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This document sets out the West Hill Parish Council response to the EDDC Emerging East Devon Local 

Plan public consultation held 7th Nov 2022 – 15th Jan 2023.  Our response is in two parts 

 

A. West Hill Parish Council Drop-In session held on 18th November 2022 

B. Our detailed response to the Draft Local Plan. 

 

Section A 

 

West Hill Parish Council held a Local Plan consultation event for residents on 18th November 2022 and 

this document reflects the feedback from residents.  

 

The event was very well attended over a 4 hour period.   Many residents took the opportunity to study 

the information provided and to raise questions and concerns.  These ranged from matters local to West 

Hill but also on the implications for the wider East Devon Area.   Common themes were 

 

1. Housing Targets 

 

The East Devon Housing Target was an issue raised by many residents at the event (and also 

at EDDC led webinars/events).  There was a common concern that a formula derived target 

could be set without regard to the planning constraints of the District, such as the AONBs, which 

would result in irreversible changes to the character of East Devon, it’s green spaces and 

individual towns/villages. 

 

The Written Ministerial Statement by Michael Gove on 6th December 2022 considered Local 

Housing Targets and set out a clear direction for proposed changes to the NPPF which may 

have implications for the Local Plan Review now underway. 

WHPC considers that EDDC should seriously consider making a case to revise the housing 

target downwards, WHPC looks forward to the EDDC consideration of this matter and in 

particular the Written Statement, including : 

 I will be making further changes to the planning system, alongside the Levelling Up and 

Regeneration Bill, to place local communities at the heart of the planning system. 

 I will retain a method for calculating local housing need figures, but consult on 

changes. I do believe that the plan-making process for housing has to start with a 

number. This number should, however, be an advisory starting point, a guide that is 

not mandatory. It will be up to local authorities, working with their communities, to 



 

determine how many homes can actually be built, taking into account what should be 

protected in each area 

 My changes will instruct the Planning Inspectorate that they should no longer override 

sensible local decision making, which is sensitive to and reflects local constraints 

and concerns. Overall this amounts to a rebalancing of the relationship between local 

councils and the Planning Inspectorate, and will give local communities a greater say 

in what is built in their neighbourhood. 

 We will end the obligation on local authorities to maintain a rolling five-year supply of 

land for housing where their plans are up-to-date. Therefore for authorities with a local 

plan, or where authorities are benefitting from transitional arrangements, the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development and the ‘tilted balance’ will typically 

not apply in relation to issues affecting land supply. 

 further measures that would prioritise the use of brownfield land. 

 These reforms will help to deliver enough of the right homes in the right places and will 

do that by promoting development that is beautiful, that comes with the right 

infrastructure, that is done democratically with local communities rather than to 

them, that protects and improves our environment, and that leaves us with better 

neighbourhoods than before.  

 

2.  Infrastructure 

 

Serious concerns regarding infrastructure were voiced by the majority of residents. They were 

extremely concerned that the Draft Local Plan did not acknowledge the current “infrastructure” 

inadequacies such as: 

 

- Schools over-subscribed/limited places 

- Medical/Dental practices under severe and increasing pressure.  The Parish Council is 

aware that the Coleridge Medical Centre, supporting the West Hill/Ottery St Mary, has 

already voiced their serious concern to NHS England regarding the impact of proposed 

developments (Cranbrook extension) on their services, staffing, premises etc 

- Highways - village/towns under pressure from existing traffic volumes + inadequate 

parking provision.  Rural roads/lanes unsuitable for traffic volumes 

- Shopping facilities - West Hill is served by one shop and Post Office, part of a nation-

wide chain, offering a limited range of goods.  The future of this shop remains uncertain 

having twice survived a cull of stores. 

- Transport - poor/non-existing provision.  Often unsuitable for those travelling to work 

and so further increasing traffic volumes.  Nationally, bus service providers are 

expected to further reduce service provision. 

- Environment + Sewage – Sewage Treatment Plants across the Otter Valley, including 

Fluxton, have limited and at times insufficient capacity to cope with current volumes 

leading to sewage  into the potentially illegal dumping of raw sewage.  

 



 

Whilst these “services” are provided by other authorities residents feared further significant 

development in the area together with the lack of “joined up/forward thinking” would inevitably 

result in further unacceptable deterioration of infrastructure and services.  Many cited 

Cranbrook as an example of limited infrastructure developments delivered many years after the 

housing development was begun. 

