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This meetingis being recorded for subsequent publication on the Council’s website and will
be streamed live to the East Devon District Council Youtube Channel

[

Minutes of the previous meeting (Pages 4 - 9)
2 Apologies
3 Declarations of interest

Guidance is available online to Councillors and co-opted members on making
declarations of interest

4 Public speaking
Information on public speaking is available online

5 Matters of urgency

Information on matters of urgency is available online

There is one late item recommended by officers - agenda item 10: Minutes of the
Budget Setting and Capital Allocations Panel held on 1 December.

6 Confidential/exempt item(s)

To agree any items to be dealt with after the public (including the Press) have
been excluded. There is one item which officers recommend should be dealt with
in this way.

7 Minutes of the Cranbrook Placemaking Group held on 6 October 2025 (Pages
10 - 16)

8 Minutes of Placemaking in Exmouth Town and Seafront Group held on 20
October 2025 (Pages 17 - 18)
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https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCmNHQruge3LVI4hcgRnbwBw
http://eastdevon.gov.uk/council-and-democracy/councillor-conduct/councillor-reminder-for-declaring-interests/
https://eastdevon.gov.uk/council-and-democracy/public-speaking/have-your-say-at-meetings/all-other-public-meetings/#article-content
http://eastdevon.gov.uk/council-and-democracy/matters-of-urgency/

9 Minutes of Overview Committee held on 30 September 2025 (Pages 19 - 27)

Minute 50 was deferred from Cabinet held on 29 October 2025. This report is on
the agenda at item 15.

10 Minutes of the Budget Setting and Capital Allocations Panel held on 1 December
2025 (Pages 28 - 30)

Key Matters for Decision

11 Cranbrook Stewardship (Pages 31 - 36)

12 Percy Wakley Woods Lease and Future Management as a SANG (Pages 37 -
49)

13 In Perpetuity Funding for Management of Clyst Meadows SANG (Pages 50 - 56)
14 Exmouth Beach Management Plan Update (Pages 57 - 67)
15 Leisure Strategy - Addendum (Pages 68 - 71)

Matters for Decision

16 East Devon Public Spaces Protection Orders Approval Review (Pages 72 -
114)

17 Responseto the Woodbury Parish Neighbourhood Plan Submission
(Pages 115 - 133)

18 Mutters Moor, Sidmouth - New Managed Car Park (Pages 134 - 136)
19 Wellbeing Cranbrook (Pages 137 - 146)

20 Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985 - Exclusion of Press
and Public

The Vice-Chair to move the following:

“that under Section 100(A) (4) of the Local Government Act 1972 the public
(including the press) be excluded from the meeting as exempt information, of the
description set out on the agenda, is likely to be disclosed and on balance the
public interestis in discussing this item in private session (Part B)”.

Part B Key Matters for Decision

21 Bridge and Structure Inspections 2025 (Pages 147 - 151)

Under the Openness of Local Government Bodies Regulations 2014, any members of the
public are now allowed to take photographs, film and audio record the proceedings and
report on all public meetings (including on social media). No prior notification is needed but
itwould be helpful if you could let the democratic services team know you plan to film or
record so that any necessary arrangements can be made to provide reasonable facilities for
you to report on meetings. This permission does not extend to private meetings or parts of
meetings which are not open to the public. You should take all recording and photography
equipmentwith you if a public meeting moves into a session which is notopen to the public.
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If you are recording the meeting, you are asked to act in a reasonable manner and not
disruptthe conduct of meetings for example by using intrusive lighting, flash photography or
asking people to repeat statements for the benefit of the recording. You may not make an
oral commentary during the meeting. The Chair has the power to control public recording
and/or reporting so it does not disrupt the meeting.

Members of the public exercising their right to speak during Public Speaking will be
recorded.

Decision making and equalities

For a copy of this agenda in large print, please contact the Democratic
Services Team on 01395 517546
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http://new.eastdevon.gov.uk/council-and-democracy/committees-and-meetings/decision-making-and-equalities-duties/

Agenda Item 1
EAST DEVON DISTRICT COUNCIL

Minutes of the meeting of Cabinet held at Council Chamber, Blackdown
House, Honiton on 29 October 2025

Attendance list at end of document
The meeting started at 6.06 pm and ended at 7.00 pm

86 Minutes of the previous meeting
The minutes of the previous meetings of Cabinet held on 1 October 2025 were agreed.
87 Declarations of interest

Min 93. Minutes of Placemaking in Exmouth Town and Seafront Group held on 9
September 2025.

Councillor Brian Bailey, Affects Non-registerable Interest, Member of Exmouth Town
Council.

Min 93. Minutes of Placemaking in Exmouth Town and Seafront Group held on 9
September 2025.

Councillor Nick Hookway, Affects Non-registerable Interest, Member of Exmouth Town
Council and Devon County Council.

Min 100. Cranbrook Leisure Centre Review.
Councillor Paul Arnott, Other Registerable Interest, Member of Devon County Council.

Min 100. Cranbrook Leisure Centre Review.

Councillor Richard Jefferies, Other Registerable Interest, Member of Devon County
Council.

Min 101. Sale of Vacant Plot of Land Off Harepath Road, Seaton.

Councillor Dan Ledger, Affects and prejudicial Non -registerable Interest, Family member
owns adjacent land.

88 Public speaking

Four members of the public had requested to speak. It was agreed to take the public
speakers at the start of the relevant agenda item, recorded at Minute 95.

89  Matters of urgency
There were none.
90  Confidentiallexempt item(s)
There was two items dealt with in this way recorded at Minutes 100 and 101.

91 Minutes of Leisure Strategy Delivery Forum held on 16 September
2025

Members noted the minutes and recommendations of the Leisure Strategy Delivery

Forum held on 16 September 2025.
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92

93

94

95

Cabinet 29 October 2025

Minute 24 Update on Cranbrook Leisure, Health and Wellbeing Campus
That Cabinet endorse the Addendum to the Leisure Strategy.

Minutes of Asset Management Forum held on 29 September 2025

Members noted the minutes and recommendations of the Asset Management Forum
held on 29 September 2025.

Minute 17 Hayne Lane, Honiton
That a budget of £30,000 is made available to provide legal and commercial advice to
support the delivery of the site.

Minutes of Placemaking in Exmouth Town and Seafront Group held
on 9 September 2025

Members noted the minutes of the Placemaking in Exmouth Town and Seafront Group
held on 9 September 2025.

Minutes of Scrutiny Committee held on 2 October 2025
Members noted the minutes of the Scrutiny Committee held on 2 October 2025.

Minutes of Overview Committee held on 30 September 2025

Four members of the public spoke on this item. The following points were made:

Sue Dabinetta resident of Kilmington, read out a statement from Helen Sacko the senior
public affairs officer of the Kennel Club. The Kennel Club recognised the need to balance
the interests of all users of public spaces. However, restrictions on dog walking should
always be fair, proportionate and evidence based reflecting the needs of the whole
community. There was concern on the impact for elderly and disabled residents many of
whom depend on their dogs for companionship, mobility and well-being. Under the
Equality Act of 2010 councils had a duty to ensure public spaces remain accessible and
inclusive. The Kennel Club supported reasonable exclusions from enclosed play areas or
courts provided there was suitable alternative spaces nearby and questioned if a full-time
band on sports fields was necessary. Seasonal or time restrictions supported by clear
signage were often far more practical and fairer. Blanket restrictions could cause
displacement pushing dog walkers into unsuitable areas and creating new issues. In
summary the Kennel Club supported the compromise solution proposed by the Killington
community which offered a balanced inclusive and proportionate way forward for all
residents.

Yvette Turner a resident of Kilmington, represented the Kilmington Dog Walking Group.
She advised that the school and Cricket Club only use a part of the Playing Field during
the summer months. There were no suitable alternative areas in Kilmington which elderly
or less mobile residents could access to exercise their dogs off-lead safely. Ms Turner
outlined a compromise position which would restrict dogs on-leads to the summer
months only. Kilmington Dog Walkers Group proposed that the dog on-lead requirement
should be removed and a new dog exclusion requirement between 10am and 6pm from
1 May to 30 September was applied. This compromise had worked well in other parts of
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Cabinet 29 October 2025

Devon. The Group requested Cabinet supported this compromise, so that all residents of
Kilmington could properly share in Arthur Hitchcock's generous legacy to enjoy the green
open space.

Sandra Ward a resident of Kilmington, highlighted the need for a place where disabled
people and those with mobility issues can exercise their dog safely off the lead. Currently
disabled people and those with impaired mobility had to use country lanes which can
resultin dangerous incidents such as Ms Ward had experienced when walking her dog.
She stated that the compromise position worked in other parts of the country and to
consider the Council’s legal obligations and the needs of the whole community. She
asked that Cabinet consider the compromise position.

Christopher Miller a resident of Kilmington, stated his house overlooked the recreation
field which he had monitored over for the past few months, he said the field was hardly
used. The field was empty for most of the day with a few people going there which was a
waste of a beautiful green space. EDDC had delivered a consultation recently with many
people taking part. The majority of residents had voted for the compromise which had
been put forward, he asked Cabinet to consider this. His concern was that a recreation
field which was left to all residents of Kilmington, would end up with not being used and
that would be a waste of this green space.

The Chair thanked all public speakers for their contribution. He suggested that this item
be brought back to Cabinet for officer input to be considered.

Members noted the minutes and recommendations of the Overview Committee held on
30 September 2025, with the deferment of Minute 50.

Minute 50 Public Spaces Protection Orders consultation
To be deferred to the next meeting of Cabinet.

Minute 51 Public toilets programme review
1. That an options appraisal is undertaken to influence direction of travel informed through
the debate, to include flexibility around capital expenditure and early engagement with
Town and Parish Councils and that the timing of the options appraisal aligns with the
forthcoming stewardship report to Cabinet.
2. That Officers have regard to the discussion and comments made by the Overview
Committee at its meeting on 30 September 2025.

Community Grant Fund Policy

The Portfolio Holder Finance introduced the report which set out the new proposed
Community Grants Fund Policy. Community grant funding played a key role in helping
the voluntary sector upliftand empower the local communities. This grant funding would
be available for the voluntary sector, thereby helping support small community projects
and community buildings. Funding would be for financial years 2025/26 and 2026/27. In
the event of remaining funds or new funding being made available, the scheme would
continue into 2027/28.

RESOLVED that Cabinet;
1. Adopts the Community Grant Fund policy.
2. Approves the issuing of grants in accordance with the Community Grant Fund policy.
3. Grants delegated authority to the Assistant Director for Revenues, Benefits and Customer
Services in consultation with the Chair of the Community Grant Panel as the Portfolio
Holder for Finance to make any changes to the policy.
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REASON:

In agreeing the policy, the Community Grant Fund could be made available for the
voluntary sector to apply for much needed funding as this funding had already been
earmarked.

Clyst St Mary and Sowton (Bishops Clyst) Neighbourhood Plan
(First Review) to be formally made

The Clyst St Mary and Sowton (Bishops Clyst) Neighbourhood Plan (First Review) had
now successfully passed referendum and must be formally ‘made’ (adopted) by EDDC in
order to form part of the development plan, replacing the existing Made Plan from 2017.

RESOLVED that Cabinet;

1. Agree that the Clyst St Mary and Sowton (Bishops Clyst) Neighbourhood Plan (First
Review) be ‘made’.

2. Note that once made the Plan will carry full weight in the planning decision making
process as part of the statutory development plan for this Neighbourhood Plan Area (the
parishes of Clyst St Mary and Sowton combined, known as ‘Bishops Clyst’), thereby
superseding the previously made Plan for the area.

3. Congratulate Bishops Clyst Parish Council and their Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group
on this culmination of their hard work in developing the Plan.

REASON:

The Plan received a majority ‘yes’ vote in the neighbourhood area referendum, as
required by the Regulations and there was no substantive reason not to make the Plan.
In addition, to recognise the dedication and hard work by Bishops Clyst Parish Council
and dedicated volunteers in preparing the Plan.

Exemption to Contract Standing Orders to appoint specialist
underwater contractor

The report informed Cabinet of an Exemption to Contract Standing Orders approved with
regards to appointing specialist underwater contractor to undertake works at the
Council’s swimming pools.

RESOLVED that Cabinet;
Notes the action taken.

REASON:

Under Contract Standing Orders item 2.3.2, Request for Exemption to Contract Standing
Orders must be reported to Cabinet for support. “Where the Contract sumis £20,001 or
above then the use of the exemption must be reported by the Officer, to the next meeting
of the Cabinet for them to note their support for the action taken.”

Local Government (Access to Information) Act 1985 - Exclusion of
Press and Public

RESOLVED that Cabinet:

That under Section 100(A) (4) of the Local Government Act 1972 the public (including

the press) be excluded from the meeting as exempt information, of the description set
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out on the agenda, is likely to be disclosed and on balance the public interestis in
discussing this item in private session (Part B).

Cranbrook Leisure Centre Review
The recommendations as set out in the report were agreed.
Sale of Vacant Plot of Land Off Harepath Road, Seaton

Councillor Ledger left the room for this debate due to a declaration of interest.

The recommendations as set out in the report were agreed.

Attendance List

Present:
Portfolio Holders

P Arnott Leader of the Council

S Hawkins Portfolio Holder Finance

P Hayward Portfolio Holder Assets and Economy

N Hookway Portfolio Holder Culture, Leisure, Sport and Tourism

S Jackson Portfolio Holder Communications and Democracy

G Jung Portfolio Holder Environment - Operations

D Ledger Portfolio Holder Sustainable Homes & Communities

J Loudoun Deputy Leader & Portfolio Holder Corporate, Council &
External Engagement

T Olive Portfolio Holder Place, Infrastructure & Strategic Planning

R Jefferies Portfolio Holder Environment - Nature & Climate

Also present (for some or all the meeting)
Councillor Aurora Bailey

Councillor Brian Bailey

Councillor lan Barlow

Councillor Kevin Blakey

Councillor Kim Bloxham

Councillor Roy Collins

Councillor Peter Faithfull

Councillor Matt Hall

Also present:

Officers:

Melanie Wellman, Director of Governance (Monitoring Officer)

Amanda Coombes, Democratic Services Officer

Tim Child, Assistant Director Place, Assets & Leisure

Sharon Church, Benefits Manager

Simon Davey, Director of Finance

Tracy Hendren, Chief Executive

Andrew Wood, Director of Place

Naomi Harnett, Corporate Lead (Interim) — Major Projects & Programmes

page 8



Cabinet 29 October 2025

Chair Date:
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Agenda Item 7

Recommendations for Cabinet’s consideration from the meeting of the Cranbrook
Placemaking Group on 6 October 2025

RECOMMENDATIONS TO CABINET:

Minute 30: Community Development

To support the approach set outin the report to reestablish the Wellbeing Cranbrook
programme and the creation of the Community Wellbeing & Activity Organiser and
Community Connector roles.

Minute 31: Stewardship of Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space

1.

To approve the preferred approach for the order of priority for the appointment of the
‘Responsible Organisation’ foradoption and future managementof Suitable Alternative
Natural Greenspace (SANG) in the expansion phases of Cranbrook (in line with other
public green spaces and community assets), as follows:
i. Cranbrook Town Councilin the first instance (subject to Governance Review in
relation to the area currently within the Whimple Parish)
ii. The District Council (or future Unitary Authority)
iii.  An appropriate public body, charitable trust or CIC that is suitable for the
management of SANG (e.g. Land Trust/English Estates), in consultation with
Cranbrook Town Council

To approve the following proposed selection criteria, which are set outas the Council’'s
expected consistentapproach when (in conjunction with developers) determining who
should be the Responsible Organisation for each phase and in future S106
agreements.
i. An appropriate constituted organisation in public ownership with capacity and
suitability to manage SANG in perpetuity
ii. A suitable financial plan to ensure in perpetuity funding, which takes a
cautious/low risk approach to investment
iii. A clear approach to public accountability to ensure that future management of
the SANG can respond to community issues/concerns.
iv. That managementcosts for SANG in each phase of Cranbrook are based on an
approved detailed landscape plans, specification, SANG management plan and
a cost schedule which sets out the areas/features being delivered within the
SANG and the estimated timescale for their capital replacement (and costs
thereof)
v. Consideration of how added value will be achieved (e.g. wider public health and
wellbeing, education, sustainability and biodiversity benefits).

vi. How the organisation will contribute to achieving a consistent management of
SANG within Cranbrook.

vii. Agree to delegate authority to the New Community Manager and Green
Infrastructure Project Manager to prepare a model of an outline specification
and managementplan which sets out the approach and requirements for SANG
Management in Cranbrook.

3. Agreeto delegate authorityto the New Community Managerand Green Infrastructure
Project Manager to prepare a model of an outline specification and managementplan
which sets outthe approach and requirements for SANG Managementin Cranbrook.
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EAST DEVON DISTRICT COUNCIL

Minutes of the meeting of Cranbrook Placemaking Group held at Conference
Room, Younghayes Centre, Cranbrook on 6 October 2025

Attendance list at end of document
The meeting started at 9.30 am and ended at 11.42 am

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

Minutes of the previous meeting

The minutes of the previous meeting held on 4 August 2025 were agreed as a correct
record.

Apologies

Apologies for absence are set out at the end of the minutes.
Declarations of Interest

There were no declarations of interest.

Public speaking

There were no members of the public present.

Matters of urgency

There were no matters of urgency.
Confidential/exempt items

There were no confidential or exempt items.

Discussion with the New Community partners - no paper

This item was a verbal update with the Cranbrook New Community Partners (the
Consortium).

The following items were discussed:

ClIr Bloxham raised concerns over the recent power and water outage that had occurred
following a leak on Younghayes Road leading to a large number of households and
businesses being without power and water. It was noted that a temporary repair had
been made and a generator erected on site to provide power. The Group felt that
engagement and communication with local residents and businesses was poor and the
consortium agreed that they would discuss the issues raised with energy providers Eon
to ensure impacts during the ongoing repairs was minimised.

The Group raised further concerns around broadband connectivity in the Phase 1
development which had led to impacts to the doctors surgery and town council for a
number of days. The Group were concerned thatcabling and routers required upgrading

and there had been a lack of investment and maintenance of existing services. The
page 11



30

Cranbrook Placemaking Group 6 October 2025

Group further expressed concern regarding the cost of broadband for Phase 1 residents
and the consortium agreed that this and the issues raised would be investigated and an
update provided at a future meeting.

The Group also raised issues with the Persimmon and Wimpey developments where
roads had yetto be completed and there were a number of raised ironworks around the
road network and works to complete sewer connections. The consortium confirmed that
a programme of works was in place for Phase 2 and the current focus was on working
with South West Water to see the completion of works to the sewers. The consortium
further confirmed that the programme of works for Phase 2 & 3 would see the completion
of sewers, street lights and finishing work to tarmac roads. The Chair requested that the
Director of Place contacts SWW to discuss progressing works to the sewers.

The consortium advised the Group that works to provide six playparks was out to tender
and it was hoped that contractors would be appointed in 2 weeks. The Group welcomed
this update but it was felt that there was further work required around elements of the
S106 agreement and a Deed of Variation to support this. The consortium agreed to
arrange a meeting between Devon County Council and East Devon District Council to
work towards achieving a successful outcome on elements of the S106 and Deed of
Variation.

RESOLVED:
That the update is noted and the following actions were agreed:
1. Consortium - that they would discuss the issues raised with energy providers Eon to
ensure impacts during the ongoing repairs was minimised.
2. Consortium — cost of broadband and impacts from having no broadband to be
investigated and an update provided at a future meeting.
3. Director of Place — to arrange a meeting with South West Water to discuss the works
required to complete the sewer work at Phase 2 & 3.
4. Consortium —to arrange a meeting with Devon County Council and East Devon County
Council to progress the S106 and Deed of Variation.

Community development

The Director of Place presented a report setting out how best to support the social
development of Cranbrook as a strong and resilient community.

The Group acknowledged that there was now a need to reinvigorate the Wellbeing
Cranbrook programme. It was noted that this was best achieved through working
collaboratively with a range of partners and the Group supported that a civic
collaboration agreement would be developed to achieve this.

The Group discussed the current position in relation to funding and hosting of the
Community Wellbeing & Activity Organiser and Community Connector roles and
supported that Option 2 which would utilise the reserve and the balance of the Move
More Cranbrook budget and the balance of the Programme Management and
Connecting Communities elements of the Move More Cranbrook budget should be used
to support this. The Group hoped that this could lead to a Youth Worker role being
included in any proposals working with Devon County Council and the Town Council
around the family hub. The Chair suggested that this would require a joint approach and
the Group welcomed that the Chair as Portfolio Holder for Place, Investment and
Strategic Planning along with the Portfolio Holder for Sustainable Communities would
contact the Director for Public Health and Portfolio Holder for Public Health at Devon
County Council to raise these issues.
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Cranbrook Placemaking Group 6 October 2025

RESOLVED:
That the Group:

1. Supports reestablishing the Wellbeing Cranbrook programme.

2. Supports the creation of the Community Wellbeing & Activity Organiser and Community
Connector roles.

3. Notes the current position in relation to potential funding for and hosting of these roles
and identifies the preferred option to utilise the reserve and the balance of the Move More
Cranbrook budget and the balance of the Programme Management and Connecting
Communities elements of the Move More Cranbrook budget is used to support this.

4. Supports exploring the development of a civic agreement with key partners to provide a
framework to support ongoing community development.

RECOMMENDATION TO EDDC CABINET:

To supportthe approach set out in the report to reestablish the Wellbeing
Cranbrook programme and the creation of the Community Wellbeing & Activity
Organiser and Community Connector roles.

Stewardship of Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space

The Green Infrastructure Project Manager (EDDC) presented a report setting out the
proposed approach to the management of 78Ha of Suitable Alternative Natural
Greenspace (SANG) which would be delivered across the four Cranbrook expansion
areas.

The Group noted that the preferred approach for the appointment of the ‘Responsible
Organisation’ for adoption and future management of SANG in these expansion phases
of Cranbrook was agreed with the developers in accordance with an order of priority
which aligned with other public open spaces and community assets within Cranbrook
with the aim of providing a consistent approach to management of open spaces.

The Group supported the recommendations noting the EDDC Cabinet's resolution on 30
July regarding stewardship of public amenities, and in particular the vital role that
effective stewardship of public amenities played in supporting the establishment of
sustainable communities and recommended that Cabinet approve the following
recommendations:

RECOMMENDATION TO CABINET:
RESOVLED:

1. That Cabinet approve the preferred approach for the order of priority for the appointment
of the ‘Responsible Organisation’ for adoption and future management of Suitable
Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) in the expansion phases of Cranbrook (in line
with other public green spaces and community assets), as follows:

i.  Cranbrook Town Council in the first instance (subject to Governance Review in
relation to the area currently within the Whimple Parish)
ii.  The District Council (or future Unitary authority)
ii.  An appropriate public body, charitable trust or CIC that is suitable for the
management of SANG (e.g. Land Trust/English Estates), in consultation with
Cranbrook Town Council

2. That Cabinet approve the following proposed selection criteria, which are set out as the
Council's expected consistent approach when (in conjunction with developers)
determining who should be the Responsible Organisation for each phase and in future
S106 agreements.
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Cranbrook Placemaking Group 6 October 2025

i. An appropriate constituted organisation in public ownership with capacity and
suitability to manage SANG in perpetuity

i. A suitable financial plan to ensure in perpetuity funding, which takes a
cautious/low risk approach to investment

iii. A clear approach to public accountability to ensure that future management of the
SANG can respond to community issues/concerns.

iv. That management costs for SANG in each phase of Cranbrook are based on an
approved detailed landscape plans, specification, SANG management plan and a
cost schedule which sets out the areas/features being delivered within the SANG
and the estimated timescale for their capital replacement (and costs thereof)

V. Consideration of how added value will be achieved (e.g. wider public health and
wellbeing, education, sustainability and biodiversity benefits).

Vi. How the organisation will contribute to achieving a consistent management of
SANG within Cranbrook.

3. Agree to delegate authority to the New Community Manager and Green Infrastructure

Project Manager to prepare a model of an outline specification and management plan

which sets out the approach and requirements for SANG Management in Cranbrook.

Allocation and spending of Category 4 Infrastructure contributions

The Group agreed to defer this item to allow sufficient time for Devon County Council to
review the mechanism for allocation spend of Category 4 infrastructure contributions.

To support this the Group agreed that an informal meeting of the Group should take
place in early November before submitting a full report to the Strategic Planning
Committee on 4 November 2025.

RESOLVED:
That Agenda Item 10 is deferred.

Energy Service Company (ESCO) for the expansion areas - verbal
update

The Group received a verbal update on the progress with the provision of an energy
service company for further stages of Cranbrook development.

The Group noted that technical work was progressing and this would be followed by a
marketing exercise in November with a tender being issued for the contract during
December/January.

RESOLVED:
That the update be noted.

Community Governance Review - verbal update

The Group received an update on progress with the Community Governance Review that
was currently underway.

The Group noted that 68 representations had been received in response to the
consultation process which would end on 24 October 2025.

A further update would be provided once the consultation process had concluded.

page 14



35

36
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RESOLVED:
That the verbal update on progress with the Community Governance Review is noted.

Implementation Plan

The Group received an Implementation Plan for the proposal to deliver a leisure, health
and wellbeing scheme for Cranbrook.

The Group noted that EDDC intended to make a Cabinet decision on 29th October 2025
to set the scope of the project together with a capital envelope for the works to deliver
Cranbrook Leisure, Health & Wellbeing Campus. This decision would provide a
commitment for EDDC to deliver the leisure scheme with a certain accommodation mix
for an agreed budget.

The implementation plan set outthe various timelines for delivery of the campus scheme
and it was noted that Devon County Council would be seeking agreement from its
Cabinet to commit to partner with EDDC on their leisure building project and contribute
up to £3m of dedicated Section 106 contributions to deliver the community space as part
of an integrated services offer.

The Group welcomed the progress on delivering this facility and noted the details set out
in the Implementation Plan.

RESOLVED:
That the Implementation Plan be noted.

Forward Plan

The Group received the Forward Plan.

RESOLVED:

That the Forward Plan is noted subject to adding an update on interim provision for
health services at Cranbrook and to receive a report on the Category 4 funding
mechanism.

Attendance List
Councillors present:
K Blakey (EDDC)

K Bloxham (EDDC)
T Olive (EDDC)
Henry Gent (DCC)

Councillors also present (for some or all the meeting)
None.

Officers in attendance:
Andrew Wood, Director of Place (EDDC)
Thea Billeter (EDDC)

Paul Osborne (EDDC)
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Cranbrook Placemaking Group 6 October 2025

Nicola Wilson (Principal Planning Officer DCC)

Janine Gardner (Clerk to Cranbrook Town Council)

Alexandra Robinson (Deputy Clerk to Cranbrook Town Council)
Andrew Melhuish (EDDC)

Councillor apologies:
S Hawkins (EDDC)
L Bayliss (DCC)

Chair Date:
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Agenda Item 8

EAST DEVON DISTRICT COUNCIL

Minutes of the meeting of Placemaking in Exmouth Town and Seafront Group
held at Online via Zoom app on 20 October 2025

Attendance list at end of document
The meeting started at 10.03 am and ended at 10.26 am

10

11

12

Minutes of the previous meeting held on 9 September 2025

The minutes of the previous meeting held on 9 September 2025 were approved as a true
and accurate record.

Declarations of interest

Clir O Davey — Minute 12; Affects Non-Registerable Interest: Member of Exmouth Town
Council.

ClIr N Hookway — Minute 12; Affects Non-Registerable Interest: Member of Exmouth
Town Council and of Devon County Council.

Public speaking
One member of the public had registered to speak at the meeting.

Mr Thomas Shillitoe spoke in relation to the Exmouth Gateway at the railway station,
commenting that upon arrival at the station, itis currently very unclear which way to go.
Mr Shillitoe observed that many people walk from the station to the seafront along
Imperial Road, bypassing the town centre shops and cafes at detriment to the local
economy. He highlighted the need to create a line of sight between the station and the
Strand, directing footfall towards the Strand in order to help create the vibrant town
centre that Exmouth needs. Mr Shillitoe added that he would like to see these relatively
minor changes prioritised in an early phase of the Exmouth Placemaking Plan.

Matters of urgency

There were no matters of urgency.
Confidential/lexempt items

There were no confidential/exempt items.

Revised Exmouth Placemaking Plan - Strategic Outline Business
Case

The Corporate Lead — Major Projects and Programmes presented this report which
outlined the progress made to date in reviewing the Exmouth Placemaking and
supporting Strategic Outline Business Case, together with proposed next steps.

Comment was made in discussion, that automated pedestrian crossings at the Exmouth
Gateway would serve to direct visitors towards the town centre whilst also easing

congestion on the highway.
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Chair:

Placemaking in Exmouth Town and Seafront Group 20 October 2025

Members noted the revisions made to the Strategic Outline Business Case and Exmouth
Placemaking Plan and the proposed next steps for public consultation and final adoption.

Attendance List

Councillors present:

P Arnott (Vice-Chair)

O Davey

A Hall

N Hookway (Chair)

G Deasy (Exmouth Town Council)

Councillors also present (for some or all the meeting)
| Barlow

R Collins

M Hall

G Jung

Officers in attendance:

Louie Belfield

Marie Ainsworth, Place & Prosperity Officer

Bethan George, Executive Support Assistant Apprentice

Naomi Harnett, Corporate Lead (Interim) — Major Projects & Programmes
Sarah James, Democratic Services Officer

Sarah Jenkins, Democratic Services Officer

Councillor apologies:
A Bailey
T Dumper
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Agenda Item 9

Recommendations for Cabinet that will resolve in an action being taken:

Overview Committee held on 30 September 2025

Minute 50 Public Spaces Protection Orders consultation

1. That the evidence supports the ongoing need for public space protection orders in
relation to the control of dogs, seashores and promenades and anti-social behaviour
and consumption of intoxicating substances.

2. That Cabinet discharge the three Public Spaces Protection Orders from 2023 in
March 2026.

3. That Cabinet approves three new East Devon Public Spaces Protection Orders for
2026 as attached to the report, with the exception of the PSPO for Exmouth seafront
which the Overview Committee recommends should remain as it currently stands
and that further consultation should be undertaken, if necessary, with a view to
extending and clearly defining the areas where dogs are either permitted or
prohibited.
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EAST DEVON DISTRICT COUNCIL

Minutes of the meeting of Overview Committee held at Council Chamber,
Blackdown House, Honiton on 30 September 2025

Attendance list at end of document
The meeting started at 6.00 pm and ended at 9.50 pm

44 Minutes of the previous meeting held on 17 July 2025
The minutes of the previous meeting were agreed as a true record.
45  Declarations of interest

Minute 50. Public Spaces Protection Orders consultation.
Councillor Brian Bailey, Affects Non-registerable Interest, Exmouth Town Councillor.

Minute 50. Public Spaces Protection Orders consultation.
Councillor Daniel Wilson, Affects Non-registerable Interest, Exmouth Town Councillor.

Minute 50. Public Spaces Protection Orders consultation.
Councillor Marcus Hartnell, Affects Non-registerable Interest, Seaton Town Councillor.

Minute 50. Public Spaces Protection Orders consultation.
Councillor Matt Hall, Affects Non-registerable Interest, Exmouth Town Councillorand dog
owner.

Minute 50. Public Spaces Protection Orders consultation.
Councillor Tim Dumper, Affects Non-registerable Interest, Exmouth Town Councillor.

Minute 51. Public toilets programme review.
Councillor Brian Bailey, Affects Non-registerable Interest, Exmouth Town Councillor.

Minute 51. Public toilets programme review.
Councillor Daniel Wilson, Affects Non-registerable Interest, Exmouth Town Councillor.

Minute 51. Public toilets programme review.
Councillor Matt Hall, Affects Non-registerable Interest, Exmouth Town Councillor.

Minute 51. Public toilets programme review.
Councillor Steve Gazzard, Affects Non-registerable Interest, Exmouth Town Councillor.

Minute 51. Public toilets programme review.
Councillor Tim Dumper, Affects Non-registerable Interest, Exmouth Town Councillor.

46  Public Speaking

Seven members of the public had registered to speak. It was agreed to take the public
speakers at the start of the relevant agenda item.

47 Matters of urgency
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There were no matters of urgency.
Confidential/lexempt item(s)
There were no confidential or exempt items.

Blackdown Hills National Landscape Annual Review and
Management Plan

The Blackdown Hills National Landscape Manager, Tim Youngs, presented the Annual
Review and update on progress being made with reviewing the Management Plan 2025
—2030. It provided an opportunity for the Committee to understand the work
programmes and activities that had been carried out by the Blackdown Hills National
Landscape team over the last 12 months and also to hear about the plans for 2025/26
and how they align with the Council’s own priorities for the environment. The Blackdown
Hills National Landscape team is hosted by Devon County Council, with East Devon DC
(along with Mid Devon DC and Somerset Council) as key match funding partners,
alongside Defra. The ManagementPlan 2025 — 2030, including the Delivery Plan, would
be published imminently.

In response to a question regarding soil loss and soil entering rivers due to agricultural
activity, the Manager advised that advice was available for farmers to assist with
promoting crop management to minimise soil loss.

That Overview Committee noted the Blackdown Hills National Landscape Annual Review
report 2024/25 and update on the Management Plan Review 2025-2030.

The Chair thanked Mr Youngs for attending the meeting.
Public Spaces Protection Orders consultation

Five members of the public had registered to speak on this item. The following points
were made by the members of the public:

Martin Huscroftrepresented Kilmington Cricket Club and advised that the Club had seen
a large reduction in recorded dog fouling incidents following the introduction of the
PSPO. The continuation of the dogs on leads PSPO was supported as it would positively
address the issues of dog fouling and dogs running free and causing a nuisance.

Ash Cook represented the Kilmington Playing Field Committee and noted that the
Playing Field was distinct from the Kilmington Recreation Ground which was referred to
in the consultation. It was requested that any further final PSPO document referred to the
Playing Field. The Playing Field Committee opposed the introduction of dogs off leads for
a large part of the day, as this would inevitably resultin increased dog fouling with the
associated risks to public health, including the potential for dog attacks which was a
growing national problem. The Playing Field Committee supported retaining the current
dogs on leads PSPO.

Yvette Turner represented the Kilmington Dog Walking Group and advised that the
school and Cricket Club only use a part of the Playing Field during the summer months.
There are no suitable alternative areas in Kilmington which elderly or less mobile
residents can access to exercise their dogs off lead safely. Off lead exercise is also

highly beneficial for dogs’ weII-being.pl\éllgsJeTglrner outlined a compromise position which



Overview Committee 30 September 2025

would restrict dogs on leads to the summer months only: Kilmington Dog Walkers
Association proposed that the dog on lead requirement should be removed and a new
dog exclusion requirement between 10am and 6pm from 1 May to 30 September is
applied. This compromise had worked well in other parts of Devon and the Dog Walking
Group requested the Committee to support the compromise.

Sandra Ward highlighted the need for a place where disabled people and those with
mobility issues can exercise their dog safely off the lead. Currently disabled people and
those with impaired mobility have to use country lanes which can resultin dangerous
incidents such as Ms Ward had experienced when walking her dog. The compromise
position worked in other parts of the country and took account of the Council’s legal
obligations and the needs of the whole community.

Robert Kathro addressed the Committee with regard to Exmouth Donkey Field and
Exmouth beach. Mr Kathro advised that he had regularly observed dogs off lead on the
beach during restricted times and had submitted complaints in previous years. Mr Kathro
had been advised by the Council that his complaints would be treated as vexatious. A
volunteer survey this summer had witnessed 53 dogs off lead on Exmouth beach and
members of Mr Kathro’s family had personally experienced a distressing incident
involving a dog off lead. A compromise position for Exmouth beach could include a
stretch which prohibited dogs at all times to enable everyone to enjoy use of the beach.

