MINUTES OF A LYMPSTONE PARISH COUNCIL PLANNING AND TRANSPORT
COMMITTEE MEETING HELD IN THE VILLAGE HALL AT 7.00PM
ON THURSDAY 22N> MAY 2025.

PRESENT:

Councillors D Atkins (DGA), S Culhane (SC), S Francis (SF), K Hill (KH) and L Staddon
(LS) (LPC Chair)

Clerk Miss L Tyrrell

County Councillors H. Brown (HB)

District Councillors None

Public None

Public session
SC, as lead ClIr for the Planning and Transport committee chaired the meeting.
SC welcomed HB to the meeting and the Clerk introduced all Clirs.

P&T 25/17 Apologies
Clir Gale-Hasleham and ClIr Payne due to other commitments.

RESOLVED that the apologies were accepted.
SC proposed. LS seconded. Unan.

P&T 25/18 To receive any Declarations of Interest
None

P&T 25/19 Appeal hearing on 4" June 2025

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990

APPEAL BY: 3West Strawberry Hill Ltd

APPEAL REF: APP/U1105/W/24/3356636

PROPOSAL: Construction of 42 residential units, affordable housing, new vehicular
accesses from Meeting Lane and Strawberry Lane, pedestrian access onto Meeting
Lane, associated internal roadways, SUDS features and landscaping

LOCATION: Land south of Meeting Lane Lympstone

SC thanked SF for all her hard work in drafting an objection from LPC. (See
Appendix 1)
The following points were raised to consider being included:

e LNP policies.

e Improved road junction at Harefield cross.

e Preferred outline plan submitted for the same site, and which had just been
approved by EDDC.

e Heightened concerns of potential flooding further down the village due to
blocked drains.

RESOLVED that SF would redraft and recirculate an updated response from LPC.
RESOLVED that SF would represent LPC at the hearing on the 4t June.
LS proposed. SC seconded. Unan.




P&T 25/20 Lympstone Neighbourhood Plan (LNP)
SC explained that she had spoken with Angela King (AK), EDDC
Neighbourhood Planning Officer and went through AK’s notes of the phone
conversation (See Appendix 2).
She highlighted the following:

e Grants were available to apply for the NP. AK was hoping bidding would open
in July 25. AK would confirm, following legal advice from EDDC Planning.

e NPPF appeared to state that an NP would last five years as long as land was
allocated for development.

e Titled balance stood until the new East Devon Local Plan was adopted.

e Shared concerns when proposed plans were submitted then amended once
approved leading to a concern about suitable houses for the parish.

e Active travel was high on the Government’s agenda.

e AK/SC had begun identifying where EDDC Planning had cited LNP policies to
refer to in planning decisions. AK would also seek feedback from EDDC
Development Managers on the existing LNP.

e Lack of resources - AK recommended focusing on key areas of importance to
the parish.

e AK would check the situation with proposed boundary changes due to
extension of development from adjoining areas, and whether this affected
parish boundaries and CIL.

e AK would pass on concerns raised by LPC regarding speaking on boundary
sites.

KH explained that it was difficult to balance affordable housing next to upmarket
housing. SF added that Gulliford Close was a blueprint of a successful mix of
housing. LS also pointed out that Jackson Meadow had this mix also working
well.

SC explained that the feedback from the Goodmores development regarding
LNP Policy 6 to include footpaths and bridleways had not been implemented.
LS highlighted that the DCC Clirs had previously explained that as
developments grew then natural pathways would increase. DGA suggested
that boundary lines were used as active travel routes.

P&T 25/21 Revised guidance from SLCC
SC explained that the new guidance received from SLCC regarding
commenting on planning (see Appendix 3) would bring LPCs guidelines for
commenting on planning applications up to date and would provide useful
information for the new LNP.

RESOLVED that the points in the SLCC guidance should be included with LPCs
current planning checklist.
KH Proposed. LS seconded. Unan.

P&T 25/22 Landscape Plan
SC showed the plan (see Appendix 4) created from the joint meeting with ETC
and WPC meeting held during the East Devon Local Plan (EDLP) process. She



had spoken to District Clir Jung who had explained that it would be a long-term
plan. She highlighted the following:

Route A — to allow safe road crossing for pedestrians and cyclists at Harefield
Cross to St Peters School and up to Yonder Oak wood. DGA suggested that
the Woodlands Trust may be able to support paths on their land due to a
footprint of pathways being there many years ago.

