
   
 

 

 

 
Exeter Plan 2021-2041 

Publication Stage (Regulation 19) 
Representation Form 

 

Ref: 

 

 

(For official 

use only) 

   

 

Name of the Local Plan to which this representation relates: Exeter Plan 2021-2041 

 

Please return to Exeter City Council, Local Plans Team, Paris Street, Exeter, EX1 1JN, upload onto 

our consultation portal at https://exeterplanpublication.commonplace.is/ or email to 

planning.policy@exeter.gov.uk by 11:59 pm on 6 February 2025. 

 
 

This form has two parts: 

 

Part A – Personal Details:  Needs to be completed only once. 

Part B – Your representation(s).  Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you wish to 

make. 

 

 

Part A: Personal details 
 
 

1. Personal details* 
*If an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation (if application) boxes below but complete 
the full contact details of the agent in section 2. 

 

 

Title 

 

  

 

First Name 

 

  

 

Last Name 

 

  

 

Job Title (where relevant) 

 

  

 

Organisation (where relevant) 

Waddeton Park Limited c/o Agent 

  

 

Address Line 1 

 

  

 

Line 2 

 

  

 

Line 3 

 

  

 

Line 4 

 



   
 

 

  

 

Post Code 

 

  

 

Telephone number 

 

  

 

E-mail address 

 

  

 

 

2. Agent’s details if applicable 

 

 

Title 

Mr 

  

 

First Name 

Stuart 

  

 

Last Name 

Houlet 

  

 

Job Title (where relevant) 

Planning Director 

  

 

Organisation (where relevant) 

PCL Planning Ltd 

  

 

Address Line 1 

13a-15a Old Park Avenue 

  

 

Line 2 

Exeter 

  

 

Line 3 

 

  

 

Line 4 

 

  

 

Post Code 

EX1 3WD 

  

 

Telephone number 

  

 

E-mail address 

 

 

 

 



   
 

 

Part B – Representation  
 

Please use a separate sheet for each representation 

 

 

3. To which part of the Exeter Plan does this representation relate?  

 

 

 

Paragraph 

4.1 to 4.8  

Policy 

S1 Spatial 

Strategy 

 

Policies Map 

 

      

4. Do you consider that this part of the Exeter Plan is legally compliant? 

 
 

Yes 

  

 

 

No 

  

 

4 (a). If yes, and you wish to support the legal compliance of this part of the Exeter Plan, please use 

this box to set out your comments. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 (b). If no, please give details of why you consider this part of the Exeter Plan is not legally 

compliant. Please be as precise as possible. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4 (c). Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make this part of the Exeter Plan 

legally compliant, in respect of any legal compliance matters you have identified at 4(b) above. You 

will need to say why each modification will make this part of the Exeter Plan legally compliant. It will 

be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording for the relevant policy or 

paragraph. Please be as precise as possible. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Do you consider that this part of the Exeter Plan is Sound? 

 



   
 

 

 

Yes 

  

 

 

No 

x  

 

5 (a). If yes, and you wish to support the soundness of this part of the Exeter Plan, please use this 

box to set out your comments. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5 (b). If no, please give details of why you consider this part of the Exeter Plan is unsound. Please be 

as precise as possible. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 
 

 

The Plan is not sound because it is has not been positively prepared, is not justified by its evidence 

base justified, will not be effective and is inconsistent consistent with national policy. The reasons 

this are set out below. 

 

We have now had the opportunity to review the Publication Draft and note that the Council has at 

least appeared to have acknowledged the clear deliverability issues of the previous version of the 

Plan. The removal of Marsh Barton as a strategic allocation seeks at least in part to redress the many 

concerns raised, including those of our clients, regarding the lack of consideration of the many 

implementation obstacles that bringing forward that area (in multiple and complex ownership and 

requiring business relocation on a major scale) would raise. 

 

However, it is disappointing that this change has not led to a tangible refocussing of the overall 

spatial strategy and the Council’s approach to delivering a sufficient supply of housing to meet 

identified needs. This is despite the Government, through the updated NPPF published in December 

2024, making it absolutely clear that there is a need to substantially increase housing delivery in the 

UK, setting a target of achieving 370,000 new homes each year. The focus of the updated NPPF is 

explicitly on overhauling the planning system to address the chronic housing crisis and to support 

“builders not blockers” and to deliver growth. 

