undertaken to date. As such the context and methodology

previously set out in the SA still applies. The SA framework

objectives borne out of previous iterations of the SA are

repeated in the SA Update for clarity.

d) any existing environmental Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (2013):

problems which are relevant to the

‘Chapter 3 Baseline information about Mid Devon’ of this

plan including, in particular, those

report considers the relevant aspects of the current state of

relating to any areas of a particular

the environment, it provides some identification of existing

environmental importance, such as

environmental problems which are relevant to the plan

areas designated pursuant to
Directives 79/409/EEC and 92/43/EEC;

including advice from Natural England on the impact of
through-traffic on the A361 on the Culm Grasslands SAC.
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Interim Sustainability Appraisal (2014):

‘Chapter 2 Sustainability Context’ looks at the relevant

aspects of the state of the environment it provides some

identification of existing environmental problems which are

relevant to the plan including advice from Natural England

on the impact of through-traffic on the A361 on the Culm
Grasslands SAC.

Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission Report

(2015):

‘Chapter 2 Sustainability Context’ looks at the relevant

aspects of the state of the environment it provides some

identification of existing environmental problems which are

relevant to the plan including advice from Natural England

on the impact of through-traffic on the A361 on the Culm
Grasslands SAC.

e) the environmental protection Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (2013):

objectives, established at

‘Chapter 2 Relevant plans and programmes’ of this report

international, Community or national

sets out the relationship with other relevant plans and

level, which are relevant to the plan

programmes which have been grouped into themed areas.

and the way those objectives and any

This chapter identifies factors and policy defined by EU or

environmental considerations have

UK legislation, national policies and other plans and

been taken into account during its
preparation;

strategies at a local level which are relevant to the plan,

including environmental considerations to be taken into

account during the Plan preparation.

‘Chapter 7 Appendix: Reviewed plans and programmes (full

list)’ provides a full list of reviewed plans and programmes

which is summarised in Chapter 2. The chapter provides

sustainability conclusions under each theme which include

environmental considerations to be taken into account in

the Plan’s preparation.

Interim Sustainability Appraisal (2014):

‘Chapter 2 Sustainability Context’ of this report sets out the

relationship with other relevant plans and programmes

which have been grouped into themed areas. This chapter

identifies factors and policy defined by EU or UK legislation,

national policies and other plans and strategies at a local

level which are relevant to the plan, including
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environmental considerations to be taken into account

during the Plan preparation.

‘Appendix 1 Full review of plans and programmes’ provides

the full list of reviewed plans and programmes which is

summarised in Chapter 2. The chapter provides

sustainability conclusions under each theme which include

environmental considerations to be taken into account in

the Plan’s preparation.

Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission Report

(2015):

‘Chapter 2 Sustainability Context’ of this report sets out the

relationship with other relevant plans and programmes

which have been grouped into themed areas. This chapter

identifies factors and policy defined by EU or UK legislation,

national policies and other plans and strategies at a local

level which are relevant to the plan, including

environmental considerations to be taken into account

during the Plan preparation.

‘Appendix 1 Full review of plans and programmes’ provides

the full list of reviewed plans and programmes which is

summarised in Chapter 2. The chapter provides

sustainability conclusions under each theme which include

environmental considerations to be taken into account in

the Plan’s preparation.

f) the likely significant effects on the

Interim Sustainability Appraisal (2014):

environment, including on issues such

as biodiversity, population, human

health, fauna, flora, soil, water, air,

climatic factors, material assets,

cultural heritage including

architectural and archaeological

heritage, landscape and the

interrelationship between the above

factors (these effects should include

secondary, cumulative, synergistic,

short, medium and long-term,

permanent and temporary, positive

and negative impacts);

‘Appendix 2 Sustainability appraisal of policies and site

options’ presents the findings of appraisal work that has

been carried out. The effects are illustrated using matrices

and scoring system set out in ‘Chapter 3 Sustainability

appraisal methodology’. The likely significant positive and

negative effects are shown by applying the scores +3 and -3

respectively. The SA objectives used throughout the SA

process address all the required SEA topics. Appendix 2 also

includes secondary, cumulative, synergistic, short, medium

and long-term, permanent and temporary impacts.

Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission Report

(2015):
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‘Appendix 2 Sustainability appraisal of policies and site

options’ presents the findings of appraisal work that has

been carried out. The effects are illustrated using matrices

and scoring system set out in ‘Chapter 3 Sustainability

appraisal methodology’. The likely significant positive and

negative effects are shown by applying the scores +3 and -3

respectively. The SA objectives used throughout the SA

process address all the required SEA topics. Appendix 2 also

includes secondary, cumulative, synergistic, short, medium

and long-term, permanent and temporary impacts.

Sustainability Appraisal Update (2017)

Annex 1 ‘Sustainability Appraisal text, methodology and

cumulative impact comments’ updates the cumulative

effects noted in appendix 2 of the Sustainability Appraisal

Proposed Submission Report (2015)

Annexes 2 and 3 in the SA Update present the findings of

the additional appraisal work that has been carried out.

Effects are illustrated using the same matrices and scoring

system that was used earlier in the SA process and that is
described in paragraphs 2-9 of the SA Update (2017). As
described in paragraph 6, likely significant positive and

significant negative effects are shown by applying the

scores +3 and -3 respectively. The SA objectives used

throughout the SA process address all of the required SEA
topics.

Annex 4 in the SA Update (2017) summarises the updated
cumulative sustainability effects of the Local Plan review as

a whole, taking into account the changes proposed to the

Plan.

g) the measures envisaged to prevent, | Interim Sustainability Appraisal (2014):

reduce and as fully as possible offset

‘Appendix 2 Sustainability appraisal of policies and site

any significant adverse effects on the

options’ presents the findings of appraisal work that has

environment of implementing the
plan;

been carried out. Under each appraisal a summary of

recommendations are made to prevent, reduce or as fully

as possible offset any significant adverse effects on the

environment of implementing the plan.

Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission Report
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(2015):

‘Appendix 2 Sustainability appraisal of policies and site

options’ presents the findings of the appraisal work that

has been carried out. This updated version of the SA

introduces a column considering potential mitigation

measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and as fully as

possible offset any significant adverse effects on the

environment of implementing the plan. The revised scores

in the final column of the SA matrices illustrate how the

proposed mitigation would affect the SA scores. In a

number of places this results in potential significant effects
being reduced.

Sustainability Appraisal Update (2017)

Annex 2 considers further reasonable alternatives, new

information and comments on the sustainability appraisal

of policies and site. Where appropriate measures are

recommended as ‘Changes to the Plan’ to prevent, reduce

and as fully possible offset any significant adverse effects

on the environment of implementing the plan.

The detailed SA matrices in Annex 3 include a column

considering potential mitigation measures, and the revised

scores in the final column of the SA matrices illustrate how

the proposed mitigation would affect the SA scores. In a

number of places this results in potential significant

negative effects being reduced.

h) an outline of the reasons for Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (2013)

selecting the alternatives dealt with,

This appraisal first introduces the proposed framework to

and a description of how the

assess sustainability in Chapter 5 ‘A framework to assess

assessment was undertaken including : n
e rpe . . 5{’,
any difficulties (such as technical sustainabilit

deficiencies or lack of know-how) Interim Sustainability Appraisal (2014)

encountered in compiling the required
information; Chapter 3 ‘Sustainability appraisal methodology’ sets out a
description of the methodology use to undertake the

assessment and the assessment of policy options is

undertaken in Appendix 2. Alternatives were not selected

at this stage as the report was based on policy options.
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Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission (2015)

Chapter 3 ‘Sustainability appraisal methodology’ sets out a

description of the methodology use to undertake the

assessment. This chapter also sets out where there were

technical deficiencies in which specific data was not

available at the time of the SA assessments an uncertain

effect was identified in the full appraisals.

Chapter 4 ‘Reasons for selecting/rejecting policy

alternatives’ sets out an outline of the reasons for selecting

the alternatives dealt with.

Appendix 2 ‘Sustainability appraisal of policies and site

options’ provides the full appraisal of policy and site

options. The appraisal applies the sustainability appraisal

methodology including identifying any difficulties

encountered in compiling the required information, where

there were technical deficiencies in which specific data was

not available at the time of the SA assessments, an

uncertain effect was identified in the full appraisals. Page

192 sets out the appraisal guidance followed when applying

the pre-mitigation scoring system to potential allocation

sites. It’s noted that in some cases the scoring could differ

from the guidance due to site specific context and a

cumulative approach was taken when assessing allocation

sites within each objective.

Appendix 3 ‘Undeliverable site options’ sets out the sites

which were not deemed deliverable by the SHLAA panel.

Sustainability Appraisal Update (2017)

Paragraphs 2-9 of the SA Update (2017) describe the
methodology that has been used throughout the SA

process including where there were technical deficiencies

in which specific data was not available at the time of the

SA assessments an uncertain effect was identified in the full

appraisals. The table following paragraph 9 sets out the

assumptions that have been applied to the SA of potential

site allocations.

Information about the reasons for selecting additional

reasonable options for appraisal is provided in Annex 2 of
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the SA Update (2017).

i) a description of the measures Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission (2015)

envisaged concerning monitoring;

Chapter 5 ‘Monitoring’ of the report sets out a description

of the measures envisaged concerning monitoring.

i) @ non-technical summary of the Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission (2015)

information provided under the above

headings. A non-technical summary was published with the full
Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission Report
(2015).

The report must include the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (2013)

information that may reasonably be

Provided an introduction and context of Mid Devon District

required taking into account current

and the proposed Plan. The Report considered relevant

knowledge and methods of

plans and programmes, baseline information about Mid

assessment, the contents and level of

Devon, Sustainability issues and problems and set out a

detail in the plan or programme, its

framework to assess sustainability for consultation.

stage in the decision-making process

and the extent to which certain Interim Sustainability Appraisal (2014)

matters are more appropriately

assessed at different levels in that Provided the same provisions as the Sustainability Appraisal
process to avoid duplication of the Scoping Report (2013) and was updated to demonstrate
assessment (Article 5.2) the latest information available at the time of publication

and in response to the initial consultation the Sustainability

Appraisal Scoping Report (2013). This report also first

introduces the findings of appraisal work on the policies

proposed in the Local Plan Review and the likely significant

effects. It provides a description of how the assessment

was undertaken including any difficulties encountered in

compiling the required information. It also makes

recommendations for mitigation measures. However

decisions for preferred alternatives were not taken at this

stage as the Plan was out for consultation on the options

for the Local Plan Review. Chapter 1 set out the compliance

with the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive and

Regulations which identifies three areas that would be

more appropriately addressed at a later stage of the SA

process; the outline of the reasons for selecting

alternatives dealt with, a description of the measures

envisaged concerning monitoring and the non-technical
summary.
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Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission (2015)

Provided the same provisions of the Interim Sustainability

Appraisal (2014) and was updated to demonstrate the

latest information available at the time of publication. The

update also responded to the consultation on the Interim

Sustainability Appraisal (2014). This report introduces a

mitigation column in the appraisals which sets out revised

scores demonstrating how the mitigation proposed could

affect the SA scores. The Sustainability Appraisal Proposed
Submission (2015) also sets out an outline of reasons for
selecting the alternatives dealt with, a description of the

measures envisaged concerning monitoring and provides a

non-technical summary. The SA Proposed Submission

incorporates all of the information reasonably required.

Sustainability Appraisal Update (2017)

As noted in paragraph 1 of the update report, the update
to the Sustainability Appraisal has been undertaken to take
into account comments made at the 2015 Proposed

Submission Stage consultation and proposed modifications
to the Local Plan Review. The requirements not met in the
SA Update (2017) are met in previous iterations of the
Sustainability Appraisal.

Who should be consulted during SEA/SA process

Authorities with environmental Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (2013):

responsibility, when deciding on the

Chapter 6 ‘Consultation’ identifies that the Council
provided the opportunity to the three statutory

scope and level of detail of the

information which must be included in

environmental consultation bodies at the time of the

the environmental report (Article 5.4)

scoping report which were Natural England, the

Environment Agency and English Heritage (now Historic

England). The opportunity to comment on the scope and
level of detail of the information contained within the
scoping report was also provided to local communities and

other bodies on 8 July 2013 for 6 weeks. Every person and

organisation including statutory consultees that appeared

on the Mid Devon Local Development Framework database

at the time of publication was informed of the opportunity

to comment on the Local Plan Review Scoping Report and

associated documents including the Sustainability
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Appraisal.

Authorities with environmental
responsibility and the public, shall be
given an early and effective

opportunity within appropriate time

frames to express their opinion on the

draft plan or programme and the

accompanying environmental report

before the adoption of the plan or

programme (Article 6.1, 6.2)

Interim Sustainability Appraisal (2014):

Chapter 4 ‘Next steps’ invites representations on the

contents of the Local Plan Review and this accompanying

Sustainability Appraisal. Consultation was held on 24"

January 2014 for 8 weeks. Every person and organisation
including statutory consultees that appeared on the Mid
Devon Local Development Framework database at the time

of publication was informed of the opportunity to

comment on the Local Plan Review Options Consultation

Report and associated documents including the

Sustainability Appraisal.

Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission (2015)

Consultation was held on 9" February 2015 for 11 weeks.

Every person and organisation including statutory

consultees that appeared on the Mid Devon Local

Development Framework database at the time of

publication was informed of the opportunity to comment

on the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission Report and

associated documents including the Sustainability
Appraisal.

Sustainability Appraisal Update (2017)

Consultation was held on 3" January 2017 for 6 weeks.
Every person and organisation including statutory

consultees that appeared on the Mid Devon Local

Development Framework database at the time of

publication was informed of the opportunity to comment

on the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission Report

(incorporating proposed modifications) and associated
documents including the Sustainability Appraisal.

Other EU Member States, where the

Not relevant to the SA of the Mid Devon Local Plan.

implementation of the plan or

programme is likely to have significant

effects on the environment of that

country (Article 7)

Decision-making
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The environmental report and the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (2013)

results of the consultations must be

Consultation was undertaken on the Local Plan Review

taken into account in decision-making

(Article 8) Scoping Report and the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping
Report.

Interim Sustainability Appraisal Report (2014)

The Local Plan Review Options Consultation report was

submitted to Cabinet on 9 January 2014 and was agreed for

approval for public consultation and authority to be given

to the Head of Planning and Regeneration, in consultation

with the Cabinet Member for Planning, to make minor

editorial changes to the text and maps.

Chapter 3 ‘Sustainability appraisal methodology’ of the
Interim Sustainability Appraisal Report (2014) sets out a
summary of the consultation responses received during

2013 consultation Local Plan Review Scoping Report and
the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report (2013) and
noted that the SA would be updated following consultation

to take account of the responses received during the

consultation.

Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission Report

(2015)

The Local Plan Review Proposed Submission report was

submitted to three Cabinet meetings for approval for

publication and submission subject to confirmation by Full

Council by area (West, Central and East) on 27 November, 4
December and 11 December 2014. Relevant extracts from
the Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission Report

was provided at each Cabinet meeting. The full

Sustainability Appraisal was also made available to

members on the Council’s website to be considered

alongside reports pack. Approval was also sought for the

Sustainability Appraisal incorporating the Strategic

Environmental Assessment, the Draft Habitats Regulations

Assessment and other evidence produced in the process of

the plan’s preparation to be published for consultation

alongside the Local Plan. Thirdly approval was sought for

authority given to the Head of Planning and Regeneration,

in consultation with the Cabinet Member for Planning, to
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make minor changes to the text and maps. Final approval

by Full Council was made on the 17" December 2014 for

consultation in 2015.

Chapter 3 ‘Sustainability appraisal methodology’ of the

Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission Report (2015)

sets out a summary of the consultation responses received

during the two previous consultations on the Local Plan

Review and Sustainability Appraisal and notes that the

comments were incorporated into the Sustainability

Appraisal Proposed Submission Report (2015).

Chapter 4 ‘Reasons for selecting/rejecting policy

alternatives’ sets out a summary of the reasons for

selecting/rejecting the strategic, allocation and

development management policy alternatives.

A statement of consultation before Local Plan publication

was provided at the same time of consultation which set

out the main issues raised during previous consultation and

how these were responded to. Comments received in

previous consultations and how the sustainability appraisal

results were taken into account in decision-making are also

demonstrated through the Local Plan Review Proposed

Submission (February 2015) Consultation Summary

Document.

Request for a J27 implications Report (2016)

A request by members was made in 2016 for a J27

implications Report which looked at the implications if

members were minded to allocate J27 as part of the Local

Plan Review Proposed Submission. This report was taken to
Cabinet on the 15 September 2016 which set out the
history of the J27 proposal and decisions previously made

by members and the implications of allocating J27. The

report also identified that if members were minded to

make a modification to the plan to allocate land at J27,

sites for an additional 260 dwellings will also need to be

allocated in the Local Plan. Alternative housing option sites

were set out to members based on a selection criteria as

follows: sites previously consulted on as part of the Local

Plan Review Options consultation (January 2014) or

received as a local plan representation; sites considered by
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the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Panel;

compliance with the Local Plan Review Distribution

Strategy: and proximate to the development proposal at

Junction 27.

The 2015 SA was publically available at the time the
Implications Report was presented to members in 2016 and

the draft 2015 SA was presented to members previously in
the 2014 Cabinet (27 November, 4 December, 11
December) and Council meetings (17 December 2014). The

Sustainability Appraisal was not mentioned in the

Implications Report; however there is an apparent synergy

in the reasons set out in the Implications Report and the
Sustainability Appraisal (2015).

Cabinet proposed a recommendation to Council thata 6

week consultation period take place prior to the

submission of the Local Plan, Land at Junction 27 of the M5

be allocated for leisure retail and tourism development and

associated additional housing sites giving the extra

provision of 260 additional homes be allocated at Blundells

Road, Tiverton and Higher Town, Sampford Peverell. The

recommendations of Cabinet as set out above were taken

to Council on 22 September 2016 and were approved. The

plan as a whole was subsequently considered at the

meetings of Cabinet on 21 November and Council 01

December 2016 where it was agreed that the Local Plan

Review incorporating proposed modifications be publicised

and consulted on for 6 weeks, and that delegated authority

be given to the Head of Planning and Regeneration in

consultation with the Cabinet Member for Planning for the

plan’s subsequent submission to the Planning Inspectorate

for examination together with its supporting

documentation. After consultation, the plan was submitted

to the Planning Inspectorate together with supporting

documentation on 31* March 2017 under the delegated
authority.

Sustainability Appraisal Update (2017)

The Local Plan Review Proposed Submission report

(incorporating proposed modifications) was submitted to

Cabinet on 21 November 2016 for a recommendation of
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approval for publication and consultation, and that

delegated authority be given to the Head of Planning and

Regeneration in consultation with the Cabinet Member for

Planning for the plan’s subsequent submission to the

Planning Inspectorate for examination together with its

supporting documentation to full Council. The amended

Local Plan Review incorporated the recommendations

made at Council on 22 September 2016. A summary of the

modifications proposed were summarised in the report

pack with the full schedule of modifications appended to

the report for viewing.

The report references the Sustainability Appraisal and the

findings of the Sustainability Appraisal process. The report

notes that the Local Plan Review has been subject to

Sustainability Appraisal during its preparation. The

appraisal is an iterative process informing the development

of the Local Plan Review and has been published alongside

each stage of consultation. The Sustainability Appraisal

assesses the likely significant effects of the Local Plan,

focussing on the environmental, economic and social

impacts. The latest version was updated to consider the

latest available evidence including reasonable alternatives

proposed through consultation responses. The

Sustainability Appraisal Update concludes that the

proposals set out in the Local Plan Review together with

the schedule of modifications are the most appropriate

given the reasonable alternatives available. The report

identifies that the Sustainability Appraisal and other

updated evidence produced in the process of the plan’s

preparation will be made available for comment during the

Local Plan Review proposed modifications consultation.

The report also makes reference to the Planning Policy

Advisory Group which considered all paperwork

accompanying the report. The report summarises the

considerations of the group and their recommendations to

Cabinet. The recommendations to Cabinet on the 21

November 2016 were agreed and were submitted to full

Council on 01 December 2016. The submission to full

Council included the report pack presented to Cabinet

which contained reference to the Sustainability Appraisal
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for approval and were agreed.

Para 1 of the Sustainability Appraisal Update (2017) sets
out that this update to the Sustainability Appraisal has

been undertaken to take into account comments made at

the 2015 Proposed Submission Stage consultation and

proposed modification to the Local Plan Review. The

summary matrices in Annex 2 relating to the additional

reasonable alternative options considered for each policy

topic include a final row which states which option has
been taken forward as a proposed change to the Plan if
relevant, or if no changes are proposed to the Plan policies,

why this is.

Consultation was undertaken on the Sustainability
Appraisal Update (2017) and the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission (incorporating proposed
modifications) (2017). A statement of consultation was
provided at the same time as this consultation which set
out the main issues raised during previous three

consultations and how these were responded to. Schedule
of Proposed Modifications (Proposed Submission
consultation) (November 2016) and the Sustainability
Appraisal Update (2017) also demonstrate how the results
of the consultations were taken into account.

Comments received during this consultation including how

the sustainability appraisal results were taken into account
in decision-making are demonstrated through the Local
Plan Review Proposed Submission (January 2017)

Consultation Summary Document and the schedule of
Proposed Minor Modifications (2017).

Provision of information on the decisio

S

When the plan or programme is N/A — this requirement should be met at a later stage of

adopted, the public and any countries | the SA process.
consulted under Article 7 must be
informed and the following made

available to those so informed:

e the plan or programme as adopted
e 3 statement summarising how
environmental considerations have
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been integrated into the plan or
programme and how the
environmental report of Article 5,
the opinions expressed pursuant to
Article 6 and the results of
consultations entered into pursuant
to Article 7 have been taken into
account in accordance with Article
8, and the reasons for choosing the
plan or programme as adopted, in
the light of the other reasonable
alternatives dealt with; and

e the measures decided concerning
monitoring (Article 9)

Monitoring

Monitoring of the significant Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission (2015)
environmental effects of the plan's or

Chapter 5 ‘Monitoring’ sets out how the Plan will be

programme's implementation must be
undertaken (Article 10)

monitored.

Sustainability Appraisal framework objectives

1.12. A framework is-used to understand the sustainability effects of the Local Plan Review
as-has been developed, consisting of sustainability objectives, each of which include a
number of elements against which a policy will be appraised. The framework includes
all those factors highlighted within the SA that will affect the sustainability of the Local

Plan Review and is central to the process of SA.

Sustainability Elements covered Impact
objective

A) Protection of Habitats and biodiversity; flora and fauna; protected species;

the natural landscape, geodiversity

environment
B) Protection and | Heritage assets, including listed buildings, conservation areas,

promotion of a scheduled ancient monuments, registered parks and gardens,
quality built locally listed assets, archaeology; design and quality of
environment development

C) Mitigating the | Reduced flood risk; promotion of low carbon or renewable
effects of climate | energy; reductions in carbon emissions; resilience to climate

change change; walking and cycling provision; low carbon buildings
D) Safeguarding Quality of soils, including contaminated land; water quality,
and minimising including consideration of water framework directive
resource use objectives; water resources; minimisation of waste; impact on

best and most versatile agricultural land
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E) Promoting
economic growth
and employment

Increasing jobs; reducing out-commuting; skills training;
growth of rural businesses; tourism provision

F) Supporting
retail

Safeguarding the vitality and viability of town centres;
relationship between new development and town centres;
supporting viability of shopping facilities in villages

G) Meeting
housing needs

Supply of housing; housing mix; house size; housing
affordability; appropriate housing density to location;
proximity to services and facilities

H) Ensuring
community
health and
wellbeing

Community support for proposals; access to open space and
recreation; limiting air, noise and light pollution to levels that
do not damage human health or natural systems; integrated
and sustainable forms of travel including walking, cycling and
public transport; social deprivation; safe and secure
environments

I) Delivering the
necessary
infrastructure

Roads and transportation; schools; health services;
community facilities; green infrastructure;
telecommunications

2:13.  The sustainability objectives proposed are distinct from the objectives of the Local Plan

Review, though they may in some cases overlap with them. They will provide a way of checking

whether the Local Plan Review objectives are the best possible ones for sustainability and will

test the social, environmental and economic effects of the plan.

3-14. In order to consider the impact of the Local Plan Review against the sustainability objectives,

a scoring system has been used. A score is provided against each of the objectives to highlight a

policy or proposal’s sustainability impacts. Collectively, this allows consideration of a policy’s
overall impact and enables comparison with other policies or proposals. It also enables the

consideration of mitigation measures in which a secondary score has been provided if mitigation

measures are provided for.

4-15. Itis important to note that the scores should not be summed to produce a total score to

determine the overall sustainability of a policy or proposal. Mathematical models can lead to an

‘artificial certainty’ in determining the effect of a policy or proposal where the impacts of issues

can be subjective.

impact. This system enables the opportunity to differentiate between marginal or significant

5:16. The use of a scoring system with a range from +3 to -3 highlights the scale of any potential

impacts. The following table sets out the scoring system that has been used:

Score | Rationale

The policy/proposal will have a significant positive contribution towards achieving

the objective

The policy/proposal will have a positive impact in contributing towards achieving

+2

the objective
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Y The policy/proposal will have a minor positive impact in contributing towards
achieving the objective

The policy/proposal will have no impact or will have some positive and some
0 negative impacts thereby having a balanced effect in contributing towards achieving
the objective

The policy/proposal will have a minor negative impact in contributing towards
achieving the objective

The policy/proposal will have a negative impact in contributing towards achieving
the objective

The policy/proposal will have a significant negative contribution towards achieving
the objective

| 6:17. In some instances where there were technical deficiencies in which specific data was not
available at the time of the SA assessments, an uncertain effect has been identified which is
indicated by a question mark in the scoring box..

| 718. In addition to the scoring process, a commentary against each objective has been provided.
This sets out a summary of the context of the policy/allocation and a description of the impact
against each of the sustainability objectives. Measures for mitigation are also described and
scores for post-mitigation are provided, whereby if mitigation measures are applied negative
impacts may be reduced. This includes consideration of whether impacts noted are offset by
other policies in the plan. Secondary, cumulative, synergistic, temporary, permanent, short,
medium or long-term impacts are also reflected.

8.19. General guidance was followed when applying the scoring system to potential allocation
sites. A copy of the site allocations appraisal guidance provided on p.192 of the Local Plan
Review: Proposed Submission Consultation Sustainability Appraisal (2015) is provided below.
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SA framework — appraisal guidance [Allocations]

The following table sets out the general guidance followed when applying the pre-mitigation scoring system to potential allocation sites. In

some cases the scoring may differ from this guidance due to site specific context. A cumulative approach was taken when assessing allocation

sites within each objective.