Angela Ashwin also addressed the Committee and expressed concern that local people
are unable to use the beach anymore due to the large number of dogs. The time
restriction prohibiting dogs between 10am and 6pm during the summer season is not
relevant for local people who use the beach outside those times. Beach activities such
as lying on the sand, picnics and children playing are being made impossible due to the
intrusion of dogs and dog faeces left behind. Requests to owners to remove their dog
have been met with an abusive response. Ms Ashwin asked the Committee to ensure
that the beach is kept for the citizens of Exmouth to enjoy without the problems which
dogs are causing.

The Chair thanked the public speakers for their contributions.

The Portfolio for Environment — Operational, Clir Geoff Jung, commended the report to
the Committee.

The Assistant Director — Environmental Health introduced the report and provided a short
presentation which highlighted key points.

The Council currently has three PSPOs in place covering dog control, seashores and
promenades and anti-social behaviour dating back to 2023. The Council has carried out
a review of these PSPOs to ensure that the three-year review period is met and to
assess if the controls are still required and if so whether they need to be amended. This
included public consultation. It is recommended that the evidence supports the ongoing
use of PSPOs but changes to existing controls require three new orders.

Responses to questions and discussion included the following points:

e The public might be interested to understand the differences in the figures for 2024 and
2025 as shown in the presentation;
Concern was expressed about dog owners not abiding by the rules on Exmouth beach;
Insufficient enforcement capacity is a major issue;
Dog owners who have a disability should be supported,;

Fines should be issued in order to comrrzlgnicate the messaging clearly;
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People should be the priority rather than dogs;

The impact of aggressive dog behaviour or dog faeces can be long-lasting;

Messaging in tourist areas should be clear to ensure that visitors are aware of controls;

It was noted that no fixed penalty notices had been issued in the previous two years as

personal details of those involved could not be collected;

e Officers’ concern to ensure the safety of EDDC staff was noted following aggressive
abuse towards an EDDC officer from a member of the public on Exmouth beach;

e Mixed messaging and variations in the timings of controls across the district may lead to
confusion;

e |tis important that dogs are socialised properly and have sufficient exercise to prevent
problems occurring;

e Only a small minority of dog owners do not act responsibly;

e |t should be borne in mind that dog owners visiting Exmouth to exercise their dogs also
contribute to the local economy;

¢ Residents of Kilmington have to access the Playing Field via narrow lanes and footpaths
could be improved to enable greater access for disabled people;

e Avery clearly defined demarcation between dog-friendly and prohibited areas on
Exmouth beach, using obvious landmarks such as the lifeboat station, could be
beneficial;

e Any changes to controlled areas on Exmouth beach should take account of life-guarded

areas for swimmers.

The following recommendations were agreed:

RECOMMENDED TO CABINET:

1. That the evidence supports the ongoing need for public space protection orders in
relation to the control of dogs, seashores and promenades and anti-social behaviour and
consumption of intoxicating substances;

2. That Cabinet discharge the three Public Spaces Protection Orders from 2023 in March
2026;

3. That Cabinet approves three new East Devon Public Spaces Protection Orders for 2026
as attached to the report, with the exception of the PSPO for Exmouth seafront which the
Overview Committee recommends should remain as it currently stands and that further
consultation should be undertaken, if necessary, with a view to extending and clearly
defining the areas where dogs are either permitted or prohibited.

Public toilets programme review
Two public speakers had registered to speak for this item.

Cllr Graham Deasy, representing Exmouth Town Council, advised that the Town Council
had growing concerns regarding the review which had resulted in a shortfall of facilities
for Exmouth. Existing facilities are struggling to remain serviceable and the Town
Council would like to see additional and larger public toilet blocks. The Town Council
seeks to promote Exmouth as a welcoming tourist destination but has received many
complaints, including from international visitors, regarding the condition of the facilities.
This is damaging the town’s reputation and negatively impacting those wanting to visit
the town, including local sports groups, which then has an unwanted negative impact on
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the local economy. The Town Council was of the view that the review was based on
outdated information and urged EDDC to work with the Town Council moving forwards.

Cllr Dianne Conduit, representing Exmouth Town Council, informed the Committee that
she had received many complaints during this year, particularly from women and those
caring for small children. The impact assessment which had formed part of the review
was out of date in the post covid pandemic era. Cllr Conduit expressed concern
regarding the public toilet provision at Foxholes which had been problematic: money had
been taken although the public could not access the toilets; people had been locked in;
disabled people had difficulty accessing the toilets and the design did not meet the needs
of stoma users. There was a lack of confidence in the facilities at Foxholes. There had
also been public health issues when the facilities at The Maer had been closed.

The Chair thanked the public for their contributions.

The report was introduced by the Portfolio Holder for Economy and Assets, Clir Paul
Hayward, who advised that the review and provision of the service was challenging and
complex.

The Assistant Director — Place, Assets and Leisure, Tim Child, presented the report
which followed on from a Spotlight Briefing to the Overview and Scrutiny Committees on
15 July. A key milestone has been reached in the programme for delivery against the
outcomes of the 2021 Public Toilets Review. Phase 1 of the planned investment
programme has now been completed alongside the transfer of some facilities to Town
and Parish Councils and the sale, lease or closure of others.

The report also considered the current context for the delivery of the Public Toilets
programme, including the challenges associated with the Medium Term Financial Plan
and the backdrop of the forthcoming local government reorganisation [LGR], and
considered the options for moving forward whilst also reflecting on learnings from the first
phase.

The outcomes of the Spotlight Session were as follows:
1. Overview Committee to receive a report and make recommendations on the way forward,
2. The Scrutiny function to be satisfied by a cross-party Members group with oversight of
project as it moves forward.

This report addressed the first outcome and provided Overview Committee with the
opportunity to influence direction of travel and a more detailed options appraisal to inform
Cabinet decision making.

The Assistant Director advised that it would be a significant budgetary ask to complete
the programme in its current form and that any legacy as regards LGR needs to be
balanced against budgetary restraints.

Responses to questions and comments on responses included the following points:

e There have been teething issues with the delivery of facilities which has not been
unexpected. The programme follows a model of delivery which was being rolled out in
other parts of the country;

e Inlight of incidences where people have been locked into cubicles, concern was
expressed as to whether sufficient research was carried out given that there have been
similar issues in other areas. Sound proofing of cubicles was a real concern if the user
was in difficulty;
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e Overall the number of faults and complaints have been low when compared with the level
of use;

¢ Improved signage had been installed to assist users and it was noted that some issues
were not due to a fault, but to incidences where the public were uncertain as to how to
use the facility;

e Capital receipts from the sale of sites had gone back into general reserves;

e The first phase of delivery had to include Exmouth, Seaton and Budleigh due to the
timescale around Government funding for the adult Changing Places facilities;

e The second phase of delivery would be based on need which included consideration of
the state of specific buildings;

e Steamer Steps/Cliff Path site in Budleigh was on the list for rebuilding, but it was noted
that this site would be challenging due to its location and constraints for installing a
modular building;

e Administration of introducing and operating a discount scheme for local people would be
costly and complex and no recommendations had, as yet, been made;

¢ Industry advice had been to move away from using radar keys which also have an
administrative burden. All new toilet blocks had at least one accessible cubicle;

e Of the 11 remaining sites, the majority of these were currently planned to be new
buildings;

e Concern was expressed regarding the ease of use of stoma facilities, although this may
depend on the type of stoma. Officers would consider this issue further going forwards;

e A good facility at the Exmouth gateway site was desperately needed. It was noted that
this site was not a Category A site and had never been identified to be kept open during
the 2021 review so that there was no capital budget for this site. More recently the
decision had been taken to retain this site, therefore, a revenue budget only was available
and it was now doubtful whether any upgrades could be delivered ahead of LGR due to
the lack of capital budget;

e Concern was expressed that the Council was considering expenditure on buildings which
were only 7-10 years old,;

e Consideration of the options available going forwards would determine whether further
public consultation would be required, however, there would be time constraints due to
the imminent approach of LGR;

e Discussions had commenced with Town and Parish Councils regarding the transfer of
assets ahead of reorganisation;

e The design concept for the next phase of delivery was in place and therefore ready to
apply for planning permission. Consultation with Ward Members would take place prior to
seeking planning permission. If that approach was not going to be adopted, an options
appraisal would be required as soon as possible with a view to a report to Cabinet at the
end of this year, or early next year;

e There was concern regarding the timescales for LGR as toilet facilities would eventually
transfer to another body such as a Town or Parish Council. Strong engagement with
local councils at this stage could save time and money in the long run;

e Cabinet had received a report at the end of July on the stewardship of public amenities
going forwards, with a further report due at the end of the year, which would address
safeguarding amenities for the future. This timescale would align with the intention to
submit an options appraisal on public toilets to Cabinet, should that be agreed as the way
forwards;

e Councillors were advised that the anticipated S.24 notice at the end of next year would
severely limit the Council’s expenditure;

e There was concern that the timing of LGR does not align with the budget setting process
for local councils. Currently Town and Parish Councils do not have data on the running
costs of public toilets which were more of a liability than an asset;

e Itwas requested that consultation with Ward Members should include all members of a
town with more than one ward.

During the debate, the following points were included:
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e |t was suggested that the capital amount available could be divided between the
remaining facilities in the next phase of the review and transferred to Town and Parish
Councils with the asset itself, for them to consider the options most suitable for their
parish’s needs. The legality of this as an option would need to be considered,;

e The agreement between Exmouth Town Council and EDDC with regard to the
maintenance of the toilets at The Maer was working well;

e The Exmouth Placemaking project with Exmouth Town Council would potentially provide
the Town Council with the scope to enable keeping the station toilet facilities in place;

e Noted that EDDC can offer its services to Town and Parish Councils to keep amenities
such as toilets operational;

e |t was noted that Budleigh Salterton Town Council wants the Cliff Path site to remain on
the phase 2 list;

e There are examples of unitary authorities not closing toilet facilities and other options
were available and should be considered to ensure viability going forwards;

e Planning conditions could ensure that supermarkets and large commercial premises
provide toilet facilities;

e The provision of public toilets should be put at the forefront of discussions on asset
transfer with Town and Parish Councils;

e An options appraisal should be kept as wide and flexible as possible and should align
with the timing of the forthcoming stewardship report to Cabinet.

It was agreed to recommend the following to Cabinet:

RECOMMENDED TO CABINET
1. That an options appraisal is undertaken to influence direction of travel informed through
the debate, to include flexibility around capital expenditure and early engagement with
Town and Parish Councils and that the timing of the options appraisal aligns with the
forthcoming stewardship report to Cabinet, and
2. That Officers have regard to the discussion and comments made by the Overview
Committee at its meeting on 30 September 2025.

Work Programme 2025 - 2026

It was suggested that the Committee could considerthe care and maintenance of ancient
trees in the District. A proposal form would be submitted.

With this addition, the Work Programme, as published, was agreed.

Attendance List
Councillors present:
B Bailey

B Collins

R Collins

T Dumper (Vice-Chair)
A Hall (Chair)

M Hall

M Hartnell

D Mackinder

H Riddell

D Wilson
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Councillors also present (for some or all the meeting)
| Barlow

S Gazzard

S Jackson

G Jung

M Martin

P Hayward

Officers in attendance:

Matthew Blythe, Assistant Director Environmental Health
Tim Child, Assistant Director Place, Assets & Leisure
Andrew Hancock, Assistant Director StreetScene

Andrew Melhuish, Democratic Services Manager

Anita Williams, Principal Solicitor (Deputy Monitoring Officer)
Andrew Wood, Director of Place

Councillor apologies:
P Fernley

J Heath
Y Levine
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Agenda Item 10
EAST DEVON DISTRICT COUNCIL

Minutes of the meeting of Budget Setting and Capital Allocations Panel held
at online on 1 December 2025

Attendance list at end of document
The meeting started at 3.05 pm and ended at 4.44 pm

8 Welcome from the Chair

The Chair welcomed Members and officers to the meeting.

9 Declarations

Clir | Barlow; Affects NRI member of Sidmouth Town Council

Clir J Loudoun; Affects NRI member of Sidmouth Town Council

Cllr M Goodman; Affects NRI member of Sidmouth Town Council

ClIr N Hookway; Affects NRI member of Exmouth Town Council and member of Devon
County Council

ClIr R Jefferies: Affects NRI member of Devon County Council

10 Capital Programme and consideration of Capital Bids Submissions
for 2026/27 budget

The Budget Setting and Capital Allocations Panel is required to annual capital bid
submissions and recommend to Cabinetwhich projects should be included in the Capital
Programme. This year, the previous scoring process was not used. Instead, due to Local
Government Reorganisation and limited time for delivery, budget managers were
instructed to submitonly essential bids that can realistically be completed within the next
two years (ideally by 2026/27), particularly those required for health and safety or
maintaining service delivery.

This approach aligns with the Council’s Medium Term Financial Strategy, which aims to
reduce capital spending and associated debt costs to address a significant funding gap.
Alongside new bids, the existing Capital Programme has been reviewed to remove or
delay projects unlikely to be delivered within two years, resulting in a more accurate and
realistic programme and funding position.

11  capital Programme current status

The current status was noted and no questions were raised by the Panel.

12 capital Bids considered

Discussion on the bids proposed included:

e Examination of the proposal for railings at Sidmouth (£189K) to see the viability of
redecoration work that may increase the lifespan of the railings currently in place.
The Panel were advised of the inspection and maintenance work already met by
the revenue budget. Any further exploration may also apply to other areas of the
District. A proposal to include a form of budget for redecoration work was
seconded but not supported;
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Concern on notincluding the proposal for demolition of the toilets at Brook Road,
Budleigh Salterton (E32k). Following discussion by the Panel, a vote was
successful in including that proposal forward for recommendation to Cabinet;
Assessment of the bid for the replacement of the existing projector in the Council
Chamber, requesting that whilst a replacement option had to be found, the cost
was felt to be excessive and should be put through the procurement process to
secure a replacement that met the requirements of all users of the Chamber.

RECOMMENDED to Cabinet

1. That the following bids be included in the Capital Programme:

"o OoTQ
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v

Bridge Health and Safety Repair works £85k for 2026/27

Coastal Maintenance Works district wide £120k for 2026/27

Fluvial Maintenance district wide £90k for 2026/27

Cliff fencing relocation in Budleigh Salterton and Sidmouth £50k for 2026/27
Replacement of Play Provision at Thomas Close Play Area, Exmouth £150k for
2026/27

Muga resurfacing at Foxhill Playing Field, Axminster £50k for 2026/27
Replacement of play provision at St Malo Close Play Area, Exmouth £50k for
2026/27

Beer Outfall Relocation Works £50k for 2026/27

Resurfacing of car park at Victory Hall, Broadclyst £20k for 2026/27
Refurbishment of Play Area at Uplyme £60k for 2026/27

Camperdown Depot essential improvements £67k for 2026/27

Installation of LED screen to replace projector in Council Chamber, Blackdown
House £57k for 2026/27 subject to review of the cost and alternative options
for display that meets the requirement of users of the Chamber

Recycling and Waste Fleet Replacement (35 vehicles) £444k for 2026/27, £3790k
for 2027/28, £1701k for 2028/29

Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) and Depot Enhancements, Unit 42 Greendale
Business Park £50k for 2026/27

Ocean Remedial Cladding Works, Exmouth £55.5k for 2026/27

Stage Lift Replacement, Exmouth Pavilion £40k for 2026/27

Bell Works, Jubilee Clock Tower, Seaton £40k for 2026/27

Air Handling Unit (AHU) Replacement, Sidmouth Leisure Centre £91.5k for
2026/27

Whimple Playground refurbishment £76k for 2026/27

Demolition of Brook Road Car Park Public Piolets and creation of car parking
spaces, Budleigh Salterton £32k for 2026/27

2. That the following proposed bids put forward for inclusion are not supported at this

time:

a. Replacement of railings on Sidmouth Promenade £189k for 2026/27

b. Replacement of Steamer Steps at Budleigh Salterton £250k for 2026/27

c. Play Park consolidation study £20k for 2026/27

d. Demolition of Jarvis Close Car Park Public Toilets, and creation of car parking

TTSQa o

spaces, Exmouth £34k for 2026/27

Toilet refurbishment at Exmouth Pavilion £168.5k for 2026/27
Boiler replacement at Exmouth Leisure Centre £265k for 2026/27
Lift replacement, Exmouth Town Hall £53.5k for 2026/27
Camperdown Depot Roof replacement £92.5k for 2026/27
Tracked Access Platform £95k for 2026/27
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Attendance List
Councillors present:
P Arnott

| Barlow

P Fernley

C Fitzgerald

M Goodman

S Hawkins (Chair)
N Hookway

R Jefferies

G Jung

J Loudoun

M Rixson

Councillors also present (for some or all the meeting)
R Collins

Officers in attendance:

Matthew Blythe, Assistant Director Environmental Health
Tim Child, Assistant Director Place, Assets & Leisure
Scott Cumming, Project Civil Engineer

Simon Davey, Director of Finance

Tracy Hendren, Chief Executive

Lou Hodges, Recycling & Waste - Service Manager
John Hudson, Accountant

Debbie Meakin, Democratic Services Officer

Andrew Melhuish, Democratic Services Manager

John Symes, Finance Manager

Melanie Wellman, Director of Governance (Monitoring Officer)
Andrew Wood, Director of Place

Councillor apologies:
P Hayward

S Jackson

T Olive

Chair Date:
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Reportto: Cabinet

Date of Meeting 3 December 2025

Document classification: Part A Public Document e .
District Council
Exemption applied: None

Review date for release N/A

Cranbrook Stewardship - Management of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace —
Preferred Approach

Report summary:

In the context of the Stewardship Report (presented to EDDC Cabinet on 30™ July) this report sets
out the proposed approach to the management of 78Ha of Suitable Alternative Natural
Greenspace (SANG) which will be delivered across the four Cranbrook expansion areas.

It is proposed that the preferred approach for the appointment of the ‘Responsible Organisation’
for adoption and future management of SANG in these expansion phases of Cranbrook is agreed
with the Developers in accordance with an order of priority which aligns with other public open
spaces and community assets within Cranbrook — with the aim of providing a consistent approach
to management of public open spaces across the community.

At their meeting on 6™ October 2025 Cranbrook Placemaking Group supported this approach and
requested that Cabinet support the recommendations below.

Is the proposed decision in accordance with:

Budget Yes X No L]
Policy Framework Yes X No []

Recommendation:

That Cabinet:

1. Approve the preferred approach for the order of priority for the appointment of the ‘Responsible
Organisation’ for adoption and future management of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace
(SANG) in the expansion phases of Cranbrook (in line with other public green spaces and
community assets) as follows:

i.  Cranbrook Town Council in the first instance (subject to Governance Review in relation to the area
currently within adjoining Parishes),
ii.  the District Council (or future Unitary authority),
iii.  an appropriate public body, charitable trust or CIC that is suitable for the management of SANG
(e.g. Land Trust/English Estates).

2. Approve the following proposed selection criteria, which are set out as the Council's expected and
consistent approach when (in conjunction with developers) determining who should be the

Responsible Organisation for each phase and in future s106 agreements:

i.  Anappropriate constituted organisation in public ownership with capacity and suitability to manage
SANG in-perpetuity
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ii.  Asuitable financial plan to ensure in-perpetuity funding, which takes a cautious/low risk approach
to investment

iii. A clear approach to public accountability to ensure that future management of the SANG can
respond to community issues/concerns

iv.  That management costs for SANG in each phase of Cranbrook are based on an approved detailed
landscape plans, specification, SANG management plan, and a cost schedule which sets out the
areas/features being delivered within the SANG and the estimated timescale for their capital
replacement (and costs thereof)

v.  Consideration of how added value will be achieved (e.g. wider public health and wellbeing,
education, sustainability and biodiversity benefits)

vi.  How the organisation will contribute to achieving a consistent management of SANG within
Cranbrook

3. Delegate authority to the Assistant Director Planning Strategy and Development Management, in
consultation with Cranbrook Town Council and the relevant Portfolio Holders, to prepare a model
outline specification and management plan which sets out the approach and requirements for
SANG Management in Cranbrook.

Reason for recommendation:

To ensure that Council’s preferred approach for the appointment of a Responsible Organisation for
the management of SANG in the expansion phases at Cranbrook is consistent (across the
different phases); financially sustainable; supports wider health, wellbeing and environmental
benefits; and supports an effective approach to community stewardship of both the SANG and
wider community assets.

Officer: Paul Osborne — Green Infrastructure Project Manager. T: 07745 667146
Email: paul.osborne@eastdevon.gov.uk

Portfolio(s) (check which apply):

[1 Assets and Economy

[ ] Communications and Democracy

[1 Council, Corporate and External Engagement
O Culture, Leisure, Sport and Tourism
Environment - Nature and Climate

[1 Environment - Operational

O Finance

Place, Infrastructure and Strategic Planning
Sustainable Homes and Communities

Equalities impact Low Impact

Climate change Low Impact

Risk: Medium Risk; There is a risk that the Council will be unable to agree the preferred
Responsible Organisation with the developer as the s106 agreements do notinclude an
appropriate mechanism to impose our preferred choice on the developer should they disagree.
Failure to appoint an appropriate ‘Responsible Organisation’ may resultin SANG management
reverting to the District Council as the competent authority in the future (without funding forin-
perpetuity management), and/or a failure of the management of SANG within the expansion areas
of Cranbrook being delivered in an appropria%eaggg%nerthat maintains the quality and functionality
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of the SANG, is accountable to residents, and ensures that the wider benefits of SANG are
realised by the community.

Links to background information Agenda item - Stewardship of Public Amenities - East Devon

Link to Council Plan

Priorities (check which apply)

A supported and engaged community
Carbon neutrality and ecological recovery

] Resilient economy that supports local business
O Financially secure and improving quality of services

Reportin full

1.1 East Devon District Council’s Cabinet supported proposals for a new approach to
Stewardship of Public Amenities in East Devon on July 30" 2025 (see link above). This
approach proposes the stewardship of community assets in East Devon’s new housing-led
developments, including strategic scale new communities, with a focus on creating social
value for the lasting benefit of residents.

1.2 The approach to future ownership and management of Public Open Space in Cranbrook
accords with the principle of this Stewardship approach, with the priority for ownership and
management of community assets such as on-site open space and allotments set out in the
s106 agreements for each expansion phase. The order of priority for adoption and
management of large areas of public green space used at Cranbrook (and delivered through
the planning process) is as follows:

i)  Whimple Parish Council or Cranbrook Town Council (depending upon which Authority’s
jJurisdiction the site falls within at the time of transfer ...)

i)  Another public body.
(i) A public holding organisation or community interest company;
(iv) A Management Company

1.3 The approach to the management of other proposed community assets in Cranbrook Town
Centre, such as the Tillhouse — Cranbrook Town Hall, is set outin the Cranbrook Town
Centre Masterplan.

1.4 Each expansion phase includes provision of a significant area of Suitable Alternative Natural
Greenspace (SANG). SANG are one of the measures identified through the Habitat
Regulations Assessment process to mitigate the impact of residential development on the
Exe Estuary and the East Devon Pebblebed Heaths Special Protection Areas (SPA's), and
are required to meet Natural England guidance which requires a SANG to be large, natural
spaces with a 2.3-2.5km circular walk (accessible all year) and car parking. The Habitats
Regulations require that mitigation be secured for the lifetime of the development. Natural
England’s position is that this is 80-120 years.

1.5 Local planning authorities are required to meet legislative requirements when permitting
housing development through the Local Plan. In relation to the delivery and management of
SANG at Cranbrook, East Devon District Council are considered to be the competent
authority — with legal responsibility to ensure that SANG are delivered and maintained in -
perpetuity to mitigate housing development.
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1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

Failure to deliver SANG will mean the Council is in breach of both the Habitat Regulations
Assessment to the Local Plan, and the s106 agreements which require delivery of Habitat
Regulations mitigation and would risk legal action from the developers who have paid for
mitigation or 39 parties who may be concerned aboutfailure to deliver the mitigation strategy.

Cranbrook Country Park comprises a network of natural green spaces which follow the
Cranny Brook through Cranbrook extending to Great Meadow to the south, Cranbrook
Station to the west and the Education Campus and Town Centre to the east (shown in dark
green on the Cranbrook Plan Policies Map below). SANG within future phases of Cranbrook
will connect with the Country Park to provide a continuous and connected series of natural
green spaces.

Cranbrook Town Council currently own and manage the 28Ha Cranbrook Country Park
which provides approximately 15.7Ha of mitigation equivalentto SANG. The Town Council
also own and manage the Younghayes Centre and a number of other public open spaces,
playing fields and allotments.

The Country Park was initial managed by a Private Management Company, but management
was taken over by the Town Council to provide more accountable and better-quality
management. The Town Council have appointed a full-time Ranger to coordinate
management, organise community events and provide a contact with the community, have
invested in the Country Park (including new tree planting delivered with volunteers and local
schoolchildren, an outdoor gym and pump-bike track), and are working with adjacent
landowners such as the National Trust to provide wider community benefits.

ROCKBEARE

Cranbrook Plan — Policies Map

1.10 A further 78Ha of SANG will be delivered within the expansion areas of Cranbrook (hatched

green areas on the Policies Map). The future ownership and management of these SANG is
set out in the s106 agreements for each phase which state:
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1.12

1.13

1.14

1.15

1.16

Before the issue of the Final Certificate the Responsible Organisation shall be agreed jointly
by the Owner and the District Council (both acting reasonably and having regard to both the
cost of in perpetuity maintenance and the management regime of other SANGS in the
Cranbrook Plan Area with the aim of achieving a consistent approach to overall management
where possible)

Where: Responsible Organisation means the District Council or other such organisation as
agreed ... who would be responsible for commissioning the operational management of the
SANGS

The developer is required to provide a financial contribution to the Responsible Organisation
which is sufficientto fund the in-perpetuity management of the SANG (80 years minimum) as
below:

SANGS Maintenance Contribution means the sum to be agreed between the parties once
the design for the SANGS and the SANGS Specification have been finalised and costed. The
contribution being appropriate to ensure that the SANGS can be suitably maintained for a
minimum period of 80 years and which in the event of phased SANGS de livery and transfer
is indexed to the date of payment.

A Reserved Matters planning application is expected shortly for the Cobdens expansion area
which will deliver 27Ha of SANG, with the first phase (c10Ha) likely to be delivered in 2026
and opened to the public in 2027. The Responsible Organisation will therefore need to be
agreed in the nearfuture to ensure itis in place to take responsibility for the SANG when site
works have been completed.

Officers met with Cranbrook Town Council in September 2025 to discuss options for the
future Stewardship of SANG in Cranbrook, and Cranbrook Placemaking Group supported the
proposals set out below on 6th October 2025; requesting that Cabinet support the
recommendations set out at the start of this report.

In order to ensure that the management of the SANG accords with the principles set out in
the Stewardship Report, and a consistent approach is achieved in relation to the
management of public open spaces and community spaces in Cranbrook, it is proposed that
the preferred order of priority for the appointment of the Responsible Organisation for
adoption and future management of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) in the
expansion phases of Cranbrook (in line with other public green spaces and community
assets) is as follows:

i. Cranbrook Town Council in the firstinstance (subject to Governance Review in relation
to the area currently within Whimple Parish),
ii. the District Council (or future Unitary authority),
iii. an appropriate public body, charitable trust or CIC that is suitable for the management
of SANG (e.g. Land Trust/English Estates).

As the management of SANG is a key requirement of the Habitat Regulations Mitigation
Strategy it is considered that a Private Management Company (or similar private company)
would be inappropriate to manage SANG as should the organisation fail responsibility for the
SANG would revert to the District Council as the competent authority.

The wording of the s106 agreements requires the District Council to ‘jointly agree’ the
Responsible Organisation with the Owner. There is no mechanism to impose a Responsible
Organisation on the Owner of each phase, albeit that both parties are required to act
reasonably and with consideration of cost and a consistent management approach.
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1.17 Itis therefore essential that an open and fair selection process is used to select the Responsible
Organisation, based around a robust Specification and SANG Management Plan. It is therefore
proposed that the following selection criteria are set out as the Council's expected and consistent
approach when (in conjunction with developers) determining who should be the Responsible
Organisation. These criteria should be shared with developers ahead of any tender and agreement
exercise which are designed to ensure the appropriateness and quality of the ‘Responsible
Organisation’ for the management of SANG. The agreed criteria should also where possible be
included in future s106 agreements.

i.  An appropriate constituted organisation in public ownership with capacity and suitability

to manage SANG in-perpetuity

ii. A suitable financial plan to ensure in-perpetuity funding, which takes a cautious/low risk
approach to investment

iii. A clear approach to public accountability to ensure that future management of the
SANG can respond to community issues/concerns

iv.  That management costs for SANG in each phase of Cranbrook are based on an
approved detailed landscape plans, specification, SANG management plan, and a cost
schedule which sets out the areas/features being delivered within the SANG and the
estimated timescale for their capital replacement (and costs thereof)

v. Consideration of how added value will be achieved (e.g. wider public health and
wellbeing, education, sustainability and biodiversity benefits)

vi. How the organisation will contribute to achieving a consistent management of SANG
within Cranbrook

1.18 To inform the selection of the Responsible Organisation and provide clarity and a consistent
approach to the Developers delivering each of the Cranbrook expansion areas it is proposed
that Officers will work with the Developers and Town Council to create an outline
specification and managementplan which sets outthe approach and requirements for SANG
Managementin Cranbrook

1.19 Officers will work with the Developers of each phase to ensure that process for selecting the
Responsible Organisation accords with the s106 agreements and the priority order and
selection criteria set out above.

Financial implications:

The s106 agreements for each phase of the Cranbrook expansion areas require the developer to
provide land, deliver site works and a financial ‘Maintenance Contribution’to fund in-perpetuity
management of the SANG by the ‘Responsible Organisation’. In the event that the maintenance
contribution is insufficient or the Responsible Organisation fails the management of the SANG
would revert to East Devon District Council as the competent authority, with potential impacts on
revenue and capital budgets. It is therefore essential that an appropriate and cautious investment
approach is taken to ensure in-perpetuity funding is available for SANG management, minimising
the risk to EDDC. This principle is contained within the recommendation of the report.

SD - There are no direct financial implications at this stage from the recommendations, but future
implications are explained in the above.

Legal implications:

The potential legal implications of failing to deliver the SANG are outlined in the body of the report.
It is essential that the legal team review and approve the proposals set out in this report. MW
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Agenda Item 12

Reportto: Cabinet

Date of Meeting 3December 2025

Document classification: Part A Public Document — .
District Council
Exemption applied: None

Review date for release N/A

Percy Wakley Woods Lease and Future Management as a SANG

Report summary:

The Appropriate Assessment for the final 1137 homes at Cranbrook concluded that there is a
requirement for an additional 15.2ha of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) to
mitigate the impact of the houses. Only 1097 homes will actually be provided, reducing the
requirementto 14.4ha. Clyst Meadows Country Park will provide 10.24Ha of SANG, meeting part
of this requirement, but leaving a balance of 4.16Ha which will need to be met to fully mitigate the
early phases of Cranbrook.

Percy Wakley Woods is a 5.4 Ha woodland owned by the Woodland Trust, located within the
Grange phase of Cranbrook. Without external support or long-term management funding the
Woodland Trust does nothave the capacity to absorb the additional managementrequired to meet
visitor pressures likely to arise as neighbouring housing and SANG are delivered. The Woodland
Trust have offered to lease the woods, for a peppercorn rent, to the Council in order that it can be
enhanced and managed as SANG and integrated with adjacent proposed SANG areas.

Natural England who has indicated that with appropriate enhancements and linkages with the
surrounding the Grange SANG, approximately 4 hectares of the woodland could be credited as
SANG to meet the Cranbrook mitigation shortfall.

A series of access improvements are proposed in 2 phases. An investmentand additional funding
reserve will provide in-perpetuity (minimum 80 years) to meet annual maintenance costs and
capital replacement costs when required. The total budget is £880,000, which can be funded
through s106 agreements relating to Habitat Regulations mitigation at Cranbrook.

The Council’s Countryside Team will implement enhancements and manage the woodlands until
adjacent SANG areas are completed. At this stage the Council will seek to transfer the lease of
and management of the woods, with funding to secure in-perpetuity management, to the
Responsible Organisation who are managing the adjacent areas, to provide a consistent and
efficient management approach.

Is the proposed decision in accordance with:
Budget Yes X No []
Policy Framework Yes X No [

Recommendation:
That Cabinet;

1. Delegates authority to the Assistant Director — Countryside, Environment & Ecology in
consultation with the Assistant Director Place Assets and Leisure, Director of Finance and

Director of Governance, in consultation with the relevant Portfolio Holders, to agree and
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finalise the lease of Percy Wakley Woods from the Woodland Trust subject to the
completion of appropriate legal documentation.

2. Notes the intention to sub-let Percy Wakley Woods to the future Responsible Organisation,
to provide a continuous management regime for SANG land at the Grange, Cranbrook, and
delegates authority to the Assistant Director — Countryside, Environment & Ecology, in
consultation with the Assistant Director Place Assets and Leisure, Director of Finance and
Director of Governance, in consultation with the relevant Portfolio Holders, to agree
management arrangements, transfer of funding to ensure in-perpetuity management of the
woods and finalise the sub-tenancy arrangements subject to the completion of appropriate
legal documentation.

3. Approves the budget of £502,000 from allocated s106 funding to fund Phase 1 - site
improvement works and creation of a £300,000 investment to fund the in-perpetuity
management of the woods, with a further budget of £378,000 (for phase 2) to fund further
site improvement works to connect Percy Wakley Woods to adjacent areas of SANG at the
Grange, Cranbrook as they are delivered on site and provide additional funding to support
in-perpetuity management of the woods.

4. Delegates authority to the Assistant Director — Countryside, Environment & Ecology, in
consultation with the relevant Portfolio Holders, to enter into appropriate contracts to deliver
site improvement works within the agreed budget in accordance with the Council‘s contract
standing orders and financial regulations.

5. Delegates authority to the Assistant Director — Countryside, Environment & Ecology, in
consultation with Director of Finance, Director of Governance, and the Assistant Director
Planning Strategy & Development Management, in consultation with the relevant Portfolio
Holders, to finalise the arrangements for the SANG, including site enhancements,
operational management arrangements and creation of an investment for the in-perpetuity
management of the site.

Reason for recommendation:

Delivery of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) at Percy Wakley Woods is necessary
to ensure the Council meets statutory requirements when permitting housing through the Local
Plan; this includes addressing the current SANG deficit for Cranbrook to secure compliance with
the Habitat Regulations and s106 agreements.

Officer: Paul Osborne - Green Infrastructure Project Manager, paul.osborne@eastdevon.gov.uk,
07745 667146; Lucy Dennis — Green Space Delivery Officer, lucy.dennis@eastdevon.gov.uk ,
07856933948

Portfolio(s) (check which apply):
[1 Assets and Economy

1 Communications and Democracy

[] Council, Corporate and External Engagement
O Culture, Leisure, Sport and Tourism
Environment - Nature and Climate
Environment - Operational

O Finance

Place, Infrastructure and Strategic Planning
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Sustainable Homes and Communities

Equalities impact Low Impact
Climate change Low Impact

Risk: Medium Risk; Failure to bring forward the Percy Wakley Woods SANG would risk being in
breach of the Habitat Regulations Assessment of the Local Plan and s106 agreements for
Cranbrook Phase 1 (which require delivery of Habitat Regulations mitigation), and could expose
the Council to legal challenge or claims from developers who have paid for mitigation and from
third parties concerned about non-delivery, with attendant financial, legal and reputational
consequences.

Links to background information South East Devon Wildlife — Joint Habitats Sites Mitigation
Strategy (2024), 18/1237/MRES | Reserved matters comprising layout, scale, appearance,
landscaping and access for the construction of 256 dwellings and associated infrastructure
together with the discharge of conditions 2, 17, 19, 20, 22, 23, 26, 28, 30, and 32 of the associated
outline consent (03/P1900) (subsequent application in respect of permission 03/P1900 which was
accompanied by an environmental statement). | Land Adjacent To Southbrook Lane Cranbrook
New Community (Phase 4).