 

 

3. Responding to the DRAFT Local Plan 

 

Since the consultation event many residents have contacted the Parish Council to express their 

concern regarding the Commonplace Consultation website having found it  

- Superficial (smiley faces),   

- Difficult to navigate 

- Inadequate/difficult to provide a detailed response 

- Sometimes doesn’t log the comments that have been entered 

 

The Parish Council is concerned that the results of the Consultation may not be representative 

as, we understand, some residents have abandoned their attempt to submit their feedback 

whilst others may have intended to submitted letters directly to EDDC Planning. 

 

 

Section B 

 

We respond to the following elements of the Draft Local Plan: 

 

Spatial Strategy – Strategic Policy 1 

 

West Hill Parish Council (WHPC) supports the principles behind the Spatial Strategy. However, there 

are concerns about the concept of a new town close to Exeter, which would be built entirely on 

greenfield land in what is currently open agricultural countryside. 

 

The major concern with this policy is that the proposed housing distribution does not tally with the 

hierarchy of settlements (see further comments on Strategic Policy 2 – Housing Distribution).  

 

The Plan could be found unsound because of this.  

  

Strategic Policy 2 – Housing Distribution 

 

WHPC has concerns about the housing distribution as described in Strategic Policy 2. The principles 

behind the hierarchy of settlements are not carried through into the numbers of houses to be built in the 

various tiers.  

 



 

There is disproportionate growth in some Tier 3 and Tier 4 villages as compared to the major towns in 

Tier 1 and Tier 2. For example, West Hill has nearly 10% proposed growth, while Exmouth, the Tier 1 

town has only around 2% growth.  

 

The possible significant developments at Feniton and Whimple would lead to those villages nearly 

doubling in size, which is totally inappropriate and contrary to the Spatial Strategy. It makes no sense 

to have major development in a Tier 4 settlement which does not have the infrastructure or facilities to 

support it. 

 

It is also not right that several Tier 4 villages are not proposed for any development. 

  

 

Strategic Policy 5 – Mixed Use developments incorporating housing, employment and 

community facilities. 

 

WHPC has concerns about these policies to include employment land in Tier 3 and 4 settlements on 

mixed use sites. Whilst we recognise the objective of improving settlement self-containment, there are 

serious concerns about the nature of any employment sites, associated traffic movements, noise and 

nuisance within a residential area. Feedback from residents showed that these policies were deeply 

unpopular 
 

 

Strategic Policy 6 (Development inside Settlement Boundaries) is broadly acceptable but is written 

in general terms and does not discuss individual settlement boundaries. 

 

The consultation website does not easily allow for proper public consultation (as invited in para 3.77) on 

the settlement boundaries that have been drawn for all the Tier 1 to 4 settlements. West Hill Parish 

Council (WHPC) considers that there should be an explicit consultation on the settlement 

boundaries for the individual settlements.  

 

WHPC objects to the proposed settlement boundary designated for West Hill.  

 

The current Built Up Area Boundary (BUAB) was established in the Villages Plan (2018), for which there 

was extensive public consultation, and which has gone through an Inspector’s Examination in 

Public. The BUAB was established on robust grounds, according to the principle of sustainable 

development, and should not be overturned lightly. 

 

The criteria used to define the settlement boundaries in the Local Plan 2020-2040 were agreed in 

Principle by the EDDC Strategic Planning Committee (SPC) in April 2021. However, the application of 

those criteria has not been brought before members. The first time that the new settlement boundaries 

were seen was when the Draft Plan was published with the papers for the 1st November SPC meeting.  

 



 

The criteria used to define settlement boundaries are identical to those used to define BUABs in the 

Villages Plan, with the addition of criteria B4,5 & 6. These allow for the settlement boundary to include 

any land between site allocations and the main built-up areas of the settlement, small sites that may be 

suitable for up to 5 dwellings, which would have been too small to be considered through the HELAA 

process, and larger sites which may present suitable development opportunities. In principle, this seems 

reasonable. However it is difficult to see how applying virtually the same criteria has led to a different 

result for West Hill’s settlement boundary. 