Sustainability
objective

Elements covered

Pre-Mitigation

Post-Mitigation

A) Protection
of the natural
environment

Habitats and biodiversity;
flora and fauna;
protected species;
landscape; geodiversity

Neutral impact
e If the site is within a town or existing development forms a backdrop of the site
e If the site is appropriately screened, for example by being hidden in a fold of a hill
Slight negative impact
e Small site on the landscape (less 100 dwellings/10,000sgm)
e Impact on a Tree Preservation Order
e Impact on a protected landscape
e Impact on local wildlife
e Loss of hedgerows that provide screening
e Existing development forms a backdrop but the site is highly visible
Negative impact
e large site on the landscape (100 dwellings/10,000sgm +)
e Site is highly visible and there is no existing development forming a backdrop

B) Protection
and

promotion of
a quality built
environment

Heritage assets, including
listed buildings,
conservation areas,
scheduled ancient
monuments, registered
parks and gardens, locally
listed assets,
archaeology; design and
quality of development

Positive impact
e lLarge scale town centre improvements
Slight positive impact
e Small scale town centre improvements
e Good relationship with the settlement
Slight negative impact
e Impact on Listed Buildings / Conservation Area
e Impact on Archaeological potential
e Poor relationship with the settlement
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Sustainability

Elements covered

Pre-Mitigation

Post-Mitigation

objective
C) Mitigating Reduced flood risk; Slight positive impact
the effects of | promotion of low carbon e Bus service
climate or renewable energy; e Train service
change reductions in carbon Neutral impact
emissions; walking and e Flood zonel
cycling provision; low e No train services (as limited areas have a train service and therefore it would not
carbon buildings necessarily be expected of all areas in Mid Devon)
Slight negative impact
e Small scale development, potential impact on groundwater (less 100
dwellings/10,000sqm)
e No delivery of Sustainable Urban Drainage
e Small watercourse
e Source Protection Zone
e No bus service
e Large scale sites due to potential carbon impact
Negative impact
e large scale development, potential impact on groundwater (100 dwellings/10,000sgm +)
e Flood Zone 2/3
D) Quality of soils, including | Positive impact

Safeguarding
and
minimising
resource use

contaminated land; water
quality, including
consideration of water
framework directive
objectives; minimisation
of waste; impact on best
and most versatile
agricultural land

e Brownfield land
Neutral impact
e Small scale grade 4-5 agricultural land
Slight negative impact
e large scale grade 4-5 agricultural land
e Small scale grade 3 agricultural land
e Minerals Consultation Zone
Negative impact
e Small scale grade 1-2 agricultural land
e large scale grade 3 agricultural land
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Sustainability
objective

Elements covered

Pre-Mitigation

Post-Mitigation

e Contaminated land
Significant Negative Impact

e large scale grade 1-2 agricultural land
Small scale = <20ha
Large scale = >20ha

E) Promoting
economic
growth and
employment

Increasing jobs; reducing
out-commuting; skills
training; growth of rural
businesses; tourism
provision

Significant positive impact

e large scale commercial development
Positive impact

e Small scale commercial development
Slight positive impact

e large scale residential development
Neutral impact

e Small scale residential development
Negative impact

e Small scale loss of commercial development
Significant negative impact

e lLarge scale loss of commercial development
Small scale = <100 dwellings / 10,000sgm
Larger scale = > or equal to 100 dwellings /10,000sqm

F) Supporting
retail

Safeguarding the vitality
and viability of town
centres; relationship
between new
development and town
centres

Significant positive impact
e Commercial development within a town centre
Positive impact
e large scale residential development within a town (> or equal to 100 dwellings)
Slight positive impact
e Small scale residential development within a town (< 100 dwellings)
Neutral impact
e Commercial development outside of a town centre
e Residential or commercial development within a village

G) Meeting

Supply of housing;

Significant positive impact
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Sustainability
objective

Elements covered

Pre-Mitigation

Post-Mitigation

housing needs

housing mix; house size;
housing affordability;
appropriate housing
density to location;
proximity to services and
facilities

e Residential large scale development
Positive impact

e Residential medium scale development
Slight positive impact

e Residential small scale development
Neutral impact

e Commercial development
Small scale = 1-19 dwg
Medium scale = 20-99 dwg
Large scale = 100+dwg

H) Ensuring Community support for Positive impact
community proposals; access to open e Provides a community service
health and space and recreation; Slight positive impact
wellbeing limiting air, noise and e Town sites - walking distance to services
light pollution to levels Neutral impact
that do not damage e Village sites - designated village
human health or natural Slight negative impact
systems; integrated and e Pollution
sustainable forms of e Town sites — beyond walking distance to services
travel including walking, e Village sites - not a designated village
cycling and pu.blic e Village sites — designated village but large development e.g. 100+ housing
trans'por't; social e Requires footpath provision
depr|vat|or?; safe and e Loss of undesignated recreational land
secure environments .
e Impact but not loss of designated open space
Negative impact
e Loss of a community service
e Loss of a designated Local Green Space
e Large site which will require new community services and facilities
I) Delivering Roads and Positive impact
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Sustainability

Elements covered

Pre-Mitigation

Post-Mitigation

objective
the necessary | transportation; schools; e Significant infrastructure e.g. relief road
infrastructure | health services; Slight positive impact

community facilities;
green infrastructure;
telecommunications

e Green infrastructure is provided
Neutral impact
e Access is achievable
e School has capacity for additional development
Slight negative impact
e No infrastructure provided, small site (<100 dwellings/10,000sqm)
e School is at capacity, places can be supported through developer contributions
e Access is achievable but would require additional works
Negative impact
e School is at capacity, development proposed would require a new school
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Junction 27 proposal and options for disaggregation and

location

20. A key principle of retail planning is that main town centre uses should be allocated on

the basis of a sequential test (NPPF paragraph 24). Case law in relation to development

management decisions establishes that sequential test site selection must relate to the

suitability of a site for the developer’s proposal not some alternative (and reduced)

scheme which might be suggested by the Planning Authority (or others); see Tesco
Stores Ltd v Dundee City Council [2012] UKSC13. This principle has been upheld in
subsequent decisions, such as Aldergate Properties Ltd and Mansfield DC and Regal
Sherwood Oaks [2016] EWHC1670. The Secretary of State also agreed with his Inspector
that there was no requirement to disaggregate a mixed use tourism and retail proposal
at “Rushden Lakes, Northamptonshire (APP/G2815/V/12/2190175). In relation to
planning policy and plan making the National Planning Guidance provides that the

sequential approach requires a thorough assessment of the suitability, viability and

availability of locations for main town centre uses. It requires clearly explained

reasoning if more central opportunities to locate main town centre uses are rejected. It

states:

e Has the need for main town centre uses been assessed? The assessment should
consider the current situation, recent up-take of land for main town centre uses, the
supply of and demand for land for main town centre uses, forecast of future need
and the type of land needed for main town centre uses

e Can the identified need for main town centre uses land be accommodated on town
centre sites? When identifying sites, the suitability, availability and viability of the
site should be considered, with particular regard to the nature of the need that is to
be addressed

o If the additional main town centre uses required cannot be accommodated in town
centre sites, what are the next sequentially preferable sites that it can be
accommodated on? Local Plans should contain policies to apply the sequential test
to proposals for main town centre uses that may come forward outside the sites or

locations allocated in the Local Plan.
Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 2b-009-20140306

21. The Junction 27 policy is for the delivery of a major leisure destination providing mixed

use development comprising travel hub, agronomy visitor centre, outdoor adventure

zone and outlet shopping village. The retail element is integral to the overall proposal. It

ensures the development provides a unique multifaceted visitor attraction and assists

delivery in terms of viability and the inter-relationship between the elements which is

seen as essential.
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22.

In terms of Sustainability Appraisal, reasonable alternatives must be of a similar size to

23.

accommodate the proposed development i.e. around 71 ha. Apart from a “business as

III

usual” option (i.e. not including a major mixed use tourist/retail proposal), smaller areas

cannot be considered as reasonable alternatives as they would be too small to

accommodate the proposal without disaggregation. It would not be appropriate to

require an SA to consider sites that were ruled out as being suitable sequentially

preferable sites.

The Council’s Hearing Statement on Junction 27 as well as paragraph 3.184c of the

24.

Submitted Local Plan indicates that other areas have been considered. CBRE assessed 6

sites within and close to town centres at, Tiverton, Crediton, Taunton and Exeter and

Exmouth. However these sites are too small to accommodate the proposal without

disaggregation. The Council commissioned Lichfields to consider additional sites which it

did not feel were fully assessed by CBRE. These were Exeter Bus and Coach Station,

Tiverton Eastern Urban Extension, North West and East Cullompton. Exeter Bus and

Coach Station was too small (3.3 ha ) and would require disaggregation. It also appeared

that the site was being promoted for a different type of development to the J27

proposal. Whilst sites within urban extensions were in principle large enough these are

subject to other proposals and are not therefore reasonable alternatives to Junction 27

(see paragraph 3.15- 3.19 of the Council’s Hearing Statement J27 Issue 3
https://www.middevon.gov.uk/media/344022/j27-mddc-2-mid-devon-council-issues-2-
3-4-8-hearing-statement.pdf)

The Sustainability Appraisal Update (2017) assessed the proposed modifications of the

25.

Local Plan Review Proposed Submission, including J27. It notes (p115-117) that: “On the

22nd September 2016 Full Council resolved to propose an allocation of 71 hectares

between M5 Junction 27 and Willand for mixed commercial floorspace including a travel

hub, agronomy visitor centre, outdoor adventure zone and outlet shopping village. The

policy includes transport provision, environmental protection, a comprehensive phasing

programme and public master planning exercise. In comparison to the Proposed

Submission Sustainability Appraisal option, this commercial option encompasses a

smaller site area, a number of the town centre uses have been withdrawn and new

information has been provided to determine the retail impact. Taking the policy

amendments and new information into account the allocation has been reappraised”.

It reappraised the J27 proposal against the Proposed Submission option, which was the

rejected 96ha commercial scheme. The 71ha scheme (26% smaller) was found to

perform better than the larger alternative. A summary matrix was presented for the

Junction 27 option setting out a summary of the comparison between the 96ha site

appraised in the Sustainability Appraisal Proposed Submission (2015) report and the
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71ha scheme appraised in the Sustainability Appraisal Update (2017), this is reflected
below.

Summary Matrix — 0J27

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Proposed Proposed
Objective Madifications | Submission
Policy 71ha Option
96ha
T
0/? 0/?
-1/? -1/?

Tl m|o|lo|lwe| =

26. The 2015 Sustainability Appraisal supported the Proposed Submission Local Plan Review
(2015).This considered a spatial strategy and site allocations that were at the time the
Council’s preferred option, and as such constitutes an assessment of reasonable

alternative strategies which did not incorporate a major tourism/retail proposal. The
assessment from page 30 et seq of the SA sets out why sites were preferred and others

rejected including options for potential a new community at Cullompton, Hartnoll Farm
and J27 Willand which are assessed at page 35 and Appendix 2 p135 onwards.

27. A site of 96 ha at J27 is assessed for potential mixed use commercial development in

Appendix 2 from p605 onwards and a more extensive urban extension of 104 ha in this
location is assessed from p611. Neither of these options were considered sustainable
and therefore not at that time included in the Proposed Submission Local Plan Review.

Sites to allocate in relation to the Junction 27 proposal

28. A request by members was made in 2016 for a J27 implications Report which looked at
the implications if members were minded to allocate J27 as part of the Local Plan
Review Proposed Submission. This report was taken to Cabinet on the 15th September
2016 and Council on 22nd September 2016 which set out the history of the J27 proposal
and decisions previously made by members and the implications of allocating J27. The

40



29.

report also identified that if members were minded to make a modification to the plan

to allocate land at J27, sites for an additional 260 dwellings will also need to be allocated

in the Local Plan. Alternative housing option sites were set out to members based on a

selection criteria as follows: sites previously consulted on as part of the Local Plan

Review Options consultation (January 2014) or received as a Local Plan representation;

sites considered by the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Panel;

compliance with the Local Plan Review Distribution Strategy; and proximate to the

development proposal at Junction 27.

Individual sites were considered at an officer level where they met the selection criteria.

30.

These where then presented to members at Cabinet on 15th September and Council on
the 22nd September 2016 in a collated format. Not all sites or all village locations that

were considered at an officer level were referred to in the committee paperwork on the

15th or 22nd September 2016. However the reasons for rejecting site options set out in

the Implications Report and the Sustainability Appraisal (2015) are broadly the same.
The 2015 SA was publically available at the time the Implications Report was presented
to members in 2016 and the draft 2015 SA was presented to members previously in the
2014 Cabinet (27 November, 4 December, 11 December) and Council meetings (17
December 2014).

Following the recommendations undertaken on the 15th and 22nd September, a report

31.

was presented to Cabinet on 21st November 2016 and full Council 1st December 2017

which sought approval for publication of the Local Plan Review including main

modifications and supporting evidence. This report makes reference to the Sustainability

Appraisal Update and that the Planning Policy Advisory Group which considered all

paperwork accompanying the report and provided their recommendations to the 15th

September Cabinet. The report summarises the considerations of the group and

recommendations.

The tables below sets out a summary of the site option areas and the site options that

met the criteria identified in the Implications Report. Sites with planning permission or

which are already proposed for allocation are not considered as reasonable alternatives

for the additional dwellings.

Table 5: Summary of site option areas

Cullompton Cullompton is the main focus of growth during the plan period; a

significant amount of development is already programmed for

Cullompton during this period. Analysis which forms part of the

Local Plan Review Evidence base considers the level of

infrastructure improvements, in particular strategic highways

work, which would need to be delivered to accommodate the
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proposed level of growth. The required infrastructure

improvements will be delivered in line with the phased delivery of
the key strategic housing allocations planned for Cullompton. Any
additional development on top of the current Local Plan
allocations would therefore not be appropriate until longer-term
strategic highway improvements have been delivered. Cullompton

is therefore not considered as a reasonably appropriate location

to meet the extra housing need.

Crediton Crediton is not well related to the proposal at Junction 27 and is

therefore not an area considered for additional residential

development to meet this need.

Tiverton Tiverton is considered as a site option area to consider reasonable

alternatives for additional residential development to meet this

need.

Villages proximate® to J27 e  Culmstock

e Halberton

e Hemyock
Holcombe Rogus

Kentisbeare

Sampford Peverell

e Uffculme

e Willand
Villages proximate to J27 and e Hemyock
referred to in committee e Kentisbeare

paperwork on 22" September

Sampford Peverell

2016 e Uffculme
e  Willand
Villages not proximate to J27 The following villages were not considered as proximate to J27

and therefore were not to be considered as reasonable
alternatives for additional residential development to meet this

need:
e Bampton
e Bow

e Bradninch

e Chawleigh
e Cheriton Bishop

e Cheriton Fitzpaine

e Copplestone

e lapford
e Morchard Bishop

! Proximate is considered to be: 30 minutes of J27 by walking, cycling or public transport
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e  Newton St Cyres
e Sandford
e Silverton

e Thorverton
e Yeoford

Areas not consistent with the

The following areas were not considered as consistent with the

proposed Local Plan Review

distribution strategy

proposed Local Plan Review distribution strategy as they are not

defined as villages in S13 and therefore were not considered as

reasonable alternatives for additional residential development to

meet this need:

e Bickleigh
e  Butterleigh

e Burlescombe

e Colebrooke

e Oakford
e Shillingford

Table 6 — Site options which meet the selection criteria as set out in the Implications Report

Hay Park Yes

SA Report for

Rejected: This option has not been taken

the Local Plan

forward as development would result in

Review

(Proposed

Submission

the loss of historic barns (to ensure

adequate access visibility displays) and has

surface water flooding issues associated

consultation)

with the water course on site.

February 2015
— Appendix 2

Blundells School | Yes

SA Report for

Selected: The site is proposed to be taken

the Local Plan

forward as an allocation and addressed in

Review

(Proposed

Submission

the Sustainability Update through policy

TIV16. The site was considered as part of

the J27 Implications Report presented to

consultation)

Cabinet 15" September 2016 and Full

February 2015

Council 22™ September 2016. It was noted

— Appendix 2

at this time that the site is currently
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allocated in the adopted Local Plan for 200

dwellings and was due to be deleted in the

Local Plan Review as the site had not come

forward. However officers now

understand that the land is available and

developable.
The site is significantly a brownfield site

which is accessible from Tiverton town

centre. Development of the site provides

the opportunity for remodelling of the site

to reduce flood risk downstream. Whilst

it is located further from J27 than some

other assessed sites, it is on a bus route

that serves both the Tiverton town centre

and J27, and the sites otherwise

sustainable location is considered to

outweigh the issue of distance from J27.

Leat Street Yes SA Report for Rejected: In the Sustainability Appraisal
the Local Plan Proposed Submission Report (2015) it is
Review noted in Chapter 4 ‘Reasons for
(Proposed selecting/rejecting policy alternatives’ that
Submission this option had not been taken forward as
consultation) it is an existing show room and as a
February 2015 | residential allocation would result in the
— Appendix 2 loss of employment land. A large
proportion of the site is also located in
flood zone 2 and even with mitigation
measures there would remain flooding
concerns.
The Avenue Uncertain SA Report for Rejected: Although the site scores

the Local Plan

positively on sustainability grounds the

Review

(Proposed

Submission

site is not being comprehensively

promoted by all land owners and has not

received confirmation of delivery. Itis also

consultation)

noted that the site is located within the

February 2015

settlement boundary and can come

— Appendix 2

forward as a windfall allocation.

The site is potentially a reasonable
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alternative, but uncertainty over

deliverability means that it is rejected as

an allocation.

(considered for
both housing or
mixed use)

Exeter Hill Yes SA Report for Rejected: The site is a steeply sloping site
the Local Plan with large views of Tiverton and would be
Review highly visible from the town. Although the
(Proposed level of development is relatively low,
Submission development of the site is still likely to
consultation) result in a negative impact on the
February 2015 | character of the landscape.
— Appendix 2 It was rejected as an option for the
The SA Update | additional housing allocation as the site
in 2017 also would be more intrusive than other
included a allocations.
revised
appraisal of this
site to take into
account a
consultation
comment
received.
Land at Uncertain SA Report for Rejected: Although in sustainability terms
Bampton the Local Plan the sites regeneration would be positive,
Street/William Review the SCLAA panel has raised deliverability
Street Car Park (Proposed concerns.
(mixed use) Submission Whilst the site may be a reasonable
consultation) alternative, however it is in different
February 2015 | ownerships, which is not being actively
— Appendix 2 promoted. The uncertainty over
deliverability resulted in its rejection.
However it is a town centre site and could
be developed as a windfall site, should a
proposal come forward.
Hartnoll Farm Yes SA Report for Rejected: The full site area would extend

the Local Plan

Tiverton to the East substantially on the

Review

(Proposed

Submission

valley floor which would significantly close

the gap between urban areas and nearby

villages, especially Halberton. It would
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consultation)

also increase the distance from the town

February 2015 | centre and services, resulting in increased
— Appendix 2 car use and reduced sustainability. The
The majority of the site is classed as
Sustainability agricultural grade 1 land development
Appraisal could impact on the Grand Western Canal
Update (2017) | Conservation Area to the South and the
included East of the site which is also classed as a
revised County Wildlife Site and Local Nature

appraisal work

Reserve.

to consider the

The Sustainability Appraisal Update (2017)

site as a revised

included revised appraisal work to

mixed use
allocation.

consider the site as a revised mixed use

allocation which was proposed through
the Sustainability Appraisal (2015)
consultation. It was rejected as an option

given the issues around the protection and

promotion of a quality built and historic

environment in which the coalescence of

Tiverton and the village of Halberton

which has its own separate identity cannot

be mitigated.
The site was considered as part of the J27

Implications Report presented to Cabinet
15" September 2016 and Full Council 22"
September 2016, options presented

included an addition of 480 dwellings

which could be provided within the

existing planned for infrastructure

constraints recognised in the existing

adopted Local Plan site Tiverton Eastern

Urban Extension. The report notes that if

the Tiverton Eastern Urban Extension site

which is currently allocated in the Local

Plan was to be extended to allow for the

additional housing it would be logical for

this to include land at Hartnoll Farm which

abuts the current urban extension. The
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full extent of the Hartnoll Farm site (70ha)

was considered as part of the Local Plan

Review Options Consultation (2014) and

Sustainability Appraisal Proposed
Submission Report (2015). The
implications report noted that if only part

of this site was needed it would be

sensible for this to comprise the western

and southern parts of the site which are

predominantly Grade 3 agricultural land

and are well screened from wider views.

This would allow for the areas adjoining
the Grand Western Canal to be left
undeveloped whilst also maintaining the

strategic green gap between the edge of

Tiverton and Halberton village which was

identified as one of the key reasons for

rejection in the Sustainability Appraisal

Proposed Submission report (2015). The

Implications Report notes that a new

access, or reconfiguration of the current

Hartnoll Farm/employment land access

arrangements, would be needed to allow

development to occur independently of

the development of the current eastern

urban extension. The report recommends

that if members were minded to allocate

some land at the Hartnoll Farm an option

200 dwellings should be proposed to allow

flexibility for the further refinement of

densities at the Tiverton Eastern Urban

Extension should this be necessary. This

site was not preferred at the Full Council

meeting on 22" September 2016 and

therefore not taken forward as a proposed

allocation for the additional dwellings.

Crosses Hill

Land at Seven

The
Sustainability

Rejected: This site came forward during

the consultation on the Local Plan Review
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Appraisal Proposed Submission (2015) but it was
Update (2017) rejected as a housing allocation as there
included were a number of constraints to the site

appraisal work

including topography and highways

to consider the

access.

site.

The site is to the south west of Tiverton

and is steeply sloping. It is 7.69 ha and

would therefore be too large to meet the

identified need.

Culmstock Glebe | Yes SA Report for Rejected: The two sites ‘Glebe and
and Rackfields, the Local Plan Rackfields” and ‘The Croft” in Culmstock
Culmstock Review were not preferred as they were within
(Proposed the elevated southern part of the village,
Submission with greater potential for landscape and
consultation) visual impacts. This part of the village also
February 2015 | contains the core of the conservation area,
— Appendix 2 which is focussed around All Saints
Church. There is greater potential for the
impact on the conservation area should
either of these sites be developed which
can be avoided by selecting others. In
addition these two sites in the village
received the greatest level of objection of
all the village’s sites during the Options
consultation.
The Croft, Yes SA Report for Rejected: The two sites ‘Glebe and
Culmstock the Local Plan Rackfields” and ‘The Croft’ in Culmstock

Review

(Proposed

Submission

were not preferred as they were within

the elevated southern part of the village,

with greater potential for landscape and

consultation)

visual impacts. This part of the village also

February 2015

contains the core of the conservation area,

— Appendix 2

which is focussed around All Saints

Church. There is greater potential for the

impact on the conservation area should

either of these sites be developed which

can be avoided by selecting others. In
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addition these two sites in the village

received the greatest level of objection of

all the village’s sites during the Options
consultation.

Land at Blundells | Yes SA Report for Rejected: The site is within the

Road, Halberton the Local Plan conservation area with the potential for
Review negative impacts which can be avoided by
(Proposed allocated other sites. Land at Blundells
Submission Road was also not favoured by the Parish
consultation) Council.

February 2015 | The Sustainability Appraisal Update (2017)

— Appendix 2 refers to a number of consultation
comments relating to this site but no
changes have been made to the SA work
undertaken previously and it remains
rejected as a site option.

New Site: The Yes No This site came Rejected: The site is rejected as a

Pethers, forward during | preferred site.

Halberton the The site was put forward as an alternative
consultation on | to Policy HA1 in Halberton with a capacity
the Local Plan of up to 10 dwellings in 2015. It has
Review outline permission (17/0019/0UT) for 5
Proposed dwellings.

Submission It is therefore too small to be a reasonable
(2015). The alternative for additional site allocation to
Sustainability meet the need for J27.
Appraisal
Update (2017)
included
appraisal work
to consider the
site.
Land South West | No SA Report for The site now has planning permission

of Conigar Close,
Hemyock

the Local Plan

(17/00746/MARM for 22 dwellings

Review

(Proposed

Submission

23/08/2017) so is no longer a reasonable

option for meeting the additional housing
need, but will instead be part of the

consultation)

general local plan requirement.
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February 2015
— Appendix 2

Culmbridge Yes SA Report for Rejected: The four alternative sites
Farm, Hemyock the Local Plan presented in Hemyock are all greenfield
Review sites within the location of the Blackdown
(Proposed Hills AONB and the impact on the special
Submission gualities of the landscape designation is a
consultation) factor to consider. The four greenfield
February 2015 | sites all have the potential for some
— Appendix 2 landscape and visual impact in the context
of the Blackdown Hills AONB and
therefore are not preferred.
The site was considered as part of the J27
Implications Report presented to Cabinet
15" September 2016 and Full Council 22™
September 2016. It was noted that sites in
Hemyock were not favoured owing to
their scale and impact on the Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty.
Land north of Yes SA Report for Rejected: The four alternative sites
Culmbridge the Local Plan presented in Hemyock are all greenfield
Farm, Hemyock Review sites within the location of the Blackdown
(Proposed Hills AONB and the impact on the special
Submission gualities of the landscape designation is a
consultation) factor to consider. The four greenfield
February 2015 | sites all have the potential for some
— Appendix 2 landscape and visual impact in the context
of the Blackdown Hills AONB and
therefore are not preferred.
The site was considered as part of the J27
Implications Report presented to Cabinet
15" September 2016 and Full Council 22™
September 2016. It was noted that sites in
Hemyock were not favoured owing to
their scale and impact on the Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty.
Land adj. Yes SA Report for Rejected: The four alternative sites
cemetery, the Local Plan presented in Hemyock are all greenfield
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Hemyock

Review

(Proposed

Submission

sites within the location of the Blackdown

Hills AONB and the impact on the special

qualities of the landscape designation is a

consultation)

factor to consider. The four greenfield

February 2015

sites all have the potential for some

— Appendix 2

landscape and visual impact in the context

of the Blackdown Hills AONB and
therefore are not preferred.

The site was considered as part of the J27

Implications Report presented to Cabinet
15" September 2016 and Full Council 22"
September 2016. It was noted that sites in

Hemyock were not favoured owing to

their scale and impact on the Area of

Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Land by

Village Hall,

(mixed use)

Kentisbeare

Kentisbeare

Yes

SA Report for

Rejected: This site received a number of

the Local Plan

objections during the Options

Review

(Proposed

Submission

Consultation. Although it is an existing

allocation, it has not come forward since

being allocated in 2010, for these reasons

consultation)

it is not proposed to be retained in the

February 2015

Local Plan Review.

— Appendix 2

The site was considered as part of the J27

Implications Report presented to Cabinet
15" September 2016 and Full Council 22™
September 2016. It was noted that land
was previously included in the Local Plan

at Kentisbeare next to the Village Hall as

an affordable housing allocation for 20

dwellings. This was removed owing to a

lack of impetus in the site coming forward

for affordable housing and due to strong

objection from the Parish Council.

However if allocated for a mix of market

and affordable housing it is considered

that it would come forward for

development. This site was not supported

by the Planning Policy Advisory Group and
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was not preferred.

Higher Town,

Sampford
Peverell

Yes

SA Report for

Selected: In the Sustainability Appraisal

the Local Plan

Proposed Submission Report (2015) it is

Review

(Proposed

Submission

noted in Chapter 4 ‘Reasons for

selecting/rejecting policy alternatives’ it is

stated that this option was not preferred

consultation)

because it had the potential for greater

February 2015

landscape or visual impacts. As set out in

— Appendix 2

the Sustainability Appraisal Update (2017),

criteria have now been included in the

policy to ensure landscaping and design

respects the setting and character of the

area, conservation area and listed

building.
The site is proposed to be taken forward

as an additional allocation and addressed

in the Sustainability Appraisal Update
(2017) through policy SP2. The site was
considered as part of the J27 Implications

Report presented to Cabinet 15"
September 2016 and Full Council 22™
September 2016. It was noted at this time

that Land at Higher Town could provide 60

dwellings. The site is elevated and would

require careful landscaping and mitigation

measures. The development is

proportionate to the scale of the existing

village. The Highway Authority has

advised that any development of the site

should be phased until after improved
access to the A361.