Link to Council Plan

Priorities (check which apply)

A supported and engaged community

Carbon neutrality and ecological recovery

[0 Resilient economy that supports local business

O Financially secure and improving quality of services

Reportin full
1. SANG Deficit in Cranbrook

1.1 East Devon District Council, as a Competent Authority, is legally required to ensure that the
impact of residential development on the SE Devon European Wildlife Sites is mitigated.
Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is one of the required mitigation measures
and is through a number of approaches.

1.2 In 2018 an Appropriate Assessment for the 1,137 homes at Cranbrook that were yet to
received reserved matters planning approval concluded that there is a requirement for
15.2hat of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) to be provided to mitigate the
impacts of these homes. The time period for the submission of reserved matters applications
has now expired, meaning that no more than 1097 homes covered by this Appropriate
Assessment will be built and requiring 14.4ha SANG provision. (Later phases of Cranbrook,
totalling in the region of 4,300 homes, will provide their own SANG — which is currently being
delivered through the Cranbrook masterplan and secured through planning applications for
each phase.)

1.3 Clyst Meadows Country Park will provide 10.24Ha of SANG, meeting part of this need, but
leaving a balance of 4.16Ha which will need to be met to fully meet the requirement.

1.4 The Grange Expansion Area of Cranbrook will provide approximately 800 homes and will
require approximately 15Ha of SANG. This is proposed to be located on the southern edge
of this expansion area — as indicated on the Cranbrook Masterplan Policies Map, below:
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Extract from Cranbrook Masterplan — Policies Map (Percy Wakley Woods shown in grey)

Background

The designation, protection and restoration of European[1] wildlife sites are embedded in the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, as amended, which are commonly
referred to as the ‘Habitats Regulations.” Within the Habitats Regulations, local planning
authorities, as public bodies, are given specific duties as ‘competent authorities’ with regard
to the protection of sites designated or classified for their species and habitats of
international importance. The European wildlife sites that require mitigation through SANG
locally are the Exe Estuary Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar site, Dawlish Warren
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and East Devon Pebblebed Heaths SAC/SPA.

SANG mitigation is required in relation to the delivery of housing across that part of East
Devon (and Exeter and Teignbridge) that falls within a 10 Km radius of the Pebbled Heaths
and the Exe Estuary.

Delivery of SANG is one of the mitigation measures identified through the Habitat
Regulations Assessment process, ensuring local planning authorities meet legislative
requirements when permitting housing development through the Local Plan. SANG are
required to meet Natural England guidance which requires a SANG to be large, natural
spaces with a 2.3-2.5km circular walk (accessible all year) and car park and to be maintained
in perpetuity (80-100 years).

Failure to deliver SANG to address the deficit in Cranbrook will mean the Councilisin breach
of both the Habitat Regulations Assessment to the Local Plan, and the s106 agreements for
Cranbrook Phase 1 which require delivery of Habitat Regulations mitigation, and would risk
legal action from the developers who have paid for mitigation or 3rd parties who may be
concerned about failure to deliver the mitigation strategy.

M The designations made under the European Directives still apply and the term, ‘European site’ remains in use.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

Percy Wakley Woods — Site Description & SANG Potential

Percy Wakley Woods is a 5.4Ha woodland owned by the Woodland Trust lies immediately
adjacent to the Grange phase of Cranbrook. The woods are currently used for low-level
recreation (informal footpaths and very limited parking, typically accommodating 2-3 cars).
The woodland is currently accessed from a small car park and pedestrian access point on
Rewe Lane and would be subsumed within the wider Grange allocation, offering potential for
formal inclusion as part of the Grange SANG provision (shown in green on the plan below).

ical and landscape

and well treed

ing

Percy Wakley Woods (outline in red) shown in relation to the proposed Grange phase of Cranbrook.

The Woodland Trust have indicated that, without external support or long-term management
funding, it does not have the capacity to absorb the additional management requirements
and visitor pressures likely to arise as the neighbouring developments come forward.
Therefore the Woodland Trust has offered to lease the wood to East Devon District Council
for a 99-year term ata nominal rent of £1, enabling a long-term management solution to be
putin place.

Officers have met with Natural England who have indicated that, in principle, with appropriate
enhancements and linkages with the surrounding the Grange SANG, approximately 4 Ha of
the woodland could be credited as SANG to meet the Cranbrook mitigation shortfall.

Planning advice has been soughtand confirms that a change of use to SANG is not required
as the land is already used for recreational access, which supports the expedient use of this
woodland as part of the SANG network. (We propose to apply for a Lawful Development
Certificate confirm the change of use.)

These combined factors — ownership, limited current recreational pressure, the Woodland
Trust’s willingness to lease, and Natural England’s provisional agreement — make the site a
practical and timely candidate for inclusion in the mitigation package for Cranbrook.
Combined with Clyst Meadows, Percy Wakley Woods would therefore provide the required
SANG to meet the 14Ha SANG deficitin Cranbrook.
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

Site Management

The lease for Percy Wakley Woods will include the ability to sub-let management of the site

to a suitable organisation to ensure a continuous approach to management across the
Grange SANG.

A site management plan for the Percy Wakley Woods will be prepared and agreed with the
Woodland Trust to set out short and long-term responsibilities and management
arrangements. In the short term the Council’s Countryside Team will assume day-to-day
management to ensure the site is maintained, that visitor impacts are monitored, and that
any early enhancements are delivered.

Once the adjacent areas of the Grange SANG are delivered, the intention is to sub-let the
woods to the provide a consistent management approach to the adjacent SANG areas. The
intention is that the entirety of Grange SANG, including Percy Wakley Woods, will be
managed consistently under a single, joined-up regime with transparent management
responsibilities for the local community. This transfer will be accompanied by funding to meet
the costs of in-perpetuity management (see section 7 of this report below).

The long-term management organisation (Responsible Organisation) will be agreed in
accordance with the Grange s106 agreement (clause 2.9). If required sub-letting, funding
transfers and management arrangements will be subject to detailed legal and governance
review prior to completion.

In relation to the ongoing ownership and management of the Percy Wakley Woods SANG,
the Grange s106 agreement requires that:

“To maintain or procure the maintenance of the SANGS in perpetuity (a period of at least 80
years) in accordance with the SANGS Specification. Before the issue of the Final Certificate
the Responsible Organisation shall be agreed jointly by the Owner and the District Council
(both acting reasonably and having regard to both the cost of in-perpetuity maintenance and
the management regime of other SANGS in the Cranbrook Plan Area with the aim of
achieving a consistent approach to overall management where possible).”

*Where: Responsible Organisation means the District Council or other such organisation as
agreed jointly by the Owner and District Council who would be responsible for commissioning
the operational management of the SANGS.

This approach will ensure that:

Management arrangements are consistent with other SANGS within the Cranbrook Plan
Area, and clearly legible to the local community.

Long-term obligations (minimum 80 years) are secured through either direct funding or
structured annual contributions.

Financial sustainability is underpinned by legal agreement, with costs transparently
apportioned to cover site management and future capital replacement.

The Responsible Organisation is appointed only once agreed jointly between the Owner and
District Council, providing assurance of appropriate governance.
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5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

Proposed improvements to site

As part of the ongoing commitment to enhancing public open spaces within Cranbrook, a
programme of landscape improvements has been prepared for Percy Wakely Woods. The
proposals, designed by the landscape architects, seek to improve accessibility, visitor
experience, and ecological value, whilst ensuring the woodland continues to provide a safe
and enjoyable environment for the community.

The key improvements and enhancements proposed are illustrated on the plans at Appendix
1, and summarised below:

Access and Pathways

Widening of footpath entrances and provision of accessible gates.

Construction of new 2.0m wide self-binding gravel footpaths and 1.2m boardwalks across
damp ground.

Levelling of uneven natural paths with rolled gravel aggregate.
Clearance of vegetation at corners to improve sightlines and safety.

Visitor Facilities

Installation of new benches on level gravel platforms and use of felled trees for natural stump
seating.

Provision of dog bins at entrances and along walking routes.
Educational signage to promote awareness of woodland and coppice management.
Entrance signage and route markers to improve wayfinding.

Habitat and Vegetation Management

Opening up and enhancement of existing glades to support biodiversity.

Management of hazel coppice to encourage regeneration.

Thinning and crown lifting of dense canopies for improved woodland health.

Removal of pond weed and reseeding of pond edges with appropriate wildflower mixes.
Creation of brash piles for wildlife habitat, sited away from public paths.

Reseeding of ditch areas and introduction of meadow and pond-edge planting.

Boundaries and Structures

Retention of existing post-and-rail fencing with additional dog-proof fencing where required.
Temporary fencing to prevent access to old footpaths and farmland.

Future provision for a new footbridge across wet ground.

Introduction of a woodland archway entrance sculpture to create a sense of arrival.

Works are planned to be delivered in two phases. Phase 1 will comprise initial works to

enhance access through the woods and provide additional signage, dog-waste bins etc in
2026.

Phase 2 will provide connections to the adjacent areas of SANG by providing extended
paths, signage and gateway features. These works will be undertaken in parallel with the
delivery of the adjacent SANG areas (current at the outline planning stage) —and itis
envisaged that these works will be required in 5-10 years’ time (2030-2035).
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5.5

5.6

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

The proposed paths, signage, benches etc would be classed as permitted development
under the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order
2015 (Part 12 — Local Authorities).

In summary, these proposals will deliver a range of ecological, recreational, and amenity
benefits. They will enhance the usability and accessibility of Percy Wakely Woods, ensure
the woodland is managed to maintain and enhance its biodiversity value, and provide
improved facilities for visitors. Collectively, the works represent a balanced approach to
conservation and public enjoyment of this valued community woodland.

Cost Estimate and Budget

The estimated costs of the proposed works, including managementfunding, are summarised
below:

Phase 1

Survey and Design Fees  £50,400
Site Works £126,500
Contingency (20%) £25,300
Management Investment  £325,000
Total £527,000
Phase 2

Additional Design Fees £25,000
Site Works £147,500
Contingency (20%) £34,500
Inflation (10 years) £71,000
Management Funding £100,000
Total £378,000
Grand Total £905,000

The estimated cost of annual management of the Woods is estimated to be £9,000 per
annum (including maintenance of paths, signage and seats, woodland management and
emptying of dog waste bins), plus cyclical capital replacement costs (to replace paths and
site furniture).

It is proposed to fund these costs in-perpetuity (80 years minimum) through a £325,000
investment in CCLA Local Authority Property Fund (or similar), plus a £100,000 reserve
saved in a ring-fenced account. This amount allows for 6.75% investment cost, annual fees
and inflation, and is based on an average annual netreturn of 3.5% per annum. Officers
have undertaken due-diligence work with an Independent Financial Advisor and the CCLA to
ascertain the potential returns on investment and risks should the investment perform poorly
and ensure that the investment accords with the Council’s financial policies.

The £325,000 investmenthas been modelled as being sufficient to provide an annual return
of at least £9,000 (plus inflation) and sufficient funding for capital replacement works when
required. The £100,000 reserve is proposed to provide additional funding should the
investmentfail to perform in certain years. Excess returns generated by the investmentwould
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be retained within the reserve to provide a financial reserve to support capital replacement
works and unexpected site costs (e.g. storm damage or vandalism).

7. Funding
7.1 S106 funding in relation to Habitat Regulations mitigation for Cranbrook is set out below:
Current s106 contributions already collected £886,618

Outstanding s106 contributions £166,000
Total £1,052,618
Estimated additional future contributions* £500,000

(*Dependent on final housing numbers)

7.2 £530,358 of collected contributions have already been allocated to Clyst Meadows SANG.
The balance, £522,260, is sufficient to fund Phase 1 works at Percy Wakley Woods and the
initial £300k investment for future management.

7.3 Afurther £360,740 would be required to deliver Phase 2 works (estimated to be required in
2030-2035) and provide the further £100,000 additional management funding reserve. This
funding will meet through the future s106 contributions — leaving a balance of c£137k for
other habitat mitigation measures.

7.4 A summary of estimated costs and funding is provided at Appendix 1.

Conclusion

8.1 This report sets out s106 funded proposals for provision of 4Ha of SANG at Percy Wakley
Woods, to meet the outstanding deficitin SANG identified in the Appropriate Assessment for
18/1237/MRES.

8.2 Itisrecommended that Cabinet support the lease of the land from the Woodland Trust and
deliver of enhancements and management of the woods by the Countryside Team in the
short term, and transfer to a future in-perpetuity management organisation (alongside
additional site enhancements) to provide a continuous area of SANG to the south of the
Grange phase of Cranbrook.

Financial implications:

9.1 The report sets out the proposed use of allocated s106 funding (for Habitat Regulations
Mitigation) for delivery on site in 2 phases (£202k in phase 1, and a further £278k in phase 2), and
in-perpetuity management funded to be requested from CIL (E325k, followed by a further £100k in
phase 2). Officers have undertaken modelling to identify the investment required to provide in -
perpetuity for the management of the site (E9k per annum, plus capital replacement costs), with a
reserve identified to meet any short-term funding shortfall to minimise financial risk. As with any
investment there is a risk that investments fail to generate the required financial return, in which
case management costs will need to be met by the authority. Should the ‘Responsible
Organisation’ be Cranbrook Town Council there is potential for any future shortfall in management
funding to be met through the local precept.

Legal implications:

9.2 Legal services have not provided legal advice in respect of this project at this stage. Due

diligence will be required alongside the appropriat4eSIegaI documentation. Dependenton
page



workloads within Legal Services and other priority work this project may need to be outsourced
and appropriate funding will need to be allocated. The potential mechanism for the in-perpetuity
funding is a novel concept for the Council and external specialist advice will be needed to ensure
that any arrangement provides the correct and appropriate solution for the Council (ALW/003803).
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Appendix 1 — Summary of Costs and s106 Funding

Phase 1 (enhancements to existing woodland to improve SANG capacity)

Land agreement (Peppercorn agreement) £1 (+ legal fees)
Delivery Costs (inc fees) £202,000
Investment for future management* £300,000

(* Based on investment of £300k plus £100k reserve to cover in-perpetuity management costs (80 years)
at estimated £9000 p/a plus capital replacement costs)

Total (including £25k contingency) £502,000

Phase 2 (connections to adjacent SANG areas)

Delivery Costs (inc fees and inflation) £278,000
Additional management reserve £100,000
Total (including £30k contingency) £378,000
Grand Total (investment in Phase 1) £880,000

Proposed funding

Current s106 contributions total £886,618
Outstanding s106 contributions £166,000
Total £1,052,618
Potential additional future contributions* £500,000

(*Dependent on final housing numbers)

Clyst meadows allocation £530,358
Balance (available now) £522,260
Remaining Budget after Phase 1 £17,260

Additional Funding required for Phase 2 £360,740
(£378,000 — £17,260)

Estimated remaining s106 funding £139,260
(500,000 - £360,740 - for Habitat Regulations Mitigation)
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Appendix 2 - Proposed Site Enhancements (Phase 1)
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Agenda ltem 13

Reportto: Cabinet

Date of Meeting 3 December 2025

Document classification: Part A Public Document e .
District Council
Exemption applied: None

Review date for release n/a

In Perpetuity Funding for Management of Clyst Meadows SANG
Report summary:

This paper provides Cabinet with an update on the management funding for Clyst Meadows
Countryside Park (10Ha Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG)) at Station Road,
Broadclyst which sits within the wider Clyst Valley Regional Park. The paper also provides
estimated costs for future SANG delivery to mitigate the impact of residential allocations in the
emerging Local Plan.

The delivery of Clyst Meadows will ensure that the planning authority is able to meet our statutory
duty to preserve the integrity of nearby internationally designated habitat sites. This project also
assists in delivery of Clyst Valley Regional Park objectives. Clyst Meadows is adjacent to
Cranbrook, and close to Broadclyst and Mosshayne/Tithebarn, and will facilitate the delivery of the
Station Road-Mosshayne strategic cycle link.

The total budget for delivery of the site works at Clyst Meadows is £1.63M (excluding land
purchase and managementcosts). This is funded through CIL contributions, s106 agreements and
£200k from the capital programme. A further £200k of UK SPF funding is also allocated for
delivery of the shared cycle path.

In order to meet in perpetuity (minimum 80 years) management costs Cabinet approved (15t May
2024) an estimated further £2M, subject to CIL Member Working Party’s Decision, to fund an
Endowmentto provide an annual return to fund maintenance and capital replacement costs for 80
years.

Subsequently Strategic Planning Committee (19" May 2025), following CIL Member Working
Party’s advice, approved the funding for site works, but based on the estimated £2M investment
requirementon other CIL funded infrastructure projects, supported the following recommendation:

4. That Members advise Cabinet that they do not agree to funding an endowment to cover the
maintenance costs of the SANG at Station Road, Broadclyst as per Cabinet’s resolution of the 1st
May 2024 and recommend that Cabinet agree that these costs be funded through an annual
contribution of £40k from CIL for the first 3 years after which these should be reviewed.

A draft report to Cabinet was prepared early this year, and further work was requested due to
concerns about the financial risk to the Council of delaying in-perpetuity funding arrangements
until 2028. This approach secures short-term management funding, butin the longer term an
annual draw down creates risks for the Council. Should CIL funding be insufficient or on -site
capital replacement costs exceed the value of the sinking fund management and site works would
need to be funded from the Council’s revenue and/or capital funds.

Subsequent work has been undertaken to more accurately quantify the value of the investment
required to generate sufficient funds to manage Clyst Meadows in perpetuity. Advice from an
Independent Financial Advisor and CCLA Investment Management indicate that an appropriate
low-risk investment to secure in-perpetuity funding would be £1.1M (to be funded from CIL).
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In addition to the financial risks outlined above the timeline approved by Strategic Planning
Committee will intersect with Local Government Re-Organisation and require the newly created
authority to receive a report on the in-perpetuity funding of Clyst Meadows early in 2028 - when
the new authority will focuse on reorganisation and a significant number of other priorities. It is
therefore considered that either an earlier decision to set up the in-perpetuity investment, or an
extended timeline for an interim annual payment, would minimise the risk to the Council.

This report therefore asks Cabinet to review Strategic Planning Committee’s recommendation to
fund management costs at Clyst Meadows through an annual contribution of £40k from CIL for 3
years, and delegate authority to officers to set up and arrange for the managementof a £1.1m
investment fund, funded from CIL, to secure the in perpetuity funding for the management of Clyst
Meadows.

Is the proposed decision in accordance with:
Budget Yes X No L]
Policy Framework Yes X No []

Recommendation:
That Cabinet:

1. Approves the creation of an investment fund of £1.1m, funded from CIL, to secure the in
perpetuity funding for the management of Clyst Meadows, and

2. Delegates authority to the Assistant Director Planning Strategy and Development
Management, Finance Director, Place Director and Director Governance, in consultation
with the relevant Portfolio Holders, to set up and arrange for the management of this fund.

Reason for recommendation:

East Devon District Council, as the competent authority, have a legal responsibility to ensure that
SANG are provided and managed in-perpetuity as part of the Mitigation Strategy for the SE Devon
Internationally Protected Habitats. The delivery and in-perpetuity management of Clyst Meadows
SANG is one of the mitigation measures identified through the Habitat Regulations Assessment
process, ensuring East Devon meets our legislative requirements when permitting housing
development through the Local Plan.

Officer: Paul Osborne, Green Infrastructure Project Manager
Email: Paul.Osborne@eastdevon.gov.uk, T: 07745 667146

Portfolio(s) (check which apply):

[1 Assets and Economy

[ Communications and Democracy

[J Council, Corporate and External Engagement
[ Culture, Leisure, Sport and Tourism
Environment - Nature and Climate

[] Environment - Operational

O Finance

Place, Infrastructure and Strategic Planning
O Sustainable Homes and Communities

Equalities impact Low Impact
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Climate change Low Impact

Risk: Medium Risk; EDDC, as the competent authority, are required to ensure mitigation is
provided as set outin the SE Devon Protected Site Mitigation Strategy — including the
management of SANG ‘in perpetuity’. Failure to deliver SANG to mitigate the impact of residential
development on the SE Devon Internationally Protected sites may impact on housing delivery in
East Devon and across the wider Habitat Regulations Partnership. Funding for managementis
proposed through an annual draw down from CIL. Should CIL returns be insufficient to meet
management costs (including capital replacement) any deficit will need to be met from the
authority’s other budgets. An investmentis proposed to fund SANG management to reduce
EDDC'’s financial risk - requiring higher upfront cost and an impact on other CIL expenditure
(E1.1M).

Links to background information Cabinet 15t May 2024 (item 194) - Agenda for Cabinet on
Wednesday, 1st May, 2024, 6.00 pm - East Devon; Cabinet Strategic Planning Committee
Minutes — 19t May 2025 (item 265) - Agenda for Strategic Planning Committee on Monday, 19th May,
2025, 10.00 am - East Devon; South East Devon European Site Mitigation Strategy - Liley et al. -
2014 - South-east Devon European Site Mitigation Strateqy.pdf

Link to Council Plan

Priorities (check which apply)

A supported and engaged community

Carbon neutrality and ecological recovery

[0 Resilient economy that supports local business

O Financially secure and improving quality of services

Reportin full
Background

1.1 Clyst Meadows Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) will deliver a 10Ha
Country Park as part of the SE Devon European Site Mitigation Strategy to mitigate the
impact of residential development at Cranbrook and the wider West End area on the Exe
Estuary and the East Devon Pebblebed Heaths Special Protection Areas (SPA's). This
project also assists in delivery of Clyst Valley Regional Park objectives. Clyst Meadows is
adjacent to Cranbrook, and close to Broadclyst and Mosshayne/Tithebarn, and will facilitate
the delivery of the Station Road-Mosshayne strategic cycle link.

1.2 East Devon District Council, as a Competent Authority, is legally required to ensure that the
impact of residential development on the SE Devon European Wildlife Sites is mitigated.
SANG are one of the required mitigation measures and are delivered through a number of
approaches. It is delivered directly by Developers on larger development sites (such as
Cranbrook), and by the relevant local authorities for strategic sites (funded through CIL
contributions from all residential development). The legal requirementfor delivery of SANG at
Clyst Meadows sits with EDDC through the s106 agreements for Cranbrook Phase 1 (which
identified arequirementfor 13.97Ha SANG to be delivered in the Appropriate Assessment for
18/1237/MRES).

1.3 SANG must meet Natural England requirements in relation to their scale, character and
design, delivery in advance of the developments they are mitigating, and be maintained in
perpetuity (80-100 years).

1.4 Advice from Natural England is that a legal agreement to secure the management of the
SANG by East Devon District Council is not required. The Council is a Competent Authority
and is legally obliged to secure the mitigation set out in the Habitat Assessment to the Local
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1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10

Plan and meet the requirements of s106 agreements for Cranbrook Phase 1. It is proposed
to amend the planning conditions for Clyst Meadows (24/2049/MFUL) to state that the SANG
will be managed for 80 years in accordance with the SANG Management Plan.

If SANG are not delivered, or are not managed ‘in-perpetuity’ Natural England could block
the development of further housing within the district (in the same way that development in
the River Parrett catchment was blocked until nutrient neutrality issues were resolved), and
the Council would be at risk of legal challenge from 3'? parties for failing to meet our
mitigation requirements (as set outin the SE Devon European Wildlife Sites Mitigation
Strategy).

May 15t2024 Cabinet resolved that Clyst Meadows would be managed by East Devon’s
Countryside Team and approved, subject to CIL Member Working Party (MWP) decision re
CIL funding, the budget of £4.114M, which was broken down as follows:

Land acquisition £485,000
Site Works (including fees, contingency and inflation) £1,629,000
Management (Endowment) £2,000,000

Additional funding of £200k from the UK Shared Prosperity Fund will fund the delivery of the
cycle path through Clyst Meadows — and the total budget for site works is therefore £1.829M

Funding for purchase and establishment of Clyst Meadows is from a combination of CIL,
s106 agreements and the capital programme (with potential to be recouped from future BNG
receipts) as follows:

S106 £530,358
Capital £200,000
CIL £1,383,642*

On 19 May 2025 Strategic Planning Committee approved CIL Member Working Party’s
recommendation (from 27" February 2025) for the expenditure of CIL for the site works (*
£1.38M), but rejected the proposed £2M endowment (subject to expert financial advice) in
favour of an annual sum of £40k from CIL to reduce the short-term impact to other CIL
expenditure. The working party and Strategic Planning Committee were concerned that the
upfront cost of £2 million would take vital funding away from infrastructure projects that are
needed now and could not otherwise be funded. At the time of the Strategic Planning
Committee meeting on 19" May there was just over £12M held in the CIL pot but with bids
totalling over £17M difficult decisions had to be made over which projects to support and
ultimately some worthy projects could not be supported. The position would have been
significantly more difficult had the £2million endowment also been agreed and so this was
not prioritised.

In April 2025 Cabinet supported the tender for and appointment of contractors to deliver the
required site works, and delegated authority to the Assistant Director — Countryside & Leisure
and/or the Assistant Director Place, Assets and Commercialisation, in consultation with
Director of Place, to authorise entering into contract with the selected contractor. Works are
now progressing on site with estimated completion and opening in Spring 2026.

In the short term these risks are low (as capital replacement requirements are unlikely,
unless extreme weather conditions or flooding caused extensive damage, as the site is
currently under construction). Officers were requested to undertake further work to review the
investment required to generate sufficient funding for in-perpetuity management. This is
summarised in section 2 of this report below.
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1.12

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

In addition to the financial risks outlined above the timeline approved by Strategic Planning
Committee will intersect with Local Government Re-Organisation and require the newly
created authority to receive a report on the in-perpetuity funding of Clyst Meadows early in
2028 - when the new authority will focuse on reorganisation and a significant number of other
priorities.

It is also noted that postponing a decision on in-perpetuity funding for Clyst Meadows is likely
to mean that the CIL funding is required alongside funding for further Strategic SANG to meet
the Council’s future Habitat Regulations mitigation requirements.

Future Management Funding for Clyst Meadows Country Park

The Strategic Planning Committee decision to allocated £40k per annum from CIL (for 3
years) for management of Clyst Meadows is based on an assessment of the annual
maintenance costs which are considered to be in the range of £15,000-£30,000 per annum
(excludinginflation and including staff/management costs, and an allowance for contingency
and risk), plus the capital replacement programme.

The capital replacement programme costs (for maintenance/replacement of paths, car park
fencing, boardwalks, bridges and site furniture) were identified as follows for each period
(excluding inflation):

5 years £18,020
10years £12,000
15years £26,600
25years £128,950

The total cost of capital replacement costs, excluding inflation, is in the order of £930,000 —
which averages out at an additional c£12,000 per annum. This brings the total maintenance
costs to c£40,000 per annum.

The total cost of this approach (over 80 years) is estimated to be up to £3.33M (annual
maintenance costs at £30k/pa, totalling £2.4M, plus total capital replacement costs of £930k
(excluding inflation)), compared to the estimated endowment costs of c£2M.

Officers have sought further advice from Global City Futures, an Independent Financial
Adviser and CCLA Investment Management to review and model the investment required to
generate sufficientreturns to fund the management of Clyst Meadows and capital
replacement works for 80 years. Options considered include a privately managed investment
fund and investmentin CCLA Local Authority Property Fund. Officers also undertook a due
diligence review to consider alternative management options (such as transfer to the Land
Trust or English Estates) — these options would be more expensive than the proposed
approach due to the additional management fees incurred by 3™ party organisations.

Based on average inflation of 3% and an average investment return (gross) of 6.5% a sum of
£1M is required.

As with any investment there is a risk the investment will not perform as expected and fail to
generate sufficient returns for periods during the 80-year management period. Therefore itis
recommended that a further £100,000 is saved in a ring-fenced high-interest account to
provide a back-up fund for annual management costs should the investment perform poorly
in any period or if there are exceptional capital replacement costs (e.g. after a flood event) —
minimising the risk of additional funding being required at a later date.

The total cost of an investment to fund the management of Clyst Meadows in perpetuity is
therefore estimated at £1.1M. (Note that this investmentis based on 2025 estimates of
financial performance and are likely to vary depending on market performance.)
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3.1

3.2

3.3

4.2

4.3

Proposed Options

In the context of the updated investmentcost, financial risks and LGR timeline set out above,
officers have considered the following 3 options.

Option 1

Proceed with Strategic Planning Committee’s recommendation to fund management of Clyst
Meadows through an annual contribution of £40k from CIL for the first 3 years (until 2028)
and prepare a further report, at such a time as to ensure continuity of management from
2028 to consider future, in-perpetuity, funding for the management of Clyst Meadows.

Option 2

Extend Strategic Planning Committee’s recommendation to fund management of Clyst
Meadows through an annual contribution of £40k from CIL, including an annual increase in
line with inflation, for 5 years (until after the formation of the new authority) and to prepare a
further report at such a time as to ensure continuity of management from 2030 to consider
future, in-perpetuity, funding for the management of Clyst Meadows.

Option 3

Review Strategic Planning Committee’s recommendation and create an investment fund of
£1.1m, funded from CIL, to secure the in-perpetuity funding for the management of Clyst
from 2026.

Having considered the risks and timescale, and in the context of reduced investment costs,
Officers recommend that an earlier decision to set up the in-perpetuity investment would
minimise the financial risk to the Council, secure the long-term management of the SANG
and reduce future pressure on CIL for Habitat Regulations mitigation.

This report therefore asks Cabinet to review Strategic Planning Committee’s
recommendation to fund management costs at Clyst Meadows through an annual
contribution of £40k from CIL for 3 years and approve creation of an investment fund of
£1.1m, funded from CIL, to secure the in-perpetuity funding for the management of Clyst
Meadows.

Future Strategic SANG delivery and maintenance costs

Members are also asked to note that the potential future costs of delivery and management
for Strategic SANG across the Habitat Regulations Partnership are likely to be significantand
require additional CIL funding.

Officers are preparing a Strategic SANG Delivery Strategy (2025-2040) which will set out the
SANG required to mitigate the impact of consented residential development and further
housing identified in the current and emerging Local Plans on the Exe Estuary and the East
Devon Pebblebed Heaths Special Protection Areas (SPA's).

Currently 8.6% of East Devon’s CIL is top sliced to fund Habitat Regulations Infrastructure.
Future costs are estimated to be in the order of £400,000 per annum — which will equate to
approximately 20% of forecast CIL receipts over the next 5 years. (Exeter City Council and
Teignbridge District Council will also need to proportionately contribute to the Strategic
SANG Delivery Strategy.) A future report will be broughtto Members to presentthe
Strategic SANG Delivery Strategy and estimated costs.
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Financial implications:

The financial details are contained within the report. There is liability for the Council to provide
funding in perpetuity to maintain the SANG to an appropriate standard which is estimated at a cost
of £40k per annum (excluding inflation). This liability should not be a direct call on the Council’s
finances but needs to be met from CIL, in whatever form that takes either an annual payment or
through an investment. Appropriate due diligence has been undertaken to ensure the proposed
investmentwill meet the funding requirements for the management of Clyst Meadows — with a low
financial risk to the Council (albeit that there remains a financial risk from all investments). Delays
to setting up the investment may increase the initial funding required (depending upon inflation,
fees and investment performance).

Legal implications:

The Council is a Competent Authority, and is legally obliged to secure the mitigation set outin the
Habitat Assessment to the Local Plan and meet the requirements of s106 agreements for
Cranbrook Phase 1.

If Clyst Meadows SANG is not managed in-perpetuity in, accordance with the SANG Management
Plan, we would be in breach of our planning consent and Cranbrook Phase 1 s106. We would also
risk Natural England blocking the development of further housing within the district and the
potential for legal challenge from Natural England or 3 parties for failing to meet our mitigation
requirements (as set outin the SE Devon European Wildlife Sites Mitigation Strategy).

ELT Recommendations

ELT recommends that Members select Option 3 as this represents the lowest financial risk to the
authority, and overall is the lowest cost option, and provides certainty in relation to the in-
perpetuity management of Clyst Meadows SANG — ensuring the Council meets the Habitat
Regulations requirements of the Local Plan and s106 agreements. In addition, this option removes
concerns aboutthe requirement for a decision on this issue in early 2028 when the newly created
authority will focuse on reorganisation and a significant number of other priorities.
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Review date for release N/A

Exmouth Beach Management Plan Update
Report summary:

The existing Exmouth Beach Management Plan (BMP) was produced in 2015 and sets out how
the Exmouth coastal defences are to be monitored and maintained in line with the long-term
strategic approach as set out in the Shoreline Management Plan (2011) and Exe Estuary Flood
and Coastal Risk Management (FCERM) Strategy (2013). Since 2015, there have been a number
of developments including updates to sea level rise and climate change guidance, collection of
more monitoring data, and seawall failures at Exmouth. As a result, it was timely to review and
update the BMP and this report presents a summary of the key outputs of that work.

A key focus of the BMP update was to critically review and re-appraise the long-term strategic
approach to sustainably managing the present and future risks of coastal flooding and erosion
over the next 100 years, to secure the long-term future of Exmouth seafront for future generations
to enjoy in the way that many people do so today. This has involved assessment of the technical,
environmental and economic viability of a range of options, and involved input from local and
statutory stakeholders, including public consultation between November 2024 and February 2025.
As a result, three leading options for the future management of coastal flood and erosion risk
along the Exmouth BMP have been identified. These are combined to provide an adaptive
pathway approach to future decision making thatis based on key triggers.

The actions specified in these options would not be undertaken immediately. In the interim itis
important that the short-term recommendations of the updated BMP — including for ongoing
monitoring and maintenance — are implemented over the next 5 to 10 years to ensure the beach
and existing defences are kept in a good to fair condition to facilitate future improvements over the
long term. Alongside thatongoing monitoring and maintenance activity, the BMP update also sets
out the forward programme and actions for EDDC to progress the leading.

Is the proposed decision in accordance with:
Budget Yes X No [
Policy Framework Yes X No [

Recommendation:

1) That Cabinet adopt the Exmouth BMP Update and support the leading options set-out in
the adaptive pathway approach as the basis for managing the Exmouth BMP frontage in
the short, medium and long-term.

2) That Cabinet support recommending that progressing this project, including preparatory
work by South West Flood & Coastal, is promoted as a priority for the successor authority
following Local Government Reorganisation to commence in 2028/29.

3) In the meantime, Cabinet support South West Flood & Coastal in progressing preparatory
studies below £100k, utilising the remaining budget previously approved by Cabinet for
development of the BMP on 2 October 2024 of £140k rather than returning the underspend
to the general pot as proposed in that previous paper.
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Reason for recommendation:

Adopting the updated BMP and strategic approach it sets out will enable preparatory work to
commence in the coming years by South West Flood & Coastal with aim of commencing work to
develop a business case for the local or national options from 2028/29 in order to provide long-
term sustainable management of coastal flood and erosion risk to Exmouth.

Officer: Alan Frampton, alan.frampton @bcpcouncil.gov.uk tel:07342 060090; Tom Buxton-Smith,
tom.buxtonsmith @eastdevon.gov.uk tel:01395 571360

Portfolio(s) (check which apply):

[1 Assets and Economy

[J Communications and Democracy

[ ] Council, Corporate and External Engagement
O Culture, Leisure, Sport and Tourism

[1 Environment - Nature and Climate
Environment - Operational

O Finance

Place, Infrastructure and Strategic Planning
[0 Sustainable Homes and Communities

Equalities impact Low Impact

Climate change High Impact; the impacts of climate change such as sea level rise will lead to
increased risk of coastal flooding and erosion at Exmouth if the strategic long-term sustainable
options set-outin the updated BMP are not implemented

Risk: High Risk; Failure to implement the local or national leading options set out in the updated
BMP will mean there is an increasing risk of seawall failures along the Exmouth frontage and risk
of loss of infrastructure and amenity, including the beach, with wider negative impacts on the area.