 

Furthermore, until the Plan is adopted the Council are still required to demonstrate a 5-year supply 

of housing land based on the new standard method (800 dwellings per annum), based on the 

Council’s latest supply figure from April 2024 we have calculated that this represents a land supply 

position of under 3.9 years. The need to deliver increased levels of housing must be a priority for the 

Council both through development management and plan-making and requires a step change away 

from the traditional focus on constraints and protectionist policies. 

 

On behalf of our clients, we have consistently set out that a Local Plan that over relies on sites that 

are undeliverable, whilst increasing the burden on all development through unrealistic and unviable 

requirements will not have been positively prepared and will not be effective. 

 

Despite the removal of Marsh Barton (which my clients welcome), it appears only limited and narrow 

options have been explored as to how any shortfall of assumed housing delivery on that now defunct 

strategic allocation could be redistributed. It further appears the approach taken fails to be driven by 

the objectives of meeting the fundamental scale of need for housing in Exeter; does not seek to 

provide real choice in the housing market to meet the range of such needs; and lacks any true 

resilience or contingency needed to reflect the challenges of the strategy. Instead, the Plan, in our 

view continues to over rely on the undeliverable and unrealistic. 



   
 

 

 

It is noted the overall spatial strategy remains the same as before, focussed on preventing suitable 

and appropriate greenfield development based on an assumption that the city no longer has 

capacity. This ignores previous submissions made on behalf of my clients outlining the importance of 

a mixed brownfield and greenfield strategy. Not only does greenfield release provide for a wider 

choice of housing across the city it significantly contributes to the over resilience of the Plan. 

 

The Council carries a significant track record in diminishing its own Plan-led strategy in Exeter 

through its inability to manage housing land supply by not making balanced and necessary decisions 

when it comes to meeting housing needs. The over reliance on brownfield sites and failure to realise 

the complexities and lead-in times for delivering them has led to significant vulnerabilities around 

housing land supply. This has resulted in the delivery of some much-needed new homes being 

progressed through lost appeals. Of far worse consequence has been the widening of the gap 

between the most vulnerable in our society who cannot access housing and those already decently 

housed who as a consequence of the under supply continue to benefit from increasing house prices. 

 

The Publication Draft does not suggest any change in such approach, whilst it removes what clearly 

was an undeliverable element of the strategy by now omitting Marsh Barton, it fails to grasp the 

opportunity to look again at the role of appropriate greenfield sites. Instead, the strategy doubles 

down on the brownfield approach by adding further untried and untested sites in respect viability and 

deliverability, places even greater reliance on the delivery of Water Lane (which carries many of the 

same implementation issues as Marsh Barton) and relies on a blanket density increase across many 

sites without any consideration of appropriateness.  

 

Again then, the Plan’s success is based on a series of uncertainties, firstly is there anything to 

suggest the sites are viable to be delivered at all, secondly given the complexities of bringing 

brownfield sites forward can they be delivered within the timeframe required and thirdly how feasible 

is it to deliver at the numbers assumed (taking into account a number of allocations have simply 

been subject to a multiplier rather than any assessment of site character and context)? All of these 

uncertainties point to a strategy that is undeliverable and most likely to fail to bring forward the 

houses required within the Plan period and the undermining of the plan-led approach. 

 

As set out in representations made to the previous version of the emerging Local Plan, it is very 

short sighted not to seek to plan appropriately for suitable and deliverable greenfield sites as part of 

a mixed strategy to provide both resilience and choice to housing delivery. 

 

Whilst the Council clearly recognised the dangers of pursuing a strategy reliant on the delivery of 

Marsh Barton as a strategic allocation and have correctly removed it from hosing delivery 

assumptions, it does raise the question as to why Water Lane has not been treated in the same way 

given many of the implementation challenges and uncertainties are similar.  

 

Water Lane has proven over the years a demonstrable example of the difficulties the Council has 

faced in facilitating the redevelopment of large brownfield sites. This is despite a positive policy basis 

for over 30 years and two previously adopted development plans. Whilst we recognise outline 

planning consent has recently been resolved to be granted for mixed use development including just 

under 1000 homes, we would suggest that this crystalises the problems of delivery.  

