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CABINET 
31ST JANUARY 2019

REPORT OF THE HEAD OF PLANNING, ECONOMY AND REGENERATION

CULLOMPTON TOWN CENTRE RELIEF ROAD ROUTE

Cabinet Member Cllr Richard Chesterton
Responsible Officer Mrs Jenny Clifford, Head of Planning, Economy and 

Regeneration

Reason for Report: To consider the outcomes of the recent public consultation over 
route options for a town centre relief road for Cullompton and to update Members on 
the status and outcomes of further technical work undertaken or in the process of 
taking place. The report also makes recommendations over preferred route subject 
to further technical verification work and next steps which lie principally with Devon 
County Council over the drawing up of a planning application, together with 
supporting material including environmental statement to meet the requirements of 
environmental impact assessment. 

Previous reports identified the opportunity to progress planning for the delivery of this 
road and the policy support within the adopted Local Plan and submission Local Plan 
Review, the latter currently at Examination. The Council has also made a bid for 
funding to Government under the Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF). A final decision 
over the Council’s bid is expected towards the end of January 2019, although 
timescale for this may slip. At the time of considering this report the outcome of the 
due diligence process in connection with this bid may not be known. Members will 
need to consider next steps for the project and whether these vary accordingly to the 
outcome of the HIF bid. 

The delivery of a new relief road is considered an important highway intervention to 
not only bring forward sustainable growth planned for in the Cullompton area, but 
also to address environmental concerns within the town centre in connection with 
congestion, poor air quality and resultant impact upon townscape attractiveness.

RECOMMENDATION: That Cabinet agree that:

1. Option B be recommended to Devon County Council as the preferred 
route, subject to further technical verification work, including whether 
some aspects of the third alternative route discussed in paragraph 4.6.4 
should be incorporated. 

2. It also be recommended to Devon County Council that as Highway 
Authority it:
a) undertakes the technical verification work together with the 

preparation of a planning application for the road with supporting 
documentation, and 

b) in line with Motion 552 carried by this Council on 19th December 
2018, considers holding a second stage of consultation following 
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completion of the verification work and prior to the submission of 
the planning application.

3. That a further up to £250,000 of S106 money collected for the relief road 
project and to undertake air quality mitigation measures in Cullompton 
be utilised to fund the work included in recommendation 2 above. 

Relationship to Corporate Plan: Improving road capacity and air quality issues 
within the town will enable development identified in the Local Plan to come forward 
and make a valuable contribution to delivering the priorities of the Corporate Plan 
2016 to 2020; Economy, Homes, Community and Environment.

Financial Implications: Delivery of key highway infrastructure improvements in 
Cullompton will play a pivotal role in bringing forward corporate aspirations to 
facilitate growth within the district which in turn will help boost the economy.  The 
delivery of the town centre relief road is also expected to contribute towards 
regeneration within the core of Cullompton. The Council will shortly commission the 
formulation of a Cullompton town centre masterplan.

The Council anticipates that the majority of the cost of the road would be forward 
funded by the Housing Infrastructure Fund. Development contributions will also be a 
critical part of the funding package to deliver the road. Should HIF funds receive final 
confirmation, there will be an expectation of delivery of the road in 2021. This report 
reflects of the relative cost of each of the route options that were the subject of 
recent public consultation. Option C, (the route mainly to the east of motorway) 
would not meet HIF funding or timescale requirements and would need alternative 
funding to be delivered. The potential cost of land assembly and acquisition has 
been the subject of independent advice. The cost of this is not identified in this report 
and nor is the advice attached as it is considered commercially confidential. Any 
legal issues arising from the project and land assembly will also need to be 
accounted for as the scheme progresses. Allowance for the anticipated cost of land 
assembly and acquisition has been made within overall project cost for the purposes 
of the HIF bid. 

Cabinet considered the cost of working up the project towards planning application 
submission via up front funding at the meeting of 23rd May 2018. S106 funds 
collected via development contributions in accordance with planning policy have 
been used to date to advance the project to this stage. Further S106 air quality 
money is available to fund advancing the project to the stage of planning application 
submission which is expected to cost in the order of an additional £250,000.

Legal Implications: Legal implications will arise as a result of the need to assemble 
and acquire land to deliver both the road and also in respect of the legal interests of 
existing sports providers likely to be affected and the loss of public open space. 
There are a range of land ownerships and interests that will need to be addressed 
and be the subject of negotiation as the project progresses. It is understood that the 
Cullompton Community Association Fields are subject to a charitable trust for 
recreational purposes. 