Links to background information https://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/xicipyar/short-version-
exmouth-bmp-consultation-summary-report-copy.pdf

Link to Council Plan

Priorities (check which apply)

A supported and engaged community

0 Carbon neutrality and ecological recovery

Resilient economy that supports local business

[ Financially secure and improving quality of services

Reportin full

1.1 The management of coastal flood and erosion risk along the Exmouth coast is guided by the
Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) policies adopted in 2011. For the Exmouth Beach
Management Plan (BMP) frontage (see Figure 1), these policies are to “Hold the Line” for the
next 100 years.
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Figure 1. Exmouth BMP extent.

1.2 To understand in more detail how best to implement the SMP policies, in 2013 the
Environment Agency led the production of the Exe Estuary Flood & Coastal Erosion Risk
Management Strategy (EEFCERMS).

1.3 For the majority of the Exmouth BMP frontage (and in particular from The Maer to Orcombe
Point), this concluded a preferred option as being to do maintenance of coastal defences and
manage beach levels to prevent undermining failure of the seawall and at some pointin the
future raise the height of the seawall for this area. This approach was selected based on the
national Flood Defence Grantin Aid (FDGIA) funding rules for new coastal defences set by
Government, because there is an insufficient number of houses and other benefits in the area
at risk from coastal erosion to justify a larger scheme, and even this option would require a
significantamountof partnership funding contributions from non-FDGIA sources as a funding
gap of about 85% was calculated at the time.

1.4 The preferred option in the EEFCERMS in the eastern part of the BMP frontage was to
upgrade the defences because this area is (in part) within the area at risk of tidal / coastal
flooding and so was able to justify the now completed Exmouth Tidal Defence Scheme to
protect properties etc at risk in that area.

1.5 To guide near-term management of the coastal defences and beach levels in line with the
EEFCERMS, in 2015 the Exmouth BMP was produced. The 2015 Exmouth BMP reflects the
EEFCERMS long-term approach and identified actions in the next 5 years or so required to
work towards the implementation of the long-term approach. This means ongoing maintenance
of coastal defences (i.e. seawall and groynes) as well as possible occasional beach recycling
to move sand from areas of high beach levels to areas of low beach levels. It also
recommended that efforts be made to identify and secure the necessary funding to implement
the long-term strategy set outin the EEFCERMS (i.e. find the approx. 85% of funding needed
to unlock the available FDGIA). This is all set outin the current Exmouth BMP from 2015 —in
particular see the exec summary and section 1.7.2 of this document available on the EDDC
BMP webpage here: https://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/1769131/exmouth-bmp.pdf.

1.6 The 2025 Exmouth BMP Update project has reviewed and reconsidered both the long-term
strategic approach to managing coastal erosion and flood risk along the open -coast at
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Exmouth, and the required actions to facilitate implementation over the next5 to 10 years, in
light of more recent evidence and information that has been developed since 2015, which
include changes to the national FDGIA rules in 2020/21, new monitoring data, updates to
climate change guidance, completion of the Exmouth Tidal Defence Scheme, and seawall
failures at Exmouth.

1.7 For clarity, National guidance allows consideration of following items in economic damages
assessment to access FDGIA funding:
e Loss of residential and non-residential properties to flooding.
e Loss of residential and non-residential properties to coastal erosion.
¢ Indirect damages, inc:
o Damages to vehicles
Traffic disruption
Road damages
Education service closure
Loss of life
Mental health.

0O O O O O

1.8 As part of the Exmouth BMP update, these eligible criteria have been re-assessed and the
conclusion is that under a Do Nothing scenario over a 100 year appraisal period, there is
approximately £20m of Present Value (PV) coastal flood and erosion damages available in the
BMP area. Figure 2 illustrates the areas at risk of coastal flooding and erosion in 100 years’
time that form the basis of this damages value.
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Figure 2: Areas at risk of flooding and erosion along the Exmouth BMP frontage in the next 100 years if we do
nothing to manage the coastal defences.
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1.9 In addition to assessing the current national FDGIA funding eligible criteria, for the Exmouth
BMP update, we have also undertaken an assessment to establish the economic damages of
coastal flooding and erosion to the local economy including a loss Gross Value Added (GVA),
damages to the visitor economy, reductions to local economy income streams (such as beach
hut and car park revenue), loss of coastal recreation welfare value and impacts to physical
health.

1.10 The local damages calculated as part of this assessment are not eligible to be included as
part of a compliant assessment (under the current national FDGIA rules) as they represent
local level financial impacts that could theoretically be transferred in other parts of the country
when considered at a national level. However, the local damages calculated in this
assessment can be used by the project team as an evidence base to help support funding
discussions with potential partners at the local level and to raise awareness of the broader
risks and impacts associated with coastal flooding and erosion along the BMP frontage. This
assessment has concluded that the non-FDGIA eligible economic damages to the local area
undera Do Nothing scenario over a 100-year appraisal period equate to in excess of £800m of
Present Value (PV) damages.

1.11 These wider local benefits are not eligible to be used as a basis for seeking national FDGIA
funding, but are able to be used to evidence why funding from other sources can be bid for to
deliver coastal defence schemes as part of measures that seek to deliver multiple benefits to
an area (e.g. through also improving public realm not just reducing coastal flood and erosion
risk).

1.12 It should be noted thatthe EEFCERMS in 2013 did not consider the wider local economic
benefit to Exmouth of the beach and coastal defences.

1.13 The wider local benefits to Exmouth highlighted by the GVA assessment, as well as
feedback from stakeholders across the community about the value of the seafront and beach
for tourism and recreation purposes, has been taken onboard as part of the review of the long-
term strategic approach to coastal flood and erosion risk management across the BMP
frontage as part of the BMP update project.

1.14 This review of the long-term strategic approach has considered all the feasible options to
manage coastal erosion and flood risk from long-list to short-list, and been informed by
feedback from the 18" July 2024 stakeholder workshop that discussed 10 short-listed options,
and by feedback from public consultation 18" November 2024 and 10" February 2025 (see
Consultation Summary Report; https://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/xicipyar/short-version-exmouth-
bmp-consultation-summary-report-copy.pdf ).

1.15 This work hasled to the identification of three leading options for the future management of
coastal flood and erosion risk along the Exmouth BMP that combined provide for an adaptive
pathway approach to future decision making that is based on key triggers such as condition of
assets and availability of funding (illustrated in Figure 3) and summarised as follows:

1.16 The National Economic Leading Option — Seawall Encasement with Setback
Floodwall:
e Thisis the most cost-beneficial option following the current national appraisal and funding
rules for Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management as defined by Government.
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1.17

This option will significantly reduce the risk of coastal erosion and flooding whilst reducing
the reliance on having high beach levels in front of the seawall (i.e. it will reduce the risk of
undermining posed by low beach levels that occur along Exmouth Beach).

This option is an evolution of the 2013 EEFCERMS preferred strategic approach, in the
knowledge that the previous 2013 option to maintain the existing wall and prevent
undermining has not been successful (as evidenced by autumn 2023 failures), so
continuing thatis not really feasible and we need a more significant capital intervention to
achieve the aim of the EEFCERMS (and SMP policy); i.e. to continue to defend the
Exmouth BMP frontage.

However, as a consequence the beach at Exmouth would be vulnerable to erosion during
storms and becoming smaller or even lost longer term as sea levels rise, which would have
a significantimpact on the amenity value of the beach and tourism in Exmouth.

Under the current funding rules, this option is only eligible for £800,000 to £900,000 of
central Government funding for coastal defence works. To implement this option, additional
funding of around £18 million would need to be secured.

This option would notneed to be implemented until about 2035, so there is around 10 years
or so to seek the funding contributions necessary. In the interim, ongoing maintenance of
existing defences in line with the current BMP approach would be required.

The Local Aspirational Leading Option —Beach Nourishment with Groynes and

Setback Floodwall:

This option recognises the option 1 may not be preferable for the local community and so
proposes an alternative option that has been identified through engagement with local
stakeholders that will deliver wider benefits to the area beyond just protection against
coastal erosion and flood risk.

This option therefore aims to continue to use the beach as the main defence in front of the
existing seawall, with the existing groynes along Queens Drive being replaced and new
groynes being constructed along The Maer section of beach. The groynes could be
constructed of timber of rock and would help control the beach levels more than at present.
This would therefore also retain the beach for its wider amenity and tourism benefits. If this
option is progressed, there would need to be further detailed modelling to determine the
most appropriate groyne design and arrangement along the shoreline.

With sea level rise this option may not fully address the risk of coastal flooding long-term,
and so a setback floodwall may also need to be constructed at a future date.

This option is most closely aligned to the 2013 EEFCERMS preferred strategic approach
and would secure the long-term future of Exmouth seafront for future generations to enjoy
in the way that many people do so today. However, it costs more than option 1 and so
under the current funding rules if cannot be selected as the National Economic Leading
Option.

As for the national option:

o Underthe current funding rules, this option is only eligible for £800,000 to £900,000
of central Government funding for coastal defence works. To implement this option,
additional funding of between £20-23 million would need to be secured.

o This option would not need to be implemented until about 2035, so there is around
10 years or so to seek the funding contributions necessary. In the interim, ongoing
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1.18

maintenance of existing defences in line with the current BMP approach would be
required.

The Back-up Option — Do Minimum:

This option is the current approach to managing the risks of coastal flooding and erosion at
Exmouth and is unlikely to secure the frontage in the long-term. It also means that there will
be a significant risk of further seawall failures requiring expensive emergency works at
great cost to EDDC which cannot be planned for.

However, it is included here as the back-up option as we recognise that both the national
and local options require significant funding contributions to be found to unlock the
proportion of funding that is available for coastal defence works from central Government.

Recognising thatit is uncertain if or when that additional funding will be secured, this option
provides a lower cost solution to managing the risk of coastal erosion and flooding in the
immediate future but will not be a sustainable solution over the long-term. It will, however,
buy time to then think about alternative options (i.e. coastal adaptation).

This option therefore would involve small-scale repair and maintenance of the existing
seawall and groynes but would not address the risk of undermining of the seawall if the
beach in front lowers in future as a result of storms.

This option is noteligible for central Government funding for coastal defences and so would
depend on funding coming from Local Authority budgets.

The cost of this option is uncertain and will depend on the number and frequency of storm
events and what damage they may cause. Itis likely that over a 20 year period this may be
in the order of a few £m to several tens of £m.
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1.19 Asevidentabove, Funding is a key constraint when undertaking flood and coastal erosion
risk management schemes. Funding from central government (FDGIA) is available for coastal
defences. However, this typically does not cover the full cost of a coastal defence scheme and
is distributed based on the benefits that are delivered. Central government funding will need to
be topped up by other sources of funding and contributions in order to deliver the leading
option.

1.20 It should be noted that on 14" October 2025, Defra published a new funding policy (see
Flood and coastal erosion risk management funding policy) which means the rules for
accessing FDGIA are due to change in April 2026. This means that the amount of additional
funding stated in paragraphs above is expected to reduce from £19-24m to a minimum of
between £1.6-£2.1m to deliver either of the National Economic or Local Aspirational options.
The new funding policy also sets out the basis on which FDGIA will be prioritised, and in this
regard states that if more than the minimum additional funding is raised, this will increase a
scheme’s priority.

1.21 Given thatfunding is a key constraint for all three options for the Exmouth BMP frontage,
we have identified the three option types (National Economic, Local Aspirational and Backup)
so that the delivery team can move between them over time, depending on the amount of
funding that may be available. Other factors will also influence which option is delivered, such
as the onset of coastal flooding and erosion risks, and the frequency of storm damage
necessitating emergency repairs.

1.22 The movement between the different options are known as ‘Adaptive Pathways'. It provides
the delivery team with the required flexibility to adjust course depending on the risks / funding
availability. For example, if more funding becomes available than expected, the delivery team
could switch from delivering the National Economic Leading Option to the Local Aspirational
Option; or if limited funding is secured, we will continue with the current approach (i.e. the
back-up option) for as long as possible, but in the knowledge that this will lead to a loss of
beach at Exmouth and growing risk of coastal flooding and further seawall failures (such as
occurred in Autumn 2023) in the longer-term along the BMP frontage.

1.23 Assuch, these three options set-out in the adaptive pathway in Figure 3 will form the basis
for how the coastal defences and beach at Exmouth are managed in the next5 to 10 years,
and drive further action to assess the options in greater detail and seek to identify and secure
the necessary funding to deliver coastal defence improvements in around 10 years’ time —
aided by the clarity provided in terms of what is trying to be achieved and what the likely
funding challenge to overcome is. The change in funding rules outlines in paragraph 1.20 will
not significantly change this timeline but does greatly reduce the funding challenge.

1.24 Doing so will also provide clarity that enables EDDC to:

e Communicate the requirements for future coastal defences to others and enable them to
potentially be integrated into wider place-making plans for the area which, in turn, will likely
offer opportunities to access funding contributions that unlock the available FDGIA and
contribute to delivering multiple benefits.

e Respondrapidlyif, in coming years, the national FDGIA funding rules change, as they have
done in the past and are likely to do so again in future.

1.25 In addition to the funding challenge, there are also a number of environmental concerns
that will need to be addressed and overc%rggeei%SOrder to implement the leading options.
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Various environmental assessments were undertaken to support the options appraisal and
these have been approved by the relevant statutory consultees with the exception of the
Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA).

1.26 The HRA Stage 2 (Appropriate Assessment) was progressed butidentified a lack of data in
order to fully quantify and assess the impacts on designated features along the BMP frontage,
including in relation to the anticipated habitat loss associated with options likely to affect beach
morphology and sediment transport processes. That assessment will be quantifiable once the
details of a scheme to implement one of the leading options is progressed in future years, and
so for this BMP update, it was agreed with Natural England thatthe HRA Stage 2 can be
paused at this time (and not finalised), in the knowledge that development of a future scheme
Outline Business Case (OBC) will need to include surveys and studies to provide the evidence
to complete a HRA at the OBC stage. As such the BMP includes an explicit commitment that
the National Economic Leading Option and Local Aspirational Option cannot be taken forward
until the required studies are completed, an approach that has been discussed and agreed
with Natural England.

1.27 The forward plan and action plan set out in the updated BMP therefore includes the need to
both develop a funding strategy and undertake a range of surveys and studies to inform
scheme development over the coming years. This is summarised in the following table.

| Next Steps and Forward Programme Approximate timeframe

- Develop business case and outline design for National or Local | 2028/29-2032
Options.

- Develop funding strategy to identify funding sources and
establish a plan for acquiring the funding, to gain confidence in
ability to secure funding required.

- If the Local Aspirational Option is to be taken forward, undertake
numerical modelling to confirm feasibility / inform the design /
consider impacts elsewhere in the sediment cell.

- Undertake early contractor involvement to provide buildability
and cost recommendations.

- Undertake environmental surveys and analysis to address
concerns identified in the HRA drafted as part of the 2025 BMP
update.

- Develop detailed design for National or Local Options. 2033-2034

- Secure necessary consents such as planning permission and
marine licence.

- Agree any mitigation requirements with stakeholders such as
Natural England.

- Undertake further early contractor involvement to provide more
accurate cost recommendations with completed design.

Construction period Estimated 2035

page 66



1.28 In conclusion, the decision that we must make for Exmouth and the surrounding area will
affect the very nature of what we recognise as Exmouth and its jewel amenity asset, its beach.
Withoutthe beach Exmouth will lose its single main asset. Without it there is no pointinvesting
along the seafront as the main draw will be gone. The stark choice if we do not do anything the
whole beach may be lost with a cost to Exmouth and the wider area of around £800m (at
present value).

1.29 The adaptive pathway and leading options set outin the updated Exmouth BMP provide a
direction of travel and opportunity to secure the Exmouth BMP frontage long-term for future
generations to enjoy in the way that many people do so today. However, they also recognise
that there is a significantfunding challenge under the currentfunding rules, and that if required
funding contributions are notachieved, then the approach will be to provide a minimum amount
of intervention by maintaining existing defences using Council revenue budgets (as occurs
currently) for a period of time. This will mean development and regeneration in atrisk areas
along the Exmouth BMP frontage will likely not be able to occur due to the increased level of
flood and/or coastal change risk this will present.

1.30 Thatsaid, itis also important to note that the provision of coastal defences by EDDC is
undertaken under permissive powers granted to EDDC under the Coast Protection Act 1949
and Land Drainage Act 1991; there is no statutory legal duty on EDDC to undertake these
schemes. Therefore, whilst adopting the three draft proposed leading options would set out an
aspiration to deliver improved coastal defences along the Exmouth BMP frontage, it would not
bind EDDC to any additional financial commitments at this time. However, it will require EDDC
to develop a funding strategy. When a scheme to implement one of the leading options is
developed in future years, any request for financial contribution from EDDC will be brought to
cabinet as required.

1.31 The challenge cannot be underestimated, as demonstrated by both the Sidmouth and
Seaton BMPs that have taken many years to progress, but thankfully now there is sufficient
funding for both those schemes. The key learning from both is that we need to start now to
plan the scheme for Exmouth, to investigate other sources of finance, and to investigate every
avenue of funding, in order to provide confidence that it is worthwhile investing in the surveys,
studies and scheme development needed to progress the national or local options.

Financial implications:
There is a request to utilise an existing budget allocation in order to progress preparatory studies.

Legal implications:
There are no substantive legal issues to be added to this report.
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Agenda ltem 15

Reportto: Cabinet

Date of Meeting 3 December 2025

Document classification: Part A Public Document e .
District Council
Exemption applied: None

Review date for release N/A

Leisure Strategy - Addendum
Report summary:

The Council’s Leisure Strategy (2021 - 2031) was approved in October 2022 and also contains
within it, a recommendation for the facility mix for the leisure centre in Cranbrook. Given the scale
of the project at Cranbrook, this has now been updated with an addendum to reflect the latest
population and leisure industry guidelines.

The Leisure Delivery Forum on 16" September 2025 received this Leisure Addendum and asks
Cabinetto approve this documentfor onward submission to Full Council with a recommendation to
endorse it as an update to the Leisure Strategy (2021 - 2031).

Is the proposed decision in accordance with:

Budget Yes X No L]

Policy Framework Yes X No [

Recommendation:
That Cabinet recommends to Council that they endorse the Addendum to the Leisure Strategy.
Reason for recommendation:

The Leisure Strategy’s purpose is to help the Council make informed strategic decisions on its
leisure facilities. This addendum ensures that the Leisure Strategy reflects the latest population
and leisure industry guidelines and inform the Cranbrook and Malcombe projects.

Officer: Mike O’Mahony, Leisure Manager mike.o’mahony@eastdevon.gov.uk ; Tim Child

Portfolio(s) (check which apply):

[1 Assets and Economy

[ Communications and Democracy

[1 Council, Corporate and External Engagement
Culture, Leisure, Sport and Tourism

L1 Environment - Nature and Climate

[1 Environment - Operational

[J Finance

Place, Infrastructure and Strategic Planning
Sustainable Homes and Communities

Equalities impact Low Impact

Any new Leisure Centre needs to be designed to be accessible for all people and groups. Careful
consideration of accessibility and the scope and range of services and facilities provided will need
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to be made. A full equalities impact assessment will be completed as part of the Leisure Centre
project initiation

Climate change Medium Impact
Risk: Low Risk;

At this stage the overall risk is considered to be low as there is currently no commitment to capital
expenditure for the build, however, on receipt of tender returns there will be a requirement to
award contracts and commit to costs associated therewith.

Links to background information

Endorsement by Cabinet - Printed minutes 13th-Jul-2022 18.00 Cabinet.pdf
Endorsement by Full Council - Printed minutes 19th-Oct-2022 18.00 Council.pdf
Endorsement by Cabinet - Printed minutes 13th-Jul-2022 18.00 Cabinet.pdf
Endorsement by Leisure Delivery Forum - 070622 Leisure Strategy report LED Forum.pdf
Update to the Forum — 16 September 2025

Leisure Strategy Addendum 2025

Cranbrook Demographics April 2025

Cranbrook Sports Facility Calculator

Second Community Sports Facility Calculator

Link to Council Plan

Priorities (check which apply)

A supported and engaged community

[0 Carbon neutrality and ecological recovery

[0 Resilient economy that supports local business
Financially secure and improving quality of services

1.0 Background

1.1 The East Devon Leisure Strategy, produced in June 2022, is supported by a Supply and
Demand Auditwhich identifies the currentand future facility needs to support an increase in
population in the District through to 2040. This coincides with the end date of the Council’s
new Local Plan.

1.2  The Leisure Strategy highlights significant population growth to the western side of East
Devon with the development of the new town of Cranbrook. Construction of the new town
started in 2011 and will eventually deliver approximately 8,000 new homes for
approximately 22,000 people. The East Devon District Council (EDDC) Local Plan,
Cranbrook Plan and Cranbrook Town Centre Masterplan all refer to the infrastructure
requirements to support the growing population. This includes a new leisure centre and
health hub in the town centre.

1.3  Atthe time of writing the Leisure Strategy in 2021/22, EDDC had identified an indicative

facility mix for a new leisure centre in Cranbrook, however no progress had been made in
negotiating with developers and securing a preferred site for the facility in the town centre.

2.0 Current Status
2.1 Sincethen, EDDC has negotiated a total public sector holding of 4.1 hectares in Cranbrook

to facilitate the delivery of essential infrastructure, business and employment opportunities
within the town centre.
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2.2 Thenew EDDC Local Plan has also allocated land to the east of Exeter, within the ‘West
End’ of the District for second new community of up to 10,000 homes. This new town will be
approximately 4 miles from Cranbrook.

2.3 Inresponse to the above existing and proposed housing development, this Addendum
seeks to re-assess the facilities mix for the proposed Cranbrook Leisure Centre to ensure
that current and future facility needs are met to support the increase in population.

2.4  The Addendum covers strategic context, future facility needs and makes recommendations
for the next steps to be taken taking into consideration the town’s key demographics and
the potential development of a second housing development (Marlcombe) of 10,000
dwellings in close proximity to Cranbrook.

2.5 Theinformation contained in this Addendum will support the work currently being
undertaken by a Project Team established to

identify and explore all options for a new leisure centre in Cranbrook;

develop a business plan, operating model and funding strategy;

provide a clear approach for delivery of the scheme for each stage of the project;

Funding strategy and

consider management arrangements to operate and maintain the facility.

2.6 The Leisure Delivery Forum considered and endorsed this Addendum on 16™" September
2025. The only clarification sought related to the latest amounts of S106 contributions
currently allocated to the Cranbrook Leisure Centre project and when the inflationary
increases apply.

2.7 The expansion of Cranbrook is expected to provide a capital contribution toward the
delivery of a leisure centre, currently at a total of around £4.5m in today’s money. The
Addendum originally referred to around £5 million by the time construction commences as
this figure is subject to inflationary increases. This has been adjusted to £4.5m for
consistency. A more informed funding strategy will form part of the Project team’s brief.

2.8 There was a lot of consultation during the development of the Leisure Strategy and the
Cranbrook Masterplan. Since then, there has been regular updates to the Leisure Delivery
Forum. The Addendum itself applies a technical supply and demand analysis to address
latest changes to Cranbrook and Marlcombe since the Strategy was developed.

2.9 The most pressing need was to consolidate the core facility mix for the new Cranbrook
Leisure Centre. The Addendum has essentially re-enforced the recommendations set outin
the original Leisure Strategy and clarified how the proposals for Marlcombe complement
what is being recommended for Cranbrook.

3.0 Next Steps
3.1 Cabinetis asked to approve and forward the Leisure Addendum to Full Council with a

recommendation to endorse the Leisure Addendum as an update to the Leisure Strategy
2021 - 2031.

Financial implications:

The recommendationsin the report at this stage have no direct financial implications that have not
already been considered by Cabinet, although the report highlights a future funding gap that needs
to be addressed if a leisure centre is to be provided in Cranbrook.
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Legal implications:

As this is an update report only, there are no substantive legal issues directly arising
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Agenda ltem 16

Reportto: Cabinet

Date of Meeting 3 December 2025

Document classification: Part A Public Document e .
District Council
Exemption applied: None

Review date for release N/A

East Devon Public Spaces Protection Orders
Report summary:

A Public Space Protection Order (PSPO) is a tool under the Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime and
Policing Act 2014 which is intended to deal with a particular nuisance or problem affecting a
specified area that is detrimental to the local community’s way of life. PSPOs remain in place for
maximum of three years after which they expire unless they are extended to prevent occurrence or
recurrence of the activities covered.

The Council currently has three PSPOs in place covering dog control, seashores and promenades
and anti-social behaviour dating back to 2023. The Council has carried out a review of these
PSPOs to ensure that the three-year review period is met and to assess if the controls are still
required and if so whether they need to be amended. This included public consultation. Itis
recommended that the evidence supports the ongoing use of PSPOs but changes to existing
controls require three new orders.

A report was presented to Overview committee who have agreed with officers’ recommendations
with the exception of recommending the retention of the current controls for Exmouth beach rather
than the officer recommendation to move to a time restricted approach.

At Cabinet on 29 October 2025, members of the public spoke in opposition to the Overview
Committee recommendation to retain existing dog on lead controls at Kilmington Playing Fields
and Cabinet deferred the decision to a later date when officer advice could be obtained.

Is the proposed decision in accordance with:
Budget Yes X No [

Policy Framework Yes X No [

Recommendation:

1. Cabinet confirms that the evidence supports the ongoing need for public space
protection orders in relation to the control of dogs, seashores and promenades and
anti-social behaviour and consumption of intoxicating substances.

2. That Cabinet discharge the three Public Spaces Protection Orders from 2023.

3. That Cabinet approves three new East Devon Public Spaces Protection Orders for
2026.

Reason for recommendation:

To ensure that suitable Public Space Protection Orders are in place,

Officer: Sally Webster, Principal EHO 01395519973 swebster@eastdevon.gov.uk
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Portfolio(s) (check which apply):

[1 Assets and Economy

1 Communications and Democracy

[] Council, Corporate and External Engagement
1 Culture, Leisure, Sport and Tourism

L1 Environment - Nature and Climate
Environment - Operational

O Finance

[ Place, Infrastructure and Strategic Planning
[0 Sustainable Homes and Communities

Equalities impact Medium Impact

The consultation is a requirement of the Act and is necessary in order to create the required
orders. Failure to complete this process will mean that previously held powers will be removed
when the current PSPOs reach three years. There is arisk that any decisions made can be
formally challenged so the decision-making process must be robust and based on sound
evidence. Dog control PSPOs can impact on service dogs but these have been exempted from
the relevant controls.

Equality Impact Assessment — Seashores and Promenades
Equality Impact Assessment— ASB PSPO

Equality Impact Assessment — Dog Control Public Spaces

Climate change Low Impact

Risk: Medium Risk; The consultation is a requirement of the Act and is necessary in order to
create the required orders. Failure to complete this process and agree new PSPOs will mean that
previously held powers will be removed when the current PSPOs reach three years in May 2026.
There is a risk that any decisions made can be formally challenged.

Links to background information Anti-Social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2014/12/contents/enacted/data.htm Home Office Statutory
Guidance on the Act July 2014
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/352562/ASB _Guida
nce v8 July2014 final 2 .pdf

Link to Council Plan

Priorities (check which apply)

A supported and engaged community

[0 Carbon neutrality and ecological recovery

Resilient economy that supports local business
Financially secure and improving quality of services

Reportin full

1. A Public Space Protection Order (PSPO) is a tool under the Anti-Social Behaviour, Crime
and Policing Act2014 which isintendedto deal with a particularnuisance or problem affecting
a specified area that is detrimental to the local community’s way of life. They could be used
for a wide range of problems. The area may be as small as a play park or as large as the
district of the local authority.
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. A PSPOcan be made by the council ifitis satisfied on reasonable grounds that the activities
carried out, or likely to be carried out, in a public space:

e Have had, or are likelyto have, a detrimental effect on the quality of life of those
in the locality;

And that the effect or likely effect of the activities:
e Is oris likely to be persistent or continuing in nature;
e Is oris likely to be unreasonable and
e Justifies the restrictions imposed.

. A Public Space Protection Order is in place for maximum of three years. After the three-year
period, the Order expires, or it can be extended to prevent occurrence or recurrence of the
activities. The Order can also be varied by increasing or reducing the restricted area, or by
altering or removing prohibitions or requirements, or adding a new requirement.

. East Devon District Council currently has three PSPOs. The current PSPOs cover:

e Control of Dogs Varied Order 2024 — a requirement to clear up dog faeces,
requirementfor dogs to be kept on a lead less than 1 metre in length when on a public
road or pavement adjacent to roads, requirementfor dogs to be kept on a lead when
asked by an authorised officer, requirementto walk no more than six dogs at any one
time and a requirement for dogs on leads or dog exclusion in specified places.

e Control on Seashores and Promenades Order 2023 — seasonal dog exclusions on
East Devon town beaches, requirementfor dog on leads in specified places including
promenades and prohibition of feeding of seagulls on town beachesand promenades.

e The Control of Anti-Social Behaviour and the Consumption of Intoxicating Substances
(Exmouth) Order 2023 — a requirement to surrender alcohol when requested by an
authorised officer, urination or defecation in a public place, aggressive requests for
money, and intimidation, harassment or distress.

. PSPOs are time limited to three years. The Control of Dogs Varied Order 2024 is due to
expire in December 2027 and the Control on Seashores and Promenades Order and the
Control of Anti-Social Behaviourand the Consumption of Intoxicating Substances Order is
due to expire in March 2026.

. A person observed not to be complying with the PSPO is liable to receive a fixed penalty
notice of £100. This can be issued by an authorised Council officer or police officer.

. Any proposed changes to each Order require a full public consultation. Existing
requirements also wentthrough the public consultation process. The full public consultation
was as follows:

e In July 2024, Town and Parish Councils were contacted and invited to put forward
requests to change the current PSPOs. Requests were received as a result of
particular area issues, or as a result of newly built recreational areas in new
residential developments e.g. Tithebarn.

e In July, Augustand September 2024, as part of the public consultation exercise,
members of the public could also put forward requests to change the current PSPOs
via the Council website.

e In August 2024 there was internal consultation with Officers from different
departments across the Council including StreetScene, Dog Enforcement Officer and
Julie Owen from Devon Loves Dogs.

e The public consultation took place over an eight-week period from 3 March to 28 April
2025. The consultation took place on the Council’'s online community engagement
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8.

f)

9)

hub, ‘Commonplace’ and paper copies were provided to members of the public upon
request.

e Respondents could provide their views on the existing controls stated in all three
Orders and on proposed changes to the Orders.

e The public consultation was advertised on the Council's social media forums and
resident'snewsletters, andthere was also a press release. Statutory consulteeswere
notified in writing to make them aware of the consultation. Statutory consultees
included Town and Parish Councils, Devon County Council, Chief Officer of Police,
Local Policing body, Police and Crime Commissioner, and affected landowners and
community representatives.

o A total of 1646 responses were received during the consultation period.

Based on the consultation responses a number of changesto the existing PSPOs are
proposed. Tables of proposed changeswith theirjustification are includedin Appendices
1, 2 & 3. A brief summary is given below.

The Control of Dogs Order.

The Council are proposing to make changes to the groups of people exempt from being
guilty of an offence under the Order. This includes people who rely upon a dog trained
by any prescribed charity such as Dogs for the Disabled, police or fire dogs, Law
Enforcement, Search and Rescue, HM Armed Forces and agricultural activities.

The Council received requests from Broadclyst Parish Council and Cranbrook Town
Council fornew dog controls on children’s play areas and recreational spaces, such as
allotments in newly built residential areas in Cranbrook, Westclyst and Tithebarn.

The Council’s Dog Enforcement Officer has received complaints about dog fouling at
Donkey Field and the Maer in Exmouth. New dog on lead requirements within these
areas were consulted on.

The current Dog Control PSPO includes dog on lead requirements at twenty footpaths
across Honiton. Other towns across East Devon do not have these types of restrictions.
Removal of these dog on lead requirements were consulted on.

The current Dog Control PSPO was formally varied in December 2024 following a
public consultation for the inclusion of dog on lead requirements at Kilmington
Recreation Ground. This was supported by Kilmington Parish Council, Kilmington
Cricket Club, Kilmington Primary School, Playing Fields Committee of the Arthur
Hitchcock Charity due to concerns about dog fouling and dogs approaching children.
Some dog owners raised concern about lack of alternative dog walking facilities in the
locality. Kilmington Dog Walkers Association proposed that the dog on lead
requirement should be removed and a new dog exclusion requirement between 10am
and 6pm from 1 May to 30 September is applied. This proposal was therefore consulted
on.

The Councils Dog Enforcement Officer has received complaints about nuisance dogs at
the Byes in Sidmouth, for example, incidents where people have been knocked over by
dogs. There have been concerns about dogs colliding with other path users including
cyclists. The Council has also received complaints about dogs fouling and running over
graves at Sidmouth Cemetery, Temple Street. New dog on lead requirements within
these areas were consulted on.

During the consultation period, Clyst Honiton Parish Clerk requested that dog exclusion
requirement for Clyst Honiton play park is extended to whole field. The play park
equipmentis no longer enclosed within a barrier inside the field and the existing
signage is on the entrance to the whole field.

10. The Control on Seashores and Promenades Order.
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a)

b)

During the summer of 2024, the Council received several requests to change the
seasonal dog exclusion area at Exmouth beach which would enable dog walkers to
exercise their dogs across the whole beach during the early morning and later evening
when the beaches are quieter.

Time limits apply on beaches within Cornwall. Feedback from Cornwall Council has
indicatedthatthey received fewer complaints concerningdognuisance andfoulingon the
beaches and dogs being on the beach during the banned times. They also commented
that they were able to target their limited resources in hot spot areas based on local
intelligence and this enabled more successful enforcement. The timed exclusion is not
considered likely to have a negative impact on the Blue Flag status as the time dogs will
be accessing the beach has been reduced, enforcement will be more targeted and
effective and we are aware of Cornwall Councils beacheswith timed dog control not being
adversely affected in their Blue Flag applications.

Applying the seasonal dog exclusion area between 10.00 and 18.00 at Exmouth beach
was therefore consulted on.

The Council has received a request [from Councillor John Heath] to include a new
seasonal dog on lead requirementon the eastern section of the beach whilst maintaining
the seasonal dog exclusion requirement on the western section of the beach.

11.The Control of Anti-Social Behaviour and Consumption of Intoxicating

a)

b)

Substances in Exmouth Order.

The Order covers a number of designated streets and public open spaces in Exmouth.
The renewal of the Order will enable measures to control and restrict certain activities,
in particular the consumption of psychoactive substances, consumption of alcohol in
public (other than in licensed premises), anti-social behaviour of groups or by an
individual, aggressive begging, and urination (other than in public toilets). The Council
continues to receive reports of ASB within the town and thisis supported with the Police
data and the rationale for securing funding from the OPCC for the ASB Hotspot
patrolling. By having the PSPO in place we are able to effectively tackle ASB which can
have a detrimental impact on the community and improve the quality of those areas
affected.

We will consider the impact on rough sleepers and ensure a proportionate and
graduated approach to enforcement.

12.Timetable for decision:

03/03/25 — 28/04/25 Public Consultation period

28/04/25 — Review of Public Consultation responses
13/05/2025

Legal Services instructed to review drafts and amend as
necessary

Report to Democratic Services for inclusion into Cabinet

12/08/2025 :
meeting on 03/09/2025

30/09/2025 Overview Committee meeting to review and recommend
approach to Cabinet.

3/12/25 Cabinet meeting to ratify and sign off final PSPO’s
Legal Services instructed to seal and sign PSPOs

03/2026 Discharge of 2023/24 PSPOs.