 

It is a scheme that is very much compromised by its implementation challenges including viability, 

flood risk, noise and land contamination. It has resulted in a scheme that proposes no affordable 

housing, no family housing, is heavily reliant on student accommodation and is proposed to be 

entirely flatted development. It is understood there has been no market testing of the scheme and to 

date no developer partner (instead the application is led by a land promoter). We would therefore 

suggest that despite the resolution to consent the uncertainties of implementation remain significant. 

Even if it is deliverable in this form, it emphasises our concerns regarding the lack of choice and 

range of housing that will be created from the scheme and the failure to meet identified needs given 

the proposed total absence of affordable housing from what is the largest strategic allocation in the 

Plan.  



   
 

 

 

Given the above and the introduction of a number of new brownfield sites with limited evidence of 

viability we are concerned the Council are continuing to overlook practical delivery and 

implementation matters including resulting viability challenges from the heavy tax burden on new 

residential development (including CIL, S106 and other planning requirements) compared to existing 

use values. Furthermore, we have previously raised that the work in association with the HELAA in 

respect of assessing deliverability is flawed and has been found to not be robust and is overly 

optimistic when scrutinised through 5 -year land supply challenges. It is not a basis for promoting an 

effective and deliverable plan. 

 

There are many examples of brownfield sites where consent has been obtained yet implementation 

does not automatically follow, the Harlequins shopping centre site being another good example of 

the challenges, noting again the recent decision to remove any onsite affordable housing from the 

scheme on the basis of the viability challenges. A strategy focussed on brownfield development 

clearly raises the questions as to how the substantial need for affordable housing in the City can be 

met, if onsite delivery is not feasible.  

 

It further emphasises the balance and contribution that appropriate greenfield sites, less 

encumbered by the factors raised above, can provide to the overall strategy. 

 

We also note that to maintain housing numbers a number of sites have seen significant density 

uplifts, based on the findings of the 2021 Exeter Density Study. However, the previous version of the 

Plan did not consider it appropriate to seek density at that level on the same sites. What has 

changed other than a need to find additional housing to compensate for the removal of Marsh 

Barton? It does raise the question as to what robust evidence is there to suggest that these sites (a 

number of which are relatively small and, in some cases, have seen an almost doubling of housing 

yield to that previously proposed) can accommodate this uplift? For a number of these, site context 

would suggest the numbers and density now being proposed would place them significantly at odds 

with existing built form principles. We therefore consider there is a high likelihood that the Plan over-

estimates dwelling densities in inappropriate locations. 

Despite the loss of the Marsh Barton allocation the Plan’s housing delivery still relies on a small 

number of strategic allocations (which by their nature are the most complex to bring forward), 

accounting for 60% of the housing to be delivered from the allocated sites. Given the deliverability 

concerns and uncertainties above this does seem like a high-risk strategy, where any failure on these 

sites would undermine the Plan as a whole. 

 

As we have set out consistently in our representations on the emerging Local Plan, ensuring a mix of 

brownfield and greenfield housing sites is not only important to underpin deliverability of the plan 

(recognising that some greenfield sites will be more deliverable in the short to medium term), but 

also in terms of housing mix. As demonstrated by the recent Water Lane decision, focussing on 

brownfield redevelopment inevitably means higher density flatted development in order to mitigate 

site remediation costs. 

 

However, the Plan does not appear to recognise that there is a limit to the number of apartments 

that the housing market can absorb and the consequences of the more unpredictable development 

finances in relation to flatted development. This inevitably results in schemes not meeting the 

expected planning requirements, including affordable housing (again as already evident in the case 

of Water Lane and Harlequins). 

 

 

 

5 (c). Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make this part of the Exeter Plan 

sound, in respect of any soundness matters you have identified at 5(b) above.  

You will need to say why each modification will make this part of the Exeter Plan sound. It will be 

helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording for the relevant policy or 

paragraph. Please be as precise as possible. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 
 



   
 

 

 

We would urge the Council to consider an alternative strategy that is more balanced and seeks to 

make provision for a wider range of sites including appropriate greenfield and a broader mix of 

dwelling types in order that all sectors of the market can be ‘fed’ at a rate that it can ‘absorb’, and 

that a concentration of a particular type of site and types of development coming forward 

simultaneously is to be avoided. That is the only way the Plan can realise its stated objective from 

the outset of its Strategy to provide “good quality homes of a variety of types in the city to meet 

Exeter’s various needs”. 