To draw down funding from the Housing Infrastructure Fund, the Council will need to 
enter into a funding agreement with MHCLG which would be considered by Legal 
Services prior to signing. These tend to be in standard form, but the Group Manager 
for Legal Services has previous experience in this regard. A separate legal 
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agreement will also be needed with Devon County Council to deliver the road. The 
Council will also continue to seek project specific section 106 developer contributions 
through legal agreements towards the cost of this scheme in accordance with 
planning policy. 

The adoption and implementation of an Air Quality Action Plan (where an authority 
has designated one or more Air Quality Management Areas) is a statutory 
requirement under Part IV of the Environment Act 1995 for Local Air Quality 
Management (known as the LAQM regime). Under the regime, Local Authorities 
therefore have a duty to pursue measures which are designed to improve air quality. 
The Council’s Air Quality Action Plan includes the delivery of a Cullompton town 
centre relief road as a air quality mitigation measure. 

Risk Assessment: To qualify for funding, the proposed relief road will need to meet 
the HIF scheme criteria and deliverables. Since the last report to Cabinet on the 
project in August 2018, there has been significant further contact with Homes 
England as part of the due diligence assessment process. In order to meet fund 
timescales, work streams and expenditure have needed to commence in advance of 
likely timescale for the Homes England final decision.  Spend to date in order to 
advance the project has been authorised on an ‘at risk’ basis should Homes England 
not agree to support this intervention. S106 funds collected to improve air quality in 
Cullompton have been utilised. 

The aspiration for the delivery of a relief road for Cullompton is long standing and as 
such, all work currently being undertaken to progress the project is not abortive as it 
forms part of more extensive infrastructure necessary to deliver the growth planned 
within the Cullompton area in the longer term including the garden village. The 
current HIF funding opportunity represents the best chance for it to be achieved in 
the short term and will require adherence to tight and challenging timescales.  

Risks associated with the ability to deliver the project include scheme finance via HIF 
fund outcome, timescale for delivery to meet HIF requirements and land assembly / 
acquisition matters. Depending on the terms of the funding agreement, there may be 
clawback implications or work undertaken for which funding is no longer available. 
Furthermore, should the relief road not be pursued through the HIF or should HIF 
funding not be forthcoming, this will impact upon the ability to deliver the relief road 
and its timing with resultant delay in realising highway capacity and environmental 
improvements in the town centre. A failure to deliver the relief road will be an 
ongoing obstacle to the timely delivery of housing allocated in the current and 
emerging local plans beyond the numbers discussed in paragraph 4.5.2. 

Equalities: No equalities implications are anticipated as a result of this report. 

Note: Appendices to this report are titled in a way that seeks to reduce confusion as 
a range of technical appendices are attached to the preferred route options report 
and are referred to alphabetically. Appendices to this Cabinet report are titled as 
follows:

Appendix 1 2019 Preferred route options report
Appendix A 2018 Route options study
Appendix B Consultation outcomes report
Appendix C Ecology report
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Appendix D Heritage report
Appendix E Traffic assessment
Appendix F Alternative route proposals submitted during consultation

1.0 Background. 

1.1 A report was considered at the meeting of Cabinet on 23rd May 2018 in 
relation to a funding opportunity in connection with the Government’s Housing 
Infrastructure Fund (HIF) to progress the delivery of a relief road for 
Cullompton. Under this fund the Government is supporting infrastructure 
delivery in order to unlock or accelerate the delivery of housing. At Cabinet on 
23rd May 2018 it was agreed to proceed with the bid on the basis of delivering 
a town centre relief road to the east of Cullompton, which if delivered would 
improve capacity at the motorway junction together with achieving a reduction 
of traffic flows through the town centre resulting in air quality and town centre 
amenity benefits. At the time of writing this report, the final decision over the 
fund award is still unconfirmed. A final decision over the bid funding is 
expected by at the end of January 2019, but this timescale may slip. A verbal 
update will be provided at the meeting if a decision has been received. 

1.2 Work was commissioned to generate and assess potential relief road route 
options for public consultation purposes. Consultants were engaged and the 
route options report produced was considered at the meeting of Cabinet on 
30th August 2018. This report identified the existing issues and constraints, 
defined the main objectives of the scheme and provided a high level appraisal 
of viable options to address the issues and meet the objectives. The 
methodology followed within the report aligned with the Department for 
Transport guidance for the assessment of proposed transport schemes. A 
copy of this report is attached at Appendix A.