The J27 Implications Report presented to
Cabinet 15" September 2016 and Full
Council 22™ September 2016 noted that
other potential sites in Sampford Peverell

were not considered to be of an

appropriate scale or would impact

adversely on heritage assets.
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Several of the sites in Sampford Peverell

are reasonable alternatives, and have

similar landscape or heritage

characteristics. They have an advantage of

being slightly closer to J27 than Higher

Town. However, they are part of more

extensive tracts of land, and their

allocation would result in larger housing

sites than the identified additional need

for 60 dwellings. It would not be realistic

to seek to artificially subdivide sites to

limit the number of units that are

developed. As such, development of a

number of potentially suitable sites in

Sampford Peverell would result in much

more significant expansion of the village

This would be contrary to the spatial

strategy in Policy SP2 of the Local Plan

Review, which concentrates development

in the three main towns and has limited

development in other settlements aimed

at meeting local needs and promoting

vibrant communities.

Conversely SP2 is a naturally enclosed site,

bounded by hedgerows and road, and its

development would be of a scale
acceptable within the parameters of Policy
S2 and local infrastructure constraints.

The location of the site on the west of the

village is considered to be only a minor

disadvantage compared to the other sites

in the village.
The site is being actively promoted and is

deliverable.

Land off

Whitnage Road,

Sampford
Peverell

SA Report for

Rejected: This option is located adjacent

the Local Plan

to the A361, sharing a long boundary with

Review

(Proposed

this busy road. Such a site therefore has

greater potential for negative impacts
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Submission

from noise on the general amenity of

consultation)

future residents which can be avoided by

February 2015

allocating alternative sites.

— Appendix 2

The J27 Implications Report presented to

Cabinet 15" September 2016 and Full
Council 22™ September 2016 noted that
other potential sites in Sampford Peverell

were not considered to be of an

appropriate scale or would impact

adversely on heritage assets.

Sampford
Peverell (SHLAA
site 6)

Land at Yes SA Report for Rejected: This option is a large site slightly
Mountain Oak the Local Plan divorced from the main body of the
Farm, Sampford Review village, and does not offer the most logical
Peverell (Proposed extension to the built extent.
Submission The J27 Implications Report presented to
consultation) Cabinet 15" September 2016 and Full
February 2015 | Council 22™ September 2016 noted that
— Appendix 2 other potential sites in Sampford Peverell
were not considered to be of an
appropriate scale or would impact
adversely on heritage assets.
See above under the rationale for
selecting Higher Town.
Morrells Farm Yes SA Report for Rejected: This option is a very large site

the Local Plan

which has a poor spatial relation with the

Review

(Proposed

Submission

village, it is out of scale with the

settlement and divorced from the main

built extent of Sampford Peverell.

consultation)

Although a smaller element of the site

February 2015

could be allocated there is currently very

— Appendix 2

little development in the vicinity of the

site and as such there is the greater

potential for landscape and visual impacts.

The J27 Implications Report presented to
Cabinet 15" September 2016 and Full
Council 22™ September 2016 noted that
other potential sites in Sampford Peverell

were not considered to be of an
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appropriate scale or would impact

adversely on heritage assets.

See above under the rationale for

selecting Higher Town.

Morrells Farm Yes SA Report for Rejected: This option would likely have an
adj. the main the Local Plan impact on the Grade Il farmhouse, and
road, Sampford Review would have a detrimental impact on the
Peverell (SHLAA (Proposed significance, character and appearance of
site 3&4) Submission the conservation area, particularly as the
consultation) proposed access point requires demolition
February 2015 | of a stone frontage wall and a group of
— Appendix 2 traditional farm buildings (all within the
conservation area).
The J27 Implications Report presented to
Cabinet 15" September 2016 and Full
Council 22™ September 2016 noted that
other potential sites in Sampford Peverell
were not considered to be of an
appropriate scale or would impact
adversely on heritage assets.
See above under the rationale for
selecting Higher Town.
Land adjoining Yes SA Report for Rejected: This option is located within an

Poynings,
Uffculme

the Local Plan

area of the village which is elevated and

Review

(Proposed

Submission

has a more distinctly rural character, with

fewer buildings and with access being

from the generally narrow Chapel Hill. The

consultation)

potential for change in character and

February 2015

visual and or landscape impacts

— Appendix 2

determined the decision not to allocate

this site.

The J27 Implications Report presented to
Cabinet 15" September 2016 and Full
Council 22™ September 2016 noted that
sites in Uffculme were considered,

however were not proposed as allocations

for the additional housing as the sites

were not deemed to be appropriate
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extensions to the village, had access

difficulties and some were in Minerals

Safeguarding Areas.

Road, Uffculme

Land adjacent Yes SA Report for Rejected: This option is located at the
Sunnydene, the Local Plan edge of the settlement where the nearest
Uffculme Review dwellings are very low density and is
(Proposed accessed off the narrow Clay Lane.
Submission Although technically deliverable, the
consultation) nature of the location of the site at some
February 2015 | distance along the single carriageway lane
— Appendix 2 is considered sufficient basis not to
allocate.
The J27 Implications Report presented to
Cabinet 15" September 2016 and Full
Council 22" September 2016 noted that
sites in Uffculme were considered,
however were not proposed as allocations
for the additional housing as the sites
were not deemed to be appropriate
extensions to the village, had access
difficulties and some were in Minerals
Safeguarding Areas.
Land off Chapel | No SA Report for This option has been confirmed as
Hill, Uffculme the Local Plan unavailable since the inclusion in the Local
Review Plan Review Options Consultation (2014).
(Proposed Therefore this site is not a reasonable
Submission alternative to consider.
consultation)
February 2015
— Appendix 2
Land off Ashley | Yes SA Report for Rejected: This option has planning

the Local Plan

permission on the southern extent and the

Review

(Proposed

Submission

northern extent is within the Hillhead

Quarry Consultation Zone. The northern

extent is also elevated in comparison with

consultation)

the adjacent housing to the east which

February 2015

could result in overlooking. For these
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— Appendix 2

reasons, the site is not preferred.

The J27 Implications Report presented to
Cabinet 15" September 2016 and Full
Council 22™ September 2016 noted that
sites in Uffculme were considered,

however were not proposed as allocations

for the additional housing as the sites

were not deemed to be appropriate

extensions to the village, had access

difficulties and some were in Minerals

Safeguarding Areas.

Land west of
Uffculme,
Uffculme

Yes

SA Report for

The development of this site would extend

the Local Plan

the pattern of the village in a linear

Review fashion along the B3440. It would also
(Proposed result in long walking distances to the
Submission village’s facilities, in particular the primary
consultation) and secondary schools. In addition,
February 2015 | inspectors have previously drawn

— Appendix 2 attention to the present boundary of the

village, to the front of Harvester, being a
defined feature beyond which the village
should not be extended. Further to a
subsequent appeal decision and
alternative inspector’s comments, the
majority option site area now has planning
permission. The area with planning
permission is now included in the Local

Plan Review to reflect the decision at
appeal. The option is therefore no longer
reasonable.

The J27 Implications Report presented to
Cabinet 15" September 2016 and Full
Council 22" September 2016 noted that
sites in Uffculme were considered,

however were not proposed as allocations
for the additional housing as the sites
were not deemed to be appropriate
extensions to the village, had access
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difficulties and some were in Minerals

Safeguarding Areas.

Quicks Farm Yes SA Report for Rejected: Although the site scores
Willand the Local Plan favourably in the SA, it received the
Review greatest level of objection of all sites in the
(Proposed village during the Options consultation
Submission and therefore was not preferred at the
consultation) time. The J27 Implications Report
February 2015 | presented to Cabinet 15" September 2016
— Appendix 2 and Full Council 22™ September 2016
noted that sites in Willand were
considered. Although there were
developable sites in the village, sites in
Willand were not recommended as Devon
County Council had advised that
development of these sites would
exacerbate traffic problems prior to
planned future improvements.
Dean Hill Road Yes SA Report for Rejected: The site is divorced from the
Willand the Local Plan main body of Willand by the motorway.
Review The J27 Implications Report presented to
(Proposed Cabinet 15" September 2016 and Full
Submission Council 22" September 2016 noted that
consultation) sites in Willand were considered.
February 2015 | Although there were developable sites in
— Appendix 2 the village, sites in Willand were not
recommended as Devon County Council
had advised that development of these
sites would exacerbate traffic problems
prior to planned future improvements.
Land NE of Four | Yes SA Report for Rejected: The site is very large which

Crosses
Roundabout
Willand

the Local Plan

would expand the village beyond the

Review

(Proposed

Submission

boundary currently delineated by the busy
roads of the B3181 and B3440. The J27
Implications Report presented to Cabinet

consultation)

15" September 2016 and Full Council 22

February 2015

September 2016 noted that sites in

— Appendix 2

Willand were considered. Although there
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were developable sites in the village, sites

in Willand were not recommended as
Devon County Council had advised that
development of these sites would

exacerbate traffic problems prior to

planned future improvements.

Lloyd Maunder
Way, Willand

Yes

SA Report for

Rejected: The site is divorced from the

the Local Plan

main body of Willand by the motorway.

Review

(Proposed

Submission

The J27 Implications Report presented to
Cabinet 15" September 2016 and Full
Council 22™ September 2016 noted that

consultation)

sites in Willand were considered.

February 2015

Although there were developable sites in

— Appendix 2

the village, sites in Willand were not

recommended as Devon County Council

had advised that development of these

sites would exacerbate traffic problems

prior to planned future improvements.
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Summary and Conclusions

32. This chapter summarises the main changes made to the Local Plan Review following the

appraisal of alternatives set out in Annex 2 and assesses the overall sustainability of the

proposed Local Plan. The development of the Local Plan Review has been an on-going

and iterative process with key pieces of evidence influencing the selection and rejection

of options. Through the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission Consultation (2015) a

number of alternatives were proposed, along with the presentation of new information.

As a result a number of modifications to the proposed policies and supporting text of the

plan are proposed. The full details of these proposed alternatives and new information

are provided in annex 2 and 3. Annex 2 also sets out the reasons for selecting/rejecting

the alternatives proposed. This annex summarises the main changes to the Local Plan

Review following the appraisal of alternatives set out in annex 2, and assesses the

overall sustainability of the Local Plan Review.

Strategic Policies

Policy S2: Amount and Distribution of development

33. An alternative to amend the dwelling target to 7,860 to meet the objectively assessed

housing need (OAN) with the additional housing requirements of Junction 27 is

preferred due to new information presented in the finalised Strategic Housing Market

Area report which became available during the consultation on the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission (2015) and following the Council decision on 22 September 2016

to propose to allocate land at Junction 27 for a strategic scale employment site. Similarly

the higher commercial growth scenario including the Junction 27 option is proposed as a

modification to the plan.

Policy S3: Meeting housing needs

34. Updates to the policy are proposed given the change to the OAN suggested in policy S2.

Policy S4: Ensuring housing delivery

35. Updates to the policy are proposed given the change to the OAN suggested in policy S2.

Policy S5: Public open space

36. A change to the wording is proposed to clarify that the policy refers to the parish

boundaries of the settlements noted.

Policy S12: Crediton
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37. An additional criterion is proposed in the policy which is as follows ‘community and

education facilities and other infrastructure to support the development proposed’ to

reflect the need for a new primary school in Crediton.

Policy S14: Countryside

38. The removal of reference to the provision of gypsy and traveller accommodation in this

policy is proposed to ensure the Plan is in conformity with national policy in which the

‘Planning Policy for Traveller Sites’ (2015) which requires that new sites for travellers

should be very strictly limited in open countryside that is away from existing settlements

or outside areas allocated in the development plan.

Site Allocations

Tiverton

TIV1-TIV5 Eastern Urban Extension

39. The policy is proposed to be amended to consider a housing range of 1580-1830 which

reflects the permissions granted on area A and the potential for increased density in

area B.

TIV14 Wynnards Mead

40. The policy is proposed to be deleted to reflect new information regarding the historic

environment and flood risk.

OTIV4 Blundells School (Proposed for allocation TIV16)

41. This site is proposed to be allocated following the Council decision on the 22"

September to allocate land at Blundells School for residential development. New

information provided includes the support of developing the site from the Environment

Agency which has resulted in this proposed policy scoring more positively than the

option considered in the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission consultation (2015).

Cullompton

CU1-CU6 North West Cullompton

42. Contributions from development to the Town Centre relief road and Junction 28 are

proposed as modifications to the policy. In-line with the adopted North West

Cullompton masterplan a change to the total commercial floorspace is proposed. The re-

allocation of land to the south west of the site is also proposed.
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CU7-CU12 East Cullompton

43. An additional criterion is proposed to ensure the setting of listed buildings adjoining the

site is respected.

CU19 Town Centre Relief Road

44, Two additional criteria are proposed to ensure the protection of the setting of listed

buildings and conservation area, and the provision of archaeological investigation and
mitigation.

CU20 Cullompton Infrastructure

45, An additional criterion to state ‘provision of works to reduce flood risk’ has proposed as

a modification to the plan.

Crediton

CRE2 Red Hill Cross, Exhibition Road

46. Additional supporting text is proposed to reflect the recommendation in the HEA to

provide appropriate mitigation for Shobrooke Park to the east.

CRE3 Cromwells Meadow

47. Additional supporting text is proposed to reflect the recommendation in the HEA to

provide appropriate mitigation for Shobrooke Park to the east. An additional criterion is

also proposed to ensure archaeological investigation and mitigation.

CRE4 Woods Group

48. Additional supporting text is recommended which identifies non-listed heritages within
the site.

CRE5 Pedlerspool

49. Amendment to the policy is made which includes the provision of a new school but

removes the extra care scheme element in the policy.

CRE7 Stonewall Lane

50. A change to the supporting text of the Plan is recommended to ensure that adequate

landscaping is provided to protect the heritage assets associated with the adjoining
Creedy Park.

CRE10 Land south of A377
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51. A change to the policy is proposed to include a small area to the south of the allocation

up to the edge of the swale, covered by recent consent sought by Mole Avon. Although

the scoring is lower for the pre-mitigation score of objective c) mitigating the effects of

climate change, it is considered appropriate and reasonable to allocate the original site

area which has outline consent. Detailed design to mitigate flood risk will be considered

at the reserved matters planning application stage. Mitigation through sensitive design

with appropriate choice of materials and landscaping is also recommended for inclusion

within the policy. An amendment to the supporting text is further proposed to make

reference to the latest flood data and implications from redevelopment with mitigation

measures such as layout, site and flood levels.

CRE11 Crediton Infrastructure

52. The following criterion is proposed for inclusion ‘provision of works to reduce flood risk’.

Junction 27

Junction 27, M5 Motorway

53. An additional policy is proposed to reflect the Council decision on 22" September 2016
to allocate land for tourism, leisure and retail at Junction 27 of the M5 motorway.

Changes to the policy are reflected in the sustainability appraisal.

Rural Areas

School Close, Bampton

54. An allocation for 0.54(ha) 26 dwellings is proposed as a modification to the Plan. The site

is currently allocated and was omitted in error as some of the site has been built out. For

consistency, similar to other sites in the plan, the remaining area of the allocation which

has not yet been built is proposed to remain as an allocation in the Plan.

CH1 Barton, Chawleigh

55. An additional criterion to state ‘design solutions which respects the setting of the

conservation area and listed building’ is proposed. An amendment to the supporting text

is also proposed to ensure appropriate landscaping to mitigate any potential impact on

the conservation area and listed buildings.

CF1 Barnshill Close, Cheriton Fitzpaine

56. An additional criterion to minimise the impact on the conservation area and listed

building is proposed.
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HA1 Land adjacent Fishers Way, Halberton

57. An amendment to policy HA1 is proposed to delete reference to the need to

‘archaeological investigations and appropriate mitigation measures’ given the new

information provided by the Devon County Council Archaeology Team that the proposed

allocation will not impact on any known heritage assets and state that they would not
need to be consulted should an application come forward. The addition of a criterion to

ensure mitigation through appropriate design, materials and landscaping is proposed to

protect the setting of Halberton conservation area is also proposed.

HE1 Depot, Hemyock

58. This site is proposed for deletion given the representations made during the Local Plan
Review Proposed Submission (2015) consultation raises an issue with the deliverability

of the site during the plan period and is therefore no longer considered a reasonable

alternative. The site will have a limited impact on the Local Plan as a whole given its size
of 10 dwellings and may still come forward as a windfall site as it falls within the
settlement limit.

NE1 Court Orchard, Newton St Cyres

59. A change to the policy and supporting text is proposed to ensure design which respects

the setting of the conservation area.

OSP1 Higher Town, Sampford Peverell (Proposed for allocation SP2)

60. This site is proposed to be allocated following the Council decision on the 22"

September to allocate land at Higher Town for residential development. Since the

proposed submission SA there has been confirmation that access is achievable and

therefore the uncertainty has been removed.

OUF3 Land west of Uffculme (Proposed for allocation UF1)

61. A change to the plan is proposed to allocate this site given a 2016 appeal decision
(APP/Y1138/W/15/3025120) allowing outline planning permission for a site of 3.49ha with
60 dwellings. Conclusions in the inspectors report have fed into the sustainability

appraisal in which objectives b) built and historic environment and h) ensuring

community health and wellbeing score more positively.

WI2 Willand Industrial Estate

62. The full allocation of 9.2ha, 22,000sqgm of commercial floorspace is proposed to be

allocated given that the Council’s original reasons for not allocating the full site have

been addressed as the remainder of the site is now deliverable.
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Managing Development

DM28 Other protected sites

63. The inclusion of reference to compensatory measures is proposed as a change to the

policy to raise that in some cases where mitigation measures are not possible then

compensatory measures may be appropriate.

Secondary/Cumulative/Synergistic impacts

Tiverton

64. Additional detail has been provided in the supporting text of S10 to reflect the

cumulative traffic impacts on Junction 27 to be considered.

Cullompton

65. Additional criterion and supporting text has been included under a number of
Cullompton allocation policies to reflect the cumulative impact on the road network.

Crediton

66. Additional text is provided in CRE7 is recognise the need for a Transport Assessment that

will comprehensively assess the transport issues related to the development of the site,

taking into account the potential cumulative impact of nearby allocations.

J27 Commercial Development

67. Additional evidence since the previous SA was commissioned specifically to examine the

potential related housing implications of the proposed strategic scale employment site

at Junction 27 on the M5 motorway. The results suggest a need of an additional 260

dwellings within Mid Devon District Council over the plan period. A Habitat Regulations

Assessment of the Mid Devon Local Plan Review including Junction 27 has been

undertaken which concludes that the J27 site allocation, alone or in combination with

the Local Plan proposals, will not have an adverse effect on the integrity of the Culm
Grasslands SAC.

Overall Sustainability of the Local Plan Review

68. In this latest update to the SA, changes to the Plan are proposed to take into account

comments from representations, additional reasonable alternatives considered and new

information presented including the latest national policy changes. Updates from the

latest appeal decisions and planning applications have also been taken to account to

ensure policies proposed are as up-to-date as possible.
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69.

Of the changes, the majority propose minor alterations to the proposed policies or

70.

supporting text. The main amendments to the Plan include the proposed allocation of
land at Junction 27 of the M5 motorway and associated housing and an amended
housing total to reflect the most recent evidence on the housing needs in the area.
OSP1, Sampford Peverell (proposed as SP4 within the plan) and OTIV4, Blundells School
(proposed as TIV16 within the plan) are proposed for allocation in response to the

housing implications of allocating the strategic scale employment site at Junction 27 of

the M5 motorway. The option to include Junction 27 presents a significant positive

impact on promoting economic growth and employment. Controls are set in policy to

ensure aspects such as retail development is supported, necessary infrastructure is

delivered and housing need is met. As such overall it is considered to result in a positive

impact on the plan.

Wynnards Mead, Tiverton (contingency site) is proposed for deletion due to hew

71.

evidence provided in relation to issues around flooding and the historic environment.
School Close, Bampton (proposed as BA4 within the plan) has been included, which was
previously omitted in error. HE1 Deport, Hemyock is proposed for deletion due to an
issue of its deliverability within the plan period. OUF3 Land West of Uffculme is also
included as an allocation following a 2016 appeal decision (APP/Y1138/W/15/3025120),
allowing outline planning permission for a site of 3.49ha with 60 dwellings. Also the full
allocation of 9.2ha, 22,000sgm of commercial floorspace is proposed at Willand
Industrial Estate given that the Council’s original reasons for not allocating the full site

have been addressed as the remainder of the site is now deliverable.

In general, the emerging Local Plan Review has been found to have a wide range of

positive and significant positive effects on the objectives both cumulatively and through

individual policies, although a number of potentially adverse impacts still remain.

Recommendations made in previous iterations of the SA report and this updated SA

report as well as controls through policy has provided mitigation for potential adverse

effects. Of the main changes proposed in this iteration of the SA, the main negative

impact on the Local Plan Review as a whole is the deletion of a contingency site

(Wynnards Mead, Tiverton). The deletion of this policy reduces the flexibility of the Plan

as a whole given the role of contingency sites in ensuring housing delivery during the

Plan period. However on balance the sustainability issues of the site outweigh the

benefit of the inclusion of the contingency site. Two other contingency sites in the plan

remain and therefore flexibility still remains in the Plan. The other changes to the Plan

are considered largely beneficial with the new information and therefore amount to an

overall positive effect.
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Annex 1 — Sustainability Appraisal text, methodology and

cumulative impact comments

This annex sets out comments from the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission
Consultation (2015) on the contents of the sustainability appraisal (SA) text, methodology
and cumulative impacts.

Contents Page
Sustainability Appraisal text 1168
Sustainability Appraisal methodology 1471

Secondary/ cumulative/ synergistic effects 2077




Comments on Sustainability Appraisal text

Comment Comments made by Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal
(customer ID in brackets)
1. ‘Would like to see reference to NCN3 National Bampton Society (1319) All public rights of way and cycling and walking routes are

Cycle Network Route no.3, Devonshire Heartland
Way, the Little Dart Ridge & Valley Walk and the
Tarka Trail.”

already noted with some examples provided. The
suggested additional text adds unnecessary detail.

2. ‘No evidence as to how the SA has used the Environment Agency (943) | The Water Framework Directive forms part of the
Water Framework Directive in the appraisal of sustainability considerations for objective D) Safeguarding
the plans policies.” and minimising resource use as set out on p.28 of the SA. It
has also been considered as part of the Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment which has informed the SA.
3. ‘Paragraph 2.4 provides little reference to Green | Environment Agency (943) | The comment is noted and the following sentence is
Infrastructure.’ proposed as an addition to paragraph 2.4.
‘Green infrastructure is a network of multi-functional green
space, urban and rural which is capable of delivering a
wider range of environmental and quality of life benefits
for local communities.’
4. ‘Paragraph 2.30 should include white clawed Environment Agency (943) | The comment is noted and the following sentence is

crayfish as a species of particular note in Mid
Devon.’

proposed as an addition to paragraph 2.30.

‘Mid Devon is also home to white clawed crayfish. It
includes the only two remaining populations of this species
in Devon, representing the furthest south-west UK
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Comment

Comments made by
(customer ID in brackets)

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

distribution.’

5. ‘Paragraph 2.58 should consider the SUDs
hierarchy and their multi-functional potential.’

Environment Agency (943)

The comment is noted and the following sentence is
proposed as an addition to paragraph 2.58. The proposed
change also recognises national policy changes.

‘From 6 April 2015, all major development will have to
incorporate sustainable drainage to manage surface water
runoff, unless demonstrated to be inappropriate. Devon
County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority in the
area is the statutory consultee on major planning
applications for surface water management. SuDs are
designed to mimic the natural drainage of surface water by
managing rainfall close to the site where it falls. The SuDs
hierarchy should be considered when drawing up options
for SuDs in which in general soft landscape SuDs are
preferred which also provide other multi-functional
potential e.g. green infrastructure.’

6. ‘Paragraph 4.4 refers to 7,200 dwellings as
objectively assessed need indicated by the
SHMA. SHMA provides a range of figures
therefore 7,200 is the ‘policy on’ figure and not
objectively assessed need. Would welcome
clarification’.

Devonshire Homes Ltd c/o
Jillings Hutton (1050);
Pemberton Hutton
Developments c/o lJillings
Hutton (5786); Mr R
Persey C/O lillings-Hutton

The 7200 figure reflected the latest SHMA evidence at the
time of the proposed submission Local Plan Review
publication. An update to the SHMA provides a final
objectively assessed housing need (OAN) mid-range figure
of 380. As such the OAN of the district has been increased
to 7600 in response to this new evidence. An addition of
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Comment

Comments made by
(customer ID in brackets)

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

(4654)

260 dwellings is proposed in response to the proposed
allocation of a strategic scale employment site at Junction
27. The figures are therefore proposed to be amended to a
total of 7860 dwellings equating to 393 dwellings per
annum. Alternatives for the amount of housing
development are set out in annex 2.

7. ‘SAvision and objectives reflect aspirations of
local community, the Council and the ambitions
of the NPPF.’

Pegasus Planning (3678)

Support noted. No changes to the SA required.

Summary

Additions to the text of the SA are proposed to add context to the report and reflect the most up to date information.
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Comments on the Sustainability Appraisal methodology

Comment

Comments made by
(customer ID in brackets)

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

General methodology comments

1. A comment was made which argued that the
‘scoring of the SA is subjective.’

Mr Christian & Mr Force &
Mr Christian C/O Genesis
Town Planning (3780)

The scoring is based on professional planning judgements
using the best available evidence at the time of the
Sustainability Appraisal. Some level of subjectivity is
recognised in the Mid Devon Sustainability Appraisal
methodology. However to ensure as much consistency as
possible, when scoring proposed site allocations an
appraisal guidance was followed as set out on p.191 of the
2015 Proposed Submission Local Plan Review SA.

2. A comment was made which argued that the
‘scores in the SA ignore the absolute size of the
site alternatives which must distort their impact
e.g. larger sites should have a bigger impact
than smaller sites.”

Mr Christian & Mr Force &
Mr Christian C/O Genesis
Town Planning (3780)

The SA is a tool to understanding the sustainability of a site
or proposal. It also provides the opportunity to compare
alternatives however context should be considered when
interpreting the SA findings. For example, strategic sites
were compared against other alternative strategic sites
whereas small rural sites were compared against other
alternative small rural sites. A single small scale rural site
would not be seen as an alternative to a strategic
allocation.

3. A comment was made which stated that the ‘SA
does not comment on site deliverability in terms

Mr Christian & Mr Force &
Mr Christian C/O Genesis

The SA is one tool to assess the sustainable performance
of a proposed policy or proposal and does not cover all
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Comment

Comments made by
(customer ID in brackets)

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

of phasing and meeting housing need.’

Town Planning (3780)

elements to be considered in deciding preferred
policies/proposals. The site options presented in the SA
have been through a SHLAA panel which has considered
their deliverability in principle. Undeliverable sites are
referenced in appendix 3.

4. A comment was made which suggested that the
‘the total scores should be summed to produce a
total score which will allow comparisons
between total scores.’

Individual (4447)

The aim of the SA is to identify and respond to significant
effects on various objectives. As noted in paragraph 3.10,
the reason stated for not providing the total scores is
because this can lead ‘artificial certainty’ in determining
the effect of a policy or proposal where the impacts of
issues can be complex. This is endorsed by the Planning
Advisory Service.

