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Dear Sirs 

 

MID DEVON LOCAL PLAN REVIEW CONSULATION  

REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF GROWEN ESTATES 

 

With reference to the above matter, please find enclosed herewith representations on behalf of Growen 

Estates.  

 

On behalf of my clients I can confirm that we would be pleased to meet with you to discuss these 

representations at your earliest convenience.  Please do not hesitate to contact me should we be able to 

assist with any further information.  

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

 

Dr Thomas S Rocke 

BA (Hons) PhD BTP (Dist) MRTPI 

Director 

 

Enc 
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The representations below set out the response of Growen Estates (GE) to the Proposed Modifications to 

the Mid Devon Local Plan Review (MDLPR) identified in the title banners.  GE previously made 

representations to the Proposed Submission Consultation Plan (February 2015).  Since those objections 

have not been resolved through the Proposed Modifications it is anticipated that they will be forwarded to 

the Examination Inspector for consideration.  Those previous objections form the basis of GE’s 

representations to the current version of the Proposed Submission Plan.  

 

 

 



 

 
13-Feb-17 
2 

 

PROPOSED MODIFICATION(S) 

73 

180 

POLICY CU1 NORTH WEST CULLOMPTON 

POLICIES MAP, CULLOMPTON 

  

 

OBJECTION 

 
 

The expansion of the North West Cullompton allocation is supported.  However, objection is raised to the 

extension of land to the west through reinstatement of land adjacent to, and north of, Tiverton Road (the 

‘Brunt’ land) that was previously removed from the designation.  Objections are also maintained to inclusion 

of the elevated land in the vicinity of Rull Hill / St George’s View that is allocated for Green Infrastructure in 

the adopted Local Plan.  For reasons raised in previous representations, the focus should be on a more 

compact and integrated allocation incorporating additional land at Growen Farm, in preference to the Brunt 

land more distant from the town centre of Cullompton and the proposed new local centre and associated 

community facilities, and more elevated land previously considered unsuitable for development and 

allocated as green infrastructure in the adopted Local Plan.  

 

Policy (CU1) requires comprehensive masterplanning of the development, to include two stages of public 

consultation and adoption as a SPD.  Through this process, the detailed distribution of land-uses across the 

mixed use allocation will be determined, informed by the detailed evidence base and site assessments that 

will form part of that masterplanning process.  Whilst SPD has already been produced, it was prepared 

within the policy framework, and therefore the smaller allocation, in the adopted Local Plan.  To the extent 

that it prejudges the provisions of the MDLPR, it can be afforded limited weight, and will need to be revisited 

in the light of the finally adopted MDLPR policies.  Since SPD is, by definition, ‘supplementary’ to the 

Development Plan, it would be procedurally incorrect for the SPD to be construed as predetermining the 

provisions of the MDLPR, and in particular a distribution of the provisions for development and associated 

green infrastructure.   

 

A copy of the submissions made by GE to consultation on the SPD is included at Annex 1 to these 

representations.  In those representations, concern was expressed about the SPD being seen to prejudge 

the provisions of the emerging MDLPR.  It is appreciated that, at the time of preparation of the SPD, there 

were pressures to accommodate up to 1,200 homes, and ensure the viability of infrastructure delivery 
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(Schools, roads etc) within the scope of the allocation at that time, and which may have constrained the 

most optimal distribution of land uses.  However, the MDLPR provides an opportunity to review the previous 

allocation and distribution of development and green infrastructure, and to ensure that the optimal solution 

is now achieved to deliver the most sustainable arrangement of development, and to ensure the viability of 

associated community infrastructure, in particular a local centre and swimming pool.         

 

The arrangement and distribution currently shown on the Local Plan Proposals Map is sub-optimal in terms 

of land that is identified for development and that which is set aside for green infrastructure.  It is not a 

sustainable distribution in land-use terms, and departs, without justification, from clear environmental 

protection principles established through the adopted policy in respect of which there has not been a 

material change in circumstances.  Moreover, it is sub-optimal in terms of ensuring the viability and 

deliverability of the local centre, and other community infrastructure such as the swimming pool that has 

strong local support.  Therefore, as currently shown, the Plan is unsound since the provisions of a key 

policy are neither ‘justified’, nor are they likely to be ‘effective’, as required in accordance with the provisions 

of the NPPF (para. 182).   