 

WHPC consider that the changes to the settlement boundary for West Hill, as compared to the 

2018 Villages Plan BUAB, are not acceptable and do not comply with the methodology or criteria. The 

proposed settlement boundary is significantly outside the 2018 Villages Plan BUAB and there is no 

rationale for these changes. 

 

The settlement boundary for West Hill should retain the 2018 Villages Plan BUAB, with only the addition 

of any sites that are allocated in the Local Plan (possibilities being WH04, WH06 and 2nd best 

WH01). The other new areas that are proposed to be included in the settlement boundary are not 

acceptable: they include rejected sites and areas in the village which would not support sustainable 

development.  

 

To look at some of these areas in more detail: 

 
 A large area north of Bendarroch Road and West Hill Road and along Toadpit Lane has been 

included. The description in the site-by-site assessment for the Villages Plan is “This large area 
of land lies on the northern edge of West Hill Village and comprises predominantly of detached 
dwellings in large gardens many served by private roads. There are also open spaces in the 
site and overall it has a degree of detachment from’ the physical built form of West Hill 
village.” The area was rejected for reasons C1 and C4, which are the same as in the criteria for 
the new Local Plan. There are no suitable sites for development in this area. The following sites 
within or just adjacent to this area have been refused for development: 
• A planning application for development of 3 houses at Little Portion 13/1756/OUT was refused, 

and the appeal dismissed (2210478) on the grounds that the site would not be a sustainable 
location for new dwellings. 

• There have been applications for new dwellings just outside the proposed settlement boundary 
at Beechcroft House (13/0388/FUL – refused. Appeal 2200278 dismissed, 14/2987/FUL 
refused. Appeal 3035869 dismissed) both times on the grounds of the site being an 
unsustainable location for development. 

• An application for an additional dwelling at Broad Hayes 20/0389/FUL was refused on the 
grounds that the site was remote from services and facilities in the village and it would 
constitute unsustainable development 

• An application for 3 dwellings at the old WI Hall 18/0308/FUL was refused, and the 
Appeal 3218802 dismissed, for a variety of reasons include conflict with the Neighbourhood 
Plan Policy NP6 “Valued Views”. This site is the same as West_17 in the new Local Plan, 
which has been rejected. It should not be included within the settlement boundary. 

 
• An application for a dwelling at Land below Treetops, Toadpit Lane 21/2531/FUL was refused 

and the Appeal 3303671 dismissed as an unsustainable location for development.This site is 
just adjacent to the proposed Settlement Boundary. Many of the Planning Inspector’s 
comments are relevant to the areas to be included in the proposed new Settlement Boundary.  
In particular,  

 
“5. ……….. Accessing these services and facilities would necessitate using the narrow, single 

lane road that is unlit and has no footways. Near the appeal site the road has no verges, 



 

being enclosed by trees and fences. There are no public passing places to the lane, thereby 
necessitating a reliance of all users of the highway upon private accesses and land to pass 
each other. The nature of the lane is such that anyone using it, including those familiar with 
it, would have to be highly alert at all times to the presence of other users so as to avoid 
conflict. 

6. It might be that the day-to-day needs of the appellant could be met through using electric 
vehicles, but it cannot be assumed that future occupiers could or would be able to do the 
same. The propensity to walk or cycle is influenced not only by distance, but also by the 
quality of the experience. For some pedestrians and cyclists the distances to nearby 
services and facilities and the physical demands necessitated by the steep nature of the 
topography would mean that sustainable methods of transport would not be an option. The 
use of such routes during hours of darkness and in the winter during adverse weather would 
not be an alternative for many. Having regard to the particular circumstances of the location, 
it is likely that future occupants would be reliant on motor vehicles with the consequential 
environmental harm resulting from increased journeys.” 

 

  
 Various sites to the east of the 2018 BUAB – part of West_16 which is thickly wooded and not 

suitable for development, and part of West_09. The 2018 site-by-site assessment said: “This 
large area of land lies on the eastern edge of West Hill Village and comprises of a mixture of 
detached dwellings, farm land/buildings and garden associated with an apartment building. The 
site is rural in character and any development would extend the built form of the village.” The 
areas were excluded on criteria C1,C3 and C4 in 2018 and should not be included in the new 
settlement boundary 

 
 An area south-east of the 2018 BUAB –Local Plan site West_10 The Pygthle. The 2018 

assessment said: “The site comprises of farm buildings surrounded by open agricultural land. The 
site, overall, does not form part of the built fabric of the village.” It was excluded on criteria C1 
and C4. This assessment has not changed, and the site should not be included in the settlement 
boundary. It would not be suitable for development. The site was rejected as unsustainable in the 
HELAA assessment. 