5. A comment was made which argued that the
‘post-mitigation score is unreliable and
unrealistic’.

Individual (4447)

The aim of the SA is to identify and respond to significant
effects on various objectives. Reasons for post-mitigation
score are provided under the mitigation heading in the SA
tables. Where there is an element of uncertainty this has
been recognised through ‘?” within the table itself, this
approach is common in sustainability appraisal work. The
scoring is based on professional planning judgements using
the best available evidence at the time of the Sustainability
Appraisal.

6. Representations were made for the following
sites:

Individuals (4447, 5208,
4106, 5234, 4081, 5263,

No change to the SA. Itis a regulatory requirement to
appraise alternative options.
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Comment

Comments made by
(customer ID in brackets)

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

e OHAI1 Land at Blundells Road, Halberton

e OMO1 Tatepath Farm, Morchard Bishop’

e OMO2 Church Street, Morchard Bishop (locally
known as the Gurneys)

In which the representations supported the
exclusion of the site but request it be removed from
the SA as an alternative option.

4117, 5295, 3971, 4082,
4416, 4459, 5642, 5641,
4093, 5604, 5605, 5606,
5607, 5608, 4474, 4473,
5609, 4476, 4108, 4111,
4112, 5603, 4460, 4152,
4110, 4481, 4475, 5599,
4101, 4363, 5594, 4105,
5597, 5598, 5600, 4471,
4472, 5592, 5593, 4077,
4074, 5595, 5596, 5601,
6063, 4212, 4215, 4681,
4682, 4075, 5590, 5591,
5586, 5587, 5588, 5589,
4076, 5358, 4356)

7. A question was raised regarding the amendment
to the scoring of the objectives in the proposed
submission SA when compared to the options
stage SA. Specific comments made to this regard
on objectives A, D and H” of OHA1 Halberton,
Land at Blundells Road.

Individual (4447)

Comments were invited on the sustainability appraisal at

the Options consultation stage 2014. The SA is an iterative

process which is updated as new evidence arises.
Amendments were made to the SA to respond to the
representations accordingly. Comments included local

knowledge of existing sites. Comments were also made on

the need for consistent scoring throughout the SA based

on similar parameters e.g. scoring similar locations equally
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Comment

Comments made by
(customer ID in brackets)

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

across Mid Devon. As such the methodology was
strengthened by setting out guidance for appraising site
allocations (p.192) to ensure consistent scoring throughout
the amended SA. This has resulted to amendments to
some commentaries and scoring throughout the SA.

Policy specific methodology comments

S$2 Amount and Distribution of development

8. A comment was made which noted that ‘two
alternative options for villages were considered
as 1,600 and 1,040 scenarios. The Local Plan
Review considers 720 with no justification.’

Devonshire Homes Ltd c/o
Jillings Hutton (1050);
Pemberton Hutton
Developments c/o lJillings
Hutton (5786); Mr R
Persey C/O lJillings-Hutton
(4654)

The two alternative scenarios in the options Local Plan
Review consultation were based on the most recent
available data at that time which was a figure greater than
the objectively assessed need. A SHMA update provided
an interim figure of 7,200 dwellings to meet the
objectively assessed need (OAN). As a result the total
housing need figure was reduced from 8,400 to 7,200
dwellings in the proposed submission report with the rural
distribution reduced proportionately in line with the
reduction in total figure. Along with this change, further
site specific evidence across Mid Devon District resulted in
amended distribution figures to reflect the most recent
evidence available. The SHMA figure has been further
amended in a final iteration of the document in which a
concluded 7,600 dwellings has been considered for Mid
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Comment

Comments made by
(customer ID in brackets)

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

Devon, an additional 260 dwellings is proposed in
response to the strategic employment allocation at
Junction 27 with amended distribution figures to follow.

CU14 Ware Park and Footlands, CU15 Land at Exeter Road & CU21 Land at Colebrook Contingency Site

9. A comment was made which noted that they
‘object to allocation [CU14] as sustainability
appraisal scoring for site is less than CU21
Colebrook and therefore this site should be
contingency instead, with CU21 as full
allocation....SA and allocated sites at Cullompton
do not correlate. Total scores of CU14 and CU15
are less positive than CU21’.

Mr Christian & Mr Force
c/o Genesis Town
Planning (3780)

As set out on p.28 para 3.10 of the SA scores should not be
summed to produce a total score to determine the overall
sustainability of a policy or proposal. Mathematical models
can lead to an ‘artificial certainty’ in determining the effect
of a policy or proposal where the impacts of issues can be
complex. This is endorsed by the Planning Advisory
Service. It is also important to note that the SA is one tool
for decision making and does not cover all elements to be
considered in deciding preferred policies/proposals.
Bearing this in mind, CU21 is of an appropriate scale
required to be effective as a contingency site, it scores
more positively on objective E) promoting economic
growth and employment and G) meeting housing needs
predominantly due to its size. CU14 and CU15 are not
comparable to CU21 in size in which they are not of a scale
which would provide the quantum of development
required to be effective as a contingency site. CU21 is still
considered deliverable hence its proposed allocation as a
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Comment

Comments made by
(customer ID in brackets)

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

contingency site but it is not allocated as one of the main
sites for Cullompton as other allocations are strategically
preferable.

CF2 Land adjacent School and OCF2 Landboat Farm

10. A representation was made during the Local
Plan Review Proposed Submission consultation
and stated that they ‘Disagree with comparison
of site OCF2 ‘Landboat Farm’ with CF2 ‘Land adj
school’. States SA should be comparing new
sites outside the current settlement boundary,
and exclude any parts of sites within the

Garside Planning Services
(3645)

The SA appraises the potential benefits and impacts of all
sites put forward for development. It would be
inappropriate to exclude a part of a site on the basis that it
lies within the settlement limit as this would lead to an
incomplete analysis of benefits/impacts, and preclude
opportunities to recommend mitigation. Such omission
could also potentially leave the local authority at risk of

boundary’. not fulfilling the regulatory requirements set by the EU
Strategic Environment Assessment directive to fully assess
the impact of plans and proposals. No change to the SA is
proposed.
Summary

It is considered that none of the comments made would result in any changes to the Sustainability Appraisal for reasons set out in the ‘Impact

on the Sustainability Appraisal’ column above.
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Comments on secondary/ cumulative/ synergistic effects

The comments in the table below are considered to update the cumulative effects noted in appendix 2 and 3 of the Local Plan Review

Proposed Submission sustainability appraisal (2015).

Comment

Comments made by
(customer ID in brackets)

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

Tiverton

1. A comment was made on strategic policy S10
Tiverton which stated the following: ‘support
strategy in general, however further work is
needed on the transport evidence in relation to
the SRN. There should be reference to the
cumulative impact of development on the M5’.

Highways England (1172)

The cumulative impact of developing at Tiverton was
previously identified in the SA in the
cumulative/secondary/synergistic effects section of the
proposed allocations in terms of identifying the potential
to impact upon traffic. However the comment made is
specific to J27, in response to this additional detail is
provided to the supporting text of the plan under policy
S10.

OTIV2 Hartnoll Farm

2. A comment was made which stated the
following: ‘object to exclusion — site could
provide substantial proportion of Tiverton and
district’s housing need. New junction designed
to accommodate up to 2000 dwellings’.

While it may be possible for the proposed grade

Waddeton Park Ltd (3815)
and officer comment.

The Blundells School site is proposed to be allocated in the
Local Plan Review as a modification to the plan for 200
dwellings. The provision of a junction on Heathcoat Way
and a safeguarded road route through the site to serve as
a future second strategic road access for development at
Tiverton eastern urban extension is proposed in the draft
policy. This enables mitigation for any future cumulative
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separated junction onto the A361 to
accommodate up to 2000 dwellings, the
allocation commented on would take the
number of new dwellings to the East of Tiverton
to well in excess of 2000. This would necessitate
the relief road behind Blundells School. Although
this need was recognised in previous iterations
of the SA, it did not clearly set out that the
requirement for this relief road would be due to
this cumulative effect of additional development
in excess of 2000 dwellings to the East of

impacts of potential additional development to the East of
Tiverton. Without the relief road further allocation which
cumulatively would result in excess of 2000 dwellings to
the East of Tiverton would lead to unacceptable impacts
on Blundells Road and the village of Halberton.

Tiverton.

Cullompton

3. The SA recognised the potential cumulative Officer comment In response to this various policies have included
impact on the road network of developing at additional criterion to reflect this cumulative impact
Cullompton. Some policies had reflected this including CU6 North West Cullompton phasing, CU13
impact through additional criterion in policy. Knowle Lane, CU14 Ware Park and Footlands, CU15 Land
Since the Local Plan Proposed Submission (2015) at Exeter Road, CU16 Cumming Nursery, CU17 Week Farm
the highway authority has provided more and CU18 Venn Farm.
information regarding the cumulative impact on
the highway network.

Crediton

4. The SA did not previously fully consider the

impact on Crediton high street through

Officer comment

The cumulative impact of developing to the west of the
town was not previously clearly identified in the SA in
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developing on the west of the town. Developing
on the west would increase traffic through the
high street as most likely destinations for
journeys are either Exeter or Tiverton. Whilst
some mitigation could be provided, the impact
of developing sites on the east side of the town
is likely to be much lesser than any on the west.

which incremental development in the west of the town
will have a cumulative negative effect on the traffic
through the high street with a secondary impact on air
guality. This would impact the scores for the preferred
alternative CRE9 Alexandra Close, alternative OCRE10
Westwood Farm and OCRE11 Land at Chapel Down Farm
given their context to the west of the town. The
amendments to scoring for these alternatives are
discussed in annex 2.

CRE5 Pedlerspool and CRE7 Stonewall Lane

5. Arepresentation was made during the Local
Plan Review noted the need to ‘cumulatively
assess the transport impacts of CRE5 and CRE7’.

MJ Gleeson c/o Bell
Cornwell LLP (3775)

The plan already recognises the potential for cumulative
transport impacts in CRE5 however this is not set out
clearly in CRE7, therefore in response to this
representation a change to the Plan has been proposed to
include in the supporting text of CRE7 the need for a
Transport Assessment, which comprehensively assesses
the transport issues related to development of the site,
taking into account the potential cumulative impact of
nearby allocations.

0J27 Commercial Development

6. The SA did not previously fully consider the
secondary effect of requiring additional housing
to be allocated in response to the creation of

Officer comment

0J27 Commercial Development would require additional
housing to be allocated in response to the creation of
additional jobs. This should be considered alongside any

79




additional jobs as set out in para 159. of the
NPPF and supporting paragraph in the NPPG.

additional commercial development proposed at 0J27.

7. A Habitat Regulations Assessment update of the
Local Plan Review including the Junction 27
option is required.

Officer comment

A Habitat Regulations Assessment of the Mid Devon Local
Plan Review including Junction 27 has been undertaken
which concludes that the J27 site allocation, alone or in
combination with the Local Plan proposals, will not have
an adverse effect on the integrity of the Culm Grasslands
SAC.

Summary

The comments set out in this table identify cumulative/secondary/synergistic effects which were not previously clearly set out in the Proposed

Submission SA. The impacts of note include the addition of a criterion in the proposed allocation Blundells School to enable mitigation for any

potential future development to the East of Tiverton. The cumulative negative effect on traffic through the high street in Crediton and

secondary effect on air quality from incremental development in the west of the town. The need for a transport assessment associated with

CRE7 Stonewall Lane to take account of the potential cumulative impact of nearby allocations and the secondary impact of allocating 0J27

Commercial Development in which additional housing will be required in response to the creation of additional jobs.
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Annex 2 — Further reasonable alternatives, new information and comments on the sustainability

appraisal of policies and sites

The level of detail provided in the updated assessment of reasonable alternatives, new information and comments on the sustainability
appraisal of policies and sites is correlated with the significance of the alternative proposed. A breakdown of the types of alternatives

considered in this annex along with the level of detail of the updated assessment that might be expected is provided below.

Alternatives considered Full Appraisal | Summary Matrix
Distinct alternatives: where alternatives are distinct from the preferred policy. Full appraisals are v v
provided in annex 3. A summary matrix is also provided under each policy where relevant.

Indistinct alternatives: where alternatives are indistinct. Full appraisals are not provided unless three or

more objectives of the SA are proposed to be amended. A summary matrix is provided under each policy v/x 4
where relevant.

New information: where new information is presented this has been discussed in the tables throughout

this annex. The detail of the updated SA assessment will depend on the significance of the new v/% 4
information proposed.

Deleted Policies: where policies are proposed to be deleted, the impact on the sustainability of the Plan

is discussed within the relevant table in this annex. x x

SA amendments: all comments made on the SA with regard to the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission policies are discussed in this annex.

e Where no change to the SA is proposed a full appraisal/summary matrix has not been provided.

The reason for no change is fully discussed in the tables in this annex. x x
e Where there are two or fewer changes proposed to the post-mitigation score, summary matrices
are provided. Full appraisals are not provided; reasons for the changes to the SA are fully x v
discussed within the tables in this annex.
e Where three or more amendments are proposed to the post-mitigation score a summary of the
changes are discussed within the tables in this annex along with a summary matrix. Full v v

appraisals are provided in annex 3 which set out the impact in more detail.
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Examples of alternatives that are not considered in this annex are provided below:

Alternatives not considered

Previous alternatives: alternatives that have been previously considered as part of previous iterations of the SA have not been reconsidered in
this annex unless amendments have been suggested for that alternative.

Minor alternatives: alternatives proposed which would not give rise to any impact on the SA scoring.

Non-specific alternatives: alternatives suggested which are insufficiently detailed to assess the impact on the SA.

Other SA amendments: suggested changes to the SA text, methodology, secondary/ cumulative/ synergistic impacts are discussed in annex 1.

Unreasonable alternatives: where the suggested change would not be possible or would be unreasonable to implement.
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Strategic Policies

S1 Sustainable Development Principles

Two comments under S1 are considered to give rise to an alternative to be considered in this annex. Although comments were made on S1,

both comments would result in a rural focussed alternative option for the distribution of development which is considered under S2 in this

annex.

S2 Amount and Distribution of development

Reasonable Alternative Proposed (Amount Housing)

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

A variety of alternatives have been proposed by representations for housing development these range from 7400 and 8860. To enable

meaningful comparisons to be made the following alternatives of 7200, 7600, 8000, 8400, 8800 have been considered with full assessments

set out in annex 3 and summary matrices provided below. An alternative of 7860 has also been considered which is the Council’s preferred

option for the amount of housing development and is proposed as a modification to the plan. This is to reflect the updated evidence to meet

the objectively assessed need of 7600 in the District and the preferred strategy of allocating commercial development at J27, of which an

addition of 260 dwellings is proposed to reflect the projected job growth as a result of the commercial proposals at J27.

1. Alower growth alternative of 7200.

This was previously appraised as part of the Proposed Submission
Local Plan in which this figure was believed to meet the objectively
assessed need. New evidence has demonstrated that this figure
would not meet this need; as such this would result in a lower growth
scenario. Whilst this scenario would meet a large proportion of the
housing needs of the district it would not meet the whole need and
therefore a positive rather than significant positive impact is
considered for objective G) meeting housing needs. All other
objectives considered in the SA score the same as the ‘meet the
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housing need’ alternative of 7600.

2. A meet the housing need alternative of 7600.

This alternative scores more positively on all objectives in comparison
to other alternatives. It has the same scoring as the previous
preferred alternative 7200 in the Proposed Submission SA as this was
previously thought to meet the objectively assessed need. The scoring
of the 7200 alternative now scores lower for objective G) meeting
housing needs as explained above.

3. Preferred alternative: A meet the housing need alternative 7600
with Junction 27 additional housing requirements of 260, a total of
7860.

The sustainability of this alternative is considered to fall between the
alternatives 7600 and 8000. The proposed change to the housing
amount is not considered significant enough to enable a meaningful
comparison; as such it is considered that the alternative of 7860 will
score the same as alternative 2. Given the similarities of this
alternative to 7600, no additional full appraisal has been provided in
annex 3. This alternative meets the objectively assessed housing
needs and does not score lower in objective I) (as reflected for the
intermediate higher growth alternative of 8000) because the
proposed additional sites for development have been set out at
Blundells School, Tiverton and Higher Town, Sampford Peverell
respectfully and it is considered that infrastructure required for the
additional sites can be provided in-step with development. For
completeness although this alternative scores the same as alternative
2 a full appraisal is provided in annex 3.

4. An intermediate higher growth alternative of 8000.

This alternative has a lower score in comparison to the preferred
alternative for objective |) delivering the necessary infrastructure in
which it may be more difficult to distribute development between the
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towns while delivering the necessary infrastructure in-step.

5. A higher growth alternative of 8400.

In comparison to the preferred alternative this scenario would result
in a slight negative effect for objective A) protection of the natural
environment where a higher growth scenario may be more difficult to
distribute across the district whilst avoiding environmental impacts on
the landscape. A significant negative effect for objective D)
safeguarding and minimising resource use in which this option is likely
to require further greenfield developments and a negative effect for
objective I) delivering the necessary infrastructure where a higher
growth scenario is also likely to be more difficult to distribute across
the district while delivering the necessary infrastructure.

6. An elevated higher growth alternative of 8800.

In comparison to the preferred alternative, this scenario would result
in a negative effect for objective A) protection of the natural
environment where a higher growth scenario may be more difficult to
distribute across the district whilst avoiding environmental impacts on
the landscape and in this scenario the additional development would
be of an equivalent scale to a strategic allocation. A significant
negative effect for objective D) safeguarding and minimising resource
use in which this option is likely to require further greenfield
developments and a negative effect for objective ) delivering the
necessary infrastructure where a higher growth scenario is also likely
to be more difficult to distribute across the district while delivering
the necessary infrastructure.

Reasonable Alternative Proposed (Distribution Housing)

7. Arural distribution alternative.

A rural distribution alternative has appraised with a full appraisal
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A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that ‘the policy
should reduce the Cullompton target to 1,500 dwellings and
increase the Rural Areas target to 2,820 dwellings.” A comment
was also made on the SA which commented that the SA ‘should
have a distribution scenario of a wider distribution to the larger
villages.’

In response to these representations a rural distribution
alternative has been appraised.

An alternative to ‘increase the amount of development at Crediton
and rural areas whilst reducing the amount in Cullompton as
major development sites are risky’ was also suggested. To respond
to this comment, an alternative of removing East Cullompton
leading to a redistribution of 2100 dwellings in Crediton and
across rural areas was considered. As the maximum capacity of
Crediton is 1047 based on the highest capacity of all potential
allocation sites submitted through the SHLAA this would only
provide an addition of 327 dwellings at Crediton with the
remainder distributed in rural areas. Therefore this scenario would
result in the same SA outcomes as the ‘rural distribution’
alternative and therefore has not been appraised as a separate
alternative.

provided in annex 3 and a summary matrix provided below. The
findings of this SA show that this would lead to greater negative
effects in objectives: A) natural environment, B) the built and historic
environment, C) climate change, E) promoting economic growth and
employment, H) ensuring community health and wellbeing and I)
delivering the necessary infrastructure. A slightly less negative score
was considered for objective D) safeguarding and minimising resource
use as the majority of the village allocations were identified as grade 3
agricultural land rather than grade 1 or 2, although a negative effect
overall remains for this objective.

A Tiverton and Crediton focussed alternative.
A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that ‘the distribution

A Tiverton and Crediton focussed alternative has appraised with a full
appraisal provided in annex 3 and a summary matrix provided below.
In comparison to the preferred option, this would result in a greater
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should be altered to reduce Cullompton provision to reflect the
removal of the East Cullompton proposal and Crediton should be
increased to reflect its size. Difficulties of bringing forward sites
such as the East Cullompton one are well known. Crediton has
scope for additional development’. The removal of East
Cullompton implies a target of 1500 at Cullompton and 2820 at
Crediton which is not a reasonable alternative as there is not the
guantum of sites available in Crediton to deliver this option. The
maximum capacity for Crediton based on taking the highest
capacity of all potential allocation sites submitted through the
SHLAA is 1047 dwellings. As an alternative to the rural distribution
alternative (discussed above), a Tiverton and Crediton focussed
alternative with greater development in rural areas has been
considered.

negative impact in objectives: A) natural environment, B) built and
historic environment, E) promoting economic growth and
employment. The option scores slightly higher in F) supporting retail
and H) ensuring community health and wellbeing.

A Town focussed alternative.

A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and suggested the following
distributions:

Tiverton — 3510

Cullompton — 2730

Crediton — 780

Rural Areas — 780

Total — 7800

The distribution of this representation is very similar to that

No change.
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previously appraised under the ‘town focus’ option albeit with
different total development proposed. Alternatives for the total
development have been considered separately in this table with a
summary matrix provided below. The original summary matrix for
the ‘town focus’ alternative has also been provided below for
information.

Reasonable Alternative Proposed (Amount Commercial)

10. Higher Growth Scenario including J27 option
With the addition of a strategic scale employment site at junction
27 on the M5 motorway the higher commercial growth scenario
has been reappraised. This scenario takes into account the
opportunities provided by the Junction 27 option.
A full appraisal the higher growth scenario including the J27
option is provided in annex 3. The site specific appraisal of the
junction 27 option is provided in the allocation section of this
annex. No other alternatives are available and deliverable that
could accommodate the quantum development proposed.

Given this option is intricately linked with the proposed Junction 27
allocation modifications option, the scoring for this alternative is the
almost identical as the Junction 27 site appraisal with the exception of
objective H) ensuring community health and wellbeing as well
considering the policy as a whole, the option enhances existing policy
as it broadens the potential use classes including development for
healthcare, education and public facilities, overall it therefore scores
positively.

New Information

11. New information was made available during the consultation on
the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission. Upon review, it is
proposed to increase the objectively assessed housing need to 380
per year to reflect the advice in the SHMA.

As noted above, this alternative to ‘meet the housing need’ would
result in the same SA scores as previously anticipated for the
previously considered OAN 7200. The previously considered OAN of
7200 now scores lower in objective G) meeting housing needs, as
whilst this scenario would meet a large proportion of the housing
needs of the district it would not meet the whole need, and therefore
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a positive rather than a significant positive impact is considered for
this objective.

12. Additional evidence since the previous SA was commissioned
specifically to examine the potential demographic implications of
the proposed strategic scale employment site at junction 27 on
the M5 motorway. The results suggest a need of an additional 260
dwellings within Mid Devon District Council over the plan period.

In response to this new information a meet the housing need
alternative of 7600 with an additional 260 in response to the inclusion
of a strategic scale employment site at junction 27 of the m5 has been
considered. This would result in an alternative of 7860 dwellings
which has been considered above.

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

13. A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and commented that ‘8,400
dwellings shouldn’t trigger a slight negative effect on the

environment when 7,200 dwellings have a neutral effect’.
Devonshire Homes Ltd c/o Jillings Hutton (1050); Pemberton Hutton Developments
c/o lillings Hutton (5786); Messrs Persey and Harding c/o Jillings-Hutton (4654)

The scores are in the context of the policy. In this case, it is based on
development figures. To enable meaningful comparison between the
options for policy S2 it was judged that when comparing 7,200
dwellings with 8,400 dwellings in terms of overall growth of the
district, the provision of an addition of 1,200 dwellings would have a
slightly more negative effect. No change to the SA is proposed.

14. A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and commented that ‘Benefits
of ‘supporting retail’ in having more houses and therefore more
spending power is not highlighted in relation to higher growth
scenario’.

Devonshire Homes Ltd c/o Jillings Hutton (1050); Pemberton Hutton Developments
c/o Jillings Hutton (5786); Messrs Persey and Harding c/o Jillings-Hutton (4654)

It was judged that as the impact on supporting retail would be a
secondary impact, the significance of increasing dwellings in relation
to a higher growth scenario in comparison to the preferred scenario
did not warrant an increased retail score. However it has been
recognised for all alternatives that the overall provision of 7200
dwellings and above would have a slight positive effect on objective F)
supporting retail, as this would increase the number of shoppers in
the District and contribute towards enhancing shopping areas in Town
Centres. No change to the SA is proposed.

15. A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and commented that they

Comment is noted, no change to the SA is proposed.
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‘Support the conclusions of the SA that the most appropriate
growth strategy is to focus development in sustainable urban

locations rather than seeking growth in larger villages’.
Pegasus Planning (3678)

16. A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and commented that ‘The SA
recognises the level of supply is not anticipated to meet the need
for affordable housing. Therefore deliverable sites should be

seriously considered’.
Devonshire Homes Ltd c/o lJillings Hutton (1050); Messrs Persey and Harding c/o
Jillings-Hutton (4654)

Comment on the proposed submission SA has been noted. A change
to the Plan is proposed in which the overall target is proposed to be
increased to 7,860, which would yield 110 affordable dwellings per
year at 28%. The SHMA forecasts a need of 124 affordable dwellings
per year, which it is accepted should be reflected in the local plan
text. Itis highly likely that the Council and its housing association
partners will be able to provide at least 20 additional affordable
dwellings per year through non-planning actions such as investment
from the HCA, exceptions sites and delivery on council owned land
and meet the affordable housing need. Alternatives for the amount of
residential development are discussed above.

17. A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and commented that ‘Two
alternative options for villages were considered as 1,600 and
1,040 scenarios. The Local Plan Review considers 720 with no
justification’.

Devonshire Homes Ltd c/o Jillings Hutton (1050); Pemberton Hutton Developments

c/o lillings Hutton (5786); Messrs Persey and Harding c/o Jillings-Hutton (4654)

The total housing figure in the ‘options Local Plan Review
consultation” was based on the most recent available data at that
time. More recent evidence at the time of publication resulted in a
reduced total housing figure of 8,400 to 7,200 dwellings. The
distribution to rural areas was also reduced proportionately relative
to the total housing figures along with further site specific evidence
which affected the distribution figures. The SHMA figure has been
further amended in a final iteration of the document in which a
concluded 7,600 dwellings have been considered for Mid Devon with
amended distribution figures to follow. No additional changes to the
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SA are proposed.

Changes to the Plan

Amount of development (housing)

Alternative 3 is suggested as a modification to the plan which would result in a 7,860 dwelling target. This alternative is preferred as new
information in the finalised SHMA report which became available during the consultation on the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission
resulted in new evidence, providing a final objectively assessed housing need (OAN) 380 per year. It is therefore agreed the target will need to
be increased to 7,600 to meet the OAN of the district. As a result, the previously proposed approach of 7,200 dwellings over the plan period is
no longer preferred as this approach would not meet the OAN of the district. In response to the proposed allocation of a strategic scale
employment site at Junction 27, an additional 260 dwellings are required within Mid Devon over the plan period. As such a total of 7,860
dwellings is preferred.

All other alternatives proposed recommend some form of higher growth scenario. All other higher growth scenarios would result in reduced
scoring in the SA. At the intermediate higher growth level there is likely to be a lower score on objective |) delivering the necessary
infrastructure. At the higher and elevated growth levels greater negative impacts are felt on objectives: A) natural environment, D)
safeguarding and minimising resource use as well as 1) delivering the necessary infrastructure. Furthermore arguments provided in
representations for the higher growth scenarios are based on the opinion that the higher figures proposed are the accurate OAN, this is not
agreed. 7,600 is the objectively assessed need as demonstrated by the updated SHMA evidence. The housing implications of the development
of a strategic scale employment site at junction 27 on the M5 motorway has been considered in the August 2016 ‘Mid Devon Scenarios Policy-
on’ report of which the results suggest a need of an additional 260 dwellings within Mid Devon District Council over the plan period. All other
higher growth scenarios are not supported by evidence, or considered beneficial and therefore are not preferred.