 

Therefore, whilst strongly supporting the proposals for an urban extension to the north-west of Cullompton 

as set out in Policies CU1-CU6, objection is raised to their current configuration on the accompanying 

Proposals Map.  GE’s particular concerns relating to the provisions of the Plan in its current form are set out 

below.   

 

Objections to Current Site Configuration  

 

The evidence from the Masterplanning exercise undertaken pursuant to the adopted Local Plan policy 

indicated that the allocation as currently configured in emerging Policy CU1 and associated Proposals Map 

is not sustainable, and indeed, is unlikely to deliver the requirements of the policy.  The current allocation 

includes land that is not available for development, land within floodplain, areas that are too steep for 

residential development, and land that is required for other uses (such as School development).  It is also 

unsustainable to the extent that it fails to afford priority to development of land that is of gentle topography 

with minimal visual impact over that which is more sensitive owing to its slope and prominence.  Between 4-

5 hectares is considered to be unsuitable and/or unavailable for development, in addition to which, the 

apportionment between development land and that identified for green infrastructure is neither justified nor 

supported by the emerging evidence base.  Of particular concern is the slope on the west side of St 
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George’s Hill which, as the contours highlight, is likely to result in development being neither viable nor 

acceptable in environmental terms.    

 

GE’s land (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Growen land’), is identified (yellow shading) on the plan at Annex 

2, and exemplifies the deficiencies in the current site configuration.  Whilst part of the Growen land is 

allocated for development, more than half of it is identified for green infrastructure, with a small portion 

outside the allocation altogether.  The use of the majority of the Growen land for green infrastructure would 

be inappropriate given that it is one of the most sustainable parts of the urban extension area for reasons 

that are summarised below.  Moreover, the provisions for green infrastructure are excessive, and need to 

be rebalanced against the additional requirements for development.  

 

Visual / Recreational Amenities  

 

The Growen land is comparatively level and low-lying.  Its visual impact is therefore minimal compared with 

other parts of the urban extension area.  This is endorsed in the Sustainability Appraisal in which it was 

acknowledged that: 

 

The Landscape and Visual Appraisal concludes:  Growen Farm will be closely related to future 

development, although it is currently quite separate from Cullompton.  However, there are relatively 

few publicly accessible viewpoints of the site … (p. 259) 

 

It is germane that the green infrastructure strategy in the adopted DPD was to maintain an extensive area 

of green infrastructure on the hill-top and surrounding sloping land to the north-east of the Growen land.  

This was again endorsed by the Sustainability Appraisal in which it is held that: 

 

… The more elevated parts of the site (such as St Andrews Hill and Rull Hill) are more sensitive to 

development because of their visibility in the landscape (particularly on the north and west facing 

slopes).  (p.258, emphasis added) 

 

However, in the revised allocation now proposed the green infrastructure is significantly reduced and 

focuses more on the hill-top alone, with development now proposed on the rising land surrounding it.  The 

elevated land previously deemed unsuitable for development has not reduced in its environmental 

sensitivity.  The justification for departing from the previously established principles has therefore not been 

made and is not supported by the evidence base.  GE supports the principle that has been established for 
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locating the School on the east slope of St George’s Hill, where it will function as a focal point for the 

allocation.  

 

A more appropriate development strategy would be to retain a significant area of green infrastructure in a 

location that is central within the development area and therefore maximises accessibility to it for both the 

existing and future populations, and locates development on the less sloping sites, notably the Growen land 

to the west of the existing proposed green infrastructure.  Since development on the Growen land would 

wrap around the south-western side of the area of green infrastructure as proposed in the adopted Plan, it 

would be very accessible to the future community, and would retain a green core to the urban extension 

area whilst providing access to the countryside beyond.  It would more accessible to the existing 

community, and provide a more extensive, coherent and utilisable area of open space for both formal and 

informal recreational uses.  It would therefore enhance the community benefits of the green infrastructure 

that would be delivered as part of the overall development, and the visual amenities would be enhanced by 

both avoiding development on rising land, and the outlook from the open space that would be afforded from 

its slopes. It would also be a more practical and effective use and provision of green infrastructure, integral 

to the new community that it is intending to serve, than locating on the periphery of the development area 

adjacent to open countryside.   