 

As we have set out above and in previous representations there are clear risks the Publication Draft 

Plan raises in respect of not being a positively prepared, justified and effective Development Plan 

that is also inconsistent with national policy. This could be addressed through a more deliverable 

approach to plan-making and a more balanced strategy that recognise the need for choice and 

resilience within the housing market, driven by the need to meet identified needs.  

 

It is simply not the case that Exeter does not still have some capacity for genuinely suitable 

greenfield sites that can significantly contribute to the Plan’s objectives. We have previously 

promoted sites within my clients’ control at Barley Lane and Home Farm which are genuinely 

available and deliverable in the short to medium term. Despite our previous promotion of the sites 

through the emerging Local Plan process, we are disappointed that these appear to have been 

disregarded out of hand without any robust or detailed assessment and on the basis of the principle 

of landscape setting derived from the Council’s blanket approach to such matters. We set out 

response to this individually for both sites below. 

 

Barley Lane  

 

The Barley Lane site (see location plan at Appendix 1) is situated on the western edge of Exeter, 

immediately adjacent to existing residential dwellings and the urban boundary. It is well located, 

with a range of local services and facilities in close proximity to the site, including a primary school, 

convenience store and community centre. It is also well positioned to benefit from both bus and rail 

travel. The site is also relatively unconstrained, situated within Flood Zone 1. The site does not 

contain or form part of any statutory designations (including Area Outstanding Natural Beauty, Site 

of Specific Scientific Interest, etc). 

 

The Barley Lane site therefore represents a clear opportunity for additional residential development 

in a sustainable location on the western edge of Exeter. However, the HELAA fails to recognise this 

opportunity by rejecting the site without any consideration of the site’s benefits and opportunities or 

whether a reduced extent of the site could overcome these concerns. Instead it is ruled out at Stage 

A without assessment on the basis of the 2022 LSA and the identification of the site as being “within 

landscape that has a high sensitivity to new housing development.” In line with the concerns above 

regarding the Council’s blanket approach towards landscape setting and other designations, this fails 

to recognise that the broad assessment within the LSA ignores the distinct differences between 

individual land parcels.  

 

It is clear that there is a very different context for the Barley Lane site situated on the lower fields 

directly abutting existing development to the field parcels to the west that rise steeply towards the 

ridge. The site clearly has better defined relationship with the suburban setting of Exeter and if 

developed would provide a strong urban edge. The site itself does not have any notable landscape 

features and any scenic value is significantly diminished by an existing telecommunications mast. A 

Landscape Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) prepared on behalf of my clients identifies that the 

landscape value of the site is low. 

  

In respect of landscape sensitivity it is clear that the LSA and the previous Exeter fringe study base 

their justification on sensitivity in relation to the character of the ridge rather than providing any 

analysis of the lower field parcels (which form the Barley Lane site). This is evident from the LSA 

when it states: “Landscape susceptibility to housing lies in its character as a ridge with steeply 



   
 

 

sloping sides, a prominent skyline and upper slopes visible from the east such as from the Exe river 

corridor forming a strong setting and green backcloth to the city…”.  

 

However as evidenced within the LVIA prepared on behalf of my clients it is quite clear that the site 

forms only a small element of the more extensive assessment area, is separated from the wooded 

ridgeline and is not prominent in the skyline with limited visibility from the wider settlement. As a 

consequence the site is considered to relate more closely with the settlement edge both functionally 

and visually that the wider landscape within the assessment area of the LSA. This therefore 

significantly reduces any sensitivity in respect of housing and suggests development of the site 

would not result in any significant change to landscape character nor would it compromise the nature 

of landscape setting on the hills surrounding the city. 