Distribution of development

None of the proposed alternatives are favoured. The rural distribution alternative would lead to greater negative impacts on almost all
sustainability appraisal objectives, would result in unsustainable travel patterns and would be contrary to NPPF advice (para 30). Other
alternatives consider scenarios which provide a greater focus in Crediton. One option results in a Crediton and Tiverton focussed scenario.
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Implicit in this scenario is the strategic growth to the east of Tiverton in addition to the Tiverton Eastern Urban Extension along with additional
growth in rural areas. This alternative would result in a greater negative impact on the objectives: A) natural environment, B) built and historic
environment and E) promoting economic growth and employment. It is therefore considered that the alternatives proposed would be less
sustainable options and therefore not preferred.

Amount of development (commercial)
Alternative 10 is proposed as a modification to the plan. The option has a number of positive benefits including promoting economic growth
and employment, supporting retail and providing the necessary infrastructure which could benefit the wider community.

New information
Alternative 11 represents the new information that has resulted in the consideration of alternative 2 in which a 7,600 dwelling target is
considered as the objectively assessed housing need as explained above. Alternative 12 represents the new information that has resulted in

the consideration of alternative 3 and the preferred option.

Sustainability appraisal comments
None of the comments are agreed therefore no changes to the SA scores are proposed.
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Summary Matrix - S2 ‘Amount of Development’ Housing

Alternative | Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Lower Meet Intermediate | Higher Elevated
Objective growth housing Higher Growth Higher
scenario need +J27 | Growth Scenario Growth
(7,200 dwg) | (7,860 dwg) | Scenario (8,400 dwg) | Scenario
(8,000 dwg) (8,800 dwg)
B 0 0 0 0 0
C 0 0 0 0 0
D -3 -3
E +1 +1 +1 +1 +1
F +1
G +2
H +1
I 0
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Summary Matrix - S2 ‘Distribution of Development’

Preferred Alternative

Sustainability | New Tiverton Rural Town Focus | New

Objective Community | and Distribution | (Hartnoll Community
(128 Crediton Farm) (J27
Cullompton) | Focussed Willand)

A

B

C

D

E

F

G

H

I
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Summary Matrix - S2 ‘Amount of Development’ - Commercial

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Higher Meet Higher
Objective growth commercial | growth

scenario need scenario

incl J27 154,000sgm | 310,000sgm
215,000sqm
A -1 0 -1
B 0/? 0 0
C -1/? 0 -1
D
E
F
G
H
I

+2/?
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S3 Meeting housing needs

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1.

35% affordable housing target.

A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that ‘the affordable
housing target should be 35% reflecting need’.

This alternative would help provide the supply of affordable housing
sooner and therefore has a positive effect on providing housing
however the score for objective G) meeting housing needs remains
the same as +3 is the maximum score provided. This alternative would
however result in a greater negative effect on objective ) delivering
the necessary infrastructure in comparison to the preferred policy
given that no CIL could be levied within the lowest land valued areas.
Although there is potential this could be levied in the upper end sales
values in towns and rural areas. Some of the key infrastructure in the
towns set out in the Mid Devon Infrastructure Plan which are not set
out in the proposed strategic allocations (which are to be provided via
$106 rather than CIL) would not be provided as part of CIL. Overall
the difference in score in comparison to the preferred alternative is a -
1 score for objective I) delivering the necessary infrastructure.

Remove the requirement to provide 5% of serviced dwellings.

A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that ‘there is no
quantified need for self build. It is unclear that selfbuilders will
wish to purchase plots on larger housing estates. There are
practical challenges eg times of working associated with
selfbuilders on a larger housing site. The requirement to provide
5% should be removed.’

The alternative of not requiring 5% of serviced dwelling plots for self-
buildings would reduce the SA score for meeting housing needs to a
negative effect given that it would be unlikely that service plots would
be provided if this requirement was not within the policy. Therefore
there would be less housing mix and consequently a reduced SA score
is considered. This is however identified as uncertain as the
alternative suggests only removing part of criterion d) and therefore
the inclusion of the rest of the criterion may lead to some serviced
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plots for self-building. Overall the difference in score in comparison to
the preferred alternative is a +2/? score for objective G) meeting
housing needs.

Distribution of gypsy and traveller pitches

3.

Town focussed urban extensions

A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation which ‘Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Assessment does not justify allocations on
particular sites’.

In response to this representation alternatives for the general
distribution of development have been considered. A town
focussed urban extension approach is assessed here and a rural
distribution new sites approach in defined villages is set out
below. Summary matrices are provided below with full
assessments in annex 3.

This is the preferred option in the Local Plan Review. The option
scores a neutral or positive score for all sustainability objectives with
the exception of objective D) safeguarding and minimising resource
use which scores a slight negative score. In comparison to the rural
distribution alternative for traveller pitches the town focussed
approach scores more positively and therefore is preferred.

Rural distribution new sites in defined villages.

A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation which ‘Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Assessment does not justify allocations on
particular sites’.

In response to this representation alternatives for the general
distribution of development have been considered. A rural
distribution of new sites approach in defined villages is assessed
here and a town focussed urban extensions approach is set out
above. Summary matrices are provided below with full

In comparison to the preferred town focussed urban extensions
approach this option scores more negatively on the sustainability
objectives and therefore is not preferred.
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assessments in annex 3.

New Information

5. New information was made available during the consultation on This alternative would result in a change to S2 (please see comments
the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission. Upon review, it is in S2 for full details) with a change in the total and annual number of
proposed to increase the objectively assessed housing need to 380 | dwellings referenced in S3. No change is proposed to the SA in
per year to reflect the advice in the SHMA resulting in an OAN of response to this change.

7600 dwellings. In addition, 260 dwellings is proposed in response
to the policy-on scenario of including the option of a strategic
scale employment site at junction 27 on the M5 motorway

resulting in a total of 7860 dwellings.

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 3 is the preferred approach currently promoted by the Local Plan Review therefore no change is required.

Alternative 5 is suggested as a modification to the plan which would result in a 7,860 dwelling target (reasons are provided in S2), this would
result in no change to the SA of S3.

All other alternatives are not considered beneficial and therefore are not preferred.
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Summary Matrix — S3 Meeting Housing Needs

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Proposed 35% Remove 5%
Objective Submission affordable serviced
Policy housing plots self-
target build
A 0 0 0
B 0 0 0
C 0 0 0
D 0 0 0
E 0 0 0
F 0 0 0
c S
H +1 +1 +1
I 0 -1 0
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Summary Matrix — S3 Meeting Housing Needs - Gypsy site alternatives

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Town Rural
Objective focussed focussed
urban new sites in
extensions defined
villages
A 0 -1/?
B +1 ‘
C 0
D {l |
E 0 0
F 0 0
c I T BT
H +2 -1
I 0 0

S4 Ensuring housing delivery

Reasonable Alternative Proposed Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Delete the policy. The deletion of this policy would lead to a weakened plan in which
A representation was made during the Local Plan Review there would be no strategic policy to ensure housing delivery. This
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that ‘the policy enables action if expected delivery falls significantly below the
contingency sites should be allocated to meet housing need, and annual target set out in policy S3. Overall without this policy it would

101




therefore this policy is unnecessary and should be deleted.’ result in a less flexible and sustainable plan as it suggests a higher
growth scenario with no flexibility. The impact of higher growth
scenarios are discussed under S2.

New Information

2. New information was made available during the consultation on This alternative would result in a change to S2 (please see comments
the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission. Upon review, it is in S2 for full details) with a change in reference in S4 including the
proposed to increase the objectively assessed housing need to 380 | defined action levels. It would not result in a change in the SA score
per year to reflect the advice in the SHMA. In addition, 260 for S4 as the mechanism to ensure housing delivery would remain the
dwellings is proposed in response to the policy-on scenario of same.

including the option of a strategic scale employment site at
junction 27 on the M5 motorway resulting in a total of 7860

dwellings.

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 2 is suggested as a modification to the plan which would result in a 7,860 dwelling target (reasons provided in S2). This would result
in amendments in S4 which have reference to the overall dwelling target, including the table which sets out the defined action levels however
this would result in no change to the SA score as the mechanism to ensure housing delivery would remain the same.

Alternative 1 suggests the deletion of the policy with the justification based on allocating contingency sites and therefore the policy is
unnecessary. The justification for the alternative is not agreed and the alternative is not preferred. The deletion of the policy would lead to a
weakened plan in which there would be no strategic policy to ensure housing delivery.

Summary Matrix - S4 Ensuring Housing Delivery

No additional appraisals for S4 have been undertaken. Where changes proposed would result in an alternative to S2 these have been
considered under the S2 section of this annex. One alternative suggests the deletion of the policy entirely which would result in no appraisal
for S4 but would affect the sustainability of the plan as a whole given that they would be no planning policy to ensure housing delivery.
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S5 Public open space

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDs) to be considered as
public open space.
A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that they ‘Disagree
with paragraph 2.35, SUDs provision should be considered as
public open space.’

This alternative would result in a reduced SA score for objective H)
Community health and wellbeing. In which a +2/? Is considered
instead of +3. In considering SUDs as public open space, this could to
lead to less open space available/suitable for recreational use as some
types of SUDs are inaccessible for public use. However if the rest of
the policy were to remain the same then it would still be considered
that the policy overall would have a positive effect on this objective.
An uncertain effect is considered as some SUDs schemes that are
particularly well-designed could be counted against open space
provision however this would be decided case-by-case. Furthermore it
would be uncertain how much land would be required for SUDs as
this is dependent on each scheme and therefore the impact on the
overall open space provision is uncertain. The scores for the other
objectives are considered to remain the same.

2. The provision of open space should be applied to the towns of
Tiverton, Cullompton and Crediton and not parishes.
A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation asked ‘Should third word of first
line be ‘towns’ as opposed to ‘parishes’?’

This alternative would result in a reduced SA score for objective H)
Community health and wellbeing. In which a +2 would be considered
instead of a +3. This is because the whole needs of the district would
not be covered by the policy but would only provide for the towns
rather than include the parishes in which they fall within. All other SA
scores are considered to remain the same.

Changes to the Plan
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In response to alternative 2 a change in wording is proposed to clarify that the policy refers to the parish boundaries of the settlements noted

reflecting the original intention of the policy.
All other alternatives are not beneficial and therefore are not preferred.

Summary Matrix - S5 Public open space

Preferred Alternative

Sustainability | Proposed SuDs Open space

Objective Submission considered in towns not
Policy as public parishes

open space

A +2 +2 +2

B +2 +2 +2

C 0 0 0

D 0 0 0

E 0 0 0

F 0 0 0

G -1 -1 -1

H H +2/? +2

I +2 +2 +2

S6 Employment

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Employment allocations small scale in rural locations.

A representation was made during the Local Plan Review

Policy S6 sets out a target for the amount of commercial floorspace

but does not detail the location. This alternative would not have an
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Proposed Submission consultation and noted that ‘The allocations
are in the wrong place (Cullompton especially) and therefore are
unlikely to achieve these targets; there should be more small scale
rural provision which would be easier to develop. This concern is
supported by the lack of employment development in recent
years.’

impact on the SA score for this policy as the representation suggests
alternative commercial allocations rather than result in a change to
this policy. All sites currently proposed for allocation have been
considered by a panel of experts and are considered deliverable.
Alternative 6 for policy S2 which looks at a rural distribution of
development gives some indication of the impact on the sustainability
appraisal when distributing employment development more widely.
The rural distribution alternative would lead to greater negative
impacts on almost all sustainability appraisal objectives in comparison
to the preferred alternative for S2 and would result in unsustainable
travel patterns and would be contrary to NPPF advice in para 30.

2. Major leisure and tourism should be allocated.
A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation which promoted the option for
a major leisure and tourism allocation on a site at junction 27 of
the M5.

Policy S6 sets out a target for the amount of commercial floorspace
but does not detail the specific allocations within the policy wording.
This alternative would not have an impact on the SA score for this
policy as the representation suggest an alternative commercial
allocation rather than result in a change to this policy. The commercial
allocation of junction 27 is considered later in this annex under the
allocations section.

Changes to the Plan

The alternatives suggested do not result in changes to policy S6 as such no changes are proposed.

Summary Matrix - S6 Employment

No additional appraisals for S6 have been undertaken, the impacts of the proposed reasonable alternatives are limited, in which no significant

amendments to the SA are considered.
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S7 Town centres

No comments under S7 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.

S8 Infrastructure

No comments under S8 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.

S9 Environment

No comments under S9 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.

S$10 Tiverton

No comments under S10 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.

S$11 Cullompton

No comments under S11 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.

S12 Crediton

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. An additional criterion in the policy ‘community and education
facilities and other infrastructure to support the development
proposed’.

A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation by Devon County Council and

This would result in an improved SA score of +2/? for h) ensuring
community health and wellbeing, given that the school would not
only provide for the new development proposed in Crediton but
would meet the existing shortfall of education capacity in Crediton.
The uncertain impact remains based on the existing comments in the
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noted that ‘There is a need for a new 1.1 ha primary school site.’
The need for a new primary school was only identified at the
Proposed Submission consultation stage of the Local Plan and
therefore is new information that has been considered.

SA with regard to the effect of development on local air quality which
is not quantified.

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1 is proposed as a modification to the plan. This alternative would result in an improved score for h) ensuring community health

and wellbeing by providing a new school which will not only meet the needs of the new development proposed in Crediton but would also

meet the existing shortfall.

Summary Matrix - S12 Crediton

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Criterion on | Proposed
Objective community | Submission

and Policy

education

facilities
A -1 -1
B 0 0
C -1 -1
D
E
F
G
H
I
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$13 Villages

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Edge of Village Development.
A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that the Local Plan
‘Should identify edge-of-village potential where there is no five
year supply and where there is insufficient housing development in
accordance with paragraph 2.11.”
A representation was also made which noted that ‘Taken with S14
these create a “presumption against development” in rural areas
outside settlement boundaries, contrary to the NPPF (see para 55).
The policy should allow development adjoining settlement limits.’
In response to these comments an ‘edge of village development’
alternative has been considered.

This alternative would result in greater negative impacts in the SA on
objectives A) protecting the natural environment, B) protection and
promotion of a quality built environment, C) mitigating the effects of
climate change, H) ensuring community health and wellbeing and I)
delivering the necessary infrastructure. It also leads to an uncertain
effect on objective D) safeguarding and minimising resource use. The
option could lead to greater cumulative impacts given that
development would be allowed beyond settlement limits and
therefore would be less contained. An edge of village alternative has
been appraised in annex 3 and a summary matrix is provided below.

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1 is not preferred as it would lead to a less sustainable policy. The role of the contingency sites ensure housing delivery without the

need for edge-of-village development. The option could lead to greater cumulative impacts given that development would be allowed beyond

settlement limits and therefore would be less contained.
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Summary Matrix - S13 Villages

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Proposed Edge of
Objective Submission | village
Policy development
B 0 -1
C +1 0
D 0 0/?
E
F
G
H
I

S$14 Countryside

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. Planning Policy for Traveller Sites published in August 2015.
National policy requires that new sites for travellers should be
very strictly limited in open countryside that is away from existing
settlements or outside areas allocated in the development plan. In
response to this change in policy the removal of reference of
provision of gypsy and traveller accommodation in this policy has

It is considered this change to policy would not significantly impact
the SA scoring in which this amendment would be relevant to
objective G) meeting housing needs, given that the policy remains
supportive of affordable housing to meet local needs no change to the
SA scoring is proposed. The need for gypsy and traveller sites as
discussed in S3 have been allocated within larger sites and the
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been considered.

opportunity for the provision of gypsy and traveller accommodation
remains positive in DM7.

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1 is preferred to ensure the Plan is in conformity with national policy.

Summary Matrix - S14 Countryside

The alternative proposed for this policy is not considered to give rise to any impact on the SA scoring.
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Site Allocations

Tiverton
TIV1 - TIV5 Eastern Urban Extension

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Allocation for 1730 dwellings.
A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that ‘Area B within
the EUE is yet to be masterplanned, but survey work indicates that
up to 799 dwellings can be accommodated on it, compared with
the 553 dwellings referred to within the Local Plan. Together with
slightly higher yields from the applications in Area A the total
capacity of the site should be up to 1829 dwellings, rather than the
1520 dwellings indicated. This will improve viability and the
efficient use of land for development. The policy should be
amended to give a range of housing provision.’

An alternative of providing a range of 1580-1830 dwellings is

considered. This takes into account permissions granted on area A

and the potential for increased density in area B.

The alternative would not change the SA scores given that proposed
area of the allocation and other criteria in the policy remain to
provide mitigation to the potential negative effects of the
development. The potential to increase the number of dwellings is
still within the transport constraints of the area.

New Information

2. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
identifies the canal to the south of the site is a conservation area

The additional items to be mentioned in the SA would not affect the
scoring as the SA already takes into account a conservation area
impact and the presence of locally listed heritage assets on site would
not change the score as other heritage assets such as listed buildings
and scheduled ancient monuments have already been recognised in
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which was not previously picked up in the SA commentary
although the Blundell’s conservation area was mentioned. The
HEA also goes into greater detail and identifies locally listed
heritage assets on site which was not picked up in the SA.

the score. TIV1-TIVS provides the mitigation measures as
recommended in the HEA and therefore no change to the post-
mitigation score is suggested.

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1 is proposed as an amendment to plan.

Summary Matrix — TIV1-6 Eastern Urban Extension

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

TIV6 Farleigh Meadows

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential

development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA

identifies that there are two listed buildings some distance from
the site, Exe View (Grade Il) is located to the south and there is
another listed building located to the south west which was not
previously picked up in the SA. The HEA also takes an entry from
Devon County Council’s comment on the outline planning
application for this site in which it recognises potential
archaeological resource in the area and suggests a non-intrusive

The HEA notes that there would not be any anticipated heritage
impact and therefore there would be no change to the scoring in the
SA with regard to heritage. In considering archaeological
investigation, given that conditions regarding archaeological
investigation have been discharged no mitigation is recommended
and the SA scoring will remain the same.
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field investigation. Reserved matters permission has been
subsequently granted and pre-commencement conditions
regarding archaeological investigation have been discharged. The
site is now under construction.

Changes to the Plan

No changes are proposed to the Plan.

Summary Matrix - TIV6

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

TIVZ Town Hall / St Andrew Street

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The SA
already identifies listed buildings adjoining the site however the
HEA goes into further detail and notes that the allocation includes
works to two listed buildings and potential demolition of some
unlisted buildings in the conservation area. The SA previously did
not note the location of the site within the Tiverton Conservation
Area. The DCC archaeology team commented on the application
for the site and stated that they did not consider the site to be of

The information provided in the HEA would result in a pre-mitigation
score from -1 to -2 on objective B given that the Tiverton
Conservation Area was not previously mentioned. The post-mitigation
score would remain as 0 taking into account the positive impact of
bringing back into use the two listed buildings but development to the
rear of the site potentially changing the character and appearance of
the conservation area and the development pattern of the historic
town. The scale, design and massing of the scheme was considered
acceptable by the planning committee. With regard to archaeological
investigation, given the comments provided by the DCC archaeology
team no mitigation is recommended and the SA scoring will remain
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significant archaeological value and did not need any further the same.
mitigation.

Changes to the Plan

No changes are proposed to the plan, the new information provided by the HEA does not overall change the post-mitigation score and a full
planning application has been approved.

Summary Matrix -TIV7

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

TIV8 Moorhayes Park

Reasonable Alternative Proposed Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken The SA previously did not identify these two heritage elements;
which seeks to bring together information about the historic however the HEA does state that the development would have no
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential anticipated heritage impact and therefore would not change the score

development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA | of the SA.
identifies that there is an ancient monument located to the north
west (on the north side of the A361) and the Knightshayes Historic
Park is located to the north which was not previously picked up in
the SA.

Changes to the Plan

No changes to the Plan are proposed.
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Summary Matrix — TIV8

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

TIV9 Howden Court
No comments under TIV9 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.

TIV10 Roundhill
No comments under TIV10 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.

TIV11 Palmerston Park
No comments under TIV11 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.

TIV12 Phoenix Lane

Reasonable Alternative Proposed Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Delete policy TIV12 Phoenix Lane. The deletion of this policy would lead to a less positive and
A representation was made during the Local Plan Review sustainable plan in which there would be no allocation proposing the
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that ‘Policy TIV12 regeneration of Tiverton town centre.
should be deleted.”

Changes to the Plan

The proposed alternative is not preferred as they would lead to a less positive and sustainable plan. The justification for deletion is also not
agreed.
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Summary Matrix - TIV12

One alternative suggests the deletion of the policy entirely which would result in no appraisal for TIV12 but would affect the sustainability of
the plan as a whole. The deletion of this policy would lead to a less positive and sustainable plan.

TIV13 Tidcombe Hall

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Delete policy TIV13 Tidcombe Hall.
A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted ‘Objection as
Tidcombe Lane is good boundary for development south of the
canal and sufficient housing being built in Tiverton and more
promised in future.’

This comment suggests the deletion of Tidcombe Hall contingency
site. This would lead to the loss of the contingency site and a less
sustainable and flexible plan in terms of meeting housing needs. The
purpose of the contingency sites is explained in policy S4.

2. 8.4ha with 200 dwellings
This alternative re-considers the allocation as set out in the
options consultation for a higher number of dwellings taking into
account the information set out in the Historic Environment
Appraisal (HEA) and reasons for the reduction in total dwellings
based on SHLAA panel recommendations. Note the site area for
the preferred alternative noted in the Proposed submission policy
and this alternative are the same. 5.0ha noted in the Proposed
Submission policy was written in error.

In reconsidering this site for the higher number of dwellings
presented during the Local Plan Review Options consultation given
the reasons for the reduction in total dwellings based on SHLAA panel
and HEA recommendations, the site scores more negatively than the
preferred policy in objectives A), B) and |) predominately due to the
greater scale of development proposed within the allocation and the
limitations of mitigation options as reflected in the latest evidence. A
full appraisal is provided in annex 3 and a summary matrix is provided
below.

New Information

3. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic

This would result in no change to the pre or post mitigation SA scores
of the Proposed Submission Local Plan Review as the importance of
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environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential Tidcombe Hall was already recognised in policy. Mitigation is also
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA | reflected in the reduced housing number in comparison to the higher
identifies the same elements as mentioned in the SA in objective density presented at the Local Plan Review Options consultation and
B, but goes further to note that Tidcombe Hall is a ‘potential discussed above.

heritage asset’.

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1 suggests the deletion of the policy entirely with the justification based on the argument that Tidcombe Lane is a good boundary
for development and there is sufficient housing in Tiverton. The purpose of the contingency site is to enable flexibility in the plan to enable
further sites to come forwards if the expected level of delivery falls significantly below the annual target. Overall the plan would be less
sustainable without this contingency site as there would be less flexibility to ensure housing needs are met. Alternative 1 is therefore not
preferred. Alternative 2 would result in greater negative impacts on the sustainability objectives A) natural environment, B) built and historic
environment and I) delivering the necessary infrastructure and is therefore not preferred. New information presented in the Historic
Environment Appraisal would not change the pre or post mitigation scores for the proposed submission policy which already recognises the
elements set out in the HEA.
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Summary Matrix - TIV13 Tidcombe Hall

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Proposed 8.4ha 200
Objective Submission | dwellings
Policy
A -1
B -1/?
C
D
E
F +2 +2
G \
" o | o
| 0 |

TIV14 Wynnards Mead

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Delete policy TIV14 Wynnards Mead.
A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they ‘Object as
housing not needed/already over-provision within the
plan/sufficient building going on elsewhere.’

This comment suggests the deletion of Wynnards Mead contingency
site. This would lead to the loss of the contingency site and a less
sustainable and flexible plan overall in terms of meeting housing
needs. The purpose of the contingency sites is explained in policy S4.

New Information

2. A representation was made during the Local Plan Review

The existing appraisal for TIV14 has been updated to assess the
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Proposed Submission consultation and noted that ‘Policy currently
unsound, advises reference to Cottey Brook be given, and requests
unobstructed public open space buffer, at least 7m wide to allow
for future maintenance of watercourse.’

In response to this new information two alternatives are
considered. The first considers the proposed contingency
allocation in light of this new information without additional
mitigation. The second considers a reduced area alternative as a
result of additional mitigation to respond to this new information.

impact of this new information. If only the existing mitigation
proposed in the Local Plan Review proposed submission policy is
provided a reduced score for objective C) mitigating the effects of
climate change is considered as the flood risk set out in the
Environment Agency representation wouldn’t have been accounted
for. To provide the necessary mitigation required in response to new
information provided by the Environment Agency and the Historic
Environment Appraisal (discussed below) a new reduced area
alternative is proposed. Full appraisals of the original site area taking
into account the impact of this new information with existing
mitigation and a reduced area site alternative are provided in annex 3
with a summary matrix provided below.

A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
identifies that Gotham since the previous appraisal has been
upgraded to a grade II* listing. The HEA finds development as
proposed would be very damaging to the setting of the listed
building and heritage asset Wynnards Mead and would erode
their special interest.

In response to this new information two alternatives are
considered. The first considers the proposed contingency
allocation in light of this new information without additional
mitigation. The second considers a reduced area alternative as a

The existing appraisal for TIV14 has been updated to assess the
impact of the new information provided by this alternative with the
existing mitigation in the policy. As a result of this new information
regarding the historic environment appraisal a significant negative
impact is considered for objective B) protection and promotion of a
quality built and historic environment. To provide the necessary
mitigation required in response to new information provided by the
Environment Agency (discussed above) and the Historic Environment
Appraisal a new reduced area alternative is proposed. Full appraisals
of the original site area taking into account the impact of this new
information with existing mitigation and a reduced area site are
provided in annex 3 with a summary matrix provided below.
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result of additional mitigation to respond to this new information.

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

4. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they ‘Object to
score for objective B) protection and promotion of a quality built
and historic environment. Argues score is too high and does not

take into account the other heritage assets.’
Individual (5551)

The site has been reassessed due to new evidence undertaken as part
of the Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA). Gotham since the
previous appraisal has been upgraded to a grade II* listing. The HEA
finds development as proposed would be very damaging to the
setting of the listed building and heritage asset Wynnards Mead and
would erode their special interest. In response to this new
information provided in the HEA a significant negative effect -3 on
objective B) built and historic environment is considered in the
reappraised SA. The impact of the new information with existing
mitigation and an alternative of a reduced area have been appraised
and a summary matrix is provided below.

5. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they ‘Object to
score for objective D) safeguarding and minimising resource use.
Argues score is too high due to agricultural nature of the land with

1/3 of land classified as Grade 3 and contaminated land.’
Individual (5551)

The appraisal guidance p.192 of the Proposed Submission SA sets out
how agricultural grades and land contamination have been
considered as part of the appraisal process. The elements noted in the
representation have been considered consistent with other sites in
the Local Plan Review. Therefore the suggested change is not agreed.