 

The revised arrangement suggested by GE would therefore incorporate ‘garden city’ principles by putting 

green infrastructure at the heart of the new community.  It would derive strong support from the NPPF that 

espouses town expansion following Garden City principles (para. 52), the emphasis on which has been 

accentuated through subsequent Ministerial Statements and Government initiatives.   

 

Locational Sustainability 

 

As is outlined in representations to Policy CU4 below, a local centre to serve the Masterplan area is 

proposed on land immediately adjacent to, and to the south-east of, the Growen land in a location that is 

strategically positioned within the masterplan area to serve both the mixed use allocation at North-West 

Cullompton and the residential allocations to the south west at Knowle Lane (Policy CU13) and Ware 

Park/Footlands (Policy CU14).  If the local centre is so located as suggested in previous plans and by the 

promoters, and as illustrated on the Plan at Annex 2, then nearly all of the Growen land will be within 400 

metres of it.  As is clear from the Plan, this will not be the case for other land within the urban extension 

area, not least the Brunt land north of Tiverton Road that it is proposed to reinstate through the Proposed 

Modifications.  GE supported the removal of this land from the allocation through their representations to 
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the 2015 Plan.  The evidence base does not support its reinstatement as part of the allocation, which it is 

understood was politically-motivated in response to lobbying by the landowner.  That does not justify 

inclusion of the land ahead of more sustainable options, and in particular the land at Growen Farm 

identified on the plan at Annex 2. 

 

The Growen land is therefore one of the most accessible sites within the masterplan area to the proposed 

local centre and has the propensity to maximise trips by non-car modes.  As currently proposed, the green 

infrastructure provisions of the emerging Local Plan would preclude both the local centre in the optimal, and 

indeed most viable, location for it to serve the existing and future communities on the west side of 

Cullompton, and the location of development in the most proximal positions in relation to it.   

 

In addition to proximity to the proposed local centre, Cullompton town centre is to the south-east of the 

proposed North-West Urban Extension.  Development in the southern part of the allocation area is more 

accessible to the town centre than development to the north, which is remote from it.  Therefore, in order to 

reduce travel demands and avoid exacerbating existing town centre congestion, development on suitable 

land in the south of the urban extension area should be maximised since it has the greatest potential to 

promote sustainable modes of travel.  Development on the Growen land would be far more accessible to 

the town centre than development on allocated land in the north of the urban extension area, or spreading 

further west along Tiverton Road.  Allocation of the Growen Land is also critical to delivery of the Swimming 

Pool that is a key objective of emerging Neighbourhood Plan and supported by MDDC (see representations 

to Modification Nos. 78, 79 and 180 below). 

 

Summary of Benefits of Allocating the Growen Land 

 

In summary, the entirety of the Growen land should be allocated for development, with a more balanced 

approach taken to the provision of green infrastructure in the vicinity of Rull Hill / St George’s View, and 

further extension to the west on the north side of Tiverton Road deleted, for the following principal reasons: 

 

 There is a need to allocate more land for housing in view of the constraints affecting some parts of the 

allocation as identified on the Local Plan Proposals Map.  The housing requirement in the Local Plan is 

a minimum requirement, and the NPPF requirement to ‘boost significantly’ housing land supply 

necessitates a flexible land supply with contingencies incorporated in land allocations. 
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 Development on the Growen land would have a low visual impact.  The justification for departing from 

the principles established through the adopted Local Plan of protecting the more elevated land from 

development, has not been made, and is not supported by the evidence base.  

 

 The Growen site is level and well-drained.  There are therefore no physical constraints on its 

development, the site is deliverable, and the landowner is willing to release it for the purposes of 

development.   

 

 Development of the Growen land would ensure a coherent and compact development area, that would 

support and consolidate the proposed location of the local centre at the heart of the Masterplan area 

and integral to the residential communities that it is intended to serve.  