1.3 The options report considered each of the initial four options against the 
scheme objectives before a sifting exercise at which time Option D was 
discounted from further consideration following advice from the Environment 
Agency. A high-level comparative assessment of Options A-C was also  
undertaken against environmental considerations including air quality, noise, 
landscape / townscape, socio-economic, geotechnical and contamination, 
arboriculture, waste, ecology, historic environment and water environment. 
Qualitative appraisal scores were applied for each option as to whether likely 
impacts for the different topics are high, moderate, low or negligible. Finally, 
the report undertook a high-level delivery comparative assessment of the 
three options considering land, flood risk, buildability constraints and 
construction cost. 

1.4 The route options report also included plans showing how each potential route 
could relate to a future motorway junction improvement and possible 
extension of a relief road further south. This was to demonstrate consideration 
of future proofing. Members are reminded that the precise nature and design 
of the future motorway junction intervention is yet to be finalised and 
accordingly was considered illustrative only. Similarly, a future extension of 
the relief road further south was suggested in the plans as a possibility in 
order to rise above the area subject to flooding in the vicinity of the Duke 
Street / Meadow Lane junction. It was suggested that this could be considered 
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at time of connection to the motorway in order to safeguard its strategic 
nature. 

1.5 At the meeting of Cabinet on 30th August 2018 it was resolved that 3 relief 
road route options (A, B and C) be approved for a 6 week public consultation. 
This took place between 13th September and 25th October 2018. 

2.0 Cullompton town centre relief road- planning context. 

2.1 The delivery of a relief road for Cullompton has been a long-term objective, 
receiving policy support within both the adopted and submitted Local Plans.  
The case for the delivery of a relief road and relevant planning policies were 
set out in the Cabinet report of 30th August 2018. It would deliver benefits to 
the operation of J28 of the motorway and would also enable the reduction of 
traffic flows through the town centre resulting in air quality and town centre 
amenity benefits.  It is known that significant highway improvements will be 
required to serve the proposed garden village to the east of Junction 28. A 
relief road would form the first part of such improvements, thereby also 
contributing to longer term growth and delivery aspirations as set out in the 
Local Plan Review and garden village expression of interest.

2.2 Policy AL/CU/14 of the Allocations and Infrastructure Development Plan 
Document 2011expresses the aspiration to provide a relief road for the town, 
as does submission draft policy CU19 within the Local Plan Review 2013-
2033. The final examination hearings for this plan will take place shortly. Its 
provision is described as an integral part of the development strategy for 
Cullompton and essential if the objectives of traffic relief, air quality 
improvement and town centre enhancement are to be achieved. Whilst these 
objectives are longstanding and important, for HIF purposes Homes England 
assessment of the benefits of the scheme will focus almost exclusively upon 
the ability to unlock and /or accelerate housing growth and cost / benefit of the 
scheme in new housing terms. 

2.3 Cullompton Neighbourhood Plan has not yet been submitted for examination. 
The pre-submission version has been subject to public consultation. Whilst 
still subject to further amendment and not adopted, it is currently of little 
weight to planning decision making. Policies within it are referred to only in 
order to provide some local context to the delivery of a relief road for 
Cullompton. Draft policy SD07 seeks the phasing of major development in 
tandem with the co-ordinated provision of infrastructure to help support 
sustainable growth and ensure that an unacceptable strain is not placed on 
the existing infrastructure. Draft policy HT01 relates to proposals to ensure 
that junction 28 of the M5 functions efficiently and safely and states that such 
proposals will be supported. Also relevant is draft policy WL02 relating to 
Cullompton Community Association Fields which are described as an 
important resource for the local community. A series of criteria for proposals 
to develop part of the CCA Fields to provide a relief road for Cullompton are 
set out with the intention of minimising potential impact. 

2.3 Any planning application that comes forward for the relief road will be 
assessed in accordance with relevant policies in the development plan 
together with any other considerations that are considered material. The 
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decision-making weight to be given to emerging policies will depend upon the 
stage that they have reached towards adoption and whether there are any 
outstanding objections. Whilst regard has been had to relevant planning policy 
in the options assessment process to date, it is at the planning application 
stage that the proposed relief road will be assessed in detail again relevant 
policies.