6. A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they ‘Object to
score for objective E) promoting economic growth and
employment. Boosting local construction firms and associated
trades is true of all development and should not be the test but

whether the finished development promotes growth/employment.’
Individual (5551)

Agree the scoring should be reduced to 0 as the score provided for
this site in the previous SA does not follow the appraisal guidance on
p.192 in which residential development less than 100 dwellings is
considered to have a neutral effect. This scoring has been consistently
applied to other sites in the Local Plan Review. Disagree that boosting
local construction firms and associated trades should not be
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considered in this objective. For larger sites residential development is
considered to have a slight positive impact. This agreed scoring has
been reflected in the updated and reduced area alternative appraisals
and a summary matrix is provided below.

7. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they ‘Object to
score for objective F) supporting retail. Believe should only

consider new retail provision.”
Individual (5551)

Consistent with other sites appraised in the Local Plan Review, where
small sites are proposed within a town a slight positive effect on the
town centre is considered. Disagree that the impact on existing retail
should not be considered as part of this objective. As set out in the SA,
this objective considers safeguarding the vitality and viability of town
centres and the relationship between new development and town
centres. No change to the SA is proposed.

8. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they ‘Object to
score for objective G) meeting housing needs. A significant positive
effect overstates the number of houses the site is actually

providing in the context of the Plan as a whole.”
Individual (5551)

Agree that the term ‘significantly’ is misleading and is therefore
suggested to be removed from the commentary. However disagree
that the score is too high. Consistent with other sites appraised in the
Local Plan Review sites of a scale of 20-99 dwellings are considered to
have a positive impact in meeting housing needs. No change to the SA
is proposed.

9. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they ‘Object to
score for objective H) ensuring community health and wellbeing.
Disagree site is close to a bus service and suggests that there’s no

other evidence for this score.’
Individual (5551)

Disagree, there are a number of bus services available within 0.5 miles
of the site. The site is also within walking distance to Tiverton Town
centre. Consistent with other sites appraised in the Local Plan Review
this site has scored a slight positive impact for the reasons above. No
change to the SA is proposed.

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1, the deletion of the policy is suggested as a modification to the plan, although not for the reasons provided in the comment but in
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response to the new information provided by alternative 2 and 3. Whereby in considering the new information presented by the EA on flood
risk and the built and historic environment by the HEA, to continue with the existing policy would lead to a significant negative effect on
objective B) protection and promotion of a quality built and historic environment, and a negative effect on objective C) mitigating the effects
of climate change. Due to this new information, the policy as proposed is no longer preferred.

A reduced area alternative was considered by this SA in response to the mitigation required by the new information which would result in a
site of 1.2ha subject to 29 dwellings. This alternative would result in an improved score for B), C) and D). However overall given that the
purpose of the site for inclusion as a contingency allocation, the reduced area alternative would no longer support the quantum of
development required to be effective as a contingency allocation. The site is therefore proposed for deletion. The deletion of the policy results
in the loss of the contingency site and therefore a less sustainable and flexible plan, however the sustainability issues of the site outweigh the
benefit of the inclusion of the contingency site without mitigation. Flexibility in the plan overall continues as two other contingency sites in the
plan remain.

Comment 6 is suggested as a modification to the SA objective E) promoting economic growth and employment, as the original score did not
follow the appraisal guidance on p.192 in which small scale residential development which is less than 100 dwellings is considered to have a
neutral effect. This has been reflected in the reappraised sites, taking into account the impact of new information with existing mitigation and
the reduced area alternative. All other alternatives refer to SA scoring and are not preferred for reasons set out above.

The impact of the new information with existing mitigation and an alternative of a reduced area have been appraised. A summary matrix is
provided below along with the scoring for the original appraisal for comparison.
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Summary Matrix - TIV14 Wynnards Mead

Alternative
Sustainability | Previous SA | Updated SA | Reduced
Objective (no new (new info, Area

info) existing

mitigation)

A -1 -1 -1
B 0 -3 0
C 0 0
D -1/? -1/? -1/?
E +1 0 0
F +1 +1 +1
G +2 +2 +2
H +1 +1 +1
I 0 0 0

TIV15 Tiverton Infrastructure

No comments under TIV15 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.
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Tiverton Alternative Options
OTIV2 Hartnoll Farm

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Hartnoll Farm with 1000 dwellings and 20,000sgm employment.
A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they ‘Object to
exclusion— site can accommodate 1000 dwellings (at 35 per
hectare, with full mix of types and sizes, and an element of
affordable housing), at least 20,000sqm employment (6.97ha
allowed to wrap around existing Hartnoll Business Centre), primary
school (1.95ha allowed), neighbourhood/local centre (to serve
retail/social needs of community inc. 2000sqm mix of uses
including community hall/space, local shops, restaurant/café, pub
and/or hot food takeaway) and green infrastructure (12.07ha inc
amenity open space, children’s play, allotments/orchards, buffer
planting, sports/playing field provision off-site on adjacent land to
south). Site can accommodate not only 500 dwellings currently
allocated towards EUE area B, but more of Tiverton’s future
demand.’

In response to this, an alternative of OTIV2 was considered with a
change in total number of dwellings to 1000 and an addition of
20,000sgm employment. The other suggestions in the
representation are already covered by the existing criterion in the
Local Plan Review options policy which was consulted in 2014.

The change in this policy would result in a change in score for
objective E) promoting economic growth and employment in which
the policy provides 20,000 sqm of commercial floorspace helping to
diversify the economy and encourage inward investment.
Development of this scale would be a boost to local construction firms
and associated trades who would benefit from being able to
undertake contract work on the site. It provides employment sites
near where to people live would provide the opportunity to reduce
out-commuting. There would therefore overall be a significant
positive impact +3 in objective E) promoting economic growth and
employment. All other scores for the objectives in the SA are
considered to remain the same.
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Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1 is not preferred and OTIV2 Hartnoll Farm is not proposed as an allocation given the issues around objective B) Protection and
promotion of a quality built and historic environment in which the coalescence of Tiverton and the village of Halberton which has its own
separate identity cannot be mitigated.

Summary Matrix - OTIV2

Alternative
Sustainability | Local Plan 1000
Objective Review dwellings,
Options 20,000sgm
Policy employment

I oM Mmoo w >
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OTIV4 Blundells School (Proposed for allocation TIV16)

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

1. National planning policy acknowledges the importance of ensuring
housing numbers and employment opportunities are considered
in tandem. In response to this full Council on 22™ September 2016
resolved to reallocate land at Blundells School for residential
development of 200 dwellings. The policy has been amended to
reflect the latest evidence and has been reappraised taking these
findings into account. A full appraisal has been provided in Annex
3 and a summary matrix is provided below.

In comparison to the alternative considered during the Local Plan
Review Proposed Submission (2015) at Blundells School for 60
dwellings, this alternative scores more positively or the same in all
aspects apart from objective e) promotion of economic growth and
employment given the 7000sgm of commercial floorspace is no longer
considered. This new appraisal takes into account new information
including the support of the Environment Agency and the provision of
a new junction on Heathcoat way to enable the delivery of 200
dwellings. The appraisal also has greater recognition of the benefits of
the contamination assessment and remediation of the site.

New information

2. The Environment Agency has provided its support for the
Blundells School site given that the development of the site would
provide an opportunity to promote green infrastructure,
contribute towards Water Framework Directive objectives through
the policy area specifically the Industrial Estate, reduce flood risk
downstream within Tiverton and alleviate erosion issues opposite
Tiverton Business Park.

This new information has improved the scores for objective C)
mitigating the effects of climate change.

3. Provision of junction on Heathcoat Way.

This new information enables the delivery of 200 dwellings on the site
as such improvements are considered for a number of the objectives
including objective G) Meeting housing needs.

126




4. Development is now considered deliverable. This new information does not change the scoring of the site. The site
The costs principally associated with access and flood mitigation is now proposed for allocation.
measures at the Proposed Submission stage of the Local Plan was
considered to prohibit development in this location. However
these issues have now been overcome.

5. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken This new information is recognised in the Sustainability Appraisal and
which seeks to bring together information about the historic post-mitigation a slight positive score is considered overall.
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
identifies that there will be some impact on the Conservation area
however notes that good design can provide scope for
improvement of the setting of the conservation area.

Changes to the Plan

The policy is proposed to be included as part of the Local Plan Review. Overall the policy scores more positively than the option considered at
the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission consultation (2015).
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Summary Matrix OTIV4

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Blundells Blundells
Objective School 200 School 60
dwellings dwellings
(proposed
modifications)
A +2 +2
B +1/? 0/?
C +2 -1
D +2 -1
E -1 +2
F +2 +2
H +2 +1
I +1 +1

OTIV13 Exeter Hill

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they ‘Object to
exclusion — SA highlighted landscape impacts, but not a
valued/designated landscape as per NPPF, and impact

It is agreed that the scoring for objective A) protection of the natural
environment should be amended to a -1 rather than a -2 score to be
aligned with other sites in which existing development forms a
backdrop but the site is highly visible. This concurs with the Inspectors
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exaggerated/landscape impact not substantiated by evidence, will
be seen against backdrop of town, and can be assimilated with

careful design and strategic planting’.
N Jillings for Devonshire Homes (1050); Dial Holdings c/o PCL Planning (2315)

comment during the Examination of the AIDPD. He concluded in
consideration of visual impact it would be a relatively modest
extension to the urban area, set below the skyline, but nevertheless it
would be more intrusive than other allocations.

Changes to the Plan

No changes are proposed to the Local Plan given that the site is not required for development to meet the needs of the Local Plan and it would

be more intrusive than other allocations.

Summary Matrix — OTIV13

Alternative

Sustainability | Local Plan SA

Objective Review amendment
Options objective A
Policy

B 0/? 0/?

C 0 0

D -1/? -1/?

E 0 0

F +1 +1

G +2 +2

H 0 0

I 0 0
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OTIVNEW New Site Land at Seven Crosses Hill

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. OTIVNEW Land at Seven Crosses Hill, 7.69ha for 184 dwellings.

A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation which put forward a site of
‘7.69ha; provides logical sustainable expansion of Tiverton, in light
of uncertainty with EUE masterplanning. Site enclosed by
established boundary planting, with scope to reinforce boundary
trees/hedges to maintain ‘soft’ green edge to this part of town.

No viability issues, no significant on or off-site abnormal
development costs, and can contribute to land supply’.

A full appraisal of this site is provided in annex 3 and a summary
matrix is provided below.

Changes to the Plan

This alternative site is not preferred given that there are a number of constraints to the site including topography and highways access.
Although access is achievable, work would require significant excavation and would constrain the delivery of the expected yield.
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Summary Matrix — OTIVNEW New Site Land at Seven Crosses Hill

Alternative

Sustainability
Objective

Land at
Seven
Crosses Hill

-1

0/?

0/?

-1

+1

+2

+1

— I mM Mmoo O w >

-1/?

131



Cullompton
CU1-CU6 North West Cullompton

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1.

Education counted as part of the 21,000sgm commercial
floorspace.

A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation which noted that ‘whilst the
use of the wider definition of employment is supported, the
21,000sqm of commercial floorspace in policy CU1 should include
reference to education’.

2.1ha identified for the school could amount to 21,000sqm of
commercial floorspace and would not enable the provision of other
employment generating uses for the area. Taking into account the
potential for 21,000sq m of commercial floorspace that could be lost
in the allocation the result would be a greater negative impact on
objective E) promoting economic growth and employment. Overall a
slight positive instead of a significant positive effect would be
considered (+1).

Include the whole of the proposed Growen Farm option for
development as part of the North West Cullompton allocation.
Various representations were made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission Consultation which suggested the full
allocation of the Growen Farm option. In response to these
comments an alternative of the inclusion of the whole of the
proposed Growen Farm option for development as part of the
North West Cullompton allocation has been considered.

This alternative would result in a greater negative score for objective
A) protection of the natural environment in which the 2014 Landscape
and Visual Appraisal on Strategic Site Options report identified the
eastern field segments of the Growen Farm land as not suitable for
development. A summary matrix is provided below.

New Information
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3. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
identifies the same elements as mentioned in the SA but provides
greater detail on the impact of each element and mitigation
options available.

This would have no change to the pre or post mitigation SA scores as
the SA already recognises the elements identified in the HEA. The
recommendations in the HEA can be taken into account as part of the
masterplanning exercise which is identified in the SA as a mitigation.
No change to the SA is proposed.

4. Contributions from development to Town Centre relief road and
J28. Also note a change to the total commercial floorspace is
proposed in-line with the adopted North West Cullompton
masterplan to 10,000sqm.

Overall this will improve the post-mitigation score of objective 1)
delivering the necessary infrastructure to +3 given the development
of this site will help to deliver multiple significant infrastructure
projects which will benefit the wider community. This is the preferred
alternative. The change to the total commercial floorspace does not
affect the scoring of the site as it still provides large scale commercial
development in-line with the appraisal guidance of the SA.

5. Re-allocation of land to the south west of the site.

This would make no changes to the SA scores of the site. The area
included has been previously allocated and appraised. The cumulative
impact of developing sites at Cullompton is discussed in annex 1.

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

6. A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that their
‘Accompanying appraisal (submitted with rep) scores this site a
post-mitigation score of -2 for objective A) protection of the

natural environment.’
Mr Christian & Mr Force c/o Genesis Town Planning (3780)

It is agreed that the impact on landscape was not fully reflected in the
proposed submission SA scoring and a slight negative score is
considered. It is however not agreed that a negative (-2) score is
appropriate given that mitigation has been considered as part of the
site including not allocating the most sensitive area of Growen Farm
to reflect the findings of the Landscape and Visual Appraisal as well as
positive impacts of environment protection and enhancement and
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provision of Green Infrastructure set out in the policy. However as

character of the area and this was not previously reflected in the
original score. This has been reflected in the updated appraisals
below.

noted in the rep and the proposed submission SA text, given the level
of development the proposal is considered to have an impact on the

Changes to the Plan

The new information provided in alternatives 4 and 5 are proposed as modifications to the plan. The representation made in alternative 6 is
also agreed and proposed a change to the SA scores as identified in the matrix below. A change to the SA scoring is also proposed following

the comment made in alternative 6.

Summary Matrix - CU1-CU6 North West Cullompton

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Contributions | Proposed Education Including
Objective to wider Submission | incl. as Growen
infrastructure | Policy SA commercial | Farm
B -1/? -1/? -1/? -1/?
C +1/? +1/? +1/? +1/?
D
E
F
G
H
I
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CU7-CU12 East Cullompton

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. No quantum specified for criteria b) green infrastructure and c)
public open space.
A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation which noted that they ‘Support
the principles of this policy (CU9 East Cullompton Environmental
Protection and Green Infrastructure) and recognise the importance
of green infrastructure. However would wish to see more
flexibility to the quantum identified in criteria b and c. The level of
provision should be agreed as part of the master planning work
and removed from the local plan policy’.

This alternative would result in an element of greater uncertainty for
objective A) Protection of the natural environment to -1/? given that
without the broad quantum of strategic green infrastructure set out in
policy the mitigation this will provide is uncertain. A greater negative
effect although uncertain, is also considered for objective H) (-1/?)
ensuring community health and wellbeing in which the required green
infrastructure and areas of public open space identified to meet the
needs of the new community may not be provided.

2. Proposed Submission version East Cullompton with landswap part
of site — Land at ‘Newland Persey’ replaced with land at ‘Cooke’.
East Cullompton total 166 ha site area.

A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation which suggested ‘the best way
forward for all parties would be for me to offer my 45 acres...on
the north side of the A373 in exchange for the land at Newlands
Farm on the south side of the A373’.

This alternative would result in the same scoring in the SA as the
Proposed Submission option given that the landswap proposed is in
the same landscape character area and has similar features to the rest
of the East Cullompton site. An additional appraisal has not been
provided given the same scoring.

3. East Cullompton Aller Barton Farm and land south of Honiton
Road. 181ha site.
A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation which suggested 1/ would

This alternative scores less positively in objective B) protection and
promotion and potential of quality built environment. A greater
uncertain effect is considered for objectives A) protection of the
natural environment, H) community health and wellbeing and I)
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repeat my offer to move if you take the whole of my delivering the necessary infrastructure. The site does however score
farm....making land available up to the Cullompton/Plymtree more positively in objective D) safeguarding the minimising resource
road’. use. A full appraisal is provided in annex 3 and a summary matrix is
provided below.

New Information

4. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken The SA did not previously identify the listed buildings noted in the
which seeks to bring together information about the historic HEA in which a pre-mitigation score of -2/? Is considered. The HEA
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential recommends careful consideration with regard to proximity of new
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA | buildings, together with the details of design materials and colour
identifies that the site is close to a number of listed building palette used. The policy already requires a public masterplanning
including the grade Il Higher Moorhayes Farmhouse building and exercise to ensure the quality of the final design of development
front garden wall and the grade Il Lower Moorhayes former which will provide mitigation. The HEA suggests that Lower
farmhouse. Both listed buildings lie to the north east edge of the Moorhayes should be provided with a planted buffer zone to the
allocation with Lower Moorhayes most closely affected. These south side. A modification has been recommended to add an
listed building were not previously identified in the SA. All other additional criterion to state ‘Design solutions which respect the
elements noted in the HEA were noted in the SA previously and settings of listed buildings adjoining the site’. With this mitigation in
would not affect the SA score. place it is considered the post-mitigation score will remain the same.

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

5. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review The reasons set out in the comment have been considered in the
Proposed Submission consultation which suggested ‘East scoring of East Cullompton as set out in the ‘mitigation’ commentary
Cullompton option should score a +2 positive impact under H) which improves the original score of -3 to 0. The +2 score is not
ensuring community health and wellbeing based on provision of agreed. Therefore no change is proposed.

public open space, public access points, community services and
facilities etc’.
Pegasus Planning (3678)
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6. Disagree with part I) ‘Commitment’ to improvements at J28. Not agreed Part ‘I’ does not mention ‘commitment’ to improvements

Believe it is uncertain. at J28 but does identify a phasing strategy and provision of mitigation
Hallam Land Management (4386) measures to ensure only acceptable impacts occur to J28. The Council
has been working closely with statutory consultees to ensure
emerging proposals for junction 28 M5 improvements are
appropriately designed.

7. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review The representation concludes the same score as the SA.
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that their
‘Accompanying appraisal (submitted with rep) scores this site a
post-mitigation score of -1 for objective A) protection of the

natural environment.’
Mr Christian & Mr Force c/o Genesis Town Planning (3780)

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 4 is preferred. The additional criterion provides mitigation and protection to the historic environment although the SA score
remains the same. All other alternatives are not preferred. For alternative 2 although the resultant scoring is the same as the Proposed
Submission option, the delivery of this alternative would be more challenging. The Landscape and Visual Appraisal 2014 notes that
development North of Honiton Road, development would be phased west to east with an intermediate threshold at the linear woodland.
Extension of development beyond that boundary might be possible in the longer term, but would need to be subject to a more detailed
assessment to determine the effect on the wider landscape and visibility from the AONB. The area to the South of Honiton Road, development
is less constrained and would be undertaken across much of the site. Therefore the land swap proposed would affect delivery rates with the
proposed substituted land only be delivered at the end of development instead of earlier on in the development, in which the area South of
Honiton Road could be provided. Alternative 3 is not preferred. The unusual shape and separation of the site with existing development to the
west raises concerns about how well the final design could integrate the existing and proposed development. The unusual shape with only
access to the east of the site also raises a level of uncertainty in providing accessible forms of travel and providing the necessary infrastructure.
No changes to the SA are proposed following comments on the SA in alternatives 5 to 7.
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Summary Matrix — CU7-CU12 East Cullompton

Preferred Alternative | Alternative

Sustainability | Proposed No specific | Aller Barton

Objective Submission | quantum Farm S.
Policy for Gl and Honiton Rd

open space

A -1 -1/? -1/?

B 0/? 0/?

C

D

E

F

G

H

I

CU13 Knowle Lane

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that their
‘Accompanying appraisal (submitted with rep) scores this site a
post-mitigation score of O for objective A) protection of the natural
environment.’

The representation concludes the same score as the SA.
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Mr Christian & Mr Force c/o Genesis Town Planning (3780)

Changes to the Plan

The comment made would result in no changes to the Plan or SA.

Summary Matrix — CU13 Knowle Lane

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

CU14 Ware Park and Footlands

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
identifies that the site lies some distance to the south west of St
Andrew’s Hill (a Roman fort and Scheduled Ancient Monument)
and to the south of a possible road leading west from the fort. The
SA did not previously identify these heritage elements. All other
elements noted in the HEA were noted in the SA previously and
would not affect the SA score.

The HEA states that the proposed development would have no
anticipated heritage aspect, therefore no change to the SA is
proposed.

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

2. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that their
‘Accompanying appraisal (submitted with rep) scores this site a

The representation concludes the same score as the SA.
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post-mitigation score of O for objective A) protection of the natural

environment.’
Mr Christian & Mr Force c/o Genesis Town Planning (3780)

Changes to the Plan

None of the alternatives would result in any changes to the Plan or the SA.

Summary Matrix - CU14 Ware Park and Footlands
None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

CU15 Land at Exeter Road

Reasonable Alternative Proposed Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. Site allocation proposed to be reduced to 24 dwellings. No changes to the SA are expected.
Site has permission for 24 dwellings, there is no confirmation that the
remainder of the site is deliverable and is unlikely to make the
contribution in numbers stipulated by the original proposed policy.

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

2. A representation was made during the Local Plan Review The representation concludes the same score as the SA.
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that their
‘Accompanying appraisal (submitted with rep) scores this site a
post-mitigation score of O for objective A) protection of the natural

environment.’
Mr Christian & Mr Force c/o Genesis Town Planning (3780)

Changes to the Plan
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The comment made would result in no changes to the Plan or SA.

Summary Matrix - CU15 Land at Exeter Hill
None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

CU16 Cummings Nursery

Reasonable Alternative Proposed Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review The representation concludes the same score as the SA.
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that their
‘Accompanying appraisal (submitted with rep) scores this site a
post-mitigation score of O for objective A) protection of the natural
environment.’

Mr Christian & Mr Force c/o Genesis Town Planning (3780)

Changes to the Plan

The comment made would result in no changes to the Plan or SA.

Summary Matrix - CU16 Cummings Nursery

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

CU17 Week Farm

Reasonable Alternative Proposed Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review This alternative would suggest the broadening of employment
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Proposed Submission consultation which suggested that
‘Allocation should include space for retail outlets of similar size to

Aldr’.

floorspace to A class which could have a negative effect on the town
centre by providing main town centre uses out of town centre.
Therefore a negative effect (-2) is considered for objective F)
supporting retail.

Changes to the Plan

No changes to the plan are proposed. The alternative suggested is considered less sustainable and therefore not preferred.

Summary Matrix - CU17 Week Farm

Preferred Alternative

Sustainability | Proposed Include use

Objective Submission class A
Policy

A 0 0

B 0/? 0/?

C 0 0

D

E

F

G

H -1 -1

I 0/? 0/?
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CU18 Venn Farm

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that the ‘allocation
should be extended to incorporate adjacent 8 hectares; new
housing growth will benefit from additional employment,
Cullompton is strategically placed on M5 and larger site will help
support the infrastructure costs of the site (i.e. land needed for
flood zone, habitats, link road)’.

This alternative is similar to the consideration of a combined
allocation of the three sites A) Venn Farm B) Land adj Venndale
NW Long Moor Road C) NW Kingsmill Industrial Estate in
Cullompton considered at the Local Plan Review options
consultation. In response to this alternative, the combined
allocation of 13.2ha of 31,090sgm commercial floorspace has
been considered.

This alternative has been considered as it is distinct to the proposed
option. However upon appraisal as the proposed site and the
alternative both fell within the same grouping i.e. over 10,000sgm
commercial floorspace and were in the same location it led to
matching results in the SA. As such no appraisal or summary matrix is
provided as the results are the same as the proposed submission.

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1 is not preferred as the additional commercial development is not necessary. The Local Plan Review already allocates sufficient

provision.

Summary Matrix - CU18 Venn Farm

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.
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CU19 Town Centre Relief Road

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
identifies that parts of the site include or are close to the
conservation area including the historic mill leat. Several listed
buildings nearby including Grade | St Andrews church. Grade |l
listed first bridge is located to the south. The HEA also identifies
the site lies within a landscape that has evidence of prehistoric
and Roman activity recorded, elements which were not previously
picked up in the SA.

This information would change the pre-mitigation score to a -3/? for
objective B) the built and historic environment. Recognising the
potential impact on the listed buildings and conservation area as well
as the possibility of archaeological deposits. However much of the
impact will depend on the line of the proposed road and its design.
The policy includes a requirement for public consultation which will
help provide for the most appropriate design provision. An
amendment to the policy and supporting text has been proposed
which ensure the protection of the setting of listed buildings,
conservation area and the provision of archaeological investigation
and mitigation. It should also be recognised that a town centre relief
road would result in major public benefits making the town centre a
more pleasant environment and enabling an upgrade of the historic
environment by improving the setting of a large number of listed
buildings. Therefore post mitigation score is suggested to be a neutral
although uncertain effect 0/?.

Changes to the Plan

Amendments to the policy and supporting text are proposed which ensure the protection of the setting of the listed buildings and
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conservation area and ensures the provision of archaeological investigation and mitigation.

Summary Matrix - CU19 Town Centre Relief Road

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | New HEA Proposed
Objective info Submission
Policy
: [
B o/? +1
C +2 +2
D -1 -1
E +2 +2
F +2 +2
G 0 0
H +2 +2

CU20 Cullompton Infrastructure

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and which ‘Requests additional
criterion stating ‘provision of works to reduce flood risk’.

This alternative would result in a greater positive impact on objective
c) Mitigating the effects of climate change. Overall with the positive
impact of this criterion, CU20 scores +3 post mitigation for objective
c).
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Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1 is proposed as a modification to the plan. This alternative would result in an improved score for objective c) mitigating the effects
of climate change. Cullompton is a Critical Drainage Area which requires measures to reduce flood risk (above those expected elsewhere)
therefore it is considered that the modification proposed by alternative 1 is beneficial in improving the sustainability of this policy.

Summary Matrix - CU20 Cullompton Infrastructure

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Include Proposed
Objective flood risk Submission
criterion Policy
A
C +2
D +1 +1
E +2 +2
F +2 +2
G +2 +2
H
I

0 0
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CU21 Land at Colebrook CONTINGENCY SITE

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. 19.3ha, 400 dwelling site.
A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they object ‘to
exclusion of 16.8ha site as a full allocation within the plan/objects
to inclusion of 4.8ha as contingency site only. Minimum of 400
dwellings should be allocated within the site area of 21.6ha’
In response to this representation an alternative of 19.3ha for 400
dwellings was considered. This represents the full area proposed
as part of the options consultation. 16.8ha referred to in the
options allocation and 21.6ha referred to in the representation are
both errors in measuring the size of the full allocation.

In considering this alternative in comparison to the preferred option
of 4.8ha 100 dwellings, the site would score less post-mitigation on
objective A) protection of the natural environment in which a slight
negative -1 score is considered due to the larger site reflected and the
potential impact on the landscape. It also scores more negatively in
objective I) delivering the necessary infrastructure with a negative
score of -2 as the site is of a scale that is significant enough to affect
the local road network. A full appraisal is provided in annex 3 and a
summary matrix is provided below.

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

2. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation which argued that the SA ‘Has
not properly considered all site alternatives at Cullompton.