SC highlighted that the EDLP policy SD10 for Development allocations at
Lympstone, namely GH/ED/72a and GH/ED/73 stated, "Development should
explore opportunities for localised improvements/contributions (e.g. at the
Exmouth Road/Meeting Lane intersection).” She added that DCC had been
awarded a share of £7.1million for improving active travel and asked LPC to
consider applying to DCC for funding towards this. She explained that due to
the new Dinan Way extension link road (DWE) being wholly in the Lympstone
parish, and no resulting CIL or BNG, there was justification for asking for help
with implementing active travel routes.

RESOLVED that LPC wrote to DCC Clirs to enquire about active travel funding
due to:

e Lympstone taking a lot of new housing development with no proposed active
travel routes.

e Increased traffic from DWE at Saddlers Arms junction, and from additional
housing developments proposed in Exmouth and Lympstone.

¢ No safe pedestrian crossing at Harefield Cross from the bus stop on the A376
which serves Lympstone village centre.

e A376 is already the busiest A road in Devon.
SC proposed. LS seconded. Unan.

P&T 25/23 Items for the next Agenda
SF to report from the Appeal hearing on the 4" June.
SC to provide an update regarding LNP.

Meeting closed: 7.55pm

Chairman: Date:



Appendix 1:

Draft Appeal Hearing Presentation

Setting aside the original facts this site was not compliant with the existing Local Plan or
Lympstone’s Neighbourhood Plan - LPC since July 2024 we have accepted that this site is a
logical one for development as ‘a least worst option’ under the new Local Plan and at
some stage development will take place on it.

What we do have a problem with is this particular plan as it stands. We cannot
understand when a more acceptable and preferable plan for this site exists with outline
permission why this appeal is being brought before you.

Our specific reasons objecting to this original plan span the reasons EDDC have brought
before you. They fall into the major headings of Red Lines of Strawberry Hill and
Pepperpotting, Consultation, Ecology/ Flooding with consideration for conditions for
Harefield Cross junction.

These are detailed as following:
Red Lines: -

We have two major Red Lines - no entrance onto Strawberry Hill and pepper potting of
housing stock. These red lines were stated at the Chatam Rules workshop pre new Local
Plan site selection in July and reiterated in LPC presentation for the site at Strategic Planning
Committee September 2024. These red lines formed a major element of our objection
submission when this application came to Planning Committee in August 2024 where the
committee decided to refuse it.

Strawberry Hill

e The proposed Strawberry Hill entrance creates what is essentially a separate second
development of executive houses which form another expensive exclusive enclave of
houses which our village does not need or want. The second plan 24/0301/MOUT
has no second entrance gives a better far more cohesive development.

e QOur strong opposition to a second Strawberry Hill entrance to the site is supported
by a Planning Appeal decision APPOU1105/A/14/2229016 that found parts of
Strawberry Hill were too narrow and unsuitable for vehicle access. Gulliford Close’s
entrance was only permitted because it was made through an existing gateway.

e The many public submissions via the planning portal also emphasised and supported
that this section of the hill was not suitable for another vehicular access.

e Furthermore, creating an entrance in this section of Strawberry Hill would destroy
habitat and a mature hedgerow and bank — given the developer’s treatment of
hedgerows in other parts of the site we are even more concerned about this point
now.

Pepperpotting



Pepper Potting is central to our village character and identity; the lack of proper
pepper potting has been documented by EDDC in their third reason for dismissal. We
agree with them and believe from the outset this plan has never addressed our
concerns for proper pepper potting. Pepper potting and the NPPF 24 Strategy 34
guidelines have been an important element in our considerations and discussions
throughout this process. The plan may provide the required number of social and
affordable housing stock but it does not properly mix them. Pepperpotting is
essential to retain our village identity and character. This point formed another of or
our central arguments the Planning Committee in August 2024 when this plan was
refused.

The PC on a site visit in November 2023 during discussion with the appellants
mentioned that a design blueprint similar to Gulliford Close which fits the village
vision and proper pepper potting would be ideal.