Implementation of 2026 PSPOs
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Kilmington Playing Field

11.In the 2023 review of the PSPOs, Kilmington Playing Field were designated as a ‘dogs
on lead’ area. Some local residents did not agree with this decision.

12.Due to a drafting error requiring amendment of the PSPO, it was decided to carry out a
specific consultation with Kilmington residents at the same time to assess local support
or otherwise for continuation with the requirement.

13.The public consultation asked whether members of the public agreed that dogs must be
kept on a lead on Kilmington Playing Field. There were 257 responses of which 79 did
not agree that dogs must be kept on a lead and 178 respondents who did agree.

14.0ut of the 79 respondents who did not agree that dogs should be kept on a lead, 26
recommended that a compromise was putin place. Respondents recommended that, as
a compromise, dogs should not be allowed on the field between 10.00 and 18.00
between 1 May and 30 September each year, when the field is in use by the Cricket
Club and Primary School, and all other times dogs can be exercised off lead.

15.The suggested compromise did not form part of the consultation so could not be
included in the final amended Order. Cabinet approved continuation with the original
requirement of dogs on leads on Kilmington Playing Field.

16.The compromise proposal was included in the public consultation for the review of the
2026 Dog Control Public Spaces Protection Order. The response is shown in Appendix
1. There was a slight (51% to 49%) preference for the compromise, but it was not felt by
officers sufficiently clear to justify change from the existing controls given the reported
benefits. So, the recommendation was to retain the dogs on lead requirement.

Overview Committee

17.0verview Committee considered the PSPO proposals at their meeting on 29 September
2025.

18.Members of the public in attendance spoke about two specific issues in the report:

e Members of the Kilmington Community spoke both in support of and against the
officer recommendation to retain the current dog on lead restrictions at Kilmington
Playing Fields. Those against had proposed time limits for dogs to be allowed off
lead (see above).

e Two Exmouth residents spoke against the officer recommendation to change the
Exmouth beach dog restrictions from geographical to time limited during the bathing
water season.

19.1n relation to these two specific issues and having considered the report and public
representations, Overview Committee decided to support retention of the existing
controls for Kilmington Playing Fields, but to recommend that Cabinet approve the
retention of the current geographical restrictions at Exmouth beach.

20.Overview Committee’s recommendations to Cabinet were as per the first two officer
recommendations but gave an amended third recommendation:

e That Cabinet approves three new East Devon Public Spaces Protection Orders for
2026 as attached to the report, with the exception of the PSPO for Exmouth seafront
which the Overview Committee recommends should remain as it currently stands
and that further consultation should be undertaken, if necessary, with a view to
extending and clearly defining the areas where dogs are either permitted or
prohibited.
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Cabinet

21.0n 29 October 2025, Overview Committee’s recommendations were considered by

Cabinet. Members of the Kilmington community spoke againstthe recommendation that
dog on lead restrictions on Kilmington Playing field be retained in the current format.
Cabinet deferred the decision in the absence of officer attendance.

11.Cabinet therefore requested that a report be brought back to Cabinet on 3 December
2025 for consideration and decision.

Regulatory Impacts

12.The proposed 2026 PSPOs do not add significant regulatory burdens compared to the
2023 PSPOs. If the proposed move to time limited access to Exmouth beach (rather
than area based) is approved this should make enforcement easier. However, it should
be considered that by continuing to deliver PSPOs there is an expectation that they are

enforced appropriately. The recently approved Animal Enforcement Policy supports the
enforcement of the dog and seashore PSPOs.

Conclusion

13.The evidence collected supports the Council in continuing with the controls provided by
Public Space Protection Orders covering:

e Dog control
e Seashores and Promenades

e Anti-social behaviour and the Consumption of Intoxicating Substances in Exmouth.

14.Evidence has been provided to support changes to existing controls in the 2023 PSPOs
which have been reflected in the recommendations for the new 2026 PSPOs.

Financial implications:
The are no financial implications within the report
Legal implications:

The legal issues are dealt with in the body of the report.
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Appendix 1. Table of Proposed Changes, Consultation Responses and Recommendations for the Control of Dogs PSPO

2026

Existing requirement

Consultation Response

Public Comments

Officer Comment

Recommendation

A person whois in control
of a dog and does not
remove their faeces and
properly dispose of it
when within a public
space unless they have
reasonable excuse and if
the owner, occupier or
o . .

gauthority having control of
ghe land has consented,
shall be guilty of an
offence.

98% of respondents agreed

2% of respondents did not
agree

| ama dogownerand always clear
up after my dog and expect other
people to do the same.

It is never acceptable to not pick
up dogs mess. If the personis not
capable of doing so, then they
should not be in a public space
with their dog (maybe with the
exception of a blind person). The
same applies to not having the
dogin alead and under control.

Thisis a continuation of the
existing requirement of the
Dog Control PSPO 2023.

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place.

A person whois in control
of a dog and fails to keep
their dog on a lead less
than 1 metre in length
whilst on a public road or
on a pavementadjacentto
the road unlessthey have
reasonable excuse, shall
be guilty of an offence.

79% of respondents agreed

21%  of
disagreed

respondents

Only being allowed to use a lead
less than 1m can be dangerous. |
often run with my dog, and ashort
lead would make it dangerous. |
need to be able to use a longer
lead.

Finally, many dogs behave worse
when on leads. Evidence shows
this. Owners should be trusted to
decide if it’s best for their dog to

Thisis a continuation of the
existing requirement of the
Dog Control PSPO 2023.

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place.




08 obed

be on/off lead in common
exercise areas to reduce
problems.

Dogs should not have to be on
lead if they are under CLOSE
control of a responsible owner

dog should be on lead on my
opinion due to a lot of incident of
out of control animals due to lack
of training.

Fora€ce Apersonwhoisin control
of a dog and fails to keep their dog
on a lead less than 1 metre in
length whilst on a public road or
on a pavement adjacent to the
road unless they have reasonable
excuse.a€l. 1m is too short. Most
standard short leads are 100-
120cm

| strongly feel that owners
shouldna€™t have to keep dogs
on leads unless near roads. There
is a lot of beautiful countryside in
Devon and walking dogs through it
is a wonderful way to see the
countryside and exercise your
dogs. Keeping them on leads
restricts their exercise and
opportunity to run and explore




A person whois in control
of a dog and does not
comply with a direction
given by an authorised
officer of the Council or a
Police Officer to put and
keep their dog on a lead
unless they have a
reasonable excuse and if
the owner, occupier or
Eauth ority having control of
dhe land has consented
Bhall be guilty of an
offence.

87% of respondents agreed

13% of
disagreed

respondents

There should be more detail on
why an authorised person would
tella dogownertoputiton alead
not

These  proposals are

unreasonable

Thisis a continuation of the
existing requirement of the
Dog Control PSPO 2023.

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place.

A person who takes more
than 6 dogs onto land
unless they have a
reasonable excuse and if
the owner, occupier or
authority having control of
the land has consented
shall be qguilty of an
offence.

87% of respondents agreed

13% of
disagreed

respondents

6 dogsis too many for one person
to be in charge of.

| agree there is a need to limit
dogs under the control of a single
person but6 is too much. It needs
tobe3or4

Thisis a continuation of the
existing requirement of the
Dog Control PSPO 2023.

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place.




A person whois in control
of a dog to allowit to enter
a dog exclusion area, for
example, a children’s
playpark shall be guilty of
an offence

g abed

93% of respondents agreed

7% of
disagreed

respondents

All the changes are reasonable
given the significant increase in
the number of dogs since 2020
and the increase in owners who
are irresponsible. Itis unfortunate
but necessary toimpose newrules
better to manage the problems.
However, nothing will change
without better enforcement
which is sadly lacking at the
moment. I'm a dog owner.

Dogs should be on leads in public
playing fields and public open
spaces.

Thisis a continuation of the
existing requirement of the
Dog Control PSPO 2023.

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place.

A person whois in control
of a dog to not keep it on
alead withinadogonlead
area shall be guilty of an
offence

77% of respondents agreed

23%  of
disagreed

respondents

Dogs should be on leads in public
playing fields and public open
spaces.

Makes sense

Thisis a continuation of the
existing requirement of the
Dog Control PSPO 2023.

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place.




Jubilee Field

acCross

East

Proposed change | Justification | Consultation | Public Comments Officer Recommendation
Response Comment
Amendments to the | Exemptions 85% of | No person in control of an assistant or working dog should be exempt. If they | A separate | It is recommended
are in control of a highly trained dog they should be able to clear up after it . .
groups of people for . all reSpondentS although they may be more likely to have a reasonable excuse. Equa“ty that the Cabinet
exempt from being | requirements | agreed Impact agreed to the
guilty of an offence | of the Order This exemption would make the legislation less clear cut and open to | Assessment | amendments.
including people who | have been | 15% of | abuse. The exemption would open up a difficult debate for those who | has been
are registered blind, | proposed for respondents §eek t.o enforf:e it. The requiremeljt to Iook.after your dog properly, completed
people with disability | particular disagreed |nc|ud.|ng having proper control in a public area, should be non- and forms
affecting mobility etc, | groups of negotiable part of this
pe_ople with a _dog people. | do not agree that hunting dogs should be exempt as named Cabinet
_c;[ram_ed by preSC“b?d above. Hunting (as in similar to fox hunting) is damaging to | Report.
L&Cha”t}” people in property and the environment and s
Tharge of a police or
ire dog, person in (i) A person with a disability affecting their mobility, manual
charge of a working dexterity, physical coordination or ability to lift, carry or move
dog. everyday objects
| think consideration needs to be given to the above point. If
people with disabilities can't look after a dog properly, which
includes collecting faeces, thenthey should not have adogin the
first place. If they are not picking it up, who will?
As long as we dog owners can use the rest of the park
New dog exclusion | Dog exclusion | 55% of | Apply British Law not "martial law". PSPOs are blanket bans on | This will | It is recommended
controls at Jubilee | requirements | respondents the majority of responsible dog owners. provide that the Cabinet
Field play park and | covering the | agreed consistency




Broadclyst

o Allotments

engaging in
sport activities.

Dog on lead
requirements
covering the

allotments wiill
help to keep

play space in | play park and | 45% of | Notan areaI'm likely to visit, but surely kids should have priority | Devon in | agree the new
Axminster. play space will | respondents in a play park? respect  of | controls.
prevent dogs | disagreed children’s
coming into I am not familiar with this area, but | do supportdogson leadsin | play
contact  with childrena€™s play parks parks/areas.
children.
Majority of users are dog owners and behave responsibly
Outside trails and allotments shouldn’t be dog on lead zones
New dog exclusion | Dog exclusion | 62.5% of | unless the owner is unable to recall them safely. It is recommended
requirements at | requirements | respondents that the Cabinet
Broadclyst covering agreed agree the new
[ Broadclyst In play areas yes but not allotments controls.
@ o TennisCourt | Tennis Cour | 37.5% of
® and BMX | respondents
« BMXTrack | Track will | disagreed
prevent dogs
coming into
New dog on lead conta}ct with
requirements at | PEOP€




dogs under
control in
areas used for
food

Sports Centre

Phase 3
Country Park
Play Area

— Stone

production.
Renamed dog | Cranbrook 60% of | No public comments It is recommended
exclusion areas at | Town Council | respondents that the Cabinet
Cranbrook have agreed agree the new
requested that controls
these dog | 40% of
exclusion respondents
E Hayes Square | areas  have | disagreed
@ Play Park | been
& — Hayes renamed.
Square Play
Space
Ingrams
Sports
Pitches
— Ingrams




9g abed

Meadow Play
Space

Crannaford
Allotments
Play Area
— Crannaford
Allotments
Play Space

New dog exclusion
requirements at
Cranbrook

Platinum Park
Play Area

Wheeled
Sports facility
(Skatepark)
off Tillhouse
Road

New dog on lead
requirements at
Cranbrook

There is a
newly built
Play Area and
Sports facility
at Cranbrook
as part of
residential

expansion.

Dog exclusion
requirements

covering these
areas will
prevent dogs
coming into
contact  with
children and
young people.

Dogs should be on leads in public playing fields and public open
spaces.

In play areas yes but not nature reserveif ownerhas good control
over dog

Playparks, skate parks,, etc. should clearly be free from dogs. As
for allotments, that decision should rest with the allotment
holders ratherthan the general public, who willnormally have no
access to them.




) 8 abed

Access path
leading to
Wheeled
Sports Facility
(Skatepark)
off Tillhouse
Road

Cranbrook
Nature
Reserve,
Great
Meadow area
south west of
river

Cranbrook
Town Council
has requested
that Cranbrook
Nature
Reserve is
renamed
‘Cranbrook
Nature
Reserve,
Great Meadow
area south
west of river

and 15
changed from
a dog

exclusion area

Cranbrook Nature Reserve is huge and to say you have to
keep dogs on leads there is too much of an ask. Its a
wonderful space for dogs if the owners are disciplined and
considerate and responsible.




to a dog on
lead area.

This will allow
the area to be
accessed by

fouling.

people  with
dogs.
o
Q
(@]
o)
(o]
ONGW dOg-Oﬂ-'Gad 34% Of In eight years we have never seen a problem on the Maer and would strongly object to The pU b|IC It iS recommended
. . this being a lead-onlyarea as it would affect many local residents. No harm is being done . .
requ”ements In respondents but is a wonderful facility for dog owners who pay their council taxes; occasional problems response is| that the Cabinet
Exmouth agreed with dog waste occur during the summer but this could be addressed by moresignagein | not in favour | does notagree this
the parking areas frequented by motorhomes and surfer camper vans. Of requ mng new requ irement
Dog on lead 9 , , ' '
 The Maer re 9 irements 66% of So many elderly people use the Maer, on lead in thatarea will never be dogs on [ea}ds for either location.
qu rgspondents adhered to. Although the pollution may put people off! and existing
e Donkey Field | @ The Maer | disagreed anti-social
in Exmouth arld I_Donkey | believe dogs should not have to be on a lead on the Maer | pehaviour
Field will help recreation ground. legislation
to keep dogs can be used
under closer to  manage
control and The maerorthe donkey field at foxholes should notbe made into | dog  related
prevent dog on lead only areas. issues as




reported to
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towns in East
Devon.

Honiton and
this restriction
should be
removed to
ensure a
consistent
approach
across
district.
Existing anti-
social
behaviour
legislation
can be used
to  manage
dog related
issues as
reported to
the Council

the

the Council.
All public areas should be dogs on lead only to protect vulnerable It is recommended

Removal of dog-on-| Removal of | 50% of | people - the old, young, disabled and animal phobic. | There is no|that the Cabinet
lead controls on |dog on lead | respondents There should be designated dog exercise areas - where they can | evidence 1o | remove the dog-
designated footpaths | requirements | agreed be off lead - otherwise on lead. suggest there | on-lead controls
in Honiton at designated is an issue

footpaths will | 50% of | The proposed regulations are too strict, if a dog has been trained | with dogs off

enable respondents well it doesn'tneedto be on a lead all the time. My dog will heel | |ead on

consistency disagreed perfectly and behave as if she of on a lead.. designated

with all other footpaths in




New dog exclusion
rule at Kilmington
Recreation Ground
between 10am and
6pm from 1 May to
30 September.

06 obed

Currentdog on
lead
requirements
were put in
place in
December
2024 following
a public
consultation.

Since
December
2024,
Kilmington
Dog Walkers
Association
have
requested that
the dog on
lead
requirement is
changed to a
dog exclusion
requirement
between 10am
and 6pm from
1 May to 30
September.
This will allow
dogs to be
exercised on

51%
respondents
agreed

49%
respondents
disagreed

of

of

Specifically, referring to the Kilmington playing fields it's time to finally put the issue of
dogs on the field torest. During recent years there have been consultations managed by the
council which confirmed that dogs must be on leads when onthefield - primarily to protect
children's health, prevent aggression and reduce mess. There is evidence that this widely
consultedand communicated condition is being compromised by a few dogowners. Isit
notnow timefor a simpler, more effective solution and stop all dogs from using the playing
field. We live in the countryside, where there is ample space for dog walking without
encroachingonasharedrecreational area. Maintaining a clear, consistent rulewould be in
the best interests of all residents. Proposals to open the fields during specific times
invalidates all the efforts of past consultations, ignores the health of children, the
aggression experienced by some and the mess created.

| have serious concerns for the children of the village and the pupils of our local
Primary school being adversely affected by any change.

When the Dogs on Leads was eventually passed by Council, in 2024, after the
omission earlier, the main concern was for the children being afraid of dogs
running loose if they came into the field to play. For children to use the actual
Play Area they have to go across the field from both of the entrance gate to the
Playing Field.

The importance of outdoor play and exercise for young children is paramount
in their developments, the children are priority over the dogs running freely at
Kilmington Playing Field. Thank you

Villagers need this space to exercise their dogs safely off lead .
The cricket club have taken over this park and people are
intimidated by them to not use it . The park belongs to all
residents. Previous votes have included non residents.
Consultation meetings in the village hall have been unfair and
people intimidated and scared to speak out against the dogs on
lead issue. A compromise must be allowed

Residents
living within
the vicinity of
Kilmington
Recreation
Ground were
sentaletter to
make them
aware of the
public
consultation.

Kilmington
Primary
School do not
agree  with
the proposed
change.

Kilmington
Parish
Council
not
with
proposed
change.

do
agree
the

Kilmington

Cricket Club
do not agree
with the

It is recommended
that the Cabinet
agree to keep the
current controls in
place.
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the field

outside
these times.

of

A compromise is the way forward to promote the well being of
all ages of residents in Kilmington to enjoy the playing field.
There are no alternative areas in Kilmington that the elderly,
people with reduced mobility and disabled residents can access
safely and exercise their dogs off lead and meet like minded
people. This helps with the wellbeing of the elderly residents who
enjoy the company of their pet dog and live on their own. Itis a
lovely green space that should be used by all residents of
Kilmington, which was the intention of the Arthur Hitchcock
Charity Object.

Kind regards
*** Personal details have been removed ***

Good compromise

My concerns are the same as ever, that the use of our village
amenities by our school and youngsters will be adversely
affected if the Dogs on Leads restrictions are removed. The
strong feelings in the last application were that dogs running
loose were frightening children and parents, carers and older
villagers using the field.This was because due to the
circumstances of Covid etc. far more dogs were on the field. In
order to get to the Play Area, with its No Dogs restrictions, the
children have to cross the Playing Field from the two entrance
gates.There is great concern about the health and development
of our youngsters being in a very poor state....... restricting their
freedom to run, grow and develop easily and enjoy using
Kilmington Playing Field will be taken away if the new proposal is
implemented. Are the needs of our youngsters being suppressed
and overlooked by the attention given to dogs running freely?

proposed
change.
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Yvette Turner
yvettenjazz@gmail.com
Maobile: 07894327861
Dear Alice Gill

My name is Yvette Turner and | represent the Kilmingten residents dog walking group and 156
signatures from residents of Kilmington.

Evidence to support the compromise.

1. 156 signatures from the residents of Kilmington. The residents were unhappy when the original
PSPO with restrictions for dogs on leads was put on Kilmington playing field, May 2023, They
were only aware the PSPO had been applied for and approved in April 2023 when it was too late
to abject. The object of the Arthur Hitchcock Charity Trust is for residents of all ages to enjoy
the space and help promote wellbeing and mental health, the compromise is the way forward.

2. Home Office Antisocial Behaviour, Crime and Policing Act 2014, Antisocial behaviour powers,
Statutory guidance for frontline professionals, revised in March 2023, page 69. The guidelines
have not been taken into account when considering PSPO restrictions on Kilmington Playing
field since 2022 when it was first applied for. There are no alternative areas for the elderly,
people with reduced mobility and disabled residents to access and safely exercise their dogs
off lead.

3. The object of the Arthur Hitchcock Charity Trust states: Facilities for recreation and other
leisure times pursuits, with the object of improving the quality of life of inhabitants.

4. The Alfred Hitchcock Charity Trust Trustees emailed EDDC Environmental in October 20222 to
request the PSPO. No evidence was presented to support this.
5. Pictures show that playing field use has been dominated by the cricket club. The cricket pitch

is fenced off to prevent damage by children and dogs.

6. Alog of dog/wild animal faeces has been recorded twice daily April 2023 - March 2025. This
clearly shows there has never been a problem with dog fouling as stated by the Trustees of the
Arthur Hitchcock Charity Trust when the PSPO was applied for in 2022,

The compromise is the way forward to suit all ages of Kilmington residents. The school and cricket
club only use the playing field during the Summer.

Not all outdoor activities that keep people healthy in body and mind are organised sport. Dogwalking
is carried out 365 days a year in all weathers. There are NO alternative areas in Kilmington to exercise
dogs safely off lead that can be ACCESSED SAFELY for elderly, disabled and peaple with reduced
maobility.

Kind Regards
[T —
Yvette Turner

On behalf of the Kilmington Dog Walking Group and 156 signatures from the residents of Kilmington




New dog-on-lead
requirements in
Sidmouth
e The Byes
e Sidmouth
Cemetery,
Temple
Street
o
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Dog on lead
requirements
at The Byes
and Sidmouth
Cemetery will
help to keep
dogs under
closer control,
particularly at

The Byes
which IS
frequently
used by
cyclists, and to
prevent dog
fouling.

The Byes

23% of
respondents
agreed

7% of
respondents
disagreed

Sidmouth
Cemetery

90% of
respondents
agreed

10% of
respondents
disagreed

Sidmouth TC responses:

1)The PSPO as proposed for Sidmouth Cemetery be fully
supported with additional clear and suitable signage
erected to support.

2) The PSPO for the Byes be not supported. Members felt
that clearer and more appropriate signage should be
introduced by EDDC and DCC along the footpaths and
shared path/cycleway.

The Byes- the dogs should be allowed off the leads in The Byes. Most
people overthe 22 years we have had dogs who have enjoyed their walk
on The Byes, have enjoyed their company as some people cannotafford
a dog or a bike.

there are a massive number of dog owners whose dogs do not cause any problems yet you

will penalise these people.

The rest of the byes is an open area where dogs can safely run off lead
and it should be left thatway. Its a really valuable asset for people with
pushchairsand dogsto walk, and those dog owners with mobility issues,
who struggle to walk dogs freely on the coast path and hills

Socialising dogs OFF THE LEAD is an important part of training and welfare experience

for humans in charge. No extra restrictions are necessary in the "Byes Area".

In total agreement especially The Byes which is a very busy area
with dogs often not under controland causing a hazard. However
my concern is how will this be policed. Area of The Byes which
this covers needsto be defined, e.g. does it exclude Gilchrist and
Margaret's Meadow.

In the cemetery they should be onalead - respectisrequired! In
the Byes they should be under control.

Existing anti-
social
behaviour
legislation
can be used
to manage
dog related
issues as
reported to
the Council

It is recommended
that the Cabinet
agree to the new

dog on lead
requirement  for
Sidmouth

Cemetery only.




Vision for Sidmouth responded requesting that dogs be on leads
within the cemetery.

The Byesis a verylong-standing general public and dog-walkers
free space, bequeathed for the enjoyment of all, where
responsible dog owners can allow their dogs to run off lead
without annoying or endangering anyone. The freedom to use
this space accordingly by the majority of responsible dog owners
should not be restricted just because of a minority of
irresponsible dog owners who do not know how to control their
own dogs. Such poor behaviourcan be dealt with already under
existing bylaws.

o

QD

Gurther  requests
@uring
consultation:

Clyst Honiton Parish
Clerk has requested
that dog exclusion
requirementfor Clyst
Honiton play park is
extended to whole
field.

Play
equipment no
longer
enclosed in
field.

Signage
already in
place
suggesting
dog exclusion
requirements
relate to whole
field.

The Clyst Honiton PSPO Area is described in the Order as being
the play area in the field, which was

because it had an enclosed set of play equipment. The new play
facilities are now not enclosed within the

field, so perhaps the description should relate to the whole field
rather than to a non-existent ‘play area’.

It has always been understood that the Order referred to the field
and the EDDC signage is on the gate

indicating it relates to the field so it is proposed to bring the PSPO
wording in line with practice.

This play
area was
originally
enclosed and
excluded
dogs. Now
there is no
enclosure
and we would
recommend
further public
consultation
for a proposal
to exclude
dogs from the
playing field

Recommend the
Cabinet do not
agree this change
until a  further
public consultation
has taken place.




G abed

or dogs on
leads.




2. Table of Proposed Changes, Consultation Responses and Recommendations Control of Seashores and Promenades

Order

Existing requirement

Consultation Response

Public Comments

Officer Comment

Recommendation

A person whois in control
of a dog and allows it to
remain off the lead within
a dog on lead area unless
they have a reasonable
excuse and if the owner,
occupier or authority
L having control of the land
has consented shall be
Quilty of an offence

»

81% of respondents agreed

19% of respondents do not
agree

All dogs that are well-trained,
safe, and under control should be
allowed off-lead, not just those
falling into narrowly defined
categories. Responsible dog
ownership should be the guiding
principle, rather than limiting
privileges to a select few. Allowing
dogs the freedom to exercise and
explore off-leada€”when it's safe
to do soa€”contributes
significantly to their physical and
mental well-being. A happy, well-
exercised dog is a calmer, safer
dog, which benefits both the
animal and the wider community

No person should be guilty of an
offence just for having their dog
off-line, the way we re going we
will have a community full of
restrictions and unhappy angry
dogs...

This is a continuation of the
existing requirement of the
Dog Control PSPO 2023.

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place
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Fully support these measures but
they need an enforcement officer
and large visible signage.

All dogs should be on leads at all
times no exceptions . as a regular
beach user in the summer we
have come across irresponsible
dog owners that let their dog run
all over our stuff and urinate on
our beach towel and this is not a
one off . over the last few years
the dog mess has been increased
on the beach and people not
picking up after their dogs.

A person whois in control
of a dog and if, between
1st May and 30th
September, takes the dog
onto the seashores within
the administrative district
of East Devon unless they
have a reasonable excuse
and if the owner, occupier
or authority having control
of the land has consented
shall be guilty of an offence

69% of respondentsagreed

31% of
disagreed

respondents

This regulation is far too strict.
Cornwall have much more
sensible times for dogs on beach.
July and August dogs acceptable
on beach after 6 or 7pm.

Fully support these measures but
they need an enforcement officer
and large visible signage.

This is a continuation of the
existing requirement of the
Dog Control PSPO 2023.

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree this
requirementin respect of all
districts beachesotherthan
Exmouth beach.




A person who provides or
deposits food for the
consumption by seagulls
onto the promenades,
beaches and/or foreshore
within the administrative
area of East Devon
District Council unless he
has reasonable excuse
shall be guilty of an offence

92% of respondents
agreed

8% of respondents
disagreed

Seagulls are a know hazard and
feeding  them must be
discouraged

This is a continuation of the
existing requirement of the
Dog Control PSPO 2023.

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control
place

remains in

o roposed change

Consultation Response

Public Comments

Officer Comment

Recommendation

Amendments to the groups
of people exempt from
being guilty of an offence
including people who are
registered blind, people
with disability affecting
mobility etc, people with a
dog trained by prescribed
charity, people in charge of
a police or fire dog, person
in charge of a working dog.

83% of respondents agreed

17% of respondents disagreed

| can see no logical reason
why the blind or otherwise
physically disabled should
be excempt from keeping
dogs on leads in the
relevant areas; whilst dogs
for the blind and other
assistance dogs are almost
guaranteed to be on leads
or harness anyway whilst
accompanyingtheir charge,
ANY free-roaming
unwatched dog still
deposits dog mess which
pedestrians then step in,
regardless of it's working
status. Having all dogs on

A separate Equality Impact
Assessment has been
completed and forms part of
this Cabinet Report.

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place
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leads offers some level of
responsibility of their
behaviour/mess by their
owner, whether able-
bodied or not.

A disabled person should
not be exemptin dog
exclusion areas.

A working dog could be
misinterpreted as a
livestock working dog i.e.
collies retrievers springers
etc.

Generally agree but
disagree with the
exceptionforhunting dogs.

Underterm 2. many people
may misuse the term

A€ disabilitya€™ then use
discrimination against
those whom are policing
the areas

Exmouth

| totally oppose the idea
of allowing dogs on the

The introduction of a timed
exclusion for Exmouth beach
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Keep current seasonal dog
exclusions as they are -

48% of respondents agreed

52% of respondents
disagreed

2.

Require dogs to be excluded
from all areas of the beach
between 1 May and 30
September

33% of respondents agreed

67% of respondents
disagreed

beach in the summer. If a
dog relives itself at 9:30,
the beach is still polluted
at the 10 am. Dog owners
will ignore the bylaw (as
they do currently) and
the council won’t enforce
them (as they don’t
currently).

People who are scared of dogs
should have the option of
enjoying areas from which dogs
are excluded for at least an equal
amount of time as dog lovers
have access. Eroding the
exclusion first thing in the
morning and at the end of the
day is a slippery slope to allowing
dogs on Exmouth beach for

increasing amounts of time.

There are plenty of places to
walk dogs, the Maer, Estuary
recreation ground and beach
365 days a year. Dog owners
do not consider that not
everyone wants a dog
charging towards you and
jumping up at you, this is
especially frightening for
young children who may not
be any taller than the dog.

will limit the time that dogs are
allowed on the beach as a
whole and exclude them from
the entire beach during the
peak usage times and will
enable more effective
enforcement to be targeted
during the exclusion times and
will eliminate confusion as to
where on the beach dogs are
allowed. The timed exclusion
are not considered to have a
negative impact the Blue Flag
status as the time dogs will be
accessing the beach has been
reduced, enforcement will be
more targeted and effective
and we are aware of Cornwall
Councils beaches with timed
dog control not being
adversely affected in their Blue
Flag applications

The proposed restrictions on dog
walking at Exmouth beach are
intended to manage dogs more
effectively during the tourist
season and address anti-social
behaviour. This could lead to
displacement of dog walkers to
the Pebblebed Heaths, potentially

Officer recommendation:
Option 3 (timed access
to whole beach in
bathing season)

Overview Committee
Recommendation:

That Cabinet approves
three new East Devon
Public Spaces Protection
Orders for 2026 as
attached to the report,
with the exception of the
PSPO for Exmouth
seafront which the
Overview Committee
recommends should
remain as it currently
stands and that further
consultation should be
undertaken, if necessary,
with a view to extending
and clearly defining the
areas where dogs are
either permitted or
prohibited.
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3.

Allow dogs on all areas of
Exmouth beach before 10.00
and after 18.00 between 1 May
and 30 September

60% of respondents agreed

40% of respondents
disagreed

There is a risk of toxicaris to
young children even if the
dog owner clears up the

mess.

As the have the run of
the beach in winter
months, | would
request no dogs on

the beach in summer.

My preferencewould be to
allow dogs in all areas
between 10 and 18:00 and
in some areas all day.

The Orcombe end can get
very crowded at times of
high tide and the proposal
for before 10am and after
6pm would allow people to
spread out walks and ease
congestion for people with
nervous dogs.

The current dog exclusion
areas allow dogs on some
of the most popular and
most pleasant areas of the

increasing pressure on protected
habitats and species.

Key factors that help mitigate this
risk include:

Timed beach access:
Dog walking will still be
permitted before 10am
and after 6pm. Monitoring
by Environmental Health
suggests these are the
peak times for local dog
walkers, with minimal use
recorded between 10am-—
6pm (typically the hottest
part of the day and when
many people are at work).
Devon Loves Dogs: Our
free responsible dog
walking initiative has been
running since 2017 and is
very active on the heaths
through guided walks,
pop-ups, and outreach
events.

Wildlife Wardens:
Regular gazebo “pop-ups”
and patrols, especially in
summer, provide on-site
engagement and
education.

Improved infrastructure
on the Heaths:
Investment in signage, car
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4.

Remove all restrictions relating
to seasonal dog exclusion
areas

28%o0f respondents agreed

beach. Many owners also
ignore the restrictions or
pretend not to be aware of
them. A blanketban would
remove that excuse. The
morning and evening
permission has been
suggested already but
would simply lead to
families finding dog mess
on the beach in the
mornings or cause
harassment to those
visiting the beach in the
evenings.

The current seasonal
exclusions work well for
the 75% of doh walkers
who adhere to them. Every
year, when | walk the
beachfront at least twice
daily, there are regular
locals who disregard the
notices, holiday makers/
visitors who pay no
attention. | saw nobody
enforcing the exclusion
areas at all last year.

The council should
consider removing the
seasonal ban for the area

parks, and waymarked
routes helps guide visitors
to less sensitive areas.

e Public awareness:
Promotion of the
“Pebblebed Dog Code”
and DLD’s “Four Paws
Code” supports
responsible behaviour.

e Ongoing outreach:
Social media and
newsletters continue to
raise awareness about
wildlife and responsible
dog ownership.

In the longer term, we are working
with partners to deliver Suitable
Alternative Natural Greenspace
(SANG) in and around Exmouth.
These will be designed with dog
walking in mind and should help
reduce pressure on the heaths.

The District Ecologist has
confirmed that a Habitats
Regulation Assessment is not
required.

No comment received from
Exmouth Town Council. Minutes
from Full Council meeting 7" April
indicated that Councillors would
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72% of respondents
disagreed

from the new lifeboat
station to Orcombe Point.
This is needed to provide
space for the many
residents and holiday
makers who acquired dogs
during Covid.

| would like to see dogs
allowed on all areas of
Exmouth beach throughout
the year. As a compromise
a banin the current area
between 11am and 6pm
would seem more
practical. This would
encourage tourists with
dogs to areas with shops,
cafes etc and potentially
boost trade.

All dogs should be banned
all year

Dogs should be banned
from the main sections of
the beach (& it be
enforced). Too many
people allow their dogs to
roam free without
supervision and do not pick
up their mess. It is not

comment individually through the
consultation process.




acceptable for people to sit
on the beach amongst the
mess and have children
playing in the sand.
Restricting them to the
Orcombe Point end is not a
hardship as it is a large
area. Not everyone likes
dogs and they are a danger
when allowed to run free.
A friend of mine was
knocked off her feet by a
large boisterous dog and
the owner could not have
cared less.

€
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udleigh

1.

Keep the current seasonal dog
exclusion areas as they are

54% of respondents agreed

46% of respondents
disagreed

2.

Require dogs to be excluded
from all areas of the beach
between 1 May and 30
September

40% of respondents agreed

Dogs should be allowed on
alead under control but
not off leads

Just exclude dogs from the
current excluded area
between 10am and 6pm

dogs should be banned all
year

Allow dogs on all areas of
the beach before 10:00 am
and after6:00 pm between
May and September.

The majority of respondents
agreed that the current PSPO
seasonal dog restrictions for
Budleigh should remain in
place.

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place




60% of respondents
disagreed

3.

Remove all restrictions relating
to seasonal dog exclusion
areas

36%o0f respondents agreed
64% of respondents

Allow access between
10:00 and 6:00 pm May to
September.

Extend the exclusion to
include April and October

It works fine as it is.

Allow dogs on beach all

Keep current seasonal dog
exclusions as they are

53% of respndents agreed

47% of respondents
disagreed

2.

Require dogs to be excluded
from all areas of the beach
between 1 May and 30
September

between 10am and 6pm in
the summer as they doin
Cornwall. This is good for
tourism too.

dogs should bebanned all
year

It seems unfair to restrict
dogs from all Sidmouth
beaches and a restriced
access beach such as the
one near the lifeboat

agreed that the current PSPO
seasonal dog restrictions for
Sidmouth should remain in
place

disagreed .
year round and in summer
months until 10am
=
QD
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§idmouth 1. Make any restriction The majority of respondents It is recommended that the

Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place




38% of respondents agreed
62% of respondents
disagreed

3.

Remove all restrictions relating
to seasonal dog exclusion
areas

32% of respondents agreed
68% of respondents

station or Jacobs Ladder
might be suitable.

| would much prefer
Sidmouth to be dog
friendly, the tide comes in
and out often and
therefore there isna€™t
much room. The dogs need
some sand, and arena€™t
given much, whereas
people can move to the
pebbles. Dogs should be
allowed on the sandy far

Keep current seasonal dog
exclusions as they are

55% of respondents agreed

45% of respondents
disagreed

2.