Colebrook at 16.8ha, 300 dwellings should be considered’.
Mr Christian & Mr Force & Mr Christian c/o Genesis Town Planning (3780)

A larger site of 16.8ha of 300 dwellings was considered at the Local
Plan Review options consultation although the SA at that time did not
consider post-mitigation scores. As noted in alternative 1, 16.8ha
referred to in the options allocation was an error in measuring the
size of the allocation. As such an appraisal for the full allocation of
19.3ha for 400 dwellings has been considered in this SA as set out in
alternative 1. A full appraisal is provided in annex 3 and a summary
matrix is provided below.

3. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review

The representation concludes the same score as the SA.
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Proposed Submission consultation and stated that their
‘Accompanying appraisal (submitted with rep) scores this site a
post-mitigation score of 0 for objective A) protection of the natural

environment.’
Mr Christian & Mr Force c/o Genesis Town Planning (3780)

4. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review The representation concludes the same score as the SA.
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that their
‘Accompanying appraisal (submitted with rep) states landscape
impact for the larger proposed site is same as other allocated large

sites in Cullompton, i.e. slight negative impact.’
Mr Christian & Mr Force c/o Genesis Town Planning (3780)

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1 is not preferred given that the site is of a scale that is significant enough to affect the local road network.

Alternative 2 is a comment on the SA which identifies that a full appraisal has not occurred for the larger Land at Colebrook alternative. In
response to this a full appraisal has been undertaken with a summary matrix provided below.

Alternative 3 and 4 conclude the same score as the SA, as such no changes are proposed.
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Summary Matrix - CU21 Land at Colebrook

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Proposed Larger site
Objective Submission | 19.3ha, 400
Policy dwellings
A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I
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Cullompton Alternative Options

OCUNEW Tiverton Road

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1.

A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and objected to the omission of
this site. ‘Site is previously developed land and is not affected by
constraints of larger, infrastructure-dependent sites. Can
accommodate 13-19 dwellings. Site is within walking distance of
bus services, and is within single ownership. Site serves wide
catchment so redevelopment would not result in loss of a local
community facility. Pre-development conditions would cover
contamination, transport statement and travel plan,
archaeological investigation, biodiversity survey,
screening/safety/security from adjacent sub-station’.

A full appraisal of this site is provided in annex 3 and summary matrix
is provided below.

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1 is not preferred. Although the post-mitigation scoring is relatively neutral, the unknown impact with regard to the potential loss
of a community facility could amount to a negative impact on objective H) ensuring community health and well-being. It has been scored a
neutral effect as the representation made as part of the Local Plan Review Proposed Submission consultation has argued there would be no
loss of a local community facility as a new better site is preferable in a better location for congregation. However as there is no sufficient detail
in the representation to be certain of this provision. Furthermore as this is a brownfield site within the settlement limit it does not need to be
allocated for an application to come forward, as such, it is therefore not preferred.
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Summary Matrix — OCUNEW Tiverton Road

Alternative

Sustainability
Objective

OCUNEW
Tiverton
Road

+1

0/?

0

+2

0

0

+1

0/?

— I mM Mmoo O w >

0/?
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Crediton
CRE1 Wellparks

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they ‘consider
policy unsound - proposed allocation subsumes grade Il listed farm
complex and alters setting. Disputes assessment in recent
planning application and states Historic Environment Appraisal
needs to reassess the likely impact which the development will
have on the Conservation Area (and presumably listed building?), if
concludes there is harm, provide mitigation and if still harm justify
allocation.’

A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken which
seeks to bring together information about the historic environment. It
assesses the significance and harm of potential development and
suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA identifies the same
elements as mentioned in the SA in objective B, but provides further
detail in the scope of the harm and mitigation options available; as
such no change in the pre-mitigation score is considered. Detail in the
HEA recognises the site now has outline planning permission with
mitigation to protect the heritage assets impacted by the site.
However the HEA does note that there will be some negative impact
on the Conservation Area which was not previously recognised post-
mitigation, as such a slight negative effect is considered post-
mitigation (-1).

Changes to the Plan

No change to the plan is proposed however a change in the post mitigation score in objective b) for this site is considered with the effect
changing from a neutral score (0) to a slight negative score (-1) given the potential impact on the conservation area.
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Summary Matrix - CRE1 Wellparks

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | SA Proposed
Objective amendment | Submission
objective B | Policy
A -1 -1
B -1 0
C +1 +1
T
E +2 +2
F +1 +1
G T
H +1 +1
I 0 0

CRE2 Red Hill Cross, Exhibition Road

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they consider
that the ‘Policy is currently unsound - no work in evidence base to
assess impact on Shobrooke Park; appraisal needed, if concludes
harm set out mitigation measures, if cannot be mitigated need to
justify allocation as per NPPF para 133 and 134.°

A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken which
seeks to bring together information about the historic environment. It
assesses the significance and harm of potential development and
suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA identifies Creedy
Bridge and Cottages located to the north east. Shobrooke Historic
Park located to the east, and Creedy Park to the north west. There is
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also a grade Il listed chapel cemetery located toward the south. These
elements were not previously picked up in the SA as such a pre-
mitigation score of -2 from 0 is suggested. The HEA recommends
mitigation in the form of a generous landscape margin on the east
facing side of the site. A change to the plan is proposed to add to the
supporting text, to reflect this recommendation. Therefore the post-
mitigation score remains as 0.

Changes to the Plan

In response to new information presented in alternative 1, a change to the plan to replace paragraph 3.160 with ‘The site is in a prominent
position, which is visible from historic Shobrooke Park to the east. Detailed design and development which respect local distinctiveness,
including a generous landscape margin on the east facing side of the site will mitigate any potential impact’ is proposed to reflect the
recommendation in the HEA and provide mitigation for this preferred alternative.

Summary Matrix - CRE2 Red Hill Cross, Exhibition Road

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

CRE3 Cromwells Meadow

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they consider
that the ‘Policy is currently unsound - no work in evidence base to
assess impact on Shobrooke Park; appraisal needed, if concludes
harm set out mitigation measures, if cannot be mitigated need to

A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken which
seeks to bring together information about the historic environment. It
assesses the significance and harm of potential development and
suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA identifies Creedy
Bridge and Cottages located to the north east. Shobrooke Historic
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justify allocation as per NPPF para 133 and 134".

Park located to the east, and Creedy Park to the north west. There is
also a grade |l listed chapel cemetery located towards the south.
However the HEA also notes that the backdrop of existing Cromwells
Meadow and Willow Walk provide a level of mitigation. The HEA also
identifies the site lying in an area of archaeological potential. These
features of the site were not previously picked up as part of the SA
however as noted in the HEA some mitigation is provided by existing
development, as such an overall pre-mitigation score of -2/? is
considered for objective b) the built and historic environment. The
HEA recommends that additional mitigation may be provided through
landscaping along the sensitive boundary. An amendment to the
supporting text has been suggested as a change to the Plan to reflect
this recommendation. The HEA also notes that archaeological
mitigation could be implemented through a condition granted to any
consent. An amendment to the policy has been suggested to include a
criterion which requires archaeological investigation and mitigation.
As such overall a neutral although uncertain effect is considered for
objective b) the built and historic environment, post-mitigation given
the unknown element of the archaeological potential.

Changes to the Plan

In response to new information presented in alternative 1, a change to the Plan to add to the supporting text a new sentence which states

‘Appropriate landscaping will be required along the eastern boundary given the potential visibility of the site from historic Shobrooke Park’ is

recommended in response to the HEA. Similarly a criterion to the policy to ensure archaeological investigation and mitigation is suggested.
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Summary Matrix - CRE3 Cromwells Meadow

Preferred Alternative

Sustainability | SA Proposed

Objective amendment | Submission
objective B | Policy

A 0 0

B 0/? 0

C 0 0

D -1 -1

E 0 0

F +1 +1

G +2 +2

H 0 0

I 0 0

CRE4 Woods Group, Exeter Road

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
identified non listed heritage assets on the site which should be
retained, this was not previously recognised in the SA. All other

When taking into account the potential positive impact of the site on
the conservation area with redevelopment, but the negative impact if
there is a loss of the unlisted heritage assets as noted in the HEA the
impact on objective b) protection and promotion of a quality built and
historic environment pre-mitigation is considered to change to a
neutral although uncertain effect (0/?) from a slight positive effect.
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aspects identified in the HEA have been previously considered in
the SA.

The uncertainty is due to the unknown design of the site and whether
the unlisted heritage asset buildings will be retained. The HEA
suggests the retention of the non-listed heritage assets as mitigation.
As such a change to the policy supporting text is recommended in
which retains these non-listed heritage assets with the overall post-
mitigation score remaining as a slight positive effect (+1) given that
the site at present is run-down and detracts from the area and the
redevelopment of the site has the potential to enhance the local
street scene and conservation area.

Changes to the Plan

A change to the policy supporting text is recommended retaining the non-listed heritage asset buildings within the site.

Summary Matrix — CRE4 Woods Group, Exeter Road

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

CRE5 Pedlerspool

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted “As set out in
evidence report, new primary school required in Crediton. Policy
should be amended to include provision for this new school.”

The change in policy would result in an increased post-mitigation
score from 0 to +2 in objective |) delivering the necessary
infrastructure. The loss of the extra care scheme although would have
an impact on the development proposal, the scoring in the SA would
not change as the proposal would still provide a significant
contribution towards meeting the housing needs of the population of
Crediton and therefore objective G) meeting housing needs still scores
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+3.

New Information

2. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they consider
that the ‘Policy is currently unsound — what is impact on registered
parks of Shobrooke and Creedy? Landscape assessment only
considers Creedy but is inadequate in terms of assessment of
impacts and mitigation. Historic environment appraisal needs to
assess impact upon park and garden, if concludes harm then set
out mitigation measures, if cannot be mitigated need to justify
allocation as per NPPF para 133 and 134.°

A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken which
seeks to bring together information about the historic environment.
The HEA identifies Creedy Bridge and Cottages located to the north
east. It also identifies Shobrooke Historic Park located to the east, a
grade Il chapel cemetery located towards the south and an area of
archaeological potential which were not previously identified in the
SA. The HEA also identifies Creedy Park which was previously
identified in the SA. Taking the new information into account and the
already identified information, the effect pre-mitigation would change
the score to a -3/? from a -2 given the additional historic assets
identified and uncertainty of impact on archaeological potential. The
policy however already affords protection to Creedy Historic Park and
Garden and provides for archaeological investigation and mitigation.
The HEA noted that the north west boundary, due to its close
proximity, is also vulnerable to harm. It recommends a mitigation strip
of new tree planting along the full length of this boundary to reinforce
the existing screening provided by trees on the edge of Creedy Park.
The HEA also recognises the policy provides for landscape strips to the
NE and SW sides which would provide mitigation. The policy already
includes a criterion to protect TPO’s and the supporting text already
suggests a buffer of trees should be provided around and within the
site reflecting historic planting to extend and soften the transition into
the Green Infrastructure proposed. In terms of Shobrooke Park
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mitigation proposed in CRE2 is noted in the HEA, however additional
mitigation in this policy is not suggested. As such the post-mitigation
score remains as -1 although this is uncertain given the unknown
archaeological potential element therefore overall score is considered
to be -1/? which was not recognised previously. No other mitigation
options are recommended.

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

3. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that they ‘Gypsy and
Traveller Accommodation Assessment does not justify allocations
on particular sites, nor is there justification or comparison of

options in Sustainability Appraisal.’
MJ Gleeson c/o Bell Cornwell LLP (3775)

In response to this comment the general distribution of gypsy and
traveller pitches has been assessed under the alternatives considered
under S3 ‘Meeting Housing Needs’. Two alternatives, ‘a town
focussed urban extension’ approach and ‘rural distribution new sites’
have been considered. Please see assessment under S3 with full
appraisals provided in annex 3.

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1 is considered as a modification to the plan given it would improve have a positive impact on delivering the necessary

infrastructure. Alternative 2 recognises additional historic assets not previously identified in the SA however the policy already affords

mitigation recommended and no additional mitigation is recommended. Alternative 3 is considered under S3 with two alternatives for the

general distribution of gypsy and traveller pitches assessed.
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Summary Matrix - CRE5 Pedlerspool

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Incl. new Proposed
Objective primary Submission
school Policy
A -1 -1
B -1/? -1
C 0 0
> I -
E +1 +1
F +2 +2
G T - T
H +2 +2
I 0 +2

CREG6 Sports fields, Exhibition Road

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. 2.8 ha with 50 dwellings
This alternative re-considers the allocation as set out in the
options consultation and provides post-mitigation scores. This
takes into account the updated methodology for the appraisals of
site options (as set out in the Local Plan Review Proposed
Submission SA 2015) and enables the comparison of this smaller
site with the proposed submission preferred alternative.

This alternative scores very similarly to the preferred alternative given
that this site has similar characteristics and location. It would score a
slight positive effect (+1) rather than a positive effect on objective F)
supporting retail given that the site does not propose any additional
retail and the scale of the site is smaller than the proposed submission
allocation. It would score less positively on objective G) meeting
housing needs with a positive effect (+2) rather than significant
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positive effect given the smaller scale of development proposed. All
other objectives are considered to have the same post mitigation
scoring. A summary matrix is provided below.

New Information

1. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
identifies the conservation area some distance west of the site
and a grade |l listed Chapel Cemetery some distance to the north
which were not previously noted in the SA. It is however
considered by the HEA that development in this location would
have no anticipated heritage impact.

No change to the SA.

Changes to the Plan

No changes to the Plan are recommended. Alternative 1 provides less benefit than the proposed submission allocation and is therefore not

preferred.

161




Summary Matrix — CRE6 Sports Fields, Exhibition Road

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Proposed 2.8ha, 50
Objective Submission | dwellings
Policy
A 0 0
B 0/? 0/?
C 0 0
> I -
E +1 +1
F +2 +1
H 0 0
I 0/? 0/?

CRE7 Stonewall Lane

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
identifies the same heritage elements as the SA but in terms of
Creedy Park it suggests mitigation through appropriate design and

The score in the SA would remain as 0/? given the mitigation is
already noted in the policy.
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landscaping. Appropriate design and landscaping is recognised by
the policy but it is not clear that this is relation to Creedy Park. As
such a change to the supporting text is proposed to clarify the
requirement of appropriate landscaping to ensure protection of
heritage assets associated with the adjoining Creedy Park.

Changes to the Plan

A change to the supporting text of the Plan is recommended to provide clarity that adequate landscaping is provided to ensure the protection
of heritage assets associated with the adjoining Creedy Park.

Summary Matrix — CRE7 Stonewall Lane

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

CRES8 Barn Park
No comments under CRES8 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.

CRE9 Alexandra Close

Reasonable Alternative Proposed Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

1. The SA did not previously fully consider the impact on the high This would impact the pre-mitigation score for objective I)
street through developing on the west of the town. Developing on | Infrastructure, to be -1 with the post-mitigation score remaining as 0,
the west would increase traffic through the high street as most given that the site is only for 15 dwellings. It should however also be
likely destinations for journeys are either Exeter or Tiverton. noted that developing in the west will have an impact on the
Whilst some mitigation could be provided, the impact of secondary/cumulative/synergistic effects where incremental
developing sites on the east side of the town is likely to be much development in the west of the town will have a cumulative effect on
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lesser than any on the west.
Officer comment

the traffic through the high street, discussed in annex 1. There would
be a greater negative effect on objective H) ensuring community
health and wellbeing due to the negative impact on air quality from
developing to the west however given the scale of this site the score is
considered to remain the same. This new information will also impact
the scores for OCRE10 and OCRE11 which are discussed under
‘Crediton Alternative Options’ below.

Changes to the Plan

No changes to the Plan are proposed.

Summary Matrix — CRE9 Alexandra Park

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

CRE10 Land south of A377

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that they ‘support
the principle of the allocation but object to settlement limit as
should be extended to fully cover the land within planning
permission (ref 09/00244/MOUT); land is unquestionably suitable
for a development allocation given planning history, established
adjoining uses and accessible location.’

An alternative is therefore considered which includes a small area
to the south of the allocation up the edge of the swale, covered by

The increase in site area would amend the SA score for objective C)
mitigating the effects of climate change to a pre-mitigation score of -
2/? and a post-mitigation score would remain as 0/?. This is due to
the increased area of flood zone 2 and advice from the EA that there
could be increased flood risk to parts of the site covered by previous
outline consents (alternative 3). Mitigation can be provided by design
and new information set out in alternative 2 however this is still
uncertain as the extent of flood risk is unknown.
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recent consent sought by Mole Avon reflecting the permission
above.

New Information

2. A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that the ‘Policy
would be sounder if it referred to the need to ensure that ground
and floor levels are set at sufficiently high enough level to cater for
flood risk from the River Yeo.’

New information provided by the EA has indicated that this area is at
greater risk of flooding than indicated at the time of the original
permissions which covered the wider Tesco site. This new information
would result in a greater negative pre-mitigation score to -2/?,
however the post mitigation score would remain as 0/? as the
supporting text will make reference to the latest flood data and
implications from redevelopment with mitigation measures such as
layout, site and floor levels.

3. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that they ‘Consider
the policy unsound - proposed allocation subsumes grade Il listed
farm complex and alters setting. Historic Environment Appraisal
needed to assess the likely impact which the development will
have on the listed buildings at Wellparks and Downes House Park
and Garden. If concludes there is harm, provide mitigation and if
still harm justify allocation as per NPPF paragraphs 133 and 134.°

A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken which
seeks to bring together information about the historic environment. It
assesses the significance and harm of potential development and
suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA identifies Wellparks
grade Il listed buildings located to the north west of the site which
were not previously identified by the SA. The Downes Historic Park
and Garden is also identified, although this is already recognised in
the SA, development was previously considered to have no impact.
However the HEA notes that there would be some potential impact
on the two heritage assets which were not previously identified by the
SA. As such the pre-mitigation score for objective b) built and historic
environment, is proposed to be changed to a negative (-2) impact
rather than neutral (0). Mitigation is suggested through sensitive
design with appropriate choice of materials and landscaping which
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has been included in the supporting text of the policy. The post-
mitigation score therefore would remain a neutral effect.

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1 is proposed as a modification to the plan. Although the scoring is lower for the pre-mitigation score of objective c) mitigating the
effects of climate change, it is considered appropriate and reasonable to allocate the site area which has outline consent and mitigation can be
afforded to reduce the impact of flood risk. A Flood Risk Assessment will need to be submitted with any application on the site which will need
to incorporate both a comprehensive level survey of the site’s current arrangement, and additional modelling taking into account current
levels. Alternative 2, related to alternative 1 is also proposed as a modification to the plan to reflect the new information presented by the EA
which will help provide mitigation. Alternative 3 is also proposed as modification to the plan to ensure mitigation in the form of sensitive
design with appropriate choice of materials and landscaping. With this mitigation the scores remain identical to the proposed submission
policy site therefore a summary matrix is not provided below.

Summary Matrix - CRE10 Land South of A377
None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

CRE11 Crediton Infrastructure

Reasonable Alternative Proposed Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal
1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review This alternative would result in a greater positive impact on objective
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that ‘the policy C) Mitigating the effects of climate change. Overall with the positive

would be more effective if ‘provision of works to reduce flood risk’ | impact of this criterion CRE11 scores +3 post mitigation.

were included in the list.’

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1 is considered beneficial and therefore is proposed as a modification to the plan.
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Summary Matrix - CRE11 Crediton Infrastructure

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Incl. flood Proposed
Objective risk Submission
criterion Policy
A 0 0
B 0 0
D 0 0
E 0 0
F 0 0
G +2 +2
H
I
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Crediton Alternative Options
Options to the West of the Crediton

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

1. The SA did not previously fully consider the impact on the high
street through developing on the west of the town. Developing on
the west would increase traffic through the high street as most
likely destinations for journeys are either Exeter or Tiverton.
Whilst some mitigation could be provided, the impact of
developing sites on the east side of the town is likely to be much
lesser than any on the west.

Officer comment

This would impact the scores for the alternative OCRE10 Westwood
Farm in which the pre-mitigation score for objective I) Infrastructure,
will be -2 and post-mitigation is considered to be -1 rather than
neutral score to take into account the cumulative negative effect of
traffic through the high street by developing to the west of the town.
It will also impact OCRE11 Land at Chapel Down Farm in which a pre-
mitigation score will be -3 and the post-mitigation score overall is
considered to be -1. This takes into account existing proposed
mitigation set out in the SA but the incremental negative effect of
traffic through the high street. The impact of developing to the west
of the town on air quality was previously considered in the SA, as such
no change to the score or supporting text to objective H) is
considered. Developing to the west Crediton is also discussed in annex
1 of this SA update.

Changes to the Plan

It is considered that the comment made on the SA is beneficial to understand of the impact developing to the west of Crediton. The changes to
the SA are therefore considered reasonable to include, however the amendment does not lead to any changes to the Plan.
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Summary Matrix — Crediton Alternative Options

Alternative

Sustainability | Proposed SA Proposed SA

Objective Submission | Amendment | Submission | Amendment
SA Objective l) | SA Objective I)
CRE10 OCRE10 OCRE11 OCRE11

A 0 0 -1 -1

B 0/? 0/? -1/? -1/?

C 0/? 0/? 0 0

E 0 0 +1 +1

F +1 +1 +2 +2

G +2 +2

H -1 -1 0 0

I 0 -1 0 -1
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Land at M5 Junction 27
Policy J27, Land at Junction 27 of the M5 motorway

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Onthe 22™ September 2016 Full Council resolved to propose an
allocation of 71 hectares between M5 Junction 27 and Willand for
mixed commercial floorspace including a travel hub, agronomy
visitor centre, outdoor adventure zone and outlet shopping
village. The policy includes transport provision, environmental
protection, a comprehensive phasing programme and public
master planning exercise. In comparison to the Proposed
Submission Sustainability Appraisal 96ha commercial option

previously considered in the Sustainability Appraisal Proposed

Submission report (2015), this commercial option encompasses a

smaller site area, a number of the town centre uses have been
withdrawn and new information has been provided to determine
the retail impact. Taking the policy amendments and new
information into account the allocation has been reappraised.

In comparison to the proposed submission M5 Junction 27 option,
overall the site scores more positively for objective a) protection of
the natural environment, d) safeguarded and minimising resource use
and f) supporting retail. The proposed submission option scores more
positively for objective h) as the option was previously considered as
an alternative for a new community and provided community
facilities. This is no longer proposed. Objective c) scoring has also
been updated which was previously scored as a neutral although
uncertain effect, upon review for both the preferred and alternative
option they score a slight negative effect in considering additional
trips will be generated from the development of this site.

New Information

2. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
identified that there are listed buildings close to the site and there
may be some impact the immediate settings of these buildings. To

The new information has been reflected in the commentary of the
Junction 27 full appraisal however the changes have not affected the
scores pre or post mitigation.
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some degree there will be an impact on the registered park and
garden at Bridwell which is set on rising land to the east. To a
limited degree the landscape settings of Sampford Peverell
conservation area and the Grand Western Canal conservation area
will also be affected. There is some uncertainty in the exact impact
of the allocation given this will be dependent on site layouts,
density, scale and design of buildings. This site occupies a
substantial area within a landscape that has evidence of
prehistoric and Roman activity, overall a negative and uncertain
effect.

3. Aretail impact assessment has been carried out which included an
assessment of 14 towns and city centres including those outside of
Mid Devon District and concluded that all centres would continue
to achieve higher future trading turnovers than the assessment
year. The study also sets out how designer outlet villages differ
from that in town centres and how they can be controlled by
planning.

Given the changes proposed to the policy and the findings of the retail
impact assessment, the proposal significantly enhances the retail offer
of the district and therefore a significant positive impact is
considered.

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

4. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that ‘Each score for
J27 & Willand is expressed at a ‘?’. Because of this it is questioned
whether sufficient assessment has been carried out to reach a
conclusion’.

This comment is relevant to both J27 commercial and residential
options.

As noted in the SA methodology, in some instances where specific
data was not available at the time of the SA assessments an uncertain
effect has been identified. The exact impact in some cases will only be
guantified at a planning application stage where detailed site based
studies are undertaken based on the proposals. However information
available at the time of the SA would give an indication whether the
impact would be positive or negative, the question mark recognises
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Hallam Land Management (4386)

that further studies would lead to greater certainty of impact. Where
uncertainty is indicated the reasons for which are provided in the
commentary as part of each SA appraisal. No change is considered.

5. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that ‘SA landscape
impacts of J27 given the scale of housing should be same as
growth at Cullompton’.

This comment is relevant to the J27 residential option.
Hallam Land Management (4386)

A landscape and visual appraisal was undertaken in 2014 focussing on
the strategic site options as set out in the Local Plan Review evidence
base. Using this evidence, J27 and the strategic option at Cullompton
have been scored using the landscape and visual impacts specific to
each site, rather than purely based on the scale of development. No
change is considered.

6. A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that ‘Conversely to
J28 in part 1), J27 is stated as a negative effect which remains
uncertain. SA fails to have regard to the Railway station which is
accessible by foot and cycle, has existing bus routes and a cycle
path running through it. It is close to existing schools and services.’
This comment is relevant to both J27 commercial and residential
options.

Hallam Land Management (4386)

A transport assessment is required to determine the exact impact of
the development on transport hence an uncertain effect. The
mitigation commentary already recognises the proximity of the site to
the railway station and notes the provision of a dedicated bus and
pedestrian route to the station. Therefore post-mitigation the score is
positive when taking these features into account, although with an
element of uncertainty for reasons set out above.

7. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that ‘In comparing
J27 and J28. Both cannot be determined until a retail impact
assessment is carried out, but J27 scores -3 and J28 scores +1
against the same criteria’.

This comment is relevant to J27 commercial option.
Hallam Land Management (4386)

The proposal at J27 has a significant commercial element proposed in
comparison to the option at J28. Early indications raised concerns
from neighbouring authorities regarding the impact on existing town
centres. As such, a negative score was indicated. The J28 option ‘East
Cullompton’ does not provide the level of retail as proposed in the J27
commercial option as such the impact was not considered to be as
significant. However since the Proposed Submission Sustainability
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Appraisal a retail impact assessment has been carried out which
concludes that given the criterion and controls in the proposed
modifications policy all centres would continue to achieve higher
future trading turnovers than the assessment year and as such the SA
finds that the impact on objective f) Supporting retail will therefore be
positive.

8. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and noted that 427 should
score higher than J28 on D) safeguarding and minimising resource
use. Reason for a -3 at J27 fall on the potential constraint on future
working at Hillhead Quarry. Believe this location has questions
over viability of any such extraction’.

This comment is relevant to J27 commercial option.
Hallam Land Management (4386)

As indicated by the uncertain scoring and the commentary, the
guestions over viability of extraction of Hillhead Quarry have been
noted in the SA. However in considering the smaller allocation of land
at Junction 27 and the updated Devon County Council Minerals Plan
(proposed for adoption) it is now considered that the development of
the site will not constrain future working of the remaining permitted
reserves within Hillhead Quarry.