 
 An area to the south of the 2018 BUAB – along Hawkins Lane. The 2018 Villages Plan 

assessment concluded that the hilly nature of this area made it unlikely that people would walk 
or cycle to the village centre and facilities, and it was therefore excluded. This assessment has 
not changed and this area should not be included within the settlement boundary. 

 
 An area to the west of the 2018 BUAB – the east side of the B3180. The 2018 site-by-site 

assessment said: This area comprises predominantly of detached dwellings set in large gardens. 
There are also some green fields and farm buildings in the identified area. The area is physically 
remote from the core built form of West Hill.” It was excluded on criteria C1, C3 and C4. This 
assessment has not changed. A planning application for a site just adjacent to the proposed 
settlement boundary at Land adj. Tatry 20/1618/FUL was refused and subsequent 
appeal3276272 was dismissed because it would be unsustainable and lacked accessibility. 
These reasons would apply to any other proposed development in this area. 

  
 

Strategic Policy 8– Development of a second new town east of Exeter 

 

WHPC acknowledges that it would be very difficult to meet the required housing development without 

the provision of a second new town. However it is deeply regrettable that this will lead to the loss of 

greenfield land, which is agricultural land in open countryside. 

 

There are also serious concerns about the effects of such large development on infrastructure, which 

is already under considerable strain. In particular, there are serious concerns about the impact on 

highways and traffic, particularly at the Clyst St Mary roundabout (A379 with B3052) and Junctions 29 



 

and 30 of the M5. The impact assessment published in the supporting evidence seems to underestimate 

the effect on traffic which is already causing significant delays around the Clyst St Mary roundabout. 

 

The provision of sewage services is already inadequate, particularly around Clyst St Mary and there 

must be sufficient upgrading of the system before any further development is contemplated. 

 

There are no clear preferences between the 3 options for the site of the new town. On balance, Option 

1 may be preferable as it has slightly less highways impact on Clyst St Mary and Junction 30. 

 

 
 

Strategic Policy 22 – Ottery St Mary and its future development 

 

Ottery St Mary has already had significant amounts of growth in recent years, which has already put 

strain on infrastructure and facilities – notably schools, and GP services. Ottery cannot be expected to 

absorb significant further development without improvement in infrastructure.  

 

A planning application on the site Otry_09 was refused recently, partly on landscape grounds. It is 

difficult to see how these could be overcome with the proposed development. 

 

The proposed site Otry_01b encroaches on the Settlement containment area identified in Policy NP4 

of the Ottery St Mary & West Hill Neighbourhood Plan. It is unacceptable for this reason. 

 

There should be a Green Wedge over the whole area of the Settlement Containment NP4 Policy, not 

just the southern section of it. This is crucial in order to protect the separate identities of Ottery St Mary 

and West Hill and to prevent settlement coalescence. As can be seen from the sites submitted through 

the HELAA process, there is pressure from landowners/developers to develop sites which would 

effectively join Ottery St Mary and West Hill. This would be completely unacceptable 
 

Strategic Policy 26 – Development at service villages 

 

WHPC do not support the distribution of proposed development in that several villages do not have any 

new homes proposed. 

 

West Hill 

West Hill has had significant growth of more than 10% since the start of the current Local Plan in 2013. 

There has been little contribution to infrastructure and there are identified needs for public open space 

and recreation and sports facilities which have not been met.  These deficiencies must be addressed 

before new development is contemplated. 

 

The low-density development which is typical of West Hill means that the outskirts of the village are a 

considerable distance from the village centre and facilities. This is exacerbated by the hilly nature of the 



 

village lanes, with no footways or street lighting. Further development in these areas would not be 

sustainable.  

 

Many of the sites put forward through the HELAA process are on sites that are in the “Valued Views” 

identified for protection in the Ottery & West Hill Neighbourhood Plan Policy NP6. They have high 

landscape sensitivity and are not suitable for development. 