3.0 Route options and public consultation.

3.1 A 6 week public consultation over options for the route of the relief road took 
place between 13th September and 25th October 2018. Of the initial four route 
options identified, three were taken forward to public consultation:

Option A connects Station Road to Duke Street near the Meadow Lane 
junction within the corridor between the town centre to the west and the 
railway /motorway to the east. 

Option B similarly connects Station Road to Duke Street near the Meadow 
Lane junction within the corridor between the town centre to the west and the 
railway /motorway to the east. The difference from Option A is that it takes a 
route closer to the railway /motorway and has a different connection alignment
with Duke Street.

Option C connects Honiton Road with Duke Street near the junction with 
Meadow Lane. It follows a longer broadly east- west route and crosses the 
motorway and railway line. It connects to Honiton Road east of existing 
houses.  

At this stage they were not definitive routes and it has been recognised that 
they could be subject to change following receipt of comments as part of the 
public consultation. The options identified above arose from the route options 
study undertaken in 2018, a copy of which is attached at Appendix A. 

3.2 A public consultation outcomes report has been prepared which summarises 
the consultation process and presents the outcomes. It is attached at 
Appendix 2.  Within is to be found information on the methods of 
consultation, material generated and consultation arrangements including the 
6 public exhibitions held. Section 4 presents and analyses the results of the 
consultation which saw 617 responses received in total. These responses 
incorporated the views received from stakeholders and consultees, including 
the public, local government and organisations. Headline outcomes from the 
consultation are as follows:

 80% of the respondents were from the Cullompton area.
 The majority agreed with the need for a relief road (yes 77%, no 13%, not 

sure 10%). 
 The majority thought most of the relief road should be located to the west 

of the motorway (61%) rather than to the east (39%). 
 Option A: 22% support, 71% oppose.
 Option B: 54% support, 40% oppose.
 Option C: 33% support, 54% oppose.
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 A clear preference was shown for Option B in response to the question: 
Which option do you prefer? Preferred option: A 15%, B 45%, C 27%, 
none 14%. 

 Overall the consultation responses are considered to be a representative 
sample of the population of Cullompton. This conclusion is drawn by 
analysing responses against 2011 Census data by age and gender.

3.3 At the meeting of Mid Devon District Council on 19th December 2019 it was 
resolved as follows (Motion 552): 
‘That this Council would like a second stage of consultation on the Relief 
Road once a preferred route has been identified to feed into and comment on 
the further more detailed work which will take place on development of 
junction strategies, engineering, environmental assessments and so on, prior 
to submission of a formal planning application. 

Further to that, that this Council ensures that residents and businesses within 
Cullompton are informed in advance of the consultation commencing by direct 
contact via a letter or leaflet delivery. 

Also, that hard copies of information regarding the consultation and means of 
responding be left in public buildings in the town in order that people who are 
not online or comfortable using computers can easily access and contribute to 
the consultation.’

In line with the contents of Motion 552, this report includes a recommendation 
that Devon County Council considers holding a second consultation following 
completion of the technical verification work and in advance of the submission 
of a planning application. 

4.0 Preferred route option.

4.1 A report on preferred route option is attached at Appendix 1 and has been 
produced by consultants on behalf on Mid Devon District Council and Devon 
County Council. This report summarises and assesses the available 
information to date to make an informed decision over a preferred route for 
the relief road and takes into account a series of technical reports, 
assessments and the outcomes of the public consultation. 

4.2 Flood risk.

4.2.1 Detailed flood risk assessments have been commissioned for each of the 
option routes and it was anticipated that they would all have been completed 
by this time. However, flood risk assessments for route options A and C are 
currently further advanced than that for option B. A position statement over 
route options has now been received from the Environment Agency as 
follows:

Route Option A
The Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) constitutes a sound study of the flood risks 
in this part of the Culm floodplain.  The FRA demonstrates that in principle 
option A would be acceptable from a flood risk management perspective.  
However, if this route were chosen as the preferred option then further work 
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will be required on the final detailed design to demonstrate adequate 
mitigation/compensation for lost floodplain, and provision of suitable warning 
systems and evacuation plans to ensure that road use restrictions and 
diversion measures can be instigated.

Compensation and mitigation will also be required from an ecological 
perspective due to the likely loss of trees, hedge lines and floodplain habitat. 