 

 The Growen land has good accessibility to Cullompton town centre, and is therefore better placed to 

minimise travel demands and town centre congestion than land in the north of the urban extension area, 

or further west along Tiverton Road, which is remote from the town centre. 

 

 Allocation of the Growen land in lieu of the development proposed on part of the green infrastructure 

provisions identified on the adopted Proposals Map in a central location within the urban extension area, 

would result in greater community benefits from the use of a greater concentration of higher amenity 

land for open space purposes.  It would create a more compact development area and have better 

accessibility to the proposed local centre and Cullompton town centre than reinstating the linear 

extension of the development area to the west along Tiverton Road, which would not integrate well  

either the existing or future urban area.  It would also provide an urban extension embodying Garden 

City principles, as encouraged by the NPPF.     

 

For the foregoing reasons it is concluded that the Submission Plan is unsound in that: 

 

 It is not positively prepared since it is not based on a strategy which seeks to ‘meet’ objectively 

assessed needs in a way which is consistent with achieving sustainable development; 

 

 It is not sufficiently justified in that it cannot be demonstrated that the land allocation strategy is the 

most appropriate, when considered against reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence; 

and  

 

 It is not effective in that there are uncertainties pertaining to the delivery in their current form of the 

proposed provisions for the Cullompton North West Urban Extension over the plan period. 
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As such the Plan is unsound.   

 

 

REQUIRED CHANGES 

 

The following changes should be made to the Plan: 

 

 Modification of the Proposals Map to include land east of Growen Farm in the North West Cullompton 

Allocation, and to designate it for residential development, as illustrated on the Plan (yellow shading) at 

Annex 2 to these representations.  

 

 Consequential amendments as necessary to remove the westward extension of the allocation north of 

Tiverton Road, and/or elevated land in the vicinity of Rull Hill and/or St George’s View protected as 

green infrastructure in the Adopted Local Plan.    
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PROPOSED MODIFICATION(S) 

78 & 79 

180 

POLICY CU4 NORTH WEST CULLOMPTON 

POLICIES MAP, CULLOMPTON   

 

 

OBJECTION 

UIRED CHANGE 
The Proposed Modifications to Policy CU4 fail to provide for a local centre and associated facilities, 

including a new swimming pool, and suitable land is not identified and safeguarded for such facilities on the 

Policies Map. 

 

The SPD identifies the need for a local centre and allocates a site for it.  However, as with the overall 

allocation, the provisions that it makes are not sustainable and unlikely to be viable, and therefore 

deliverable, in their current form.  The Masterplan provisions show a site that has a frontage onto the 

proposed link road through the development connecting Willand Road with Tiverton Road.  However, the 

opposite side of road is shown as part of the green infrastructure provisions giving a considerable stretch of 

undeveloped frontage.  This is not conducive with achieving viability for two reasons: 

 

 The cost of road infrastructure fronted by development on only one side is considerably higher than 

where development abuts it on either side.  The length of road which does not have development 

fronting onto both sides should therefore be minimised.   

 

 A local centre fronting open space is not conducive with maximising footfall and delivering a facility that 

will provide a hub to the community. 

 
It is appreciated that the location of the local centre as contained in the SPD was constrained by the need 

to retain it within the bounds of land that is allocated for development in the adopted Local Plan.  However, 

through the MDLPR, and the higher development quantum that is now to be accommodated by the North 

West Cullompton allocation, an opportunity exists to review the location of the local centre and its 

relationship with surrounding development.  

 

The representors have prepared alternative proposals that are informed by commercial viability imperatives.  

They show a local centre better integrated with surrounding development, with development either side of 
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the proposed link road (see Annex 3).  The Plan further illustrates how allocation of the Growen land to the 

north and west is much better placed to deliver a compact and coherent development area, that will put a 

commercial community hub, incorporating local centre, swimming pool and employment, at the heart of the 

new community and assist with supporting its viability.  Moreover, the Growen land is fundamental to the 

delivery of the Swimming Pool that has strong community support in the emerging Neighbourhood Plan.   