 

The current BUAB was determined in the Villages Plan 2018 after extensive public consultation, and 

Examination by the Inspector. The revised settlement boundary in this new Local Plan has extended 

the boundary to include areas which are inaccessible and development would be unsustainable. This 

is unacceptable. WHPC have made more detailed comments on this subject. 

 

It is very important that there should be a Green Wedge between Ottery St Mary and West Hill, to 

preserve their separate identities and prevent coalescence. This should cover the entire area of the 

Ottery St Mary and West Hill Neighbourhood Plan Policy NP4 Settlement Containment. 

 

Comments on proposed allocations for West Hill: 

 

Residents have expressed mixed views on the proposed allocations. Some see potential to improve 

connectivity by providing pedestrian and cycle pathways between West _04 & West_06, if the two 

developers could work together. This would provide connectivity between West Hill Road and 

Bendarroch Road. There were mixed views about the possibility of providing a road linkage between 

the two sites, with some residents seeing the benefits, but others having concerns about creating a rat-

run, or otherwise increasing traffic along narrow unsuitable roads. There could also be the potential to 

provide some open space and recreation space which is badly needed in the village. The proposed 

employment land was universally unpopular, with concerns about noise, increased traffic, and 

nuisance. 

 

West_04 Land adjoining Windmill Lane – around 26 dwellings and 0.1 Ha employment land: 

 

The main concerns around this site centre on the traffic impact. Windmill Lane is narrow and frequently 

has parked cars on the road. It is not suitable to provide access to this site.  

 

West_06 Land north and east of Eastfield – around 25 dwellings and 0.1 Ha employment land.  

 

The main concerns about this site are regarding traffic impact. The roads on the recent Eastfield 

developments are narrow and frequently obstructed by parked vehicles. This would be exacerbated by 

further development and could cause problems for local residents, delivery vehicles and emergency 

vehicles. 

 

There are also serious concerns about flooding from this site which affects the site. There are many 

springs and aquifers in this site, and water run-off could be exacerbated by further development. 

Residents of neighbouring properties in Perrys Gardens, Lowena Lane and Hayes End have contacted 



 

the Parish Council to express their concerns and to provide photographic evidence of previous flooding 

events.    

 

West_01 Land at Westhayes/Hayes End – around 6 dwellings 

 

There were mixed views on this site, with some residents seeing it appropriate for a sensitive low-

density development, so long as the existing trees were protected. Other residents greatly value 

the wooded land and associated wildlife, and the screening the site protects from the busy B3180. 

  

Comments on the “rejected” sites for West Hill: 

 

West Hill Parish Council regards the labelling of “rejected” as mis-leading and mis-representative as 

these sites may be re-considered at a later stage in the Local Plan Process.  It was clear that village 

residents mis-understood the site allocation  information presented in the draft plan and may not have 

submitted their feedback on the “rejected” sites. 

 

None of the “rejected” sites should be allocated as they would constitute unsustainable development 

for most of the sites. 

 

West_02 Field at junction adjacent to Prickly Pear House (at junction of B3180 Exmouth Road and 

Bendarroch Road. 

This site is sensitive with high landscape impact. It forms one of the “Valued Views” identified 

in Neighbourhood Plan Policy NP6 

 

West_03 Rear of Hasta La Vista, Windmill Lane.  

This site is adjacent to West_02. It has high landscape sensitivity. Previous planning 

applications on this land have been refused, and appeals dismissed largely on landscape 

grounds. 

 

West_05 Land off Oak Road 

There has been significant developer interest in this site over the past 10 years, with very 

significant opposition from local residents. A planning application has now been submitted for 

this site for 23 houses. There has been universal opposition to this from local residents and the 

Parish Council, with over 90 objections on the planning portal. 

There is a restrictive covenant on the land limiting any development to 2 dwellings. A TPO 

covers the site boundary and a mature oak tree on the site. 

The site is a significant distance outside the current BUAB or the proposed settlement 

boundary, and is an unsustainable location. The route to the village centre is hilly, along lanes 

with no footways or street lighting. 