Route Option B
This route option is acceptable in principle subject to appropriate mitigation.  
Whilst the initial flood modelling work indicates a reduction in flood risks in the 
CCA fields west of the road it also indicates an increase in risk around Tesco 
and the Long Meadow industrial estate.  Further flood modelling work is 
therefore required to demonstrate what additional mitigation is required to 
compensate for lost floodplain and to ensure risks to third parties are 
acceptable.  

If this is chosen as the preferred option then further work will be required to 
demonstrate the acceptability of the final detailed design, 
mitigation/compensation for lost floodplain, and provision of suitable warning 
systems and evacuation plans to ensure that road use restrictions and 
diversion measures can be instigated

Compensation and mitigation will also be required from an ecological 
perspective due to the likely loss of trees, hedge lines and floodplain habitat. 

Route Option C
This route option would cross the functional floodplain of the River Culm.  
Initial flood modelling work has indicated that this option would increase flood 
risk to residential properties adjacent to Rivermead and Chestnut Avenue.  
The modelling also indicates that potential mitigation measures available for 
Option C are limited and could be ineffective or unsustainable. 

This option would result in floodplain habitat loss and disconnection of the 
river from its floodplain (in a north/south alignment) on the western side of the 
motorway with impacts on the floodplain habitats and possible water 
framework directive implications.  There would also be constraint of the semi-
natural river realignment processes through the need to protect the 
embankments.  This could conflict with the objectives of the Water Framework 
Directive (or the legislation which supersedes it post-Brexit).

4.2.2 The Environment Agency has also confirmed that further FRA work is required 
on the option B route to consider in more detail potential mitigation measures. 
Further modelling work is taking place to inform the FRA work in accordance 
with discussions with the Environment Agency. This additional work will inform 
detailed design and further route appraisal which would also feed into the 
planning application process. 

4.2.3 Further flood mitigation measure modelling will inform the project through a 
technical verification process. 

4.3 Ecology.
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3.3.1 Ecological consultants have been appointed to undertake ecological 
assessment and therefore identify whether any significant ecological impacts 
are likely to arise as a result of the route options. The reports are at Appendix 
C and are also summarised at section 4.0 of the preferred route option report 
(Appendix 1). This suite of three ecological reports are presented as 
preliminary ecological assessments of land to the east of Cullompton 
(November 2016) and Cullompton Community Association Fields (April 2018) 
together with an ecological assessment for relief road routes east and west of 
the M5 at Cullompton (December 2018). These reports identify habitat types, 
ecological interest and likely species. The December 2018 report extended 
the phase 1 survey to include surveys for a range of protected species.

4.3.2 Within the preferred route options report (Appendix 1), all three route options 
are identified as having a ‘moderate adverse’ effect on local ecology with 
direct effects upon local biodiversity as a result of habitat loss during both 
construction and operational phases of the scheme. It is important to note that 
this moderate adverse impact is without any mitigation measures. At planning 
application stage, environmental impact assessment will be required in 
accordance with relevant Regulations. Mitigation of the ecological impacts will 
be considered as part of the Environmental Statement that will be prepared to 
support a planning application. The obligation is to eliminate or reduce impact 
where reasonably possible. 

4.4 Heritage including archaeology.

4.4.1 Consultants have also been engaged to consider the route options against 
heritage and archaeological interests to gauge the likely extent of any 
impacts. The report is located at Appendix C and is also summarised at 
section 5.0 of the preferred route option report (Appendix 1).

4.4.2 The report reviews the historic environment and specific heritage assets in the 
area, determines the significance of heritage assets that could be affected by 
the proposal and determines the effect of the different proposed road scheme 
route options upon the significance of these heritage assets. A review of 
heritage assets identified the majority to be from post-medieval and modern 
periods and to be of local and low heritage significance. Recorded finds 
include a Neolithic hammer and Romano-British coin from along the alignment 
of route option A. The report concludes that route option B presents the least 
impact upon known and previously unrecorded significant archaeological 
features, deposits and artefacts. For all three routes there was not considered 
to be any overriding archaeological constraints to the proposed development.

4.4.3 The setting of eight heritage assets were also assessed: the Parish Church of 
St Andrews (grade I listed), Nork House and Old Chimes on Gravel Walk 
(grade II listed), First Bridge on Duke Street (grade II listed) and the 
Scheduled Ancient Monument including 2 roman forts and 2 camps on St 
George’s Hill. The impact upon Cullompton Conservation Area was also 
assessed. 