Require dogs to be excluded
from all areas of the beach

change to all dogs being on leads
throughout the season and potentially

the year on Beer beach.

There are numerous people who
believe that having their dog within
their proximity is classed as having it
under control however this is far from
the case. Also since dogs were
allowed off the lead following recent
changes, there has been a significant
amount more of dog faeces present
across the beach presenting a risk to
public health.

respondents agreed that the
current PSPO seasonal dog
restrictions for Beer should
remain in place, compared to
the proportion of respondents
who agreed that dogs should
be kept on a lead from a point
immediately below the access
path at Sea Hill on the beach
to the edge of the cliffsin the
east between 1 May and 30

disagreed right part of the beach.
5
(o
®
'é‘ No dogs at all at any time
Beer 1. There is a real need for the proposed | A R igher propor[ion of It is recommended that the

Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place




J0T obed

between 1 May and 30
September

44% of respondents agreed

56% of respondents
disagreed

3.

Require dogs to be kepton a
lead from a point immediately
below the access path at Sea
Hill on the beach to the edge of
the cliffs in the east between 1
May and 30 September (in
addition to the seasonal dog
exclusion area)

51.5% of respondents agreed

48.5% of respondents
disagreed

4.

Remove all restrictions relating
to seasonal dog exclusion
areas

35% of respondents agreed

65% of respondents
disagreed

Make the restrictions
between 10am and 6pm.
Easy for everyone to
understand.

Exclude dogs in current
exclusion areas between
8am and 8pm

Dogs should not have to be
kept on a lead especially if
they aren't allowed on the
full beach. Having a
designated area of the
beach where dogs have to
be kept on leads to limit
dog interaction with the
non-dog people is a more
appropriate answer.

Dogs should be kept on
lead at all the time

September (in addition to the
seasonal dog exclusion area).

No comments received from
Beer Parish Council.




Seaton
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1.

Keep current seasonal dog
exclusions as they are

56% of respondents agreed

44% of respondents
disagreed

2.

Require dogs to be excluded
from all areas of the beach
between 1 May and 30
September

42% of respondents agreed

58% of respondents
disagreed

3.

Remove all restrictions relating
to seasonal dog exclusion
areas

33% of respondents agreed

67% of respondents
disagreed

Dogs should be prohibited
from the east walk beach
seasonally.

Dogs should be on leads on
all promenades at all times
year round

Restrict dogs between
10am and 6pm in the
summer. Good for tourism
too.

Too many people have
dogs, and too many of
those dog owners don't
appear to be responsible.
As anon dog owner, I'm
tired of walking along the
beach and/or sea front
promenade dodging the
faeces not collecting, or
stains and smears left after
people have collected after
their dogs. Dogs should be
on leads as a minimum, or
banned from the area
entirely.

Allow dogs before 8am and
after 8pm

The majority of respondents
agreed that the current PSPO
seasonal dog restrictions for
Seaton should remain in place

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place




ped

g

Lots of visitors bring their
dogs on holiday and they
often cannot leave them in
hotels/B&Bs etc. They also
cannot leave them in hot
cars. Retaining the specific
area of the beach where
dogs can go means other
people can use the other
part of the beach.
Hopefully that keeps
everyone happy, especially
our canine friends.

60T




Appendix 3. Table of Proposed Changes, Consultation Responses and Recommendations

Control of Anti-Social Behaviour and the Consumption of Intoxicating Substances (Exmouth) Order

Existing requirement

Consultation Response

Public Comments

Officer Comment

Recommendation

=
o L]

If a person does not
surrender any intoxicating

substance including
alcohol in their
possession when

LFequested by an
%u thorised officer if:

They are found to

be ingesting,
inhaling, injecting,
smoking or
otherwise  using
intoxicating
substances
They are in
possession of such
intoxicating

substances  with
the intent of using
such intoxicating

89% agreed

11% disagreed

It should be possible to drink
alcohol in moderation within
the area.

| do think that the responsible
drinking say, beer or lager at an
event such as a barbecue on the
beach needs to be
proportionately handled if there is
no littering

Alcohol should be allowed and
only siezed if people are being
irresponsible and abusive

The suggestions are overly
restrictive. People should be able
to enjoy an alcoholic drink on the
beach. Just because a minority
cause a problem this should not
be used as an excuse to penalise
everyone. The solution is to deal

This is a continuation of
the existing requirement of
the Control of Anti-Social

Behaviour and the
Consumption of

Intoxicating Substances

(Exmouth) Order

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place




substances within

this area, or

e The authorised
person has
reasonable

grounds to believe
that such person is
using or intends to
use the intoxicating
substance  within
the said area.

with drunks and problem drinkers
not to penalise people simply
responsibly enjoying a trip to the
beach.

e

@f a person at any times in
@ street or public space
urinates or defecates they
shall be quilty of an

offence

94% agreed

6% disagreed

If a person found urinating
discretelyin a public space due to
there being no toilets nearby then
they should not be penalised.
Many elderly folk have bladder
problems and can be caught out
unexpectidly.

My concerns are closures of public
toilets ??

As you are in process of closing
most of the public toilets, public
urination is already a problem.

This is a continuation of
the existing requirement of
the Control of Anti-Social
Behaviour and the
Consumption of
Intoxicating Substances
(Exmouth) Order

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place




If a person at any times in
a street or public open
space makes unsolicited
or unauthorised requests
for money  whether
expressly requested or
impliedly requested from
persons not known to
them they shall be guilty of
an offence

91% agreed

9% disagreed

homeless should still be able to
beg, they have no other choice.

Some of these things are already
criminal offences so why are they
not dealt with in this way?

If a person atanytime ina
street or public open
=l
aspace behaves
Andividuallyorinagroupin
|_\ .
manner which has
resulted or likely to result
in a member of the public
being intimidated,
harassed, alarmed or
distressed they shall be
guilty of an offence

97% agreed

3% disagreed

Who is going to police these?
What about anti social behavior
onthe beach? Asbeach cleaneron
a Sunday bags and bottles with
urine and other waste are often
found.

You cana€™t stop people drinking
or having fun, this is not a
theological or fascist country.
Providing you arena€™t breaking
any other law, there is no reason
for to stop them.
You want to stop littering and
antisocial behaviour start by
investinginyouth activities and an
active police presence.

This is a continuation of
the existing requirement of
the Control of Anti-Social
Behaviour and the
Consumption of
Intoxicating Substances
(Exmouth) Order

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place




If when asked by an
authorised  officer, a
person shall be guilty of
an offence if they do not
disperse away from that
group of people.

94% agreed

6% disagreed

No public comments

This is a continuation of
the existing requirement of
the Control of Anti-Social
Behaviour and the
Consumption of
Intoxicating Substances
(Exmouth) Order

It is recommended that the
Cabinet agree to keep the
current control remains in
place

Proposed change

bred

Justification

Consultation Response

Public Comments

Officer Comment

D

Hhe Order states that a
Yerson shall be guilty of an
offence, if at any time in a
street or public space, he
does not surrender any
intoxicating substance
including alcohol in their
possession when requested
by an authorised officer.

Exemptions apply in cases
where the substances are
used for a valid and
demonstrable medicinal

To prevent
discrimination
against certain
groups.

77% of respondents | Thelaw should be applied in the | The change to the | It is recommended
agreed same way for anyone who | €Xemptions will | that the Cabinet
offends regardless of reason. ensure that the | agree to
23% of respondents Council  fulfils it | amendment.
disagreed equality and diversity
responsibilities.
There should be no

exemptions  in
places

| disagree with exemptions on
cultural or religious grounds.

public

Recommendation




use, given to an animal as a
medicinal remedy, are
cigarettes or vaporisers
(tobacco products), or are
food stuffs regulated by food
safety legislation, or where
the use of the intoxicating
substances falls within the
curtilage of a premises
licenced for the sale and
consumption of alcohol, and
within the operating hours of
such.

We are proposing to make

people who possess
%ubstances that are used for
‘Tecognised cultural or
religious practices exempt
from offences under this
Order.




Agenda ltem 17

Reportto: Cabinet

Date of Meeting 3 December 2025

Document classification: Part A Public Document e .
District Council
Exemption applied: None

Review date for release N/A

Response to the Woodbury Parish Neighbourhood Plan Submission

Report summary:

Woodbury Parish Council (as ‘Qualifying Body’) has formally submitted their proposed
Neighbourhood Plan for the parish of Woodbury to the District Council (as Local Planning
Authority). The purpose of the report is to formally agree the response by this Council to the
submission.

The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (Regulation 16) require the District
Council to formally consult on the Plan for a minimum of 6 weeks. At this stage, the District
Council can also comment on the Neighbourhood Plan.

Officer observations on the proposal are set out at the end of this report and members are asked
to endorse these as the formal response of this Council. The comments of this Council together
with all other comments received during the consultation will be submitted to an independent
Examiner who will inspect the Plan against a series of conditions that must be met for it to
proceed.

Is the proposed decision in accordance with:

Budget Yes X No U]

Policy Framework Yes X No [

Recommendation:

(1) That Cabinet note the formal submission of this first neighbourhood plan for the parish of
Woodbury and congratulate the producers of the plan on reaching this milestone.

(2) That Cabinet agree that the proposed representation set out at paragraph 1.22 and Annex 1 in
this report is made in response to the consultation.

Reason for recommendation:

To ensure that the view of the District Council is formally recorded and informs the consideration of
the Neighbourhood Plan by the independent Examiner.

Officer: Angela King Neighbourhood Planning Officer. Email: Angela.King@eastdevon.gov.uk,
Phone: 01395 571740

Portfolio(s) (check which apply):
Assets and Economy

Communications and Democracy

Council, Corporate and External Engagement
Culture, Leisure, Sport and Tourism
Environment - Nature and Climate
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[1 Environment - Operational

Finance

Place, Infrastructure and Strategic Planning
Sustainable Homes and Communities

Equalities impact Low Impact

Neighbourhood Planningis designedto be inclusive and extensive consultation is a fundamental
requirement. The Neighbourhood Plan has gone through a number of consultations with the
community over the period of its preparation and has been advertised in a variety of formats to
increase accessibility. All electors are invited to vote on a neighbourhood plan in alocal referendum
before it can come into force.

Climate change Low Impact

Risk: Low Risk; There is a risk that the Neighbourhood Plan could fail the examination if it is
considered to conflict with the Basic Conditions to which all plans must comply.

Links to background information The Localism Act; Plain English Guide to the Localism Act;
National Planning Policy Framework (2024); Neighbourhood Planning Requlations; Neighbourhood
Planning Roadmap Guide; East Devon Neighbourhood Planning webpages: Woodbury Parish
Neighbourhood Plan webpage; Bishops Clyst Neighbourhood Plan (Made, 2017); Proposed
Woodbury Parish Neighbourhood Plan; Consultation Statement; Basic Conditions Statement;
Environmental Screening Opinion, Legal Compliance Assessment

Link to Council Plan

Priorities (check which apply)

A supported and engaged community

Carbon neutrality and ecological recovery

Resilient economy that supports local business

O Financially secure and improving quality of services

Reportin full

1.0 Background to the Woodbury Parish Neighbourhood Plan Proposal

1.1  Woodbury Parish Council first started work on their Neighbourhood Plan in 2013, following
approval of the whole of their parish as a Neighbourhood Area.

1.2 The neighbourhood plan has been prepared by a Steering Group of the Parish Council,
which received initial support from a professional facilitator. The membership of the
Steering Group has changed over time but has been led throughout by parish councillors
with involvement of volunteers from the local community. The Parish Council have taken
regular reports to their meetings to help ensure local people have been kept informed of
progress and soughtinput and feedback to the plan at various points in its preparation.
Latterly, this included consultation linked to the emerging new Local Plan proposals (in
2022) and conducting the formal pre-submission (Regulation 14 stage) consultation in
2024. As demonstrated in the submitted Consultation Statement the Parish Council has
used a range of on- and off-line methods to facilitate engagement from different groups in
the community.

1.3 The Consultation Statement comments on difficulties faced in relation to the momentum,
resourcing and scope of the neighbourhood plan work over time. This refers to the changes

in Steering Group members as well as the strategic planning context, which has seen
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https://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/1952123/bishops-clyst-np-referendum-version-nov16.pdf
https://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/ld3dpsjg/neighbourhood-plan-september-2025-final.pdf
https://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/ld3dpsjg/neighbourhood-plan-september-2025-final.pdf
https://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/rcupwxrn/consultation-statement-september-2025-final.pdf
https://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/dqilmw04/basic-conditions-statement-regulation-15-submission-september-2025-final.pdf
https://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/ojndqzxv/woodbury-np-hra-sea-screening-v1-0.pdf
https://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/ay2ihnel/woodbury-np-legal-compliance-assessment-reg-16-v1-0.pdf
https://eastdevon.gov.uk/council-and-democracy/council-business/our-plans/council-plan/

14

15

1.6

1.7

resources diverted at times into engaging with evolving strategic policies and proposals as
well as with developers on speculative applications.

The village of Woodbury is assessed as a sustainable location for some growth under both
the adopted and emerging Local Plans and there is an on-going level of development
pressure here and elsewhere in the parish. Advancement of the emerging new Local Plan
has reinvigorated the neighbourhood plan process in recent times to have more say locally
on development decisions and associated infrastructure requirements/provision. Once the
neighbourhood plan is made, the Parish Council will be eligible to receive an increased
neighbourhood CIL proportion of 25% (rather than the standard 15%).

The Woodbury Parish Neighbourhood Plan aims to ensure ‘the parish develops in a way
that is sustainable economically, socially and environmentally’, and that ‘all parishioners
enjoy living there and can share a strong sense of community’. The Plan includes 15
policies relating to housing, infrastructure, landscape and biodiversity, heritage, business
uses and community spaces. In view of the allocations proposed under the emerging Local
Plan, it does not propose any sites for development.

Prior to submitting their plan, under Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012
(Regulation 14), Woodbury Parish Council held their own formal public consultation on a
draft version of the plan. This ran for the required 6 week minimum, from 10 June 2024 to
22 July 2024. The comments made during this consultation, including informal comments
by District Council officers, were reviewed by the Steering Group and, where they have
considered necessary, changes made and agreed by the Parish Council to create the final
version for submission. The submitted Consultation Statement provides more detail.

It should be noted that the plan proposal was initially submitted in March this year, but
Officers assessed that the key supporting statements required more work to meet the
minimum requirements set outin regulations. With officer advice and guidance, the
submission was re-agreed by the Parish Council in September 2025.

Submission of the Woodbury Parish Neighbourhood Plan

1.8

1.9

1.10

The formal submission of the Neighbourhood Plan from Woodbury Parish Council was
accepted as legally compliant on 15t October 2025. The submitted Plan and its supporting
documents are available to view on the neighbourhood planning pages of our website.

This is the twenty-ninth town/parish council in East Devon to formally submit a
neighbourhood proposal, out of 42 which currently have a designated neighbourhood area.
The Parish Council has received support from both the District Council, under our legal duty
to support neighbourhood planning, and grant aid from the (now discontinued) Ministry for
Housing, Communities and Local Government neighbourhood planning support
programme.

The statutory regulations require that the District Council organise and undertake a
minimum 6-week consultation on a plan when a compliant Submission is received. The
consultation period is running for 6 weeks from 15 October 2025 to 27 November 2025.
Due to the November meeting of Cabinet being an extraordinary meeting, draft comments
from EDDC have been published in the Committee papers within this consultation period,
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1.12

but the final formal response to be agreed and supplied to the examiner is subject to
Cabinet approval.

The Plan proposal has been publicised via a press release; EDDC e-news bulletins and
social media; notice on the District Council website; emails sent to all Members and
statutory consultees, including Devon County Council, Natural England, Historic England,
the Environment Agency, and adjoining authorities. In liaison with the Parish Council, it has
also been advertised in the local area, including on the Parish Council website and on
noticeboards. Comments have been invited through our online consultation portal,
Commonplace, as well as provision made for responses to be submitted by email and post.
Hard copies of the Plan have also been available on request and to view at our offices at
Honiton and Exmouth and the Parish Council office at Woodbury.

One of the statutory roles of the District Council is to consider whether the Plan meets the
legislative requirements, in production process terms. Cabinet has previously endorsed a
protocol for District Council involvementinto neighbourhood plans and in accordance with
this protocol an officerreview has been completed. Officer assessmentis that the minimum
legislative requirements are met, and a Legal Compliance statement published accordingly.

Neighbourhood Plan Examination and Referendum

1.13

1.14

1.15

The next step following acceptance of a legally compliant submission and consulting on it,
is independent examination of the proposal. In preparation for this, the District Council is in
the process of appointing an ‘appropriately qualified and independent examiner, in
consultation with Woodbury Parish Council.

All responses from the Regulation 16 consultation (including any made by this Council) are
forwarded to the Examiner who will considerthem, by either written representations or at an
hearing (if the Examiner decides one is necessary). The District Council is responsible for
paying the costs of the examination but can recoup these expenses by claiming funding
from Central Government of £20,000 once a date has been set for referendum, should the
plan successfully pass examination. It should be noted that in this case the plan is only just
considered to meet the minimum requirements as evidence is more limited and dated
compared to some other plans and so there is a greater risk than usual that the plan may
not pass examination, and the costs may not be recovered.

The Neighbourhood Plan examination is differentto a Local Plan examination. The
Examiner is only testing whether the plan meets the Basic Conditions and other relevant
legal requirements — they are not testing the soundness of the plan or looking at other
material considerations. The Examiner will be considering whether the plan:

o has appropriate regard to national policy and advice contained in guidance
issued by the Secretary of State;

e contributes to the achievement of sustainable development;

e isin general conformity with the strategic policies in the development plan for the
local area (in terms of the Local Plan, this remains the adopted East Devon Local
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1.16

1.17

1.18

1.19

Plan 2013-2031, although some consideration may also be given to the
relationship with the emerging new Local Plan (2020-2042));

e is compatible with human rights requirements;

e is compatible with any retained EU obligations.

As part of the Development Plan used in future planning decisions, itis in the interests of
the District, Town and Parish Councils to produce high quality neighbourhood development
plans, and the examination process helps to ensure this is achieved.

Following the examination, the Examiner's Final Report will set out the extent to which the
draft plan proposal meets the Basic Conditions and what modifications (if any) are needed
to ensure it does so. The Examiner has 3 options for recommendation:

A. That the Plan meets the Basic Conditions and proceeds to referendum as
submitted

B. The Plan is modified by the District Council to meet the Basic Conditions and
then the modified version proceeds to referendum

C. That the Plan does not meet the Basic Conditions and therefore cannot
proceed.

If the Examiner chooses A or B above, they must also consider whether the referendum
area should be extended beyond the boundaries of the Plan area (this could be applicable if
plan proposals could impact on a larger area). The Examiner’s report must give reasons for
each recommendation and contain a summary of its findings. It is the responsibility of the
District Council, in liaison with the Parish Council, to decide what action to take in response
to the recommendations of the Examiner.

Subject to successful examination and incorporation of any agreed modifications, the Plan
will be subject to a referendum where everyone on the electoral roll (for the defined
neighbourhood area) will have a right to vote for or againstit. If at least half of votes cast
support the Plan, then the District Council must ‘make’ (adopt) the plan to bring itinto legal
force.

Response to the Woodbury Parish Neighbourhood Plan Proposal

1.20

1.21

It is important that the District Council comments on neighbourhood plans because
eventually (if adopted) they form part of the statutory DevelopmentPlan for East Devon and
must generally conform to the strategic policies of the Local Plan. Plans also gather weight
as a material consideration in planning decisions as they advance through the stages of
plan preparation. This report provides the recommended representation on the Plan for
formal submission to the independent examination.

It should be noted that comments we make at this stage are primarily restricted to land use
planning policy matters rather than other content on the Plan including supporting text or
community actions and are made on the basis of:

o Do the draft neighbourhood plan policies comply with strategic policies in our
adopted Local Plan and have appropriate regard to National Planning Policy?
o Do we have concerns about policy given consideration of the relationship with

our emerging new Local Plan (currently at Regulation 19 stage), or wider

objectives of the Council?
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o Are the policies workable and enforceable - could they be reasonably applied
through the Development Management process? and

o Are they otherwise appropriate or desirable?

1.22 East Devon District Council comments on the Regulation 16 Submission Version of the
Woodbury Parish Neighbourhood Plan are proposed as:

General Observations:

Overall, our general observations on the plan are similar to informal officer feedback
supplied at the previous Regulation 14 stage, noting that there have been relatively limited
changes to the Plan between then and submission:

e the Plan is clearly presented and succinct which is welcomed, and we broadly
support its objectives.

e policies would generally benefit from greater explanation, justification, and local
specificity, including greater use of supporting maps. However, in many cases they
are also not going beyond what national/local plan policies require.

e There are also objectives and requirements for development in the plan that are not
translated into policy, butin some cases read as policy. If the intentis thatthey are
policy, then they should be set out as such, if justified, otherwise, in combination
with the above, this is likely to limit the effectiveness / influence of the plan in some
contradiction to the expectation set outin plan paragraph 1.4 and 1.11.

We understand and support the renewed momentum by the Parish Council in getting their
first neighbourhood plan to Submission stage in the context of on-going development
pressures and likely future growth linked to national policy changes and the emerging Local
Plan proposals. Naturally we will work hard to implement the plan and further its objectives
however we support the Parish Council intention set outin the plan to considering an early
review of the plan in 2029, which is set to be after adoption of the new Local Plan (expected
2027).

An early review and update could explore areas where fresh evidence could be gathered by
the community to build on the current policy base of the neighbourhood plan and new Local
Plan, for example, to identify important /valued views, spaces suitable for formal Local
Green Space designation, identify non-designated heritage assets for protection, consider
addition of a design code, refresh the housing needs evidence to support Policy 1 and
potentially reconsider the possibility for inclusion of sites for development to meet local
needs etc. Links could also potentially be made with the current work being undertaken
with our Green Infrastructure team on identifying green spaces/SANGs and facilitating
access to them, and our planned review of Conservation Areas.

In terms of longevity of the Plan, we note the Plan period for the neighbourhood plan is
proposed to be aligned to the adopted Local Plan (to 2031), giving the plan a particularly
short timeframe for a development plan from adoption. However, in this instance it is not
considered inappropriate given the intention to undertake an early review and the likely
need for a greater degree / more up to date evidence that a plan for the longer timeframe
would require. Itwould however be advisable to refer to the emerging new Local Plan in
the introductory section of the plan, including to acknowledge the key strategy/proposals as
they relate to this neighbourhood area, particularly the proposed inclusion of Exton in the
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2.0
2.1

settlement hierarchy and the changed status in the hierarchy of Woodbury and the
corresponding housing allocations.

Policy-specific Comments:

Specific policy by policy comments, with some commentary on plan objectives, are set out
in Annex 1. We welcome the endeavours of the Steering Group to address informal officer
comments made at Regulation 14. Where no amendments have been made in response to
those observations, we have sought to focus our comments appropriate to this more
advanced stage in the plan-making process.

Non-policy comments:

In addition to policy specific comments, we would make the following observations on plan
contentthat we would wish to see addressed in the final document for accuracy and clarity:

a) Some corrections are required for typing errors including to the listing and numbering
of policies in the contents page, and paragraph numbering.

b) Paragraph 2.7 — to caveat the statement that “Any revision of the Plan will take place
as deemed necessary by the Parish Council.”, to make it clear that the decision to
and timing of any review is at the discretion of the Parish Council but that once
adopted (made), the plan cannot be revised without using the formal modification
process.

c) Given its status in the district settlement hierarchy as a main town in the adopted
Local Plan and Principal Centre in the emerging Local Plan, in recognition of its size
and the numberand range of services and facilities, whilstthere is a relationship with
Exeter as the nearest city, itis inaccurate to refer to Exmouth as a dormitory town to
Exeter”.

d) Paragraph 6.2 —reference to the designated Area of Great Landscape Value needs
to be removed as this was a designation in the previous Local Plan and no longer
exists. However, this could be visited through a review of neighbourhood plan for
possible designation under emerging Local Plan Policy PL04 Areas of Strategic
Visual Importance.

e) Paragraph 6.12 —the commitment to identify heritage assets could be clarified as
relating to ‘non-designated heritage assets’ and extended to say the identified assets
would be put forward for local listing.

Next Steps and Conclusion

In conclusion, Members are asked to approve the comments set out in this report for
submission to the examination, which will form the next formal step in the consideration of
this neighbourhood plan proposal.

Financial implications:

There are no direct financial implications identified within the report. (AB/31/10/2025)

Legal implications:

The legal implications are fully set outwithin the report. It is important that EDDC formally agrees a
response to the submission of the Woodbury Parish Neighbourhood Plan (given thatit will form part
of the DevelopmentPlan and therefore help guide decision makingon planning applications) so that

page 121



it may be submitted to an independent Examiner within the prescribed timeframes.
(ALW/002545/DEC)
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Annex 1 - Summary Policy Schedule with EDDC Comments - see
separate PDF.

page 123



pue (z00g) @2uepingd ay) Jo a8e ay3 01 anp ‘9ds se Daqa3 Aq pardope si 1 se
1y819m sapuied Apeadje aoueping udisap ayl SuipuelISYIMION "pPanowal g pjnoys
pue j|asu Adijod ay3 ulyum pajels aq o3 ajeldoidde J0U S| M3IADJ O] UOITUDIUL
sIy3 1nq ‘aaueping udisap syl MalAa4 0} uoljuaul 3yl Woddns pue paloN - Z'Td

' .SOWIOH IS9/\\ 9AI1 JO J[BYyaq U0 [ ) 'Hoday SpaaN SulSnoH AINGPOO/ JO YSHed,,
pS[1139J pue £Z0Z 01 PR1994J0d 9 p|noys a1ep 9yl 910U pue 1xa3 Suilioddns

03} paAoW 9 } 03} 92UaJdJ3J 9Y3 Jey} Janamoy 1s983ns am Aynaduo| Jo4 "dN

9y1 Joddns 01 dnoid dN 2yl Ag asn Joj 3|ge|ieAe pue ulewop dijgnd syl ul Mou si
Apnis siy1 18yl 12@ Yum pawdijuod sey )gg3 '92usa4a)3J pljeA pue [nJasn e sI SNH
1U344N2 3Y3 JO SuIlID Y3 OS PUB IIUIPIAS J0) PaYSe am ‘a8els T uonenday

" P8eanooud Apejnaiaed juaa je1dos 1oy Suisnoy ajgepiojse

pue pjing-§|9s 40} saniunyioddo yum ‘Aanins spasN SuisnoH 1saie| ayl Aq
paledipul se spaau |ed0] palluap! s193|334 18yl sadA) pue sazis Jo xiw e apinoid
1snw s3uljjlamp ajdiyjnw oy sjesodouad jusawdojanap uisnoy ‘Adijod ueld |20
Aq 19s sp|oysaJyl yam aduepaodde uj, ‘sdeyiad JuaWIZeINOdUS JO BUO 3q

01 spaau Adjjod ay3 peajsul 3s988ns pue ,1snw, oddns Jouued am ‘suoseau 9say3
J04 '3|geAllydeun Udo OS|e S| JUIWS|3 d|qepoe ue Jo Hed se p|INg-as ‘eale
pooyJnoqysiau siy} ul pjoysaJyl Jamo| e Joddns 03 90USPIAS OU YIM ‘padinbau
9Q Ued p|INg-}|3s J0 3|qepJoe a1aym Adljod 4313 Jaysiy ul pjoysayl ayi mojaq si
SIY} ‘SAWIOY € 1O g SB M3} Se 10} 9 p|nod s8ulj|amp 3|dI}nW J0} dwaYds e Sy - T'Td

*SIY} WoJy MOJ} 01 sasne|d Juanbasgns Jo xejuAs ayy Sunnsnipe
pue ,:a19ym payoddns aq |jim Suisnoy Joy sjesodoud ‘Adijod ueld |eao| uoaaq
1SBJ JBPUN 4O} PAIMO||E AIBYAA, ‘D3e1S 03 pappe Sulpiom Aloonpouiul 1s388ns

‘Aa1jod 21891e.435 Japun pajiwuad aq pjnom yaiym eyl puoAaq juswdojanap
Suisnoy poddns 03 323s 10u saop ued 9y 1yl IGNOP 4O SIUBPIOAE dY3 04

ysnouayy osje ‘Alsuap pue 1noAe| ‘azis ‘y3iay ‘ssew ‘ajeas aleridoidde
ue Jo 3uisq Ag eaJe 3uipunoduns [e20] 3yl yum Suidasy uraq ||Im e
:Aay1 1ey) ‘syuswdojanap
01 Ajdde ||1m sajdipuiid |esauad Suimo||o) ay] - S91e1S ue|d 9yl JO 8'¢ 9A1193[q0]

‘syuapisas Aq pasn 4o paAofua AjgAroe Ajpualind aue
yo1ym saoeds uado |e20] 309304d pue ysiied ay3 UO 109} [EIUSBWUOIIAUD SIDAPE
Aue jsuiede ajediw [Im Asy3 eyl a1ed1suowap 3snw 3|qissod Jou 3J3ym
pue s3oedw |BIUSWUOJIAUD 103JIp 9SJ9APE PIOAB P|NOYS S1uswdojaAsp a4ning
¥'Td

'$$900E Pa|gesIp Jo dduelodw]

ay1 Suisiu8odau os|e 1s|iym ash Jed 1o Aduapuadap paonpau Suljqeus sAemapAd
pue syiediooy Sunsixa ‘podsuesy 21gnd 3jqeyja. pue JeindaJ 0}

SS920B 9ABY ||IM PUB SUOIIBI0| 9|qISSIIIE PUER d|qeuUleISNS Ul 3 Ishw jusawdolanag
€'1d

'8 9A1393[qo ul pajeys a|dpulid ay) pue (palepdn si dN JUa44nd

331 usaym pamainai aq 01) (J xipuaddy) Juswnaop adueping udisag Aingpoopn
3Y3 U] 30 135 Se Ja1oeJeyd |BI0| Y} 03 WI0JU0d pjnoys Axjenb udisap ysiH
¢'1ld

“(zzoz uonepossy
3uisnoH 159 M3AIT Ajjuauund) Asaung spasN SuisnoH 1s91e| ayl Aq paledipul
se Suisnoy a|gepJoyje pue p|ing-4|3s 404 saiyiuniioddo Suipnjpul sadAy pue

$92|S 40 Xiw e apiaoJad 3snw sSurjemp a|di3nw o4 sjesodoud juswdolanap Suisnoy

T'ld

sjuawdojanaq Suisnoq maN
1 foijod

.Spaau |edo| Suizeaw pue Juawadinbas Suisnoy 1013sIp Ag Joj pajed Juawdolanap
8uisnoy usamiaq, ‘peal Ajarendoldde aiow pinom 13||nq p,Z Y 1s938ns

"SS9UBAIUNSIP
|e20| pue ugisap poog 03 SAAIFIAO Y} Ul IIUDIS4DJ SWOD|IM PINOM I\

"yslied 9yl JO $aIN1ED} PUE JD1ORJIBYD SY] SJUBYUD pue 109304d 01 e
‘paau |eao| pue Adjjod Suluued
Agq Joj p3jed Juswdo|aASp 3|gEUIRISNS U33MIS] SJuejeq B IASIYOE 01 e
{1502 pue uo|3ed0|
‘az1s 93elidosdde jo sasnoy Suipinosd Ag spasu Suisnoy |e20| 199w 01 e
:san1123lq0

IN3INdOTIAIA DNISNOH

sjusWwWo) Haai

Suipiom Adtjod/ueid

Adijod / aidoy

.~ Alunwwod jo asuas Suouis e aueys ued pue atay Suial] Aofud sisuoiysiied ano je 1ey) pue ‘Ajjeuawiuoainud pue Ajje1dos ‘Ajjeaiiouoda ajqeurelsns si eyl Aem e ui sdojanap ysiied 4no ainsua,,

:uojsin upjd

(szoz 1aquiaxdas pajnq)

UOISI9A uolssiuqgng — uejd pooyinoqysieaN Aangpoomn

page 124



*Ayae|d 104 papasul si d|qissod JaAa4aym, 1s988nS "SOILIOU0DD
9y} 0} aNp 3|qeA3IYIe A|lIESSIIAU J0U INq d|qedISap AlJea|d S| ainjonJiselyul

apnjoul pInoys siy] "ystied ayi 03 Juadefpe pue uryum yiog yuawdojanap
|e1auapIsal wouy Suisiie sainssaud a3e8iiw 01 ysiied ayl 1noysnouyl

40 AJDAI|9p D2UeApPE “13]|NQ 1SB| 9Y) 0} 92UDJDJ3J Ul $T UOIIRINS3Y 18 palou Sy speod pue AJIngpoOA\ 4O 31Nn1dNJISelful 9yl 03 SludWIAOIdW] Xew 01 e JUNLONYISVHANI
:5an1123/90 14OdSNVYL

*3]qeydadde paJapisuod s siy3 ‘diysisaumo awoy 03 23noJ e se pausisap ‘Suisnoy a|qepJoyje se pauleias aq ued Ayl 1eyi Aem ui 9|qejiene apew aq S9WOH
Ajjeaiy10ads aJe sadAy swos jeyl T uolle|n3ay e paAIasqo se SulpuelsyliMIoN | 1snw 3uisnoy s|gep.oyje se pasn ag 01 papualul pue 3ing Ajjeuidiio s3uljjomp maN 3|qep.oj}y JO uoijualay
1°2d z Mdjod

‘paijdde Ajjuaisisuod aq oy

13||nq |eulj 3y3 40} JuswdolaAsp JuediIudis, JO uonIulyap ayl Ajlue ‘os|y e
‘uone|ndod ysued ay3 Jo pasau

Suisnoy pue a|1jo.d 98e ay3 Jo4 o1endoidde saijuadoud jo aSuea e apinosd e

|Ie19p [BdN1d9UYdIe dAIUIISIP Ajjed0] JO JuBWaleISUl-a) Y] 9FeInN0duUD e
15E02 9y} pUE puB|YleayY ‘SIUBW|IIAS

40 10 pue 03Ul SM3IA Juesodwi uo edwi aanesau Aue pione e
eaJe a3 Jo A30|023 pue ua3oeseyd adeaspue|

33 soueyus pue syuswijdwod yaiym Sunueld ajendoidde spnpul e

:peas 01 SMO||0} Se /- S19||ng Sulpuswe 15933ns — €' 9A1103[q0

' Auswdo|aAap a4niny, 34 ||Im 31eja4 ued sy ul sapijod yoiym
03 s|esodoud yuawdojaAap ||e UaAIS snonjyuadns se ,24niny, 913|9p ‘OS|Y e
,asn
Allunww o2 13Y10 Jo AjlUSWE ‘|BUOIIEIIIDU |BUIOLUI JO |BLUIOS JUDLIND U,
se yans ‘GuipJom 3s1aud asow yum padejdad si pasn 4o pakolus, 15933ns e
"TT Ad1j0od os|e pue Adjjod siy3 poddns 03 papnjoul g p|nod
18U} UOIIBDIJIIUDPI SMS |BIO] JO 92UISqe 3y} Ul 92eds uado 3|qIssadoe
pue sJUaW1o||e ‘Seale uolleadad, Joj spaodal Apnis aoeds uado
¥T0Z 941 wouy JdAe| S| Jno uo paseq dew e saljddns )gg3 159383nS e
1uoljulap 18348 INOYIIM uoIIeIUSWS|dWI Ul SSSUSAIIIDYD SH 109))8
03 Aj3y1] st yaiym ‘03 Ajdde Aew 31 saoeds uado yojym 03 uoniejal uj Ajjerdadss
Ajuepd syoe| pue [esaudd AJBA s1 9sned SIY} ‘T uolze|n3ay 1e pajou sy - ' Td