The access to the site would be onto Oak Road, which is one of the “Valued Views” identified 

in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

Additionally the site is within the high pressure gas pipeline middle/outer zones 

 



 

West_07 Land at Lower Broad Oak Road 

There is a covenant on this land preventing housing development. It is also one of the “Valued 

Views” in the Neighbourhood Plan. The route to the village centre is hilly, along lanes with no 

footways or street lighting. The site is an unsustainable location. 

 

West_08 Land adjacent to Badgers Bend, Lower Broad Oak Road 

This site is one of the “Valued Views” in the Neighbourhood Plan. It has high landscape 

sensitivity and the site is covered by a TPO. The site is boggy with surface water flood risk. It 

is unsuitable for development. 

 

West_09 Land adjoining the Gap, Lower Broad Oak Road 

There is surface water flood risk on part of the site, and the site has high landscape sensitivity. 

 

West _10 Land east of The Pygthle, Lower Broad Oak Road 

This site contains redundant agricultural buildings. The access onto Lower Broad Oak Road is 

unsuitable for further dwellings. The site is prominent with high landscape sensitivity. 

The route to the village centre is hilly, along lanes with no footways or street lighting. The site 

is an unsustainable location. 

This site is included in the proposed settlement boundary, which is unacceptable. It should be 

excluded. 

 

West_11 Land adjacent to Hilden, Lower Broad Oak Road 

This site is inaccessible, along an unmade track. It is remote from the settlement area of West 

Hill, and it is not appropriate for development 

 

West_12 Hollybrook Nursery, Exmouth Road 

This is submitted for employment use. It is remote from the village, and access is dangerous 

onto the B3180 and with traffic going to and from the Rockbeare Quarry businesses. 

 

West_13 Weggis Farm, Higher Metcombe 

This site is remote from the settlement. The route to the village centre is hilly, along lanes with 

no footways or street lighting. The site is an unsustainable location. 

Access to the site would be onto Oak Road, which is a “Valued View” identified in the 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

Additionally the site is within the high pressure gas pipeline middle/outer zones, and in the 

Mineral Safeguarding Area 

 

West_14 Pikes Farm 

This site is remote from the settlement. The route to the village centre is hilly, along lanes with 

no footways or street lighting. The site is an unsustainable location. 

Additionally the site is within the high pressure gas pipeline middle/outer zones, and in the 

Mineral Safeguarding Area 

 



 

West_15 Flower Cottage, Elsdon Lane 

This site has a restrictive covenant preventing housing development. Also the access is over 

land owned by another individual. 

The site has landscape sensitivity and it provides an area of woodland and open land in the 

central part of the village, which contributes to the character of the village.  

It is not suitable for development 

 

West_16 Elsdon House, Elsdon Lane 

This site comprises gardens and woodland, with a public right of way running through it. The 

woodland (Elsdon Wood) is identified as a Local Green Space in the Neighbourhood Plan 

Policy NP5, and also is covered by a TPO. 

The site is not suitable for allocation, and should not be included within the settlement boundary. 

 

West_17 WI Building and adjoining land 

This is the site of an unsuccessful planning application for 3 houses, and the appeal was 

dismissed. The site is one of the Valued Views identified in the Neighbourhood Plan, and is 

sensitive as it forms the gateway to West Hill. 

There is a surface flood water risk. 

The site should not be allocated, and also should not be included within the settlement 

boundary 
 

Draft policy 78 – Green wedges 

 

West Hill Parish Council (WHPC) supports the principles enunciated in Policy 78. Work on the locations 

and boundaries of Green Wedges have not yet been completed. It is essential that there is the 

opportunity for proper full consultation when this assessment work is completed. 

 

In particular, WHPC strongly supports the inclusion of a Green Wedge between Ottery St Mary and 

West Hill, to cover the same as area as the “Settlement Containment” Policy NP4 of the Ottery St Mary 

and West Hill Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

The Draft Plan Chapter on Ottery St Mary states that it is proposed to designate the southern section 

of the settlement containment area as a Green Wedge. This proposal is not re-stated in the chapter on 

West Hill, which it should be. 

 

WHPC consider that the whole of the NP4 Settlement Containment Area should be included in the 

Green Wedge. The map of HELAA assessments shows that there are multiple sites in this 

area submitted for development – GH/ED/23, Otry_01a, Otry_01b and GH/ED/26. Development at any 

of these sites would lead to settlement coalescence and would be unacceptable 
 
 
 

----------- 