4.4.4 Option A is considered to have a low impact (less than substantial harm) upon 
the Church of St Andrews and the 2 listed buildings known as Nork House 
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and Old Chimes. Route options B and C were considered to have no impact 
upon the settings of assessed heritage assets. In considering the impact of 
route option A upon the setting of Cullompton Conservation Area, it was 
predicted to have an adverse impact upon the character area along the Mill 
Leat to the east of the Conservation Area. However, this impact was predicted 
to be more than offset by the wider benefits to the Conservation Area of 
reducing traffic through the town centre, significantly enhancing its character 
and appearance as experienced within the historic core and other nearby 
designated heritage assets. Options B and C would have least impact upon 
the settings of designated assets.

4.4.5 The report concludes overall that option B would offer least impact upon the 
historic environment, both in terms of potential buried remains, upstanding 
landscape features and the setting of heritage assets within the surrounding 
landscape to which it offers no impact. The proposed development was in all 
instances seen as being consistent with the requirements of the National 
Planning Policy Framework as well as other relevant and local policy.

4.5 Traffic Assessment

4.5.1 Devon County Council has undertaken traffic modelling for the 3 route options 
to determine impact upon traffic flows at different development scenarios for 
each. This modelling is based on traffic counts and a traffic model that have 
been developed for the Cullompton area. The effect of each route option upon 
traffic flows in the town centre, J28 and surrounding road network in terms of 
operation and capacity was considered. The ability to enable future 
development planned for in the Cullompton area was included.

4.5.2 The report concludes that in light of a Planning Inspector’s decision over what 
constitutes acceptable queuing on Station Road in the morning peak in 
relation to J28, 774 dwellings at North West Cullompton, Colebrook and 
Knowle Lane may come forward in advance of the relief road. The County 
Council has separately clarified that this is in the knowledge of the provision of 
the relief road. All 3 route option alignments proposed would provide 
additional highway capacity to accommodate the remaining 750 dwellings at 
NW Cullompton together with a first phase of 500 dwellings to the east of the 
motorway on the site proposed for the Culm Garden Village. After this, a 
strategic intervention to address motorway junction capacity would be 
required. Assessment of capacity of the highway network considered traffic 
queuing to and from the town centre and junction 28 in the AM and PM peak, 
but also the extent to which such queuing would extend back towards the 
motorway junction and onto the northbound off slip in the pm peak. 

4.5.3 Route options A and B were considered to have the same level of mitigation 
to the High Street by providing an alternative route to J28. Option C allows for 
traffic to choose to travel on the other side of the motorway helping to 
distribute traffic more across the junction, thereby providing slightly more 
benefits to Junction 28.

4.5.4 Options A and B provide a direct alternative route to the High Street, removing 
approximately 40% of the traffic out of the High Street once the proposed 
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developments are complete. In comparison, option C is a longer route and 
predicted to remove 30% of peak hour traffic out of the High Street. 

4.5.5 The report concludes that route options A and B are likely to remove more 
traffic from the High Street, but Option C is likely to offer more relief to J28.

4.6 Alternative routes /variation of route

4.6.1 Through the public consultation process, 3 further options were suggested by 
respondents. These are addressed within section 7.0 of the preferred route 
options report at Appendix 1 together with plans provided for these 
alternative routes at Appendix F. These alternatives propose firstly; a new 
motorway junction at the location of Duke Street /Old Hill bridge, a new north-
south road line to the east of the motorway slightly further east from the 
already discounted option D and finally, an addition to option B at the 
southern end to take it south of Duke Street. Assessment of each of these 
suggestions has been made. 

4.6.2 A new motorway junction at Duke Street /Old Hill bridge is not considered to 
be a viable alternative due to the adverse impact upon safety arising from the 
proximity to the existing junction. This is in relation to new northern slip roads 
with insufficient distance from the existing junction. In addition it does not 
provide a relief road for the town centre. In the view of the highway 
consultants employed on this project it would not deliver the same degree of 
benefit to town town centre as relief road route options A to C.

4.6.3 The second alternative route put forward through the consultation process is 
similar to option D in that it is broadly north–south, running parallel to the 
motorway on its eastern side for much of its route and would link Honiton 
Road to Duke Street. It would be located further east than option D and be 
close to the new housing at Rivels Green. Following Environment Agency 
advice, routes in this area are not considered acceptable due to impact upon 
the River Culm and surrounding area. There is considered to be insufficient 
width to accommodate it to mitigate for flood impacts.