 

 

REQUIRED CHANGES 

 

 

 Amend Policy CU4 to include reference to a local centre and other community facilities.  

 

 Amend the Policies Map to safeguard land for a local centre in the position shown on the plan at Annex 

3, with additional residential development on the Growen land to the north and west to assist with 

achieving viability and a new community that integrates well with the facilities by which it will be served 

and which it will support.     



 

 

 

ANNEX 1 
RESPONSE TO MASTERPLAN 

CONSULTATION 

 



 

 

 
 
Your Ref:     
 
Our Ref: GROW0001 
 
Date:   

 
 
 
North West Cullompton Masterplan Consultation 
Forward Planning 
Mid Devon District Council 
Phoenix House 
Tiverton 
EX16 6PP 
 
 
  

Dear Sirs 

 

NORTH WEST CULLOMPTON MASTERPLAN CONSULTATION 

 

With reference to the above matter, I am writing on behalf of my clients, Growen Estates, to make brief 

comments on the draft SPD. 

 

Whilst supporting the principle of the SPD to supplement the provisions of the adopted Development Plan 

policy framework for North West Cullompton, my clients have a number of concerns relating to the draft 

document that are summarised below. 

 

Contrary to the Development Plan 

 

As is inherent in its designation, SPD is intended to ‘supplement’ the provisions of the Development Plan.  It 

cannot change them.  The adopted Proposals Map is quite specific in allocating areas of (mixed use) 

development, which are included in the settlement limits, and areas of green infrastructure, which are 

excluded.  The areas of green infrastructure designated on the Proposals Map and excluded from the 

settlement limits are supported by a detailed evidence base that seeks to retain the higher and more 

visually prominent land free from development.  That is a fundamental part of the development and land 

allocation strategy that underpins the adopted planning policy framework.  The designations on the 

Proposals Map therefore reflect sustainable development principles that have been subject to Examination 

and endorsement by an independent Inspector.   

 

My clients are concerned that the draft SPD is contrary to the provisions of the adopted Development Plan 

since it includes development on land outside the settlement limits that is not allocated for development and 

is intended to be safeguarded for green infrastructure.  The draft SPD would therefore appear not to be in 

accordance with the sustainable development principles underpinning the adopted policy framework for 

North West Cullompton.  If so, it cannot legitimately be progressed to adoption as SPD  
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Premature  

 

It is acknowledged in the SPD that the Local Plan Review 2013-2033 is currently underway, and that the 

Proposed Submission document allocates a different site area.  The proposals in the Submission Document 

involve an alternative approach to development that has yet to be subject to Examination.  Whilst 

supporting an alternative approach to, and expansion of, the allocation at North-West Cullompton, my 

clients have made representations to the emerging proposals suggesting an alternative, more sustainable 

allocation of development land (see enclosed duly made objections by letter dated 24th April 2015). 

 

It would appear that the emerging SPD is based on the emerging revisions to the Development Plan 

Proposals Map rather than the land allocations that form part of the adopted policy provisions.  This 

explains the apparent departure from the provisions of the adopted Development Plan.  The fact that the 

emerging Proposals Map has been changed to re-allocate development land and green infrastructure in the 

way that is reflected in the draft framework plan that forms part of the SPD, indicates that a change in the 

Proposals Map is required to effect the revised distribution and configuration of development.  It this is so, 

then my clients are concerned that there is no locus for the SPD framework plan in the adopted 

Development Plan, and to which it is therefore contrary.   

 

The preparation of the SPD could therefore be challenged as being premature pending the examination and 

adoption of the Local Plan Review, which would affect the weight that it can be given in any future 

decisions.  If the SPD is to be based on the provisions of the emerging Local Plan Review, it would 

therefore seem to my clients that the alternative distribution of development, including the principle of 

developing the higher land excluded from the settlement limits and allocated as green infrastructure in the 

adopted Plan, should first be tested through the Local Plan Examination.  As my clients have commended 

to you through the representations that they have made to the Local Plan Review, a greater focus of 

development on lower land in closer proximity to the proposed local centre and having greater accessibility 

to the town centre, would be more sustainable.   