Consultation

The developer has throughout the process countered our concerns about this plan
being right for our village with EDDC or DCC are happy as though we don’t count.
They arrived at the site meeting in March 2023 with the plan made and only changed
aspects of it when District or County required them to in order for the planning
process to progress. This surely cannot be acceptable doesn’t the NPPF have
consultation with us too as one of its criteria?

Part of this plan suggests that pedestrian and even vehicle access to the wider village
might be possible through Gulliford Close. Gulliford Close is currently an unadopted
road and these possibilities have never been agreed or even brought to the Gulliford
Management Committee for discussion yet they seem to form part of their plan.

Ecology and Flooding

There have been ecology and BNG gain concerns from the outset with this application.
The proximity of dwellings near to protected trees coupled with strong concerns about
future ongoing problems with growth and shading impacting the residents in that part of
the development are cited as reasons to dismiss the appeal by EDDC. Reasons the PC
wholeheartedly agree with.

Given the willingness to destroy part of an ancient hedge and Devon bank in Strawberry

Hill and the history of grubbing out of hedge rows as early as March 2023. This

compounded by the disregard of and the failure to comply with the agreed arboriculture

management plan in place prior to this appeal. We feel this demonstrates a total lack of

concern for our village environment and is good reason to dismiss this appeal.

Lympstone Flood Resilience Group who are a well-respected body looked on
development here as an opportunity that could have greatly benefitted our village
and make a positive difference to the well-known and documented problem of



localised flooding further down Meeting Lane. However, this plan has been an
opportunity missed and it does nothing to mitigate this problem.

Considerations for Entering and Leaving our Village: - Traffic, Safety and Travel

e We would like to reiterate concerns about the Harefield Cross junction on the A376
which ever plan eventually is decided for this site. Despite DCC’s assessment that this
junction is not an obstacle to development we respectfully disagree — as we see it
and the dangers it presents every day.

e In our view there has not been sufficient regard for the dangers. There have been
numerous accidents, thankfully none fatal yet, at the junction. We hope that any
development when finally approved, can have conditions that mitigate the dangers
by upgrading it for improved safety.

e Unless there is improvement at the Harefield Cross junction for safety (especially for
vehicles turning right to Exmouth), we believe most would choose to use the
Saddlers Arms junction onto the A376 because it has traffic lights and a pedestrian
crossing. This junction is already a pinch point and at peak times is often grid locked.

e We would also like measures to be added at Harefield Cross that facilitate active
travel for example traffic control that included pedestrian/cycle crossings at the
junction. This would greatly increase safety for the children from our village that
attend St Peter’s School and encourage less vehicles transporting children to school.

e Although footpaths are included in the plan, we would like to reiterate concern that
much of the village has no footpaths and the active travel times given for walking to
various destinations from the site inevitably at some point have to be along roads
that are narrow and have no footpaths.

Conclusion: Lympstone is a special place. If you have not already visited, please come and
see all the things and places we are justly proud of and the places we have mentioned
today. Even though the tilted balance is in operation, this plan remains unsound. We believe
it does not bring more advantages than disadvantages for all the reasons you have heard.
There is an improved more preferable plan that has outline permission for this site —a plan
which even David Matthews a representative for 3 West publicly stated his preference for at
our PC meeting in February. With respect we request you dismiss this appeal so that a plan
which might bring better benefit our village can be considered.

Appendix 2:

Lympstone Neighbourhood Plan - Teams meeting 21 May 2025
Angela King, EDDC (NP Officer) and Susie Culhane, LPC

1. Work/Capacity/Appetite/Resources for new / revised NP:

e Capacity issues for NP work — Several vacancies on the PC, very few original Clirs still
on Council and (only) 2 community volunteers (so far). SC taking lead on Planning for
the PC (since Sept 24).



If proceed with a new/revised plan, DCT may be commissioned to write a community
survey, analyse the results, arrange 1-2 public engagement events and prepare the
pre-Submission plan.

There is no PC budget available — this would be dependent on securing grant.
Government grants for NP are not currently open for new applications — expected to
open for the current financial year as late as July 25.