4.6.4 The third alternative is similar to option B, but extends the length of the relief 
road carriageway at the southern end to accommodate the change in 
elevation to the south of Duke Street. The line of the relief road would cross 
Duke Street and introduce a loop on its southern side. A plan showing this 
arrangement is to be found at section 7.0 of the preferred options report. This 
suggestion could be given greater consideration at the next stage of the 
project should option B be confirmed as the preferred route. It could reduce 
vegetation loss, give greater distance from listed First Bridge, reduce the 
number of affected land ownerships and reduce impact upon Cullompton 
Community Association land. The part of the alternative relating to the M5 
crossing is not considered feasible.

4.7 Scheme delivery.

4.7.1 Land assembly and acquisition is necessary to deliver the road and will 
involve negotiation with a range of land owners and other interested parties. 
Independent valuation advice has been gained. Being commercially 
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confidential it is not referred to further in this report, but the cost of option A 
would be expected to have the lowest relative land acquisition / compensation 
cost, option B would be higher, due to the additional need to compensate for 
the impact upon the cricket and bowling clubs. Option C includes land 
proposed to be allocated for development, thereby having development value. 
Its land costs would be expected to be higher than option A, but depending on 
the impact upon development value of land to the east of the motorway could 
be either more or less expensive than option B. 

4.7.2 Due to the indicative nature of the route options work to date, detailed 
estimates of cost of construction cannot be produced at this stage. However 
an initial, high level estimate was provided at the time of the public 
consultation taking into account relative road length, structures and junctions. 
The consultant also applied estimated costs from similar projects.  The 
updated estimated cost for the delivery of the relief road taking into account 
updated information including the valuation advice relative to each route is as 
follows:

Option A £10.5 million
Option B £14 million
Option C £51-53 million

These estimates exclude the cost of primary mitigation and professional fees. 

4.7.3 The relief road project is the subject of a bid to the Housing Infrastructure 
Fund. Delivery of infrastructure under this fund is required in 2021. Due to the 
length of route and bridging structures required to cross the railway line, 
motorway and River Culm it is not considered that route option C would be 
able to be delivered within this timescale. In contrast, whilst challenging, it is 
considered that route options A or B could be delivered within the timescale 
set by this fund. 

4.8 Preferred route.

4.8.1 Section 9.0 of the preferred route options report (Appendix 1), deals with the 
recommendation of a single route as being preferred subject to further 
technical verification. Consideration of the outcome of the route options stage 
has drawn on representations made through the recent public consultation 
exercise, technical work undertaken to date and relative impact of the route 
options upon a range of environmental considerations. It also takes into 
account discussions with stakeholders and statutory bodies such as the 
Environment Agency, the expected outcome of work currently underway such 
as the flood risk assessments and issues relating to delivery, relative cost and 
funding. The report draws together the strands of work and relevant 
considerations in coming to a conclusion over the preferred route.

4.8.2 There was 77% support for the need for a relief road as indicated via the 
public consultation. Option B was the preferred route of the local community, it 
does not segregate the majority of the community association fields from the 
town centre and population of Cullompton and there is a variation of route to 
the south with less impact on the CCA fields that can be investigated further.  
Whilst the Cricket and Bowling Clubs would be impacted by this route, the 
Cricket Club has indicated a willingness to relocate, having outgrown its 
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existing premises and has aspirations to expand. The Bowling Club has 
indicated a willingness to work collaboratively to address the impacts of the 
development upon them were this route chosen. The cost estimate for option 
B is not considered prohibitive to its delivery in relation to the £10 million 
funding bid through the HIF process and is viable to be delivered through the 
HIF timescale. 

4.8.3 Taking all this into account it is recommended that route Option B be the 
preferred route, but that this be subject to a process of further technical 
verification as the project progresses.

4.9 Technical verification.

4.9.1 It is proposed that a process of technical verification take place to inform the 
project further. This will update the technical evidence base, feeding into 
preferred route decision making and verify the viability of the project through 
revised cost estimates. The scope of this verification work is set out in section 
10.0 of the preferred route option report and will be expected to cover:

 The design optimisation of the preferred route, including alignment and 
cross-sections.

 Closer consideration of the route at the southern end of option B, to 
assess whether the alternative route suggested in this area should be 
incorporated.

 Flood risk assessments for all alternative route options are not yet 
complete, including that for option B. Their completion, taking into account 
mitigation / compensation measures and the view of the Environment 
Agency will be important considerations in progressing the project further, 
updating design an cost estimates.