 

It is appreciated that the emerging SPD attempts to incorporate flexibility to respond to the emerging 

Development Review through the inclusion of an ‘Option B’ framework that reflects the allocation in the 

review Local Plan.   However, and notwithstanding the statement to the contrary, the inclusion of the 

alternative option would seem to have the effect of prejudging the outcome of the Local Plan review 

process.  As the enclosed representations confirm, my clients have duly made representations to the Local 

Plan Review Proposed Submission Document advocating a more extensive new allocation on the Growen 

land to the north and east of the additional housing land proposed in the south-western part of the 

development area.  This is considered to be a more sustainable alternative to additional allocations in 

locations in the northern part of the development area, which is more remote from the town and its facilities, 

and in the central core encroaching up the slope towards Rull Hill and St Georges Hill into land that in the 

adopted Local Plan is outside the settlement limits and restricted to green infrastructure.  With regard to the 

latter, the ‘Option B’ framework is misleading about the extent of new residential allocations (shaded blue) 

since it ought to include the extensive areas of land in the central core to the development area that on the 

adopted Proposals Map are outside the settlement limits and allocated for green infrastructure.   
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It is my clients’ view that the evidence base supporting the adopted Local Plan augers in favour of the 

revised allocation strategy advocated by Growen Estates, particularly that endorsing retention of the higher 

land for green infrastructure.  Since the Growen land is both lower lying and will have better accessibility to 

the proposed local centre as well as existing facilities within the town, and is better integrated with the 

existing settlement form overall, there would seem to be a strong case for focusing any increased allocation 

away from the higher land which is to form an essential green heart to the development, and 

accommodating it on lower lying land to the south-west in the vicinity of Growen Farm.  Until you have 

completed your consideration of this suggestion, and the matter has been subject to independent 

examination, it would seem difficult to progress the SPD at this stage with any degree of certainty, or to give 

it weight in any decisions, until the conclusion of the Local Plan Review which could have significant 

implications for its content.     

 

The visual impact of development at a high levels on the steep slopes of Rull Hill and St George’s View 

would appear to be inconsistent with existing development within Cullompton, to which there has been 

significant objection from the community. The Growen land has no visual impact concerns, and from the 

Willand Road this development would sit directly behind the new elevated Link Road and Local Centre 

development.  Moreover, all of the Growen land is within 200-400 metres walking distance from the 

proposed local facilities. 

 

Notwithstanding the comments outlined above, if the SPD is to be progressed at this stage in advance of 

the Examination of the Local Plan Review based on a potential future allocation in that document, then it 

should include the entirety of the Growen land as identified on the enclosed plan which formed part of my 

clients’ representations to the Local Plan Review.  This is based on sound sustainable development 

principles and land availability considerations which are substantiated in the attached representations to the 

Local Plan Review Submission Document.  This land is to be preferred to both that shaded in blue on the 

‘Option B’ Framework Plan to the north west of the existing Local Plan allocation, and the land that is 

currently allocated for development in the Framework Plan at page 43 of the SPD that is currently outside 

the settlement limits in the Adopted Local Plan and forms part of the Green Infrastructure designation.   

 

Conclusion 

 

The quality and sustainability of the masterplan development for the North West Cullompton urban 

extension should not be affected by development above an unacceptable contour that has significant visual 

impact on a landscape feature that is valued by the Cullompton community, when lower land in closer 

proximity to the proposed Local Centre can be delivered.  That would appear to be the consequence of 

proceeding with the SPD in its current form.  Moreover, in its current form the SPD is not supplemental to 

the adopted Development Plan, and may not reflect the provisions of the emerging plan once examined and 

adopted.  This will affect its utility in any future decisions that it is intended to inform and guide.  

 

I trust that you will give careful consideration to these submissions.  I would be grateful if you would keep 

me informed on progress with the SPD.  We would be happy to discuss any matters arising from these 

submissions with you.  I would be grateful if you would kindly acknowledge receipt of them. 
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Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

Dr Thomas S Rocke 

BA (Hons) PhD BTP (Dist) MRTPI 

Director 

 

Encs 
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ANNEX 3 DETAIL OF PROPOSED LOCAL CENTRE 
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