Those previously involved in developing the NP recall the hard work involved over
several years and question if it was worth it/would be worth doing again, particularly
as the NP is not seen to have had the influence / outcomes hoped for/expected.
Public consultation event held by the PC last June on the Reg 18 Local Plan as well as
the NP. Responses written up — lot of negative comments made re the value of the
NP. (However, this event did identify the 2 potential community NP volunteers)

Last time the triggers for the NP included the development proposals at Goodmores
(linked to the incoming (now adopted) Local Plan) and also the experience of the
community in fighting off an unwanted planning application off Courtlands Lane
(eventually refused at appeal) as well as houses developed on sites allocated in their
NP, were also not what they wanted (example of site opposite the church where the
community wanted 14 bungalows but instead got 9 houses all with an asking price
>f£1m and not the smaller homes, meeting local need they still need).
Community/PC also frustrated/disappointed that active travel links not incorporated
as they wanted/expected at Goodmores site, despite specific policy (P6) in the NP
which states "Section 106/CIL funding must be made available for suitable off-road
footpaths and bridleways, specifically footpaths linking Dinan Way to Hulham Road
and a bridle way parallel to Hulham Road from the Exe View junction up to The
Common."

Feeling the pressure again now with the convergence of the sites coming through the
emerging new Local Plan at the same time as the ‘tilted balance’ being applied.

AK advised:

o Starting point is understanding more about how the current plan has worked
in practice, what has worked/what hasn’t and why.

o Some work can be done between us ahead of and in prep for grant
application.

o Reduce breadth of work on a new NP by focusing in on key issues and areas a
NP could influence only. No need and arguably less value/less effective - and
certainly more work to cover the full range of planning matters in a NP.
National policy and local plan policy will apply therefore no need to/value in
duplicating policy, but in adding to or extending it for local circumstances.
Possible to have anything upwards of a single issue /single policy plan.

o Government is very much still backing/pushing NPs — particularly keen on
them allocating sites for housing to meet local needs. Has recently extended
the protection given to NP housing policies in times where the tilted balance
applies, to 5 years, but you may need to include a housing allocation to
qualify.



Actions:

SC to share response document with AK and recent monitoring re. the NP — DONE

AK to extract data from EDDC development management records to help to build a picture of where
/ how the NP has been cited in officer reports and speak to DM Officers about how they have found
working with the Plan.

AK to provide any update when known on grants [you can also watch this space: Apply - Locality
Neighbourhood Planning]

AK to report back on legal view on whether a NP MUST include a housing allocation to benefit from
the 5-year protection.

2. Current planning-related issues/concerns in the community:

Main outcome of Goodmores in terms of impact on the Lympstone community is the
Dinan Way extension (DWE). LPC have received CIL money from Goodmores, but
nothing from DWE (planning application passed before BNG requirement) despite
this construction project being wholly within Lympstone (and several recent pollution
incidents affecting Wotton Brook). Traffic from DWE will filter into A376 just before
the Saddlers Way traffic lights, which is the main exit/entry point to Lympstone
village. Community very concerned about additional traffic on the A376 and likely
impact on travel times/idling engines at the lights, use of Wotton Lane as a 'rat run’,
etc.

Concern re/objections to Local Plan proposals including further proposed expansion
of Exmouth built up area into the Lympstone parish (including the site previously
fought off by the community off Courtlands Lane in Lympstone parish, but allocated
to Exmouth (Lymp 07), where it was noted by the Planning Inspector at appeal that
Lympstone do not wish to coalesce with Exmouth) and the proposed Meeting Lane
sites at Lympstone village (site ref. GH/ED/73 to the south and GH/ED/72a to the
north (which lies within Woodbury parish). (Site. GH/ED/73 refused full application
at appeal [n.b hearing due to start 04/06/25] but also recent outline consent granted
19/05/25).

Securing the right type of houses — seen as affordable homes, social rent, smaller
homes for older residents to downsize to and to enable residents to stay or return
who cannot afford to buy/rent in Lympstone. Community concerned that no
affordable housing will end up being included on the Meeting Lane site despite the
outline approval being for 14 units, and that only that an offsite financial
contribution will be made (with reference to past experience at Charles Court on the
old Lympstone Nursery site).