 Noise and air quality: preliminary assessments for each route are 
underway and will predict the impact of each upon sensitive receptors and 
the resultant change in noise and air quality. This will be used for 
verification and to inform design.

 Highway improvements and access arrangements such as to Meadow 
Lane / Exeter Road, Duke Street and revised / new highway access 
arrangements to affected land and property interests.

 Updated construction and land cost estimates taking into account the 
further information.

5.0 Next steps. 

5.1 A decision is sought from the Cabinet of Mid Devon District Council over the 
route to be regarded going forward as preferred and that this be subject to a 
technical verification process.  As the Highway Authority, it will be for Devon 
County Council to facilitate the delivery of the new road and that Council has 
been identified as the delivery partner for the scheme in discussions with 
Homes England over the live HIF bid. Mid Devon District Council 
recommendations would therefore need be made to the County Council. 
These recommendations have been formulated to cover the issues of 
preferred route, that technical verification work be undertaken and that a 
planning application be drawn up for the road together with supporting 
documentation. The County Council would be the planning applicant, 
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submitting any planning application to Mid Devon District Council for 
determination. 

5.2 It is understood that a report on the proposed relief road will be considered by 
the Cabinet of Devon County Council. This is currently scheduled for March 
2019.

5.3 At the time of writing this report there is no final decision from Homes England 
over the Council’s £10 million bid under the Housing Infrastructure Fund. At a 
previous meeting of Cabinet it was resolved to approve a £100,000 budget to 
progress the project to fund associated technical work. Under provisions 
within the Financial Procedure Rules this was subsequently extended to 
£132,000 and has allowed the project to proceed to the current position of 
selecting a preferred route. This £132,000 has been met from air quality S106 
funds collected to advance the relief road.

Cabinet has also resolved previously that:
In the event that HIF funding from Homes England is confirmed, delegated
authority be granted to the Head of Planning, Economy and Regeneration and
the Director of Finance, Assets and Resources (Section 151 Officer), in
consultation with the Cabinet Member for Planning and Regeneration, to
approve a further budget of up to £300,000 to support pre-application work 
which would then be reimbursed through the HIF fund.

It is to be noted that this was therefore only authorised once HIF funding was 
confirmed.

5.4 The outcome of the HIF bid is currently unknown. However should it be 
confirmed, the road will need to be delivered to a very tight timescale. In order 
to meet this timescale, work must continue to progress the project to the next 
stages of technical verification and the preparation of a planning application 
together with associated documentation which will include the submission of 
an environmental statement prepared under the Environmental Impact 
Assessment Regulations. This documentation will take time to prepare, 
necessitating a commitment to undertake these next steps to progress the 
project in the absence of a HIF funding outcome and therefore uncertainty 
over whether this further cost would be reimbursed through the HIF fund. The 
work would not be abortive, since progressing the project to planning 
application determination would provide certainty and allow S106 funds to 
continue to be collected from qualifying developments and greater 
capitalisation of any further funding streams or forward funding opportunities. 
Therefore the recommendations over preferred route and next steps for the 
project are made irrespective of the outcome of the HIF process and to 
reduce risk of the project stalling. 

5.5 The County Council estimates the cost of progressing the route Option B relief 
road to the stage of planning application submission to be an additional 
£250,000. Mid Devon District Council has been collecting S106 monies from 
qualifying developments for both the relief road project specifically and more 
generally to undertake air quality improvement mitigation measures in 
Cullompton. The delivery of the relief road is identified in the air quality action 
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plan as a significant planned mitigation measure. There is sufficient S106 
money collected to fund this work. Accordingly it is also recommended that an 
additional £250,000 of S106 funds are utilised. Subject to the outcome of the 
meeting of Devon County Council’s Cabinet, this will allow the relief road 
project to progress in a timely manner through its next key stages. This further 
£250,000 of funding is currently considered at risk in the absence of a final 
decision over HIF and if planning permission is granted, there will only be a 
certain timescale within which it must be implemented or the permission will 
lapse. However, there are considered to be substantial policy reasons to 
progress the project by securing a preferred route alignment and gaining 
planning permission.

Contact for any more information Jenny Clifford, Head of Planning, 
Economy and Regeneration
01884 234346
jclifford@middevon.gov.uk 

Adrian Welsh, Group Manager Growth 
Economy and Delivery
01884 234344
 awelsh@middevon.gov.uk 
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