Changes to the Plan

Option 1 is proposed as a change to the Plan. The proposed policy of a smaller site area with the new information provided results in the
improved scoring in a number of objectives including retail impact. As such it is considered the proposal is beneficial and is proposed for

allocation.
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Summary Matrix — 0J27

Preferred Alternative
Sustainability | Proposed Proposed
Objective Modifications | Submission
Policy 71ha Option
96ha
A -1
B 0/? 0/?
C -1/? -1/?
D
E
F
G
H
|

174



Rural Areas

Bampton
BA1l Newton Square, Bampton

Reasonable Alternative Proposed Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal
New Information
1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken which

Proposed Submission consultation by Historic England and stated | seeks to bring together information about the historic environment. It
‘Objection — development harms elements identified as important | assesses the significance and harm of potential development and

within Conservation Area Appraisal, which have not been suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA identifies the same
considered within the Sustainability Appraisal; Historic elements as the SA in terms of objective b) protection and promotion
Environment Appraisal needs to be undertaken to assess if there is | of a quality and built and historic environment. It notes that

harm and if so to suggest mitigation.’ comments from Historic England may have incorrectly located the

proposed allocation as being within an orchard referenced in the
conservation area appraisal when in fact it is beside it. The HEA also
notes that the impact on the setting of any listed building is likely to
be minimal. The SA already identifies mitigation in the policy to
ensure the Conservation Area is protected. No change to the SA is

proposed.

Changes to the Plan

No changes to the Plan are proposed.

Summary Matrix — BA1 Newton Square, Bampton

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.
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BA2 Stone Crushing Works (Scott’s Quarry), Bampton
No comments under BA2 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.

BA3 Ashleigh Park, Bampton
No comments under BA3 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.

Bampton Alternative Options
School Close, Bampton (proposed for allocation BA4

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

1. Allocation for 0.54(ha) 26 dwellings. Overall the site scores a neutral or positive score with regard to the

The site was omitted in error. objectives considered as part of this SA with the exception of
objective D) safeguarding and minimising resource use which scores a
slight negative -1 due to a small proportion of the site covering
agricultural grade 3 land. As this site omitted in error a full appraisal is
provided in annex 3 and summary matrix is provided below.

Changes to the Plan

Alternative 1 is proposed a modification to the plan. The site scores either a neutral or positive score in all objectives in the SA with the
exception of objective D) safeguarding and minimising resource use in which a slight negative score -1 is considered due to a small proportion
of the site covering agricultural grade 3 land. The site is currently allocated and was omitted in error as some of the site has been built out. For
consistency, similar to other sites in the plan, the remaining area of the allocation which has not yet been built is proposed to remain as an
allocation in the plan.

176




Summary Matrix —School Close, Bampton

Preferred

Sustainability | Former
Objective School,
School
Close
Bampton

0

0

+1

-1

0

0

+2

I o Mmoo w >

0

0

Bow
BO1 Land adjacent to Hollywell, Bow

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic

No change to the SA.
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environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
identifies there are many listed buildings in the centre of Bow and
the village also has a conservation area which was not previously
noted in the SA. However it states that these are some distance
from the site which is unlikely to impact upon them.

Changes to the Plan

No changes to the Plan are proposed.

Summary Matrix — BO1 Land adjacent to Hollywell, Bow

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

BO2, West of Godfreys Gardens, Bow

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1.

A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
identifies there are many listed buildings in the centre of Bow and
the village also has a conservation area which was not previously
noted in the SA. However it states that these are some distance
from the site which is unlikely to impact upon them.

No change to the SA.

Changes to the Plan
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No changes to the Plan are proposed.

Summary Matrix — BO2 West of Godfreys Gardens, Bow
None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

Bradninch
BR1 Hele Road, Bradninch

Reasonable Alternative Proposed Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken No change to the SA is proposed given that the impact to the heritage
which seeks to bring together information about the historic asset is considered to be low.

environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
identifies that the site is opposite a locally listed heritage asset
which was not previously identified in the SA. However, the HEA
notes that although the asset’s larger setting may be affected by
development in this location, the asset’s significance is not based

on this larger setting and so the impact is low.

Changes to the Plan

No changes to the Plan are proposed.

Summary Matrix — BR1 Hele Road, Bradninch

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.
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Chawleigh
CH1 Barton, Chawleigh

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that ‘Proposed
allocation has potential to harm setting of Grade 1 church and
conservation area; historic appraisal needed to reassess impact, if
harm concluded set out mitigation, if harm still present justify
allocation.’

A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken which
seeks to bring together information about the historic environment. It
assesses the significance and harm of potential development and
suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA identifies that there
are a number of listed buildings to the south and east of the site,
including the grade | Church of St James which was not previously
identified by the SA. The pre-mitigation score for objective b) the built
and historic environment is proposed to be amended to -3/? from -
2/? to take into account the potential impact on the listed building
identified. The HEA suggests mitigation through high quality design of
the development together with a landscape buffer on the east side of
the site. If this is provided for the post-mitigation score will remain
the same as 0/?

Changes to the Plan

A change to the Plan is proposed to include an additional criterion to state ‘design solutions which respects the setting of the conservation

area and listed building’. An amendment to the supporting text is also proposed to ensure appropriate landscaping to mitigate any potential

impact on the conservation area and listed buildings.

Summary Matrix — CH1 Barton, Chawleigh
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None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.
Cheriton Bishop
CB1 Land off Church Lane, Cheriton Bishop

Reasonable Alternative Proposed Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken No change to the SA is proposed.
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
identifies that the listed Old Rectory is located some distance to
the north as well as the Cheriton Bishop Conservation Area which
was not previously noted in the SA. However the HEA notes that
there is no anticipated heritage impact.

Changes to the Plan

No changes to the Plan are proposed.

Summary Matrix — CB1 Land off Church Lane, Cheriton Bishop

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.
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Cheriton Fitzpaine
CF1 Barnshill Close, Cheriton Fitzpaine

Reasonable Alternative Proposed Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken This would amend the pre-mitigation score to a slight negative -1
which seeks to bring together information about the historic score. If good design is recognised to minimise the impact on the
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential conservation area and listed buildings a neutral post mitigation score

development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA | remains.
recognises that the site forms a significant location in terms of the
entry to the more historic core of the village which was not
previously identified in the SA. However the HEA recommends
good design will likely mean minimal impact to the setting of the
listed buildings and conservation area.

Changes to the Plan

A change to the Plan to reflect the new information presented in alternative 1 in which good design should be used to ensure minimal impact
to the setting of the historic environment is proposed.

Summary Matrix — CF1 Barnshill Close, Cheriton Fitzpaine

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

CF2 Land adjacent school, Cheriton Fitzpaine

Reasonable Alternative Proposed Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal
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New Information

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that ‘Objects as
infilling will ruin character of historic linear settlement.’

A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken which
seeks to bring together information about the historic environment. It
assesses the significance and harm of potential development and
suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA doesn’t recognise the
potential issue raised by the representation, as such no change to the
SA or the Plan is proposed.

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

2. A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that they ‘Questions
positive +1 scoring given under Objective B for CF2 ‘Land adj
school’ but absence of similar score for OCF2 ‘Landboat Farm’
(given 0) for increasing connectivity between main village and
White Cross. Also states weight given to C19 farm buildings have

little remaining value as historic assets’.
Garside Planning Services (3645)

The +1 score for CF2 ‘Land adj school’ under objective B) is to reflect
the improved connectivity between White Cross and the village. It is
agreed that site OCF2 would also improve connectivity between
White Cross and the village and therefore the SA scoring would be
changed to +1 to reflect this as set out in the table below. However it
is not accepted that the historic buildings on site have no heritage
value. At the time of the proposed submission SA the C19 buildings
referred to in the representation were not listed as heritage assets
and although were acknowledged did not hinder the score of the
objective for this site. However more recent advice from the
conservation team identifies that the 19" century buildings are
‘pending’ to be formally added to the list of heritage assets, as such if
the buildings are assessed as heritage assets, the scoring of the SA will
be amended to reflect this. No change to the SA with regard to CF2.

3. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that they ‘Object to
site and states that potential for landscape and visual impact is

The school site (CF2) is on moderately higher ground that the
objection site. However, within the context of the local landscape,
both are relatively contained, with higher ground to north of
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greater than OCF2 particularly at western end of the site which
would be visible from public highway,; development of this site

would break the skyline.’
Garside Planning Services (3645)

proposed allocation and to south of objection site, with few
opportunities for views in from long distances. The school site is
visible from the public highway, but there is existing development
along the south side of the road and buildings to the east and the
school to the west. These buildings screen much of the site from
views and provide a degree of mitigation to visual impact. Presence
of dwellings on south side of highway means that skyline when
viewed (from very limited viewpoints to south) is unlikely to be
significantly altered. No change to the SA is proposed.

4. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that there is ‘No
current access to site, construction of which would have negative
impact on visual amenity, as opposed to OCF2 which has existing

access.’
Garside Planning Services (3645)

There is a long site frontage on which to accommodate the
appropriate visibility splays in a manner which minimises visual
impact. This can be considered at design stage. No change to the SA
is proposed.

Changes to the Plan

None of the alternatives are preferred, as such no changes to the Plan are proposed. Alternative 2 is discussed in the table below on OCF2

Landboat Farm.

Summary Matrix — CF2 Land adjacent school, Cheriton Fitzpaine

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.
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Cheriton Fitzpaine Alternative Options
OCF2 Landboat Farm, Cheriton Fitzpaine

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

Sustainability Appraisal Comments

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that they ‘Disagree
with -2 (pre-mitigation) scoring for OCF2 ‘Landboat Farm’ and
states should be same or better than CF2 ‘Land adj school’ which is
-1 for sustainability objective A. States landscape impact is not as
great as stated, given limited scope for views to Raddon Hills.
States open space south of Cherry Meadow acted as visual buffer
to working farm but that function no longer required given
relocation of facility elsewhere. States any trees lost could be
made up by planting elsewhere. Visual impact is lesser than
objection site due to presence of existing access point, and

mitigation provided by existing development to west and east’.
Garside Planning Services (3645)

Additional site visits to both CF2 and OCF2 has enabled a re-
examination of the potential impact against Objective A ‘Protection of
the natural environment’. Appraisal of the potential landscape
impacts of the sites conclude that they are both relatively contained
within the context of the local landscape. Higher ground exists to the
north of this proposed allocation and to the south of the objection
site, but there are few opportunities for views into either site from
public access points. Both sites have built development on their
boundaries which will provide some level of mitigation. The
commentary within the SA for OCF2 has been amended to reflect this
revision. The potential loss of trees is still a potential negative impact
for OCF2 and therefore a -1 pre-mitigation score is proposed.
However, both sites already have a 0 post-mitigation score which is
considered to still apply given that other policies ensure appropriate
mitigation of any harmful impacts.

2. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that they ‘Question
positive +1 scoring given under Objective B for CF2 ‘Land adj
school’ but absence of similar score for OCF2 ‘Landboat Farm’

The +1 score for CF2 ‘Land adj school’ under objective B) reflects
improved connectivity between White Cross and the village. It is
agreed that site OCF2 would also improve connectivity between
White Cross and the village and therefore the SA scoring is proposed
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(given 0) for increasing connectivity between main village and
White Cross. Also states weight given to C19 farm buildings have
little remaining value as historic assets’.

Garside Planning Services (3645)

to be changed to +1 to reflect this for both pre and post mitigation.
However it is not accepted that the historic buildings on site have no
heritage value. At the time of the proposed submission SA the C19
buildings referred to in the representation were not listed as heritage
assets and although were acknowledged did not hinder the score of
the objective for this site. However more recent advice from the
conservation team identifies that the 19" century buildings are
‘pending’ to be formally added to the list of heritage assets, as such if
the buildings are assessed as heritage assets, the scoring of the SA will
be amended to reflect this.

A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated ‘Objective C,
questions significance given to presence of Flood Zones 2 and 3 in
scoring of OCF2 ‘Landboat Farm’. States area was only included
due to arbitrary drawing of the site boundary by the planning
authority. Area could be omitted from any allocation. Questions
rationale for site being given negative score as opposed to CF2
‘Land adj school’ site’.

Garside Planning Services (3645)

In comparing the sites, OCF2 does contain Flood Zones 2 and 3 in part.
The NPPF states that planning should guide development to the areas
of lowest flood risk. Sequentially therefore CF2, being 100% Flood
Zone 1 is preferable. The commentary does acknowledge that the
areas within the flood zones in OCF2 could be excluded as set out in
the post-mitigation commentary and scoring. No change is proposed.

4.

A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that they ‘Question
scoring given to Objective E ‘Promoting economic growth and
employment. States farm buildings are redundant, following
relocation of dairy business elsewhere’.

Garside Planning Services (3645)

Additional site visits have highlighted that the farm buildings are
indeed vacant and have been for some time. They are generally in a
derelict state with no evidence of recent use. It is not considered that
there would be a loss of employment land and the pre-mitigation
score is proposed to be amended to 0. The post-mitigation score
remains as 0 as mitigation in the appraisal suggested mitigation
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measures for the initially identified negative effect on this objective.

5. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that they ‘Disagree
with the amount of potential development possible at OCF2,
Landboat Farm, given that part of site is within settlement limit,
and that a similar density should be assumed to the proposed

allocation to ensure like-for-like comparison’.
Garside Planning Services (3645)

Potential allocations went through a SHLAA panel process which

provided recommendations on the technical capacity of each site. For
consistency the same approach was used for all alternative sites. The
scoring system has not ‘hindered’ this site in relation to the allocation
CF2 ‘Land adj school’ as both sites received a +2 post mitigation score
against Objective G ‘Meeting housing needs’. No change is proposed.

6. A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that they ‘Question -
1 score given to Objective H: Ensuring community health and
wellbeing. States main reason for this is because site includes
public open space which would be lost, but states as this is within
settlement limit should not form part of consideration, and that
loss has been overplayed. States that site could equally, as set out
for CF2 ‘Land adj school’ improve community cohesion through
linking part of the village with White Cross and ensure short

walking distances to school’.
Garside Planning Services (3645)

The potential loss of the public open space buffer is a consideration
before mitigation. Disagree that it should not be considered as it’s
within the settlement limit. Its loss would present a negative impact.
However on balance given the space did not form a formal designated
open space area a pre-mitigation score of -1 rather than -2 was
considered. In this Annex as noted in the table for CF2 above, OCF2
has community benefits of linking White Cross similar to CF2 which
should be acknowledged. As a result it is proposed that the pre-
mitigation score be improved to a neutral effect on balance. A post-
mitigation score of +1 is now proposed provided that the loss of
public open space can be mitigated.

7. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that they ‘Question -
1 score given to pre-mitigation score for Objective I: Delivering the
necessary infrastructure, compared with 0 for CF2 ‘Land adj
school” when conclusion is that an adequate access is achievable

for both’.
Garside Planning Services (3645)

The original site assessment was based on advice at the time that
OCF2 would require additional works due to the restrictive
alignments. However further site visits to both sites has identified that
both sites can equally accommodate an access without significant
works. Therefore an amendment is proposed to the pre-mitigation
score to 0. The post-mitigation score remains as 0.
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Changes to the Plan

No changes to the plan are proposed. The Local Plan Review allocates sufficient land for residential development to meet the district’s housing
need. The site scores similarly to the preferred alternative CF2 however the preferred alternative is sequentially preferable given that it’s 100%

Flood Zone 1 and avoids any loss of public open space. Although only two post-mitigation scores were slightly amended following the
comments on above, a number of pre-mitigation scores have been changed, as such for clarity a full appraisal is provided in annex 3.

Summary Matrix — OCF2 Landboat Farm, Cheriton Fitzpaine

Alternative
Sustainability | Proposed SA
Objective Submission | Amendments
SA
A 0 0
B 0 +1
C +1/? +1/?
D -1 -1
E 0 0
F 0 0
G +2 +2
H 0 +1
I 0 0
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OCFNEW Bramble Orchard, Cheriton Fitzpaine

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation which objected to plan
allocations and submitted new land for housing and provision of
alternative footpath for school use.

A full site appraisal has been provided for this option which can be
found in annex 3 with a summary of scores provided below. The site
scores more negatively than the preferred sites in Cheriton Fitzpaine
on Objective A) protection of the natural environment, B) built and
historic environment H) community health and well being and 1)
delivering the necessary infrastructure. The site is not preferred given
there is likely to be a detrimental impact on the landscape and is
divorced from the main settlement. There are also concerns around
the provision of delivering the necessary infrastructure in which the
topography and road widths result in a poor forward visibility from
the site. The highway authority advises that the site should be
rejected accordingly.

Changes to the Plan

No changes to the plan are proposed. The highway authority advises that this site should be rejected.
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Summary Matrix — OCENEW Bramble Orchard

Alternative

Sustainability | OCFNEW
Objective Bramble
Orchard

-1

T M M O|I0O|®m| >
1
=

Copplestone
CO1 The Old Abattoir, Copplestone

No comments under CO1 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.

Culmstock
CL1 Linhay Close, Culmstock
No comments under CL1 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.

CL2 Hunter’s Hill, Culmstock
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No comments under CL2 are considered to give rise to alternatives to be considered in this annex.

Halberton

HA1 Land adjacent Fishers Way, Halberton

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1.

A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and stated that ‘Site is less
preferable to ‘The Pethers’ which is not within an area of
archaeological potential, not at risk of flooding from groundwater
or Grand Western Canal, and has better access to road network.’

The site ‘The Pethers’ has been appraised and discussed in a table
below. New information for HA1 with regard to the area of
archaeological potential since the Proposed Submission Local Plan
Review SA has been made available. The Devon County Council
Archaeology Team has confirmed that the scale and situation of the
proposed allocation will not impact on any known heritage assets and
state that they would not need to be consulted should an application
come forward. Therefore both the pre-mitigation and post-mitigation
scores have been amended to result in a less negative score to reflect
this new information. The overall the pre-mitigation score is
considered to be a slight negative impact given the potential impact
on the conservation area as discussed in alternative 2 below. If
mitigation is provided a post-mitigation neutral score remains
although this is no longer uncertain.

A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential
development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
recognises some potential impact on the setting of the Halberton

This new information would affect the pre-mitigation score in which
taking into account new information presented in alternative 1 above
and the new information in this alternative an overall slight negative
(-1) score is considered. If mitigation through appropriate design,
materials and landscaping is proposed a post-mitigation score of 0
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Conservation Area which was not previously identified by the SA.
The HEA recommends appropriate design, materials and
landscaping as mitigation to protect the setting of the
conservation area.

remains.

Changes to the Plan

A change to policy HA1 is proposed to delete reference to the need to ‘archaeological investigations and appropriate mitigation measures’
given the new information provided by the Devon County Council Archaeology Team that the proposed allocation will not impact on any
known heritage assets and state that they would not need to be consulted should an application come forward. A change to the supporting
text of HA1 is proposed to ensure mitigation through appropriate design, materials and landscaping to protect the setting of the Halberton

conservation area and historic environment.

Summary Matrix — HA1 Land adjacent Fishers Way, Halberton

Preferred Alternative

Sustainability | SA Proposed

Objective Amendment | Submission
Objective B) | Policy

A 0 0

B 0 0/?

C +1 +1

D -2 -2

E 0 0

F 0 0

G +1 +1

H 0 0

I 0 0
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Halberton Alternative Options
OHA1 Land at Blundells Road, Halberton

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

Comments on Sustainability Appraisal

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and commented on the post
mitigation score for objective A ‘Disagree that screening should

result in a mitigation score of 0’.
Individual (4447)

The mitigation score references S9 Environment and DM1 High
Quality Design policies in the Local Plan Review. Screening may form
part of the mitigation but would also include other criteria as set out
in S9 and DM1. Policies in the Local Plan Review would be considered
alongside any potential allocation, these policies provide mitigation of
impacts to protect the natural environment; as such it was considered
that there should be an improvement of the score of -1 pre-mitigation
to 0 post-mitigation. No change is proposed.

2. A representation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and commented on the post
mitigation score of objective B. ‘The level of listing should be
considered and argue that it is difficult to be confident of the
outcome as there are unknowns through the mitigation elements

of design and archaeological investigation’.
Individual (4447)

The listed buildings within the site have been considered as part of
the impact on objective B. The ‘level of listing” isn’t considered to
impact the scoring which is consistent with other appraisals in the SA
although the presence of listed buildings has affected the pre-
mitigation score. The post-mitigation score suggests that with
appropriate mitigation a neutral score could be accomplished,
however it is recognised there is a level of uncertainty particularly in
considering the outcomes of the archaeological investigation which is
recognised by ‘?" in the post-mitigation scoring column. No change is
considered.

3. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review

The score referred to by the individual is the post-mitigation score.
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Proposed Submission consultation and commented on the post
mitigation score of objective B. ‘Disagree with the equal scoring of
Halberton, Land at Blundells Road and the preferred HA1 site for
objective B as Halberton, Land at Blundells Road is within the
Halberton conservation area and within the view of a grade I1*
listed building’.

Individual (4447)

Each site is different, and have different elements identified in
objective B which covers a range of potential issues. The original
scores and commentary recognises Halberton, Land at Blundells Road
being within the conservation area and potential impact on nearby
listed buildings. The equal scoring of the two sites following mitigation
is due to responses which can help mitigate each impact. Although
the impacts are different it was considered that it was possible to
provide mitigation for each potential impact. No change is proposed.

4. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and commented on the post
mitigation score of objective C. ‘Do not agree with the +1 score as
there is an unknown impact and the benefits of the bus service

should not improve the score’.
Individual (4447)

The scoring identifies that inherent with the watercourse there is a
level of uncertainty through the indication of a ‘?’. The post-mitigation
+1 score was provided as mitigation could neutralise the impact of the
watercourse and the bus service was considered as a slight benefit of
the location of the site. Consistent with other sites appraised in the
SA, recognising the provision of a bus service in rural areas helps to
differentiate between similar sites across Mid Devon, with some in
locations with a bus service and others without. As the objective is
considering climate change, the availability of sustainable modes of
transport is an appropriate consideration in the sustainability of a site
location. No change is considered.

5. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and commented on the post
mitigation score of objective |. ‘Disagree that the post mitigation
score should be 0 as it is unknown even if it is accompanied with a

question mark’.
Individual (4447)

The post-mitigation score and commentary is to help identify whether
the impact of the development can be mitigated and improve the
overall score of the site. In this case the score post-mitigation was 0
based on the factors that could help reduce the impact of the
development. A question mark is also used to recognise that there is
some uncertainty until further detail is provided. No change is

194




considered.

Changes to the Plan

None of the comments above are considered beneficial, therefore no change to the Plan or the SA scoring is proposed.

Summary Matrix — OHA1 Land at Blundells Road, Halberton
None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

OHANEW The Pethers, Halberton

Reasonable Alternative Proposed Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

Comments on Sustainability Appraisal

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review A full appraisal of the site has been undertaken which can be found in
Proposed Submission consultation and commented that they annex 3 with a summary matrix provided below. The site scores
‘object to the inclusion of HA1 site and offers preferable similarly to HA1. A benefit to HA1 is that it has an existing access
alternative’. Compares site with Sustainability Appraisal scoring of | whereas this new site does not although the scores in the SA remain
HA1 Site. Argues that the new site is preferable over proposed the same for the post-mitigation score in objective I) Delivering the
allocation as has less archaeological potential, less likelihood of necessary infrastructure as access can be achieved for this site.

flooding and better access.
Garside Planning Services (3645)

Changes to the Plan

HA1 was identified as the preferred site of Halberton Parish Council and the Local Plan Review allocates sufficient land for residential
development to meet the district’s housing need. No change is therefore proposed as the site is not preferential in replacement of the
preferred site.
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Summary Matrix — OHANEW The Pethers, Halberton

Alternative

Sustainability | OHANEW
Objective The
Pethers,
Halberton

0

0

+1

0

0

+1

I o Mmoo w >

o

Hemyock
HE1 Depot, Hemyock

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and brought forward new
information in which ‘Family member resident on site wishes to

Given representations made during the Local Plan Review Proposed
Submission (2015) consultation, the site is proposed for deletion as
comments made raises an issue with the potential deliverability of the
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see it developed, but not in near future. Does not currently
consider site deliverable due to third party access issues and
landowners intention to continue trading’.

site and therefore the site is no longer considered a reasonable
alternative. The site will have a limited impact on the Local Plan
Review as a whole given its size and may still come forward as a
windfall site as it falls within the settlement limit. This will have a
limited impact on the sustainability of the plan as a whole given the
scale of the site.

Changes to the Plan

HE1 is proposed to be deleted from the plan as it is no longer considered a reasonable alternative given the representations made during the

Local Plan Review questions its deliverability.

Summary Matrix — HE1 Depot, Hemyock

A summary matrix is not provided, the new information presented raises questions over the deliverability of the site and is proposed for

deletion. This will have a limited impact on the sustainability of the plan as a whole given the scale of the site.

Morchard Bishop

No reasonable alternatives are proposed for allocations in Morchard Bishop.

Newton St Cyres
NE1 Court Orchard, Newton St Cyres

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

New Information

1. A Historic Environment Appraisal (HEA) has been undertaken
which seeks to bring together information about the historic
environment. It assesses the significance and harm of potential

The impact on the conservation area would amend the pre-mitigation
score from -1/? to a -2/? score to take into account the potential
detrimental impact on the setting and approach to the conservation
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development and suggests mitigation where appropriate. The HEA
notes that the site lies adjacent to the recently extended
boundary of the Newton St Cyres conservation area. This was not
previously identified in the SA. The HEA suggests that the
proposed site would have a detrimental impact on the setting and
approach of the conservation area. It suggests that access into the
site will need careful design and landscaping to link in with
existing trees and hedges together with good design and
appropriate materials would offset much of the visual impact. It
also notes that grade Il Lower Creedy Bridge lies to the north. This
was not previously identified in the SA, however it notes that the
setting of Creedy Bridge does not appear to be compromised.

area. With mitigation through careful design of the access and
landscaping to link with existing trees and hedges the 0/? post-
mitigation score remains. The uncertain effect is due to the
archaeological potential already identified in the SA.

Changes to the Plan

A change the policy and supporting text is proposed to ensure design which respects the setting of the conservation area.

Summary Matrix — NE1 Court Orchard, Newton St Cyres

Newton St Cyres Alternative Options

ONENEW New Estate Site A, Newton St Cyres

None of the alternatives are considered to give rise to any change to the post-mitigation SA scoring.

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review

Proposed Submission consultation and submitted additional land
which was argued to have ‘no significant constraints and is

A full appraisal of the site has been undertaken which can be found in
annex 3 with a summary matrix provided below. The site scores lower
in comparison to the preferred site in Newton St Cyres in objective |)
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immediately available and deliverable’. providing the necessary infrastructure. Of particular note are the
concerns around access and safety with the highways authority
recommending this site be rejected on those grounds. The site is

therefore not preferred.

Changes to the Plan

No changes are proposed to the Plan. The site is not preferred with particular issues around access and safety with the highways authority
recommending this site be rejected on those grounds.

Summary Matrix — ONENEW New Estate Site A, Newton St Cyres

Alternative

Sustainability | ONENEW
Objective New Estate
Site A

0

0/?

+2/?

0
0

+2

— IO Mo O wm| >

0
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ONENEW New Estate Site B, Newton St Cyres

Reasonable Alternative Proposed

Impact on the Sustainability Appraisal

1. Arepresentation was made during the Local Plan Review
Proposed Submission consultation and submitted additional land
which was argued to have ‘no significant constraints and is
immediately available and deliverable’.

A full appraisal of the site has been undertaken which can be found in
annex 3 with a summary matrix provided below. The site scores lower
in objective A) protection of the natural environment and objective 1)
providing the necessary infrastructure in comparison to the preferred
site in Newton St Cyres. Of particular note are the concerns around
access and safety with the highways authority recommending this site
be rejected on those grounds. The site is therefore not preferred.

Changes to the Plan

No changes are proposed to the Plan. The site is not preferred w