Discussed possible Housing Needs Survey through DCT, which may be able to funded
by EDDC if the community looking to allocate a site for affordable homes and/or
deliver a community-led affordable housing scheme. SC advised possible access to
an existing 2022 HNS which would still be valid.



https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/apply/
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/apply/
https://planning.eastdevon.gov.uk/online-applications/files/9E807A859D60C594A5621745664218EB/pdf/23_1269_MFUL-HEARING_NOTIFICATION-2868219.pdf

e Achieving better active travel links, including to enable safer connections to St Peter’s
school, Lympstone Common, Yonder Oak Wood (Woodland Trust project less than 1
mile away)

e Wildlife and the environment —especially given the relationship with the estuary and
it’s SSSI/RAMSAR status including re. local business, leisure & tourism etc. And,
related to this:

e Flooding and water quality issues (including re. the impact of development on higher
ground and pollution incidents). Very active local groups working hard on these
topics.

e AK may be able to help facilitate early engagement with relevant officers (EDDC /
DCC) on key issues.

Actions:

AK to confirm the position re. the boundary changes in relation to proposed expansion of Exmouth
town and Lympstone village and how this relates to administrative and NP areas and also CIL
receipts.

AK to speak to EDDC Housing Enabling Officer about the potential interest in a HNS.
SC to follow up permission for the PC / NP group to use the existing 2022 HNS

SC reporting back our discussion to LPC meeting tomorrow (eve of 22" May)

Appendix 3:
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Another environment and sustainable design policy example is given at Appendix §. These
practical examples are particularly relevant as the Planning Inspectorate does not seem to keep
up to date with what wording is permitted in NDPs, and without examples before them planning
inspectors seem to vary in their comments on draft neighbourhood plans.

Since the requirement under the Environment Act 2021 for biodiversity net gain to be a
consideration within planning applications in England. including maps of wildlife habitats within
MDPs may also become good practice (see more under Biodiversity Net Gain below).

3. LOCAL PLANNING APPLICATIONS
CRITERIA FOR ASSESSIMNG APPLICATIONS

Thanks are due to Hadleigh Town Council for their published advice (see References at Page 8
below):

The Planning Adwvisory Committee should use the following critera for assessing planning
applications with respect to environmental impact and ciimate change:

1. Design and materials. The application makes clear that the design aims fo minimize energy
reguirements in the design phase (e.q. it fulfils Passivhaus standards (see sechion 8)) and also
justifies the use of carbon-intensive matenals such as steel, brick and cement where these have
been included in the design. The general wasfe reduction principles of reduce, reuse and recycle’,
with use of reclaimed or recycled materials where this is possible should also be apparent in the
application.

2. Energy efficiency. The application addresses standards for energy efficiency, for example by
specifying a high standard of insulation, with an estimated EPC level of C or above.

3. Renewable energy. Homes should be fitted with a source of renewable energy, such as solar
thermal or heat pump heating, or photovoltaics. Applications or homes with fossil fuelled bollers
shouwld not be supported.

4. Accessibility. Sites allocated for new housing are, or are to be made, easlly accessible by
walking, cycling and public transport links to the town centre and local amenities including schools
and sponts facilities. Specifying in the application any locations for cycle storage is fo be
encouraged.

5. Green space. The application avoids loss of local nature sites and green spaces and includes
plans for their mainfenance where relevant (e.g. tree walering). Significant developments shouwld
include areas that enhance local nature, through allowing habitats to establish. crealing cormdors
between existing areas of habifal.

6. Tree coverage. Where the application inciudes a new open space, it includes sufficlent new
native tree coverage and ather plant life.
5
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SLCC

Faz Lol Coundl Frofeuiorai

7. Low-carbon vehicles. The application supports low-carbon vehicles, for example, with EV
charging points easily accessible.

8. Lighting. The application specifies where approprate that LED lights are to be used.

9. Resilience to cimate impacts. Building should not be builf in flood plaing nor otherwise

contnbute fo significantly changing surface or sub-surface hydrology. including impacting on other
homes and buildings. Buildings should be well-insulated and may contain features such as green
roofs, that contribute passively fo summer cooling.

10. Water saving. The application includes where appropriate water saving measures such as
using waler butts and follet Aushers that save water) and runoff waler in concrete areas.