", 5N
Jed uo Aduspuadap, peaJ 03 UOI1I94102 dyjew pue ‘,SaJIAISS [eI0] 01 SU1}IBUUOD
sAema|dAd pue syiediooy ‘sAemiooy, 15933ns {,yum, yum |jim pue, aoe|day - €'Td

- §91dpunid, 0y ,9|dpund,

1034402 OS]y ,,”"IN0 13S SE J93deJeyd |ed0] 9y} 03 p4eSas Suiney ‘Ayijenb ysiy

9q 01 pausisap a4 |jeys sauswdojaAdap MIN,, ‘99 P|NOM 3sne|d 3y1 Jo} Suipiom
J2Je3d pue 49113q 15988Ns 9N “Jpd IUSWIS1EIS-USISSP-28E[|IA-AINGPOOM :PIMIIA
90 UBD JUBWNJOP [|N} Y1 3J3YM 03 Jul| B 3pN|dul pjnoys J xipuaddy 1sa88ns os|y
*A1[191x3)4 4918348 Mmo||e 0] S1elidoldde 210w ¢ PjNOM ,WI0JU0D, UBY] JaY3ed

,01 pJedau aney, 1s983ns pjnom am ‘aanndiudsaid Ajuano/palep palapisuod aie
sy30adse swos jey} siauue|d Juswadeuen JuswdolaA3Q Jno Ag pasied sul3duod

[1uswdojanap
9yl wouy 3uinsas uonendod |e20| 9yl 03 sadueyd jo uoljeddijue
ul PaASIYDE 34 [|IM SD1M[198) Y1|eay pue uoleanpa ‘|e1dos jo Juawdojanap
pue Joj uoisinoid syl moy ‘yuswdo|anap Juedudis Jo 3Sed Y3 Ul ‘91e1S e
s3uljjomp
MauU ||e 404 suolyisod 9|qissadoe ul syutod SuiSieyd Jed 2143233 ApnPuUl e
'239 ‘uiisaniey Ja1emulel
‘sdwnd jeay ‘sjpued Jejos se Yons ‘SaAlzeilIul U933 apnjoul pjNoyYs e
$Jaulelu0d 3lsem pue uloAdas Jo 98el01s oy 4o} apinoid e
soljluawe age||IA 01 ss920e uelsisapad ajes apinoid
pue Ajunwwod 3unsixa ay3 ojul uolleaSaiul alelljioey) 01 paudissp aq e
uonejndod ystied ayi jo pasu Suisnoy
pue 3|1joid 93e ay3 Joy 91elidoidde saipiadoud Jo ouejeq e apinoid e
|leISp |BJN1IS)YIIE JO JUSWILISUI-3) DY) 33eIn0oduUD e
1Se0d 3y} pue
pug|yieay ‘SjuswWa|11as JO N0 pue OUl SMIIA UO 1oedwl anedsu Aue plone e
eaue ay1 jo A30j009
pue Ja1oeJeyd ay3 sadueyua pue syuawijdwod ydiym Suidedspue| apnpul e
‘sa1puadoud Suunoqydiau jo Ayuswe ay3 uo 3oedwi Aj9SJaApe J0U [|IM e
SS9UDAIIDUIISIP |BI0| 0] ¥eW Sanbluydal pue sjelialew
|euollpeus Jo asn pue 2139|ed 4nojod 3y} ‘Suljielap ‘S}00J ‘SMOPUIM
1ey1 2ouepodwi 9y Suisiudodad pue sjelsalew alelidosdde Jo asnayy e

sjusWWo) Jaa3

Suipsom Adnjod/ueld

Ad1joqd / aido)

page 125



0}, ‘¢ 19]|nq pue ,uonetauad ASiaus sjgemaual ajerrdosdde ajeiodioour,
‘peal 0} € 19(|nq ul Joddns ay3 1eaAed 35933ns pjnom am ‘Aajjod j0u IS[IYM

*9|qissod
J9A3J3YM paLINg 3q 01 S3|ged Juswade|das pue mau 98e4nodus 03 e
:san1123lq0

NOILVOILIN
IO9NVHI ILVINITD
/ 3UN1ONYLSVHINI ALIILN

‘Hoddns pjnod am ‘Suipiom Adijod ayi ul 1d1jdxa spew sem siy) pue ‘a8eulelp
pue Jodsueuy uo syoedw| SAI3B|NWND JO UOIIBISPISUOD 1B pawie Ajjedijnads
st Aajod siy3 41 ‘493deyo 1iodsuedy sy ui Adtjod ay3 Jo uoisnjoul 8y3 pue 1xa3

Aiojeue|dxa ayy uanId ‘UanamoH -dduejeq ayi sdi JusaWdo|IAIP YdIYyM dulwd1ap
01 se ||am se ‘ssasse pue Ajnuenb 031 3noiyip uao osje si ‘yedw) adeaspue| se
4aNs ‘S1010B) DWOS J0J JUDWSSISSE BAIIR|NWND \y "paJinbaud sI syoedwi aA1zBINWIND
JO JUSWISSISSE Ue aJaym suolie|ndal |3 sy Aq pasnided si Juswdojanap

ss3jun sjesodoud 1o} papJom se siy3 aJinbaJ ued am JapISUOd 30U op A\ “9d0ds

Se ||om se ‘Al1|Ige32104Ua INOge SUJ3DU0D aARY aM ‘98els T uolle|nSay 1e pasiApe
se JanamoH -ueld ay3 ulyum Adijod siyl apnjoul 03 UOIIBAIIOW BY3 PUBISIBPUN BN

‘paleJisuowap aq ued yauaq dljgnd SulplIBA0 4O uoeSIlIW 3|qe1INS $Sajun
‘parioddns aq AjjlewJou 10u ||Im 19edwi SA1IlESAU 19U B SuiARY SE PISSasSe aJe eyl
sjuswdo|anaq ‘Aiepunoq ysiied ayl 03 1uadelpe Jo ysiied syl ulyum pauue|d
Aj|ea18a1e.3s 8¢ 01 UMoUy SI 10 pajuUeI3 U3a( sey 1eyl JuswdolaAap Jayio Aue jo
1UN0J2E S8 Y2IYM JUSWUOIIAUS 3Y1 U0 1oedwi] SAIIBINWND 343 JO JUBWSSDSSE
ue aAeY 1SNW Ysled ayl Ulylm s3uljjsmp usl uey) ajow jo yuswdofaaap Auy
T'vd

Pedwj
3AIEINWN) JO JUBWISSISSY
¥ Adljod

. 'SpeoJ Jo 8uissoud ajes 9yl a|geua o1 sainseaw Arajes Suipinoad ‘Asessadau
a1aym 3uipnjoul ‘odsueay algnd pue sa1|Ide) pUB SIIIAIS |BIO] SSBIIE

03 Aj9jes yjem ued a1gnd ay3,, 1eyl 33e3s 03 papJom Ajjesauas aiow aqg p|nod sy
15988ns ‘uollels ulesl B SBY INg J00YIS B IABY 10U S0P YdIyM U0lX3 Joj Alepunoq
JUSWIJ113S B 9dNPOJIUI O} Ue|d [BI0T MU 3y} Japun [esodoud ayl JO MIA U] - Z'€d

' Judwssassy Modsued] e ySnoayi aq pjnoys siyy syuawdojanap

Jolew Jo 9sed ay3 U] "aWaYIs Y} Ul papnjoul usaq aney ‘Aodsuesy

a1ignd pue sAemyjjem ‘sAema|dAd palesipap Suipnjpul ‘Modsuesy ajqeuleisns

03 SS9J0B 9jes Moy di1eJisuowap Isnw Jusawdo|anap Suisnoy mau Joj sjesodoud,,
‘Aes 03 papuawe 3¢ s1y1 15933ns 91043433 ‘UOIIBISPISUOD JSPIM B S| Al1|IgISSa00e
ysnoyyje palinbal aq shemje 1ou [|Im Y] e ‘pasiape Ajsnoinaud sy - T°€d

‘Juswdojanag
MaN 40 AN[1q1SSa00Y 7D 1 Ad1j0d 218931B41S-UOU UB|d |BIOT Pa3IdOpe YUM [[9M SHUl]

'SpeoJ Jo 3uiSS0Jd 2jes ay3 3|qeud

03 sainseaw Ayajes Suipinoad Suipnjoul saiyjioe) a8e||IA Jay3o pue sjooyds ‘sdois
snq o1 Aj9jes 3jem ued a1gqnd ay3 ey Sulinsua ‘syjediooy pasodoud Jo Sunsixe
yum dn yuij 03 ssadoe uerisapad apiaoad 3snw syuswdojanap Suisnoy mau Auy
Ced

*3WAY2S 9y Ul papn|oul uaaq aAey ‘podsueuy a1 gnd pue shemyjjem ‘shema|dAd
paieaipap Sulpnjoul ‘4odsues) 9|geUIRISNS 0] SSIIJE 9JBS MOY ‘JUDWISSISSY
odsues] e y3noays ‘aresisuowap ysnw yusawdojanaap Suisnoy mau Joj sjesodoud
T'€d

juswdojanag
M3 jo AMjiqissadny
€ foijod

Juawdo|anap aininy Aue Jo adueApe
ul Jauuew Ajawi3 e ul 30 paldled s| Juswarosdwi pue Suipessdn Aue jeyy
pUE SJ3sN [|B O} 3JES S| YSled Y3 UIYIM 24n1dNJISEIUI DY) 1BY} 2INSUS 01 e
*S3S1INO} PUE S313IAILR BUNSID|
‘S19INWWO0) 40} S93N0J 1odsuesy o1jgnd UsaM1aq Syul| 34es YsI|ge1sa 01 e
s31noy 3PA) |euoneN Asenis3
9X3J 9yl 0} 103UU0D pue (233 S491002s AJljIqow ‘saxL3 ‘saYIg-D "8'd) suasn jle e
J0j moj|e 01 paudisap Ajpaisnjoul aJe 1eyl shema|dAd padeys) aunonaisedyul
1odsuedl 9AI19e YSnoJy) padauuod aJe sade||IA 3yl moy anosdwi 01 e
ystied 9y ul SJUDWS|1SS 934y}
9Y1 UIY1M pue usamiaq sainoJ ajoAd pue uelilsapad ajes Ysi|geiss 01 e
‘podsueuy Jo sapow
J3Y10 pue S32IAIS SNq ‘S01AIs uleJ) ‘Ayoeded Aeemy8iy jo uoiesspisuod

sjusWWo) Jaa3

Suipsom Adnjod/ueld

Ad1joqd / aido)

page 126



' Modsuesy jo sapow ajqeuteisns Aq

ss322e 40} saniunuoddo asiwixew 03 pails aq pjnoys Jusawdojansp ‘sjqedndead
10 3|qissod jou si syl Aym suoseau Ayjjiqeuielsns 19pim 1o jeuonjesado Jesp

aJe auay3 ssajun,, ‘Aes o1 sdeysad ‘Adijod ayi ul 103|494 03 91edosdde aq Aew
sS1Y1 15988ns ‘a40)249Y] "3usWdO|IAIP |eAN}NI1ISE ‘SUOISISAUOD uJeq Joj ‘Sjdwexd
Joy4 ‘@1elidosdde aq Aew suoildaocx3 -Juswalinbau a1njosge ue se 9|jqeuoseal

9q 10U Aew s1y1 ‘ysed ay3 Jo aunleu |ednus ayy uaid ‘@3els yT uonenday

1e Adtjod ay3 Jo Jed Siy) Uo JUBWWOD J0U pIp SJ921)40 SUIpURISYUMION — €°Sd

. 6'% ydeaSesed ui

01 paJJajdJ asoy) 03 payiwij jou Ing Suipnpul, ‘Aes 01 asnejd ay3 Suipualxa 1xa3
ue|d ay3 01 U YUM 15933nS "uoljerasdiaiul 03 uado 20243yl st Adijod sy
pue ‘wud) |esauad AJaA e si SoAllellIul U9aUS, ‘sajdwexa sapinoad 1xa1 Suilioddns

93 pue po031sIapunN S| UL AY3 IS|IYM ‘@8e1S T Uole|n8ay e PasIApe sy - 7'Gd

‘passalppe aq 01 s1oedwt jo
151| 3y3 031 pappe aq ,98emtay, 1ey3 15983ns ‘eale pooysnoqysiau siyl ul S}3SSe 3yl
uaAIg ‘ped 1se| ayy u| *,awayas AS1aud ajgemaual e o 1ed si siyy a1aym 23e101s

A3i13ud 01 uanI8 aq os|e |Im Hoddng,, 1eyl SulAyue)d Aq pauayiduauis aq p|nod

1ed puodas ayl 18yl 1Y) pue ‘,'S924N0S U0GJed MO| pue 3|gemauds Wodj, peas 0}
papuawe s| Jued 15114 9Y3 315933ns ‘ueld 207 3y ul Suiseayd pue 1xa1 uejd ayy o3
9JU3J32J YU "UOIIRNSUOD T S0y 1B POaAIDIAI SJUBWIWOD SNOLIBA 0} dsuodsal ul
‘ pasn aq |Im AS1aua a|gemaual aiaym parioddns aq Ajuo ||Im uonesauasd Jamod
mau, ‘palels Ajsnoinaad yarym Adjjod siyi 01 UoISUIX3/UoISIASL Y1 910N - T'Gd

‘Jodsuely 9|qeuleISNS 03 9|qISSadJe a¢ Isnw jJusawdo|ansp mau Auy
€'ad

*sjuawdolanap Mau ||e ul paSeinodua aq |[IM SIAIRI}IUI UDDID
(AT

‘}oedw| [BIUSWUOIIAUD

pue [ensiA ‘9deaspue| SIAPE PIOAE 0] PAJIS pue pausdisap g 1shw salj1oey
9s9y] ‘98eu031s A4aua pajerdosse 03 UsAIZ aq os|e ||Im Joddng *s92unos
9|geMauaJ Wody paresauad usym papoddns aq ||Im uoljesauasd Jamod maN

1'Sd

sanneniu] ASiau3 uaaun
s Aajjod

,/panoddns aq |im uollesauasd ASiaus
3|qemaual pausisap pue paus AjlPaiisuas Ajddns A8usua |ed0| sy} asiuogJedsp

‘Jooyas ay3
0} S21n0J uellsapad pue 3|2Ad yul| 3jdwexs 104 ‘sied 1o} pasu sy} adnpaJ

01 sal)|1oe) AJunwiwod pue Jodsuel) s|geuleisns 01 A}l|1qIssadde ainsus 01 e
*A}ISIAIPOIQ 22UBYUS O} S9JNSEaW pue spuswanodwl
Aauaniyys ABuaus ‘syutod SuiSieyd 2143999 321YaA ‘Sullsaniey Jalemuled

se yans Juswdojanap unsixa pue mau ul saAlleIUl U9aJS 98eunodus 01 e
*3dueWJ0449d pue uoi3INIISUod ‘usdisap

ySnouy3 ‘|eJInau uogJed 3q 01 Swie JUSWAO|SASP MU 1BY] 3UNSUS 01 e
"Aussanipolq
92Ueyua JO 9AI3SUO0D 01 Suld|ay asaym Ajuejnailued pajioddns aq

|I!M uoniesauad A3uaua ajgemauad :Ajddns AS1aud |ed0| Y3 951UOQEIDP 01 e
‘uoljesauas A8i1aus

9|gemauaJ 91eso0diodul 03 pausdisap g p|noys syuawdolansp mau Aue e
‘ysiied ay1 uiyum Suipisal asoyl Jo Ajluswe syl 03 pue JUSWUOIIAUD |BIO|
QY31 01 JUDWIJ1DP OU SleJISUOWIP ey} uoliediiw aelidosdde spinoad
1SNW 94N32NJ1SBIJUL YINS Ing ‘AJIUNnWWod 3y} JO SPaau paljiuapl

3Y3 199W 0} J3PJO Ul 3un3dnJisedyul Ayjian panosdwi pue mau 38einodus 01 e

sjusWWo) Jaa3

Suipsom Adnjod/ueld

Ad1joqd / aido)

page 127



92uedyIudIs |eJ0| JO $31IS / Sulewal paling Juepodwi Ing pajnpayasun o
pue|8u3
104 3517 98e3149H [BUOIIBN 3Y3 UO J0U SSuIp|INg AY3IOMDI0U JO D1I03SIY O
‘Buipnjoul saunieay Asy pasiuSodau Ajjedo| soueyus pue aniesaud o] e
:quawuodinug 3jing 31403SIH
Ja10B.RYD 9dEdSpUE| [BIO]
9JUBYUD PUE SAIBSUOI 0] 3335 p|Noys Juswdolansp Mau Joj sjesodold e
*90UedIHUSIS |BNSIA JI9Y3 JO SWJS) Ul paulap aq Aew 1ey) adeaspue|
JO seaJe pue SMaIA panjeA uodn joedw JUSWAO[DASP SSIWIUIW O}
*Al1s1aA1polq J0) sules 1au
MOYS PUEB JUSWUOJIAUS [BJNieu 3y} uo 10edw] JuswdojaAsp SSIWIUIW 0} e
‘eJoj}
pue BUNE} Ul Yd1J S3IPOQ J1BM PUB SMOJIZPaYy ‘saue| uayuns ‘syueg uonsq
‘pue|sse.s ‘puejpoom Jejndinied ul pue si0}sIA Ag 4o Ajlunwiwiod [e20]
3yl Aq pan|eA aJe J0 SaA|9SWAY3 Ul JUedIHIUSIS JOYHS 3Je Jey) JUSWUOIIAUS
|e20] 9y 4o s10adse aaueyua pue AjpAIlsuas adeuew ‘193104d 01 e
‘sjesodoud juswdojaaap Aue Jo 1x931u0d ay} ul Ajje1dadsa ‘pasueyus
9|qissod asaym pue padeuew AjaA1lISUSS SJe ‘paulelal a4e dduepodwl
|EJ0] JO SUNIEI} [EIIOISIY PUE [EIUSWUOIIAUS 1By} Bulinsua Aq ysiied
3Y3 JO J910BJBYD PUE JUSWUOJIAUS SAIIOUIISIP Y3 SDUBYUS PUB Ule1a4 01 e
:A31s15n1pOIg pup 3dDISPUDT
:$an123[q0

1NINNOYIANT

- Aoyes shemysiy o3 jeyuswiiap aq pjnom 1eyy Supjied

193.41S-U0 0} ped| pjnoMm U 31aym s3ulj|amp 3ullsixa 1oy sadeds Suped Jed 199.3s
-}JO JO SSO| 3Y3 Ul }NSaJ 10U Isnwi sjesodold,, ‘1s983ns “Aloeded 1noge jou si |
‘snosaduep sem 1eyl Supjied 192415-uo 03 pes| 01 Sulod sem 1 41 193[qo 01 spuno.d
aney Ajuo pjnom am se pawe.jaJs g € asne|d 18yl 1sanbas pjnom am ‘uoilippe uj

‘asn jo a8ueyd e Joj si uolredljdde ay3 §I panaiyde aq

031 Aj2)1|un pue sasnoy Jad4e| J0} DAISSIIXD PJIDPISUOD S| ¢ dSned U] Judwalinbas
Supyded ay3 181 SUIIOUOI 91819 PINOM dM “UDAIMOY ‘DIIAPE JDD1440

|ewuojul 03 Jayiny adel1s T uolle|nday aouis Adljod ayi ul suswanoidwi paloN

*MOINI

AlJea ue Joy 49388113 auo aq pue Adjjod dN oy apasitadns Aew 31 Adjjod d1893e43s e
10U 1S|IYM “(papunod) 3uljjamp Jad saoeds 3upjied Jed /T Jo asn sasodoud ydaiym
(6T uonen3ay ‘yoYL Ad1jod) Adijod ue|d [e207 Mau 3uidisws Y3 01 udije 10U saop
oneJ Supyed ays 1ey3 pajou aq pinoys 1 JsAamoy ‘6D Adljod ue|d |eao] pardope

‘papinosd 9q 1shw 23e401s 9PAY °g
*PaJNSUD 39 ISNW $3|1YaA Aduadiawa pue AN ||e J0j SSa0Y  *f
*s8uljjamp pres Suinias saoeds 199435-}40 SulIsSIxa
J0 snjduns e s| 9J9Y3 1By} paleJisuowap 3q ued 3 ssajun ssuljemp Sunsixa
104 saoeds Supjied Jed 193435-440 JO SSO| 9Y3 Ul 3|NSaJ Jou Isnw sjesododd €
‘wooupaq Jad adeds Supjied 199438
-}JO 9UO 3¢ 1ShW ol1ed 3yl ‘uonednddQ 3|di NN YIIM S9SNOH JO ased syl u| g
‘sawoy
wo00J4paq 240w pue inoy Joj sadeds Suppued 3.4yl pue sawoy wooupaq
934y} pue om} Joy sadeds Supjied Jed OM] ‘BWOY WO0JIPag-auo e 1o} ddeds
8upjied suo Jo onjed ay1 ul 1ses| 1e papiroad aqg 1snw upjied 199115-10 T
:el491140 Suimoljoy

sjudwaiinbay

QY31 193w 1snw Suljlomp pasdiejua Jo mau e ul Suiynsad suonedljdde Suiuued ||y Supjied apPIyaa
apisSuoje pajdde aq ued 3 ‘uoAa(Q Ise3 ul SN ul ease Adjjod uowwod e si Ssiy| 1'9d 9 Adjjod
‘uoisinoad Supyjed s1enbape aney sjuswdoaASp 34ning 1Byl 9JNSUS 01 e
'sage||IA ulyum
w?a|qoJd Supjied ay3 aSeuew 03 Aiessadau se saunseaw 20| Aojdwid 01 e HSIYVd IHL
:5aA1323/q0 NIHLIM SNDIYVYd J1DIHIA
sjuawwo) Haa3 Suipsom Adnjod/ueld Adijod / adoy

page 128



pue 2119w AJsIaAlpolg pasiuSodad, e aulap 49119q 0} pue suoidwaxa apLIIA0
01 Suipuajul jou st (Ajgewnsaud) siy3 1ey3 Alued Joy pasiAai ‘paulelal i Jo pala|ap
3q p|noys pue snonjyadns pasapisuod mou s Adljod siyi jo Jed puodas ayl
9J0J9J9U3} pUB ME| U] PaUIIYSUD MOU dJe Sjuawalinbas uied 1au Alsianipolq — 1°8d

"21439W AlisiaAIpolq pasiugodal

€ JO 95N 9y} Y}Mm uied 1au A1ISIaAIpoIq JO AJDAI|Dp Sy} 91eJISUOWP ISnw
uonedljdde Suiuue|d Sulinbaa syuswdolaaap uedIudIs ||y ‘pa1dalo4d aq Isnw
swa1sAs0d9 pue s1elqgey Sunsixa ‘9|qissod Janasaym uawdojaasp mau Aue 1o4
1'8d

juawadueyug Aysianipolg
8 foijod

. PaJapisuod aq osje pjnoys (s3ui11as ade||In pue SMIIA [BI0] SE [|2M

se) smaln daueisip Suoj uo Juswdolanap Jo eduwi jenualod ayy,, 193449 ay3 01
Suipsom yum padejdal aq siyl 1s983ns ‘paldalold aq AjluesSSa39U UBD SMIIA ||B 10U
pue eaJe ue|d ay3 apisino sjesodoud Juswdojanap 03 Ajdde jou |im sad1jod dN aY3
se ‘Ajlie|d 104 *SMaIA Sduelsip Suo| uo Joeduw JBPISUOI 0} UoIISa33ns 4921440 HAAT
03 asuodsa. ul ‘a8e3s pT 89y 20Ul 7'/ 3sNejd Jo 1ed o7 Y3 JO UOIIPPE 3Y3 PSION

‘sue|d pooydnoqysiau Ul paljuapl SMaIA Supueyua pue SujAJasSu0d 03}

sJ9ja. Ajjeaiyinads yaiym (a8eas 6T 8ay) 0710 Adljod ueld |ed07 SuiSiswa 03 pausije
‘MalInaJ AlJea ue y3nouyy passalppe ag p|nod pue Adijod Siyl JO SSUIAIIRYD By}
W[ []IM UYdIYM U e} US3( 10U SeY SM3IA Ay Ajlauapl 03 uoirdo ay3 eyl pajoN
-7Ld

‘Aldde ||1m os 10adse siya
19A09 sa0p (SuiBiawa pue paidope) Adijod ue|d |e207 Inq ‘Sunue|d Juswade|das
01 pua1xa j0Uu saop Adjjod 3yl 18y} 930U 0} UBY] JBY3O ‘SIUBIWOD ON - T'/d

"paidajold aq os[e 3snWw ealy ue|d 3y} Jo

1IN0 SM3I/ "PapJensajes ag 0} PIaU SaYdINYD Y1 JO SMIIA SE |[9M SE SJUBWI[1IAS
3y} 03 salIUd pue ||IH 99o|9 Jo dol 3y} se yons syujod SUIMBIA WO SMIIA [e207]
¢'Ld

‘Juswdo|aAsp 1004 pue Adoued 119y} JO Junodde

9ye] 1snW $93J1 JO 3ullls 9yl PUB PIJNOAR) dJe 9dueUSA0Ld [BI0] JO $3193dS aAlleU
pasodoud si Suideaspue| mau a4ayA\ “ysiied 3yl UIYyHUM SMOII3pay pue J9A0d

99J1 9seaJoul 01 padednodus aJe sa3pay pue syueq uoAaq ‘saadl Jo Sunuejd maN
‘padueyud 10 palda104d aq ||IM 31IS JUWdO[aASP Y1 01 JUddelpe Jo ulylMm sa3pay
pue syueq UoAQ ‘S9341 unsIXa Moy |1e1ap 1snw 1uswdolaAap 10} sjesododd

T'Ld

juawadueyuy
pue Japesey) adesspue]
£ Kayjod

‘ueld ay3 uy Aajjod jo 303[gns ay3 9q p|nod sadepns sjqeaw.ad

aney o3 sease Supjied Joj uonesidse ays ‘o8ei1s T uoine|nday ie paisadsns
se ‘aAnduasald Ajysiy st yaiym ‘yoeoudde Suiuue|d 21331e435 pue aAlle|sI3o|
3y3 03 ppe 03 Ad1jod 40} 3NJI4IP SI 1 249YM eae ue S| syl SuipueisyuMIoN
*S9A1399(qo Suipoo|} ay3 0} paje|aJs Adjjod Suipuodsauiod ou S| 949y} 910N

*u01x3 Jo Sulpoo|4 |en1dke pue ‘4o YSi4 Y] AleIAI||e 0] salpuade
|euoiieu pue Auno) 1ueas|aJ 9yl Aq uoloe pue Juswa.8e 94NJ9S 01 e
-a8euleup apisqua)
anoudw pue ujejuiew o3 Ajluoyine Aemysiy Ajuno) ayy 98esnodus 03 e
's?3e4uns
9|geawJad aney seade Supjied pue Suipuels pJey Mau ||e 9UnSUS 0} e
*sjuapioul Suipooy} 03
3u1InqIIIUod SaNssI JuswWwaBeuewW pue| SSaUPpPE 01 suIsUMopue| 35eJnodua 01 e
'Swa|qoJd pa3eId0sSe JI3Y) pue SuJaduod Sulpoo|) JUSISISUOD SSSIPPE 01 e
buipooy4
‘pug]
UOWIWOI pue ‘syuawWio||e ‘spunoJd suods pue uolleaJdad ‘suaals ade||In
Suipnjaul ‘saoeds uaau8 pue uado pasn Ajjleunwwod pue djjgnd saoueyua
3|qissod a1aym pue sulelad ‘s1oadsas JuswdoaAsp MU 1Byl 9JNSUS O] e
SJSUMOPUE| PUE |I2UNO) YSliBd Y} U3aM1aq JuswaaiSe ein Ajunwwod
91 404 3say3 aJinboe 01 wie wuial Suo| e yum sadeds Aunwwod pue
uado 4o} syuswadueule ased| ‘9]q1ssod Sl JUBWDDI3e JDASISYM MBUDI O] e
:$300dS Ayunwwo) pup uado
'uoa)jes Aingpoon 4O 343ua 3yl Se yans
UOI1BAI9SUOD JO AYLIOM Seale pue ealy uolleAlasuo) Aingpoop 8yl ©
$9JN1ONJIS ‘seale Ajuswe o

sjusWWo) Jaa3

Suipsom Adnjod/ueld

Ad1joqd / aido)

page 129



ysued ay3 Joj saipunyoddo juasaid pinod ‘s3uipjing paisi| Jo 4231snd e Sujuieuod
Se Uoa}es AINGPOOAN JO 3J3Udd ay3 Jo ueld pooysnoqysiau 3yl Ul UOIILIIHIUSPI
9Y3 pUE M3IADJ BAJY UOIIBAIRSUOD AINgpoo) pauue|d Jno ey Sejy os|e pjnom ap

', 92e|d Jo asuas pue 1930eIBYI ‘SSAUBAIIIUNISIP [EI0] JIDY]
Suiniasuod 03 pey aq pjnoys psesas juesyiusis syasse aSejuay pajeusisap-uou
JO 9sed ay} uj "asueniodwi pue aduediyusis 21101s1Y J19Y1 dueyud 3|qissod aiaym
pue aAJasuod 1snw ‘s3uinas J1ay) pue ‘ysied ayl ul syasse agejay pajeusisap
Aue Sundaye sjesodoad juawdolanaQg, ‘pesJs 01 JUSWPUIWE UB YUM JUIDHIP
aJe Asyy se sauo pajeusisap syl wWouy S}asse paleudissp-uou Jo) sjuswalinbal
941 1no Sunesedas 15933ns pjnom s\ ,"Wwiiey si 94ay) Usym adue|eq ay3 ul paydiam
9q 031 sjesodoud ay3 Jo Jjauaq d1jgnd ay3 Joj SMO||B YdIYyM 4ddN Y3 YHM 321]Juod 3q
03 Jeadde pjnom aJay} ‘sdN J9y3o ui Jeadde sapdrjod Jejiwis IS|IYM  "SIuswalinbal
Adljod |euonjeu sajedndnp Ajgdue] yum Adjjod |essusd e si siyl siasse a3eylusay
pajeusdisap-uou d1129ds SulAjiauspl Inoyum, ‘©8eis T uonensay ie pasiape sy

*92e|d Jo asuas pue Jajoeseyd

‘SSOUIAIIOUISIP [B0| JIY} 0} pJedau Jendipied yum aduepodwi pue aduediyiudis
21403S1Y JI3Y3} 4O} PR2UBYUD 3[qISSOd J3YM pue PaAIasuod o Isnw

‘s3u1119s JI19y1 pue ‘yslied ay3 ul s19sse a3ellay paleudisap-uou Jo pajeusissp Auy
1°0Td

98ejl19H Jo uonealasuo)
0T Adljod

‘Ad1jod uejd [e20| Jua.4ND 01 sppe } JapiIsuo) ‘a3e3s 7T 39y 18 SIUBWWO0D
Jno 03 asuodsau u; Adjjod ay3 03 apew syuswpuawe ay} pue Adjjod siyl SWOdDMN

*9}IS 9y} 03 Judde[pe Jo uo payedo| Ajareridosdde aq 03 suoisinoid mau Iy 9
‘sielqey
1uadelpe 03 Juswdo|aAap syl Y3noJayl sAOW O3 3I|P|IM 10} SI0PIII0D US43
9180242 01 S93pay pue sqnuys ‘sasJ) SAlIleU Mau juejd pue SuilsIxe uieldy g
S9SN0OY 199sUl pue SyILIq 93q ‘saxoq 29q AJeyljos apnpu| p
‘soyaspay jo
JusWwaAowW Jwuad 1ey) ‘uspJes yoes ul aseq ay3 1e sdes [|ews yim saousy Jo
‘s98pay ‘8'9 ‘saliepunoq palue|d Ajjeap! pue ajqeaw.ad ysi|qeiss 40 199104d €
awayds e jo Jed se paysijowap aq 03 aJe
sSuip|ing Sunsixa asaym Ajje1dadss ‘saxoq |MO uJeq pue saxoq 1eq apnpu| ‘g
s3ulp|ing 498.e| J0J dJ0W ‘Bulj|oMpP
|eniuapisal/iiun Jad }2uQg YIMs |ed3aqul auo Jo ales adesane ue apnpul T
103 341|P|IM 404 UOISIn0Id 3xew 0} pajdadxa aq ||Im usawdolanag
1°6d

ma:UEQO_0>wh_ MON
uIyHM 3P| 404 Hoddng
6 Adijod

‘uofedniw ysued uiyum Joy [ennuaiod syl ssiwixew
0] eaJe ue|d/ysued ay1 ul AJaAljap uled 1au AlisiaAIpolq o) sainunyioddo
|ernuazod SuiAyinuspi ul 1sisse 01 a|qe aq Aew ysiied ayi 1eyl aiou 01 0S|y

‘a|genalyoe

3 shemje J0u Aew sjy1 se ysiied ul/a11s-uo Joj aduasagaad e ssaidxa 0] se Jej

0s 03 Ajuo ued Adjjod ay3 ‘ajqeuoseal g 01 ‘JanaMOH ules 19U %0z e a4inbas 03
Suryaas sI Yalym gogd Ad1jod ueld [e207 mau SuiSiawa Joj smoj[e SIy3 910N — Z'8d

', Q19w AJoiniels 91ep-03-dn 3sow Y3 JO asn Y1 Yum uied mau Aysianipoiq

40 AJan19p ay1 a1eJisuowap 1snw uonedijdde Sujuueld e Suuinbau Juswdojanap
‘1dwaxa ssajun,, 1s988ns ‘(a8e1s 6T 8ay) (uten 19N Alsianipolg) sogd Adijod

ue|d |07 SulBJawWa 03 33U YA “SUOISIASL Juanbasqns 4o} uojsiroid sayew

"ystied ayi uiym Jo aus uojiedyidde ay3 uo aq 01 paJinbaud si pue saidijod
[12UNOY 30143SIJ UOASQ 1S3 UMM dul| Ul 3 [|IM uleS 13U ANSISAIPOI] WnWIUIW Ay |
¢'8d

sjusWWo) Jaa3

Suipiom Adtjod/ueld

Ad1joqd / aido)

page 130



‘ue|d [B207 SY3 01 S3JUBI34a4 3Y) 03 anp (SpisAiuno) ay3

ul Juswdolanaq juswAojdwl z03s Adljod) (938e1s 6T 89Y) ue|d [e207 Suiiaws ayl
ul Ad1jod 1jeap aAindiidsald aio0w Yl 01 Uoile|aJ ul pies aq ued Jejiwis ‘Adijod 47
Aq 04 pamoyle, s 11 se ‘Adljod dN ayr yum Ajdwod pjnom siyi ing ‘Ayoeded 1e aue
$91IS 249YM uoisuedxa awos mojje Ajjuaind apy ‘(£3) Adtjod ue|d |e207 21893418
-uou pajdope uno yum aul| ur Ajpeouq st Adijod siyi ‘@3e3s T 39y 1e paAIasqo sy

pue Juswanow 3IIYaA
Ul 95B3J0U] JUBDIHUSIS OU Y1M UOIIBIO| 3]qISSIIIE UB UIYUM S| sasiwaid syl g
pue ‘ue|d |e207
9y1 pue ue|d s1y1 ul sapijod yayro Aue asiwosdwod jou ssop [esodoud ayy ‘T
BEN
||e @48 SuIMo||0) BY3 ||e a4aym parioddns aq ||Im s3ulp|ing SullSIX JO UOISISAUOD
a1ayledwAs ayy 4o sassauisng Sunsixa Jo sSuip|ing ay3 0} SUOISUIIXS ||BWS
[arax:|