 

Given the critical need to deliver housing to meet identified needs, all reasonable opportunities for 

meeting that need must be delivered. It is not in our view acceptable to reject such sites as a matter 

of blanket principle without at least some detailed review of circumstances. Otherwise, important 

options are in danger of being overlooked or missed, as is the case with the Barley Lane site. Having 

moved beyond this point we are confident that the Council would score the site highly in respect of 

the subsequent Stage B of the Suitability Assessment within the HELAA and would urge the Council 

to consider the site’s potential further. We would be happy to discuss the site and/or provide 

additional information to the Council to support a more detailed consideration of the beneficial 

contribution the site could have to the Plan Strategy. 

 

Home Farm, Church Hill 

 

Whilst a larger site at Home Farm was promoted previously through the emerging Local Plan stage, 

my clients are now pursuing a smaller element of the site, focussed on the south eastern portion (as 

shown in the Location Plan in Appendix 2). This part of the site immediately abuts existing 

development and therefore will be visually read and contained within that context. As such it 

addresses any previous concerns regarding landscape setting and harm. 

 

It is noted that the larger site previously promoted is rejected in the HELAA in principle because it 

falls within a landscape character area identified as being sensitive to new housing development. We 

would reiterate our comments made above in respect of Barley Lane and the lack of nuanced 

approach to landscape setting which results in all field parcels within an area being classed as if a 

single entity sharing the same characteristics. This approach ignores the fact that impact on 

landscape setting depends on a range of factors and characteristics which are not always shared 

within the Landscape character areas. To object in principle without any detailed assessment will 

mean good opportunities to support the delivery of housing are at the risk of being overlooked. 

 

The revised site extent of the Home Farm site now has a very different character to that of the 

higher fields to the north and will retain a greater relationship to the existing built form to the south 

than the ridgeline to the north.  

 

Furthermore, the site is clearly sustainable, in close proximity to the services and facilities of Pinhoe 

including a primary school, library, and convenience store etc with good access to sustainable travel 

options including bus and train. It provides an opportunity to bring forward new homes on a 

sustainable site that is deliverable without any technical constraint as well as providing wider 

landscaping and BNG benefit.  

 

The site would perform well against the Stage B criteria and should be considered as an option for an 

allocation that could be brought forward swiftly to provide early support for the Council in achieving 

their challenging housing targets. Again, we would be happy to discuss the opportunity of this site 

further with the Council. 

 

We request that the Plan is modified to include the above opportunity sites. 

 

 



   
 

 

 

 

 

6. Do you consider that this part of the Exeter Plan complies with the Duty to Co-operate? 

 

 

Yes 

  

 

 

No 

  

 
6 (a). If yes, and you wish to support this part of the Exeter Plan's compliance with the duty to co-

operate, please use this box to set out your comments. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
6 (b). If no, please give details of why you consider this part of the Exeter Plan fails to comply with 

the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as possible. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of modification at 

examination. 

 
 

7. If you would like to make representations on the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) please provide your 

comments here, stating to which part of the SA your comments relate. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

8. If you would like to make representations on the Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) please 

provide your comments here, stating to which part of the HRA your comments relate. 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

 

 

 

Please note In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence and supporting 

information necessary to support your representation and your suggested modification(s). You 

should not assume that you will have a further opportunity to make submissions. 

 

 

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the Inspector, based 

on the matters and issues he or she identifies for examination. 

 

 

9. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it necessary to 

participate in examination hearing session(s)? 

 

 

No, I do not 

wish to  
participate in  

hearing 

session(s) 

  Yes, I wish to 

participate in  
hearing 

session(s) 

Yes  

 

 

Please note that while this will provide an initial indication of your wish to participate in hearing 

session(s), you may be asked at a later point to confirm your request to participate. 

 

 

10. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why you consider this to be 

necessary: 
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary) 

 

 

 

In order to make our representations in respect of our clients significant concerns regarding the 

soundness of the Plan and the missed strategy and site opportunities. 

 

 

 

 

 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those 

who have indicated that they wish to participate in hearing session(s). You may be asked to confirm 

your wish to participate when the Inspector has identified the matters and issues for examination. 

 

For more information on how we use your data – please read our privacy notice at the following 

website: https://exeter.gov.uk/media/5750/planning-policy-privacy-notice.pdf 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix A
Location Plan – Barley Lane, Exeter 
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Appendix B  
Location Plan – Home Farm, Pinhoe  
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