Applicants are encouwraged o review the guidance in the Net Zero Carbon Toolkit (see section B).
The Net Zero Carbon Toolkif has been adopted and promoted as a guide by Babergh District
Council [10].

Threshold

This Planning Advisory Commilfee may decide not fo apply this guidance where if considers an
application:

« o have low or zero envirommental impact or carbon emissions, or

+ o covera sife plot area less than 2000 sq. fi.

ENVIRONMEMNTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENTS

Environmental impact azsesaments are required for certain types of development. Current
Government guidance on these can be found at www.gov.ukiguidance/environmental-impact-
assessment. In summary the guidance says:

The aim of Environmental iImpact Assessment is to protect the environment by ensuring that a
local planning authority when deciding whether to grant planning permission for a project, which is
likely to have significant effects on the environment, does so in the full knowledge of the likely
significant effects, and takes this inlo account in the decision-making process.

Whether or not there is an environmental impact assessment provided by the planning applicants,
town and parish councils will be able to review applications by following the Hadleigh approach.

BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN

From 2™ April 2024 it has been a requirement of most planning applications in England that the
development results in at least a 10% increasa in measure of local biodiversity.

B

i) Copyright 2025
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As this is a new requirement, good practice is still emerging, but a summary of a potential
approach by local councils is given at Appendix ¥. Some such approach is appropriate due to the
duty on all councils under the Environment Act 2021 to consider biodiversity in all their actions.

PROTECTED LAMDSCAPES

Some parishes include land designated as part of a Mational Landscape (formerly Area of
Outstanding Matural Beauty (A0ONB). Govemment guidance advises:

Az a local authority, you must make sure that any proposals have regard for the purpose of
consering and enhancing the natural beauty of the National Landscape, for example when:

« adding utility services, like gas pipes and telecommunicalions cables
« creating public access as part of rights of way improvement

You can consull Nafural England where development might have a significant impact.

In practice, the local planning authority in the first instance decides whether or not something
would be a major development (see Appendix 8, paragraph 190 of the NPPF). Mational
Landscapes are not statutory consultees for planning applications but may have relevant policies
in their own management plans. There have also been proposals recently for large solar arrays
on green belt land, which if sufficiently large (over 1,000 square metres) will attract the attention of
the Secretary of State, though in such cases Government policy on reducing carbon emissions
seams to come into play.

More detailed advice on how to respond to planning applications on any protected area may be
found at www_gov.uk/guidance/protected-sites-and-areas-how-to-review-planning-applications .
This advice includes a link www._gov.ukiguidance/habitats-requlations-assessments-protecting-a-

european-site to the process (that should have been applied) for any plan or development
affecting a protected area, a webpage which itself links to a list of protected areas across the UK.

LISTED BUILDINGS

Another heritage issue that may come up is around retrofitting listed buildings to make them more
sustainable in response to climate change and also due to increased energy costs. Gloucester
Cathedral and York Minstar are amongst the major buildings having solar panels fitted on their
roofs, but elsewhere conservation officers may be more critical of such proposals. This may of
course be an issue for local councilzs with listed town halls who want to make such improvements.

There is currently a group of heritage practitioners seeking to influence palicy in this area (sea
more at www.hertagedeclares.org ), but meanwhile Historic England has been addressing the
iszue in several publications which can be found at www_historicengland.org.uk/advicetechnical-
advice/retrofit-and-energy-efficiency-in-historic-buildings/ . In terms of planning applications, we
may look at any applications for listed buildings consent to see if they reflect Historic England’s
“whole building approach” through understanding the building and its context, including:

» The significance of the building and potential harm from possible changes
+ Influence of local environmental factors such as exposure to sun, wind and rain
» Design, construction and condition of the building.

7
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Appendix 4:

Wildlife corridors / Pedestrian and cycleway (Active Travel) links

As per Landscape Proposal submitted to EDDC following joint consultation with WPC and ETC 9th
October 2024.
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Alternate routes

1. Across Wotton Valley
2. Lympstone boundary

Route A
Meeting needs:

e Community concerns about the dangers of crossing junction and turning right out of Meeting
Lane

e Creation of a safe walking route from the village via St Peter's School to Yonder Oak Wood on
the northern parish boundary
Harefield Cross junction requires an upgrade given increased volume of traffic

o Note the horse crossing sign as you approach Harefield Cross from the north.