'saliepunoq |euoiiesado

sasiwaud ssauisng 3unsixa puoAaq payioddns a4 10u |[Im sasiwaad ssauisng
paysi|qe1sa jo uoisuedxa ay3 ‘Asljod ue|d [eao| Jopun Joy pamojje AjJea|d asimiaylo
J0 ‘Ue|d |ED0T UOASQ 3ISET BY3 Ul JUSWAO|2AIP JO) PBIEIO|[B DJ2YM UBY)Y JOYIO

juawdojanaq ssauisng |jews

1'C1d 21 Adtjod
‘sealy JuawAo|dw3 paysiignd ay3 ulyum o3 syJed ssauisng Sullsixa Jwi|
pue apisAiaunod uado ay3 ul SIUSWAO|SASP [BIDIBWWOI JUBIJIUSIS PIOAR O] e
'sassaulsnq
|lews J1oj 92eds 3uijesausd juswAoldwsa jo uoisirosd syl 93e4noduUd O] e
"yslied ayl 0lul Moy} dij4eal 9Inpad os|e Agausyl pue
ysied ayl Ulyum sjuspisal 4oy saijunyoddo juswAojdwa a8einodus o] e
:5aA132210 SSaNISNg

'ST Adljod yum
dejusano Aew o Aj9|os saoeds uaaug o3 saljdde asne|d puodas ayl I Jesppun - ¢ TTd

‘pa121Isal sI JuswdolaAsp auaym apisAiunod
uado se passe|d aq ||IM SIUBWI|119S USIMID( pue punoJe adeds uado ay) ‘ue|d [ed207]
ay31 Aq 19s Juswalinbau Suisnoy 10143sIp 199W 9q 03 suolledo|e pue (s)Aiepunoq
1uawWaMNLas/ eale dn 1Ing apIsIN0 Jsnamoy ‘€1°9 ydesSesed ueid ul pajedipul
se Juawdolanap Jo saduliy ayl uo adeds uado 3293104d 03 DUBPIAS INOYIIM B|qIssod
9 10U [[IM 1 1By} pajou 3q pinoys 3| "uejd ay3 ojul uolasul Joj dew e ssedaud
0} J9JJO UBD DM pue (pue| uowwod 3ull}iWo) SIUdwWio||e pue ‘spunoJsd siiods pue
uoeasdal ‘suaald ade||in Suipnpoul sadeds uaais pue uado pasn Ajjleunwwod pue
J11gnd, 03 J8jaJ 03 ‘pamouioq si 1xa1 Suioddns ayi ul 9A3[qo ay3 wouy Suipiom
ay1 15933ns ‘a3e1s sIy1 1y "papnjoul ssoeds Ajlunwiwod pue uaaug, Jo uoniulsp
Je3|d e IO paynuapl agq ol pasu pinom Ajdde o1 papuaiul st Adjjod syl yaiym
0} s30eds 3yl 1BY1 SJUBWIWOD SNOIAR.d UNO UlBIUIBW [|13S P|NOM 3M INQ ‘M3IASI Ue|d
ySnouya 31 a8esnodus pjnom am pue ‘jeuonndo si sty ‘pansind usaq jou sey aoeds
U330 |BD07 [BW.IO) SE seale 1eudisap pue Ajljuapl 03 uoindo ay3 1eyl ps1oN - T°TTd

‘AjlgeJnonej uodn pay 00| 34 [|IM S3SN AJUNWWOD dAIjeUID} e
‘gsodund JajJed 419y} 40y pasi|ian Ja8uo| ou aJe sadeds Ayunwiwod Suisixa aJ3aYM

CTTd

‘anjeA Ajlunwwod pasueyua Jo [enba jo uoisirold

M3U S| 243y} JO ‘) UO S2JNIEd) pue ‘s}asse Jo adeds leyl Jo anjen AJunwiwod
93 Ul 3SBJOUI 19U B Ul 3|NS3J [|IM JUSWAO[SASP YINS 1Y) PoILIISUOWP SI 3 SS3|UN
paoddns aq jou [|im sadeds Ajlunwwod pue usaJu3 uo Jusawdo|anap 404 sjesodoud
T11d

saseds uaaun
1T Adljod

‘8unisi| |eao| 4oy ystied
9y} ul syasse agejuay pajeusisap-uou SulAyluapl Ul DAA3 YHM dIOM 03 |IDUNno)

sjusWWo) Jaa3

Suipsom Adnjod/ueld

Ad1joqd / aido)

page 131



,91endoidde aiaym “491oe4RYD [EIO] YIM JUSSISUOI SJUBWIIEDI]
Arepunoq pue ‘Sunpueld anneu Aiejuawajddns 10 mau sapiroad, ‘peau
01 g Julod wouy Jo sainieay adeaspue| paey, dAowaJ 1sa88Nns - g asne) e
' Buipjoy 10 wuey
e uo, s3uip|ing 01 Ajuo siajaJ SIY} 1ey3l Suipiom ayy ul Ajue|p — g asne;) e
. uoneladen
Sunsixa 01 Juade(pe paldald aq pjNoYs SI313Ys p|ald,, Se Juawalinbal
9y3 Ajlie|d Ajdwis 01 ‘SU0[1BI0| P1L|OS] 03 ADUII JO |BAOWAL - 7 dSNe) e

:|0J3u0d pue Ayiep

‘Jul1d100] aY1 asiwiulw pue 10edwl |ensiA padnpaJ
‘Ayunoas anoadwi 03 ‘paseuew 3q |IM ASY3 yoiym wody Sulpjing wJey Jo
Suljlamp Sunsixs 01 Jeau 20|q e se paysi|qelsa aq p|noys Asy] ‘sasn pue
sai11adoud Suipunouins Jo salluawe ay3 10adsal Asyl papinouad s3uipjing
Sunsixs 011uade(pe salll|1oey pue seale pJeA ‘sa|gels ‘s3uiIp|ing Mau S91e20| ‘¥
*s3ulp|ing |ednyjnatide Suisixa asl|iin piNoys seuaJle Jo sadeusw
pPaJ3an0) "3|qelA pue 3jqedizoeld JaAd a1aym s3ulp|ing Suilsixa sasn-ad g
‘papinoad ag pjnoys Sunue|d
9AI1BU ‘Bulp|INg Y] US4IS 01 JUIIDIYNSUL SI SIY SJ3YAA “UOlIeISaA
3unsixa 01 1uadelpe paysi|ge1sa aq p|noys Ing paidala aq Aew sis1dys
P31} SUOIIEIO| PB1L|OS] U “SS3IIE PISl) PUB JB|NDIYSA SSPN|IUl YdIym
‘A1eSS923U 9J9yM ‘@4n1onJisesful Suilsixe 01 Sa1e[a4 YdIym uoiedo| e sey g
‘3unyis pue
uoI11e20| SUIPN[OUl SSBUSAIIDUISIP PUE J31dBJBYD |BJ0] 01 SpPUOdsal yaiym
ug1S9p DAI}ISUDS S91RJISUOWIP ‘paplroid Bg pinoys [ewlue Jad Sulzesd jo
ey g'0 ‘OpIns e sy ‘saiyjenb |e1ads s1 pue adeaspue| ayl yum s|qrredwod
90 ||!M ya1ym asn wsiuellsanba Jo Ajsuslul ue Jo/pue ajeas e josi ‘T

pie pjnom 1ey3 ageis T 83y 1e spew aJ4am 1eys sjulod [BISASS 91eJ4a1134 PINOM I\ M J1 panoddns aq ||1m usawdolanap uelisanby 139y auinb3j

T'¥Td vT Adljod
domiau Aemysiy jedo) ay3
pue JusWuoJIAUD ‘adeaspue|, Aes 0} €T Ad1|0d JO T 19||NQ PUIIXD JO SJUDWIAOW
3[2I1Y3A Ul 95B3J0Ul JUBDHIUSIS B 01 PE3| 30U PINOM JudWdO|aA3pP Aue aiaym Aes
01 Z°2Td ZT Ad1j0d ul 1ey3 03 asne|d Jejiwis e apnjoul pjnoys Adjjod ay3 3s988ns ‘1xa3
8uioddns ayy ul £/ ydea3eded ul 1n0 39S AUNWIWOD BY3 JO SAYSIM 3] UBAID
', 9|qeuleisns aiow uoielo| sy ajew o3 saijiunioddo Aue

syojdxa pue speoJ |e20| Uo 1eduwi 3|qeidaddeun ue aaey jou saop, JusawdolaAsp [62-87 98¢ed

Aue 1eyy asnejd e ppe 03 a1elidosdde aq pjnom 31 3s933ns ‘suol}ed0| 9|qISsaIde
pue 9|qeuieisns uj Juswdo|anap sadeinodus AjSuoJis pue sjoym se peal aq ||IM
ue|d ay3 pue podsuesy o1gnd Ag paAJas [|9m Jou suolledo| ul lelsdoldde aq Aew
Awouo25 |ednJ 3y} uleISns 0} JUSWdO|aASP SWOS SIZP3MOUNIE 4ddN dY3 IS|IYM

‘(apind udisap ay1

Jo ssauaielidoidde ayi a4 T Adljod IsuteSe syuswiwod Suipueisyiimiou) Ayoioads
|e20| Jo 99439p e sppe saul|apInd usisap |ed20| pue Ajjedo| parioddns ag pjnom 1ey3
sash Jo sadA1 ay1 01 SuLaaJ pue ‘saldijod d1331e.1s 10U aue 3sayl Inqg ‘((zs Adijod)
apisAiauno) ayi ui Juswdojanag uawAojdw3 pue (€5 Ad1j0d) uoneayisianlqg
wJeq) ue|d |e207 mau Suidiawa ay) ul yuomaweds Adljod aandiosaud

aJow pasodoud e pue ‘(s8ulp(ing |edny JO 8SN-9Y 8Q PUE UOIIBIIISIDAIP

|eany {3) ueld |ed07 pardope ay3 ul Adrjod o3 sejiwissip jou st Adljod siyy

ue|d 295 — *apo) udisaq |[9POIAl |euoneN ay3 pue aping usisaq jeuonep sioddns
ya1iym juawaleys udisaqg ase|jiA ayl wouy sauldping ugisaq :J xipuaddy|

) Xipuaddy ul 3no 19s saulaping udisap ay3
S199W 1Y) pJepue)s e 0] PaJSAUOD ¢ Ued uolisanb ul Sulp|ing ayi aJaym ¢
'sJa1dnaoo
|erzuapisau AgJeau Jo Suruiofpe jo saniuawe ay3 wJiey Ajasianpe Jou pjnom g
“JUSWUOUIAUD JO
adeaspue| Suipunolins ay} uo Joedw 3SJ9APE JUBdIIUSIS B SARY 10U pjnom  °T
:uswdojanap
Aue sisym pue suonelado sy pue wJey syl 01 JUSIAISSANS S| ) WJey [euoliesado
ue uo aJaYM pue 3|eds ||ews s| asn pasodoud ay3 1ey3 papinoad sasodind wsunoy
J0 ssauisnq Joj payioddns aq [|Im sSulp|ing [e4nJ J3Y10 pue wJey Jo asn-aJd ay|

T°€1ld

uonesyisianq [eany
€1 Adijod

'sJa1dnaoo
Agueau Jo Sujujofpe jo sajjusawe ay) wuey A[9SI9APE 10U PNOM 3l €

sjusWWo) Jaa3

Suipsom Adnjod/ueld

Ad1joqd / aido)

page 132



"3|qeuoseas
/31e1ndoe 20w 3q Aew ,53A04d, UBYY JBYIR. ,SIIBIISUOWAP, — € BLIDIID e

7 a98uo) ou ul Aok 9yl 1eyl Alunwwod |edo| 3yl
Y)M UOIIB}NSUOD JD1JE PAIYSIIES S| |I2UNOD YSlied aYy3, ‘se aweuyau sdeysad
épaysnes s Allunwwod ayl 1eyl pajesisuowsp ag 01 pagesiaus aq

PINOM 11 MOY J2Je3|2 3Q P|NOYS 11 uollejuswa|dwl SAI1094J9 JOJ — Z BLUBIID e

‘Juswasuelle
1U3.4Nd 9Y) uey) leridosdde JYQOIA S19yMawos 03 3g Ajuo ued
uoI1e20|3.4 3Y3 1SISU| 01 D|JEUOSEd. 10U SB ,3J0W, 1,7 9Y1 31390 - T BUBIID o

:uojeruawa|dwi pue Alie|d pie 01 spuswe Suimo||oy
ay33s9838ns  *(z0SD Adljod) (6T 39y) ueld |e207 Suidsawa ay3 pue (90Y Adijod)
ue|d |e207 paidope ay3 ut Adjjod 03 ‘SUOIIBISPISUOD JSYLIN BWOS SPPE INg ‘Jejiwis

*asn 4o Aujoey Ajlunwwod
Jay3o Aue uoj papasu 1ou s Sulp|ing 4o 1S ay3 pue uoisiroad yans Jo
$S9IXd Ue S| 249Y3 sanoJd yaiym ade|d uae) sey Juswssasse Aiojoejsiies e ¢
10 ‘aininy ayl
ul asn Jo yadsoud 3|qeuoseal ou si 313y} pue papaau Ja8uo| ou s| Ayljoey
9U1 1BY] UOI1B)NSUOD J934B PAYSIIES S| [12UNOD Yslied JO Ajlunwiwod syl ‘g
J0 {uo11ed0| 40 Sulp|ing a1elidosdde siow pue 3|qISsaI2e dI0W
4o Ajjenba ue ‘ui papinoud si Adijioey 491194 B 40 ‘01 pa1edojal st AJjdesayl T
:19W S elI9ID SUIMO[|04 3Y3 JO UO 3UdYM
pauoddns aq Ajuo |[Im Ajjioey) B JO SSO| 33 Ul 3NsaJ ||IM yaiym uolssiwiad Suruueld
1°'S1d

saly|dey
Anunwuwo) jo uoiparoid
ST Adjjod

'SauUO 8u3sIXa Jo

sso| asutese Ajuo - sai|1oe} mau Joj Joddns 03 pualxa 30U SA0P GT Adljod Spuels U
se pue ‘A)j1oe) mau e Suipiedau Adljod sapnjoul 1a8uo| ou ueid ay3 se ‘uonjeue|dxa
Jo Sunnepdn/uoisinal pasu o3 sieadde aA393(qo siy3 ‘pajou Ajsnoinaud sy

‘Pajqesip
91 40} Sa1M[10.) puE Ss22k pue ddeds Supjied Jed Alessadau ‘519|101
211gnd pue Sulialed panosdwi ‘s3ullosaW J3||ews 1oy 92eds [euonippe yim
‘9NUA UOIIQIYXD pue Sduew.o)lad e se Ajisea 810w 3AI9S 03 BNUIIUOD pue
‘s2139120s pue sdnoJs a8e||IA Jo Jaquinu Suimous e ‘spods |0oyds Joopul
‘|00YdS-31d 91EPOWIWIOIIE 0] }33S P|noys Allusawie mau ayl Joj udisspayl e
SaA1323[q0

SNIFg-11IM
ANV 34NSI3T ‘ALINNININOD

‘31eudosdde
2J9YM ‘J919B1EYD |EJO| YHIM JUDISISUOD Sjuswieal) Alepunog jo
sainies) adedspue| paey ‘Suijueld aAijeu Asejuswsalddns Jo mau sapinoid °g

sjusWWo) Jaa3

Suipiom Adtjod/ueld

Ad1joqd / aido)

page 133



Agenda ltem 18

Reportto: Cabinet

Date of Meeting 3 December 2025

Document classification: Part A Public Document e .
District Council
Exemption applied: None

Review date for release N/A

Mutters Moor — Sidmouth — New Managed Car Park
Report summary:

A report proposing that EDDC support the Pebblebed Heaths Conservation Trust in introducing
car parking charges at a currently free site on the outskirts of Sidmouth. If agreed, this will be the
2"d site that EDDC manage on behalf of this landowner.

Is the proposed decision in accordance with:
Budget Yes X No L]

Policy Framework Yes X No [

Recommendation:

(1) That Cabinet approves the addition of Mutters Moor Car Park to the EDDC Off- Street Civil
Enforcement Parking Order 2008 which will allow for car parking charges to be introduced
and for EDDC to manage the site on behalf of the landowner.

(2) That an identical model of commercial terms to those already in effect at Otter Estuary
Nature Reserve is agreed for EDDC’s ongoing management of the new car park. This will
see EDDC receive a 20% share of all income for the site, with the landowner covering all
administrative and setup costs associated with the creation and management of the site.

Reason for recommendation:

EDDC already manage Otter Estuary Nature Reserve Car Park in Budleigh Salterton on behalf of
the Pebblebed Heaths Conservation Trust, and the landowner have asked if we can support them
in introducing a similar charging scheme at Mutters Moor, Sidmouth. The basis for introducing
charging at the site is to support the Trustin achieving its charitable aims and ensure the long-
term viability of the site. By supporting the landowner, we further improve our working relationship
and can manage and enforce the site as we do our other sites, ensuring a fair and transparent
enforcement regime for motorists, which would not have any control over if the landowner opted
for a private enforcement company to manage the site. EDDC will receive a 20% share of all
income from the site, this is calculated once the agreed administrative fees have been paid by the
landowner.

Officer: Richard Easthope — Parking Services Manager — Richard.easthope @eastdevon.gov.uk

Portfolio(s) (check which apply):
[1 Assets and Economy

[ Communications and Democracy
[] Council, Corporate and External Engagement
O Culture, Leisure, Sport and Tourism
L] Environment - Nature and Climate
[ ] Environment - Operational
page 134


mailto:Richard.easthope@eastdevon.gov.uk

Finance
[ Place, Infrastructure and Strategic Planning
[0 Sustainable Homes and Communities

Equalities impact Low Impact
Climate change Low Impact

Risk: Low Risk; By agreeing to manage the site EDDC are relying on the site generating income
to cover the cost of enforcement visits as EDDC'’s fee for managing the site will be directly
dependent upon the number of paid parking sessions.

Links to background information (Public Pack)Agenda Documentfor Cabinet, 30/11/2022 18:00
— Page 41 — Details of parking proposal for Otter Estuary Nature Reserve — Budleigh Salterton

Link to Council Plan

Priorities (check which apply)

[0 A supported and engaged community

[0 Carbon neutrality and ecological recovery

Resilient economy that supports local business
Financially secure and improving quality of services

Reportin full

Mutter's Moor car park is a popular car park which serves both Mutter's Moor (part of the
Pebblebed Heaths NNR) and the coast path near to Sidmouth. The car park and neighbouring
nature reserve is managed by the Pebblebed Heaths Conservation Trust. While this car park is
currently free, the charity must find ways to generate sustainable repeatable income to support its
charitable objectives. By charging a small parking fee to those who wish to park, the charity aim to
raise funds to maintain the car park infrastructure such as surfacing, signage, and the provision of
dog waste bins and litter clearance, ensuring the long-term ability to keep this facility open to the
public. The funds would also act as a contribution toward their conservation management costs for
caring for the nature reserve and providing public engagement and educational opportunities for
the local community.

The car park has 50-60 unmarked spaces and the charity proposes to charge from 8am - 8pm
every day, with no overnight parking permitted.

The tariff is planned to be £1 per hour throughout the year.

The charity seek to work in partnership with EDDC in a identical way to the arrangement already in
place for the management of Otter Estuary Nature Reserve car park in Budleigh Salterton.

Income for EDDC:

Since Otter Estuary Nature Reserve was opened in October 2023, EDDC have collected 20% of
all revenue from the site.

Similar terms would be sought for this site, with EDDC effectively having a shared interest in the
site being commercially successful, whilst also playing an important part in ensuring that the site
generates revenue to meet the wider charitable aims which will help with ongoing maintenance
and preservation of the facilities used by residents and visitors.

Operationally EDDC will commit to providing one enforcement visit per day and will collect cash
from the pay and display machine once it meets our standard threshold. Administratively we will
provide monthly records of all payments and PCN’s and calculate the fees and charges due as
part of the agreement.
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We already have a working HoT (Heads of Terms) and Management Agreement which can be
used as a template for a new agreement with the same landowner.

Map of location

Mutters Moor Car Park

Manor Road Car Park

Financial implications:

The financial details are outlined in the report with the expected additional income being achieved
within existing resources

Legal implications:

Changes to the Councils Car Park Charging Order will be required to enable these changes to
take effect.
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Agenda ltem 19

Reportto: Cabinet

Date of Meeting 3 December 2025

Document classification: Part A Public Document e .
District Council
Exemption applied: None

Review date for release N/A

Wellbeing Cranbrook programme
Report summary:

The Cranbrook Placemaking Group has considered two reports on how best to reinvigorate the
Wellbeing Cranbrook programme. This report follows up on the recommendations from the Group
to Cabinet regarding the funding and hosting of key roles. The potential to develop a civic
collaboration agreement is also put forward as a means to develop a framework to support the
social development of Cranbrook over the longer term.

Is the proposed decision in accordance with:

Budget Yes X No [
Policy Framework Yes X No [

Recommendation:
That Cabinet;

e Supports re-establishing the Wellbeing Cranbrook programme

e Supports the creation of the Community Wellbeing & Activity Organiser and Community
Connectorroles and for these to be hosted by Cranbrook Town Council and funded through
a combination of utilising the earmarked reserve and the balance of the Move More
Cranbrook budget

e Supports exploring the development of a civic agreement with key partners to provide a
framework to support ongoing community development

Reason for recommendation:

To help to reactivate the Wellbeing Cranbrook programme to ensure that the benefits of being
within the Sport England Place Partnership programme are realised including the promotion of
physical activity.

To ensure that strong social foundations are established for the Cranbrook new community
alongside its ongoing physical development.

Officer: Andy Wood, Director of Place, email andy.wood@eastdevon.gov.uk

Portfolio(s) (check which apply):

[1 Assets and Economy

1 Communications and Democracy

[1 Council, Corporate and External Engagement
[ Culture, Leisure, Sport and Tourism

L1 Environment - Nature and Climate

[1 Environment - Operational

O Finance
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Place, Infrastructure and Strategic Planning
Sustainable Homes and Communities

Equalities impact Medium Impact

Medium Impact. The essence of community developmentis to support the establishment of
strong and resilient communities. This necessarily needs to consider how best to meet the needs
of diverse groups with key characteristics.

Equalities Impact Assessment

Climate change Low Impact

Risk: Medium Risk; The recommendations in this report will enable two key roles to be hosted
locally in Cranbrook through to April 2028. Itis essential that there is a collective commitment to
the wider social development of Cranbrook and the development of a civic agreement will help to
establish a framework for this over the longer term.

Links to background information (Public Pack)Agenda Document for Cranbrook Placemaking
Group, 09/06/2025 09:30 item 10

Link to Council Plan

Priorities (check which apply)

A supported and engaged community
[0 Carbon neutrality and ecological recovery

[0 Resilient economy that supports local business
Financially secure and improving quality of services

1. Background and Context

1.1 Cranbrook has been the subject of various initiatives to date designed to promote specific
aspects of community development. This has included its status as a Healthy New Town, which
focused on engraining improved health and wellbeing outcomes, and is currently part of the Sport
England Place Partnership with Exeter which focuses on increasing physical activity.

1.2 This report follows reports to the Cranbrook Placemaking Group in June and October
(attached at Appendix A) of this year that considered how to progress the Wellbeing Cranbrook
programme. Specifically the report reflects and progresses recommendations from the
Placemaking Group to Cabinet.

2. Proposal

2.1 The Placemaking Group has resolved to reinvigorate the Wellbeing Cranbrook programme
through the creation of Community Wellbeing & Activity Organiser and Community Connector
roles. The October report considered different options for how these roles could be both funded
and hosted. The recommendations of this report respond to the outcome of these considerations
and propose that the roles are hosted by the Town Council and that funding is provided through a
combination of utilising the earmarked reserve and the balance of the Move More Cranbrook
budget. This gives a combined total of £138,519 for the period through to the end of March 2028.
This is calculated as follows;

Programme Management £45,000
Connecting Communities £60,000
Reserve £76,974
Staffing underspend from 2024/25 £6,545
Total £188,519

page 138


https://eastdevon.gov.uk/papers/cabinet/031225bpcabinetWellbeing%20Cranbrook%20Equalities%20Impact%20Assessment.pdf
https://democracy.eastdevon.gov.uk/documents/g2540/Public%20reports%20pack%2009th-Jun-2025%2009.30%20Cranbrook%20Placemaking%20Group.pdf?T=10
https://democracy.eastdevon.gov.uk/documents/g2540/Public%20reports%20pack%2009th-Jun-2025%2009.30%20Cranbrook%20Placemaking%20Group.pdf?T=10
https://eastdevon.gov.uk/council-and-democracy/council-business/our-plans/council-plan/

Outstanding invoice -£50,000
OVERALL TOTAL £138,519

2.2 The Placemaking Group also resolved to support the development of a civic agreement to
create a framework for lasting community development activity. This model recognises that
community development is not a task for a single entity but a collective endeavour that thrives on
the active engagementand partnership of all community members. Again this forms the basis for a
recommendation to Cabinet.

3. Conclusion

3.1 The Wellbeing Cranbrook programme is a key strand of supporting the wider social
development of Cranbrook. The recommendations of this report will enable two key roles to be
hosted within the town and for the benefit of local residents. The development of a civic
agreement will help to establish a framework for ongoing community development activity over the
longer term.

Financial implications:
There are no additional budget implications as a result of these recommendations.
Legal implications:

The civic agreement will be subject to review by the legal team.
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Appendix A
Reportto: Cranbrook Placemaking Group

Date of Meeting 6th October 2025

Document classification: Part A Public Document — .
District Council
Exemption applied: None

Review date for release N/A

Cranbrook Social Development

Report summary:

This report considers how best to support the social development of Cranbrook as a strong and
resilient community. This is at a point where there is a need to reinvigorate the Wellbeing
Cranbrook programme. The report highlights the complex, multi-partner landscape in terms of
community developmentand considers the role that the District Council could play moving forward
in collaboration with our partners, including the funding and hosting of roles. Finally the potential
to develop a civic collaboration agreement is highlighted as a means to foster consensus and to
determine how best to proceed.

Is the proposed decision in accordance with:
Budget Yes [ No

Policy Framework Yes X No [

Recommendation:
That the Group;

e Supports re-establishing the Wellbeing Cranbrook programme

e Supports the creation of the Community Wellbeing & Activity Organiser and Community
Connector roles

¢ Notes the currentposition in relation to potential funding for and hosting of these roles and
identifies the preferred way forward

e Supports exploring the development of a civic agreement with key partners to provide a
framework to support ongoing community development

e Makes recommendations to EDDC’s Cabinet as to how best to support the social
development of Cranbrook moving forward

Reason for recommendation:

To ensure that strong social foundations are established for the Cranbrook new community
alongside its ongoing physical development.

Officer: Andy Wood, Director of Place, email andy.wood@eastdevon.gov.uk

Portfolio(s) (check which apply):
[1 Assets and Economy
] Communications and Democracy
[1 Council, Corporate and External Engagement
O Culture, Leisure, Sport and Tourism
[ Environment - Nature and Climate
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[1 Environment - Operational

O Finance

Place, Infrastructure and Strategic Planning
Sustainable Homes and Communities

Equalities impact Medium Impact. The essence of community development is to support the
establishmentof strong and resilientcommunities. This necessarily needs to consider how best to
meet the needs of diverse groups with key characteristics. An Equality Impact Assessment will
need to accompany the further report to Cabinet.

If choosing High or Medium level outline the equality considerations here, which should include
any particular adverse impact on people with protected characteristics and actions to mitigate
these. Linkto an equalities impact assessment form using the equalities form template.

Climate change Low Impact

Risk: Medium Risk; Itis essential that there is a collective commitment to the social development
of Cranbrook but the landscape is complex and funding is tight. Subsequently there is a risk that
there is no consensus amongst partners which would be to the wider detriment of the community.

Links to background information (Public Pack)Agenda Document for Cranbrook Placemaking
Group, 09/06/2025 09:30 item 10

Link to Council Plan

Priorities (check which apply)

A supported and engaged community

[0 Carbon neutrality and ecological recovery

[0 Resilient economy that supports local business
Financially secure and improving quality of services

1. Background and Context

1.1 The vison for Cranbrook is for it to develop as a sustainable new community. Whilst the
physical developmentof this new town continues apace, it is important to consider how this aligns
with its social development. There is no set recipe for creating a sense of community but there are
key themes around enabling, participation and capacity building. The core idea is that local
people are best placed to understand their own needs and can take a leading role in creating
positive, lasting change. A co-production approach to service delivery helps to ensure that the
community continues to thrive long beyond the limits of the responsibilities of any single
organisation.

1.2 The concept of community development extends well beyond the District Council’s role as the
local planning authority. This also cuts across many different areas, from health and wellbeing to
community safety and cohesion, that fall within the scope of multiple different agencies and
organisations. Within this complex environment no one organisation has exclusive responsibility
for the social development of Cranbrook. It is essential therefore that the key partners, from local
authorities and affordable housing and registered providers to education services, the Police and
NHS, have a clear and collective understanding of how best to support the development of a
strong and resilient community.

1.3 Cranbrook has been the subject of various initiatives to date designed to promote specific
aspects of community development. This has included its status as a Healthy New Town, which
focused on engraining improved health and wellbeing outcomes, and is currently part of the Sport
England Place Partnership with Exeter which focuses on increasing physical activity. Butthere
are challenges around funding and how best to support a town with a very young demographic
profile.
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1.4 Thisreport takes stock of how best local partners including the District Council can support the
ongoing social development of Cranbrook. It follows a report to the Cranbrook Placemaking
Group in June of this year that considered how to progress the Wellbeing Cranbrook programme.
Since this point confirmation has also been received that a bid for further lottery funding for the
EX5 Alive hub at the Cranbrook Education Campus has been unsuccessful.

2. Cranbrook Place Partnership

2.1 The report to the Cranbrook Placemaking Group, dated 9 June 2025 (see background links),
considered the town's involvementin the Sport England Place Partnership programme, which runs
until 2028. The first four years of this programme, known as the Sport England Local Delivery
Pilot, ran from 2021 to 2025 and had a strand focused on community building and social
prescribing, known as Wellbeing Cranbrook.

2.2 The Wellbeing Cranbrook programme was important for the town's residents, providing
community development and support. Across its four years it was funded by the Local Delivery
Pilot and Devon County Council and the programme ended in March 2025, leaving a void in
community cohesion and support. Funding of £76,974 was agreed in March 2024 by EDDC'’s
Cabinet to support the Community Connector, Community Builder and Project Manager posts.
This funding has notbeen drawn down as the conditions attached it to regarding the management
of the roles have not been complied with. Subsequently this is currently held as a reserve.

2.3 With the town continuing to grow and the importance of community and physical activity to
wellbeing, the reinstatement of the programme, in an updated manner, is considered to be a
necessary step for ongoing community support and development. Hence there is a desire to
reinstate the programme with practical changes, butthis depends on agreeing a funding package.

2.4 The report to the Placemaking Group in June recommended re-establishing the programme
and creating two new roles: a Community Wellbeing and Activity Organiser and a Community
Connector. Differing hosting options were considered including the District Council, the Town
Council, the Ted Wragg Trust, and the EX5 Hub. The report outlines funding options and suggests
that the programme should be hosted within the town itself.

2.5 The Group resolved to endorse the re-establishment of the Wellbeing Cranbrook programme
for a period of 3 years and the creation of Community Wellbeing & Activity Organiser and
Community Connector roles. The Group also endorsed the need for further exploration around the
options for the hosting and day-to-day management of proposed Wellbeing Cranbrook roles
together with associated funding implications. The intention was thatthis would then progress to a
report to EDDC’s Cabinet.

3. Current position

3.1 Subsequent to the June meeting of the Cranbrook Placemaking Group there has been
ongoing engagement with key partners and further clarity regarding the relative positions and
preferences. This is summarised below;

e There has been ongoing engagement with the NHS. The particular focus of this
engagement has been to understand whether there is scope to fund the Community
Connector role which is most closely related to social prescribing. This is a requirement
placed on Primary Care Networks (PCN) and a follow up meeting is now being planned with
the County Council and Outer Exeter PCN to progress this further.

e The Head of Campus at the Cranbrook Education Campus has confirmed that the Ted
Wragg Trust would be prepared to host the Community Wellbeing and Activity Organiser
role.

e Cranbrook Town Council have considered a report detailing opportunities for enhanced
services for young people. It was resolved to support the creation of a full-time youth
worker/leader role to be hosted and line-managed by the Town Council, potentially with the
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aid of the Place Partnership and/or East Devon District Council funding, instead of a
continuation/reestablishment of the Community Builderand Community Connector posts. If
funding was notforthcoming itwas resolved to include a full-time youth worker/leader in the
budget pending confirmation of the tax base dated 30 November 2025. It was also
confirmed that Town Council would be prepared to host and line manage the potential
Community Wellbeing and Activity Organiser post. In addition, there was support for the
role of the Community Connector forming part of the NHS and a desire for the Town
Council to be represented on the governance for the Wellbeing Cranbrook programme.

e Confirmation has been received from the City Council regarding the balance of available
funding through to April 2028. This is as follows;

Move More Cranbrook 2025 -2028 | Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total

Programme Management 20000 15000 10000 45000
Move More Cranbrook priorities 20000 15000 10000 45000
Connecting Communities 30000 20000 10000 60000
Cranbrook Active Travel 15000 10000 5000 30000
Total 25-28 (new) 85000 60000 35000 180000
2024/25 Underspend

Wellbeing Cranbrook Staffing 6545
Move More Cranbrook / Wellbeing

Cranbrook Delivery 11417
Total 24/25 (old) 17962
OVERALL TOTAL 197962

This budget is to deliver against Sport England Place Partnership Outcomes by 315t March
2028. Thers is also an outstanding invoice for £50k from 2024/25 year which relates to the

£76,974 figure referenced in para 2.2.

e |t has also been confirmed that a bid for further funding from the National Lottery to support
the operation of the EX5 Alive Community Hub was unsuccessful and currently there is no
funding beyond November 2025 to support its operation.

3.2 These updates help to demonstrate the complex, multi partner environment in terms of
community development. The challenges facing the District Council around setting a balanced
budgetin the context of the Fairer Funding Review should also not be under- estimated which is
part of the wider landscape in terms of constrained public finances. Coupled with this is the
backdrop of the local government reorganisation with new unitary councils expected to be
constituted in April 2028. Itis expected that the District Council’s financial decision making
autonomy will be limited at least a year in advance of this.

4, Assessment

4.1 It is essential that strong social foundations are created alongside the physical development of
Cranbrook in order to achieve the vison for a vibrant new community. There are several key
strands of activity currently as follows;

e Health and wellbeing — focusing on prevention and the determinants of good health
including social prescribing.

e Promoting physical activity — this is a particular focus of the Sport England Place
Partnership programme and is closely related to achieving improved health outcomes.

e Community safety and cohesion — including meeting the needs of specific groups in the
community alongside fostering a sense of collective identity
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This activity is all within the context of the particularly young demographic of the town.

4.2 Itis important to consider the District Council’s role and responsibilities in relation to
community developmentin Cranbrook. Our Public Health strategy is a key document that pulls
together a number of different services in our wider community offer but the statutory responsibility
for delivery lies primarily with the County Council. The Anti-Poverty Strategy is also directly
relevant. This aims to address the various factors contributing to financial hardship within the
district. The Council worksto help residents on low incomes build financial resilience and reduce
debt. This includes having a dedicated Financial Resilience Team that provides direct support,
advice, and assistance to individuals. The strategy also recognises that poverty is a complex
issue and that the Council must collaborate with other organisations including the County Council,
the NHS, and local voluntary groups. This partnership approach ensures a coordinated response
and helps to leverage resources effectively.

4.3 The District Council also has responsibilities in relation to safeguarding and community
resilience. But, unlike the other main towns, the Council has does not have significant Council
housing stock in Cranbrook