Route B

NB Two alternate routes depending on access over private land (see map)

Meeting needs

e To facilitate safe Walking/cycling route from village to Lympstone Common
New Dinan Way roundabout - pedestrian crossing included in plans?
Active travel; increased pedestrian access to green space; improved nature networks;
reduced reliance on car transport to visit Lympstone Common

e Protection of Lympstone-Exmouth boundary



Supporting Policies
Lympstone adopted Neighbourhood Plan - Policy P6

"Section 106/CIL funding must be made available for suitable off-road footpaths and bridleways,
specifically footpaths linking Dinan Way to Hulham Road and a bridle way parallel to Hulham Road
from the Exe View junction up to The Common."

EDDC
1) EDLP Strategic Policy SD10: Development allocations at Lympstone

GH/ED/72a and GH/ED/73 "Development should explore opportunities for localised
improvements/contributions (e.g. at the Exmouth Road/Meeting Lane intersection)."

This site is allocated for 8 new homes. Additional tree planting should be provided
along the southern boundary to mitigate the visual impact of the settlement edge upon

the countryside beyond
GH/ED/72a - Land at Meeting Lane, Lympstone

This site is allocated for 42 new homes. Tree planting along the western and northern
edge should be provided to mitigate the impact upon Nutwell Park. A pedestrian link

should connect with the existing footpath on Meeting Lane to the south. Development
should explore opportunities for localised improvements/contributions (e.g at the

Exmouth Road/Meeting Lane intersection)
GH/ED/73 - Land north west of Strawberry Hill, Lympstone

This site is allocated for 42 new homes. Built development should not occur in the
triangular area in the centre of site that is a "lost" orchard and ridge and furrow. This
area should be reinstated as an orchard or otherwise provided as open publicly
accessible open space. A pedestrian link should connect with the existing footpath on
Meeting Lane to the north west. Development should explore opportunities for
localised improvements/contributions (e.g at the Exmouth Road/Meeting Lane

intersection).

2) EDLP Policy Housing Strategy 2020 - 2024

10. Meeting our priorities - Improving our communities
Key Service Objectives for Improving communities

2. Identify Housing land for Nature Recovery Networks, re-wilding and wildlife improvement
corridors....

County

1. April 2025 Devon Climate Emergency newsletter - £23 Million Boost for South West's Walking
and Cycling Infrastructure. Devon, Cornwall and Isles of Scilly are sharing £7.1 Million from
this fund which is specifically to "support the creation of new cycle tracks, footpaths, safer

crossings, and road junctions across the region."
2. Local Nature Recovery Strategy - DCC at consultation stage

National

® Active Travel is a Government priority
e Natural England Accessible Green Space Standards



https://eastdevon.gov.uk/housing-and-homelessness/existing-council-tenants/housing-strategies-and-policies/housing-strategy-2020-2024/meeting-our-priorities-improving-our-communities/
https://devonclimateemergency.org.uk/taking-action-old/23-million-boost-for-south-wests-walking-and-cycling-infrastructure/
https://devonclimateemergency.org.uk/taking-action-old/23-million-boost-for-south-wests-walking-and-cycling-infrastructure/
https://designatedsites.naturalengland.org.uk/GreenInfrastructure/GIStandards.aspx

® NE blog post 4 April 2025 Nature Towns and Cities: Creating Greener Neighbourhoods and
Brighter Futures “47% of people do not currently have access to green space within 15-

minutes' walk of home”
® August 2024 Defra: Access to Green Space in England report for government.
“Bigger, better and more joined up” Wildlife corridors, linking green space Professor Sir John Lawton
Report “Making Space for Nature”



https://naturalengland.blog.gov.uk/2025/04/04/nature-towns-and-cities-creating-greener-neighbourhoods-and-brighter-futures/
https://naturalengland.blog.gov.uk/2025/04/04/nature-towns-and-cities-creating-greener-neighbourhoods-and-brighter-futures/
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/access-to-green-space-in-england/access-to-green-space-in-england
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/making-space-for-nature-a-review-of-englands-wildlife-sites-published-today
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/making-space-for-nature-a-review-of-englands-wildlife-sites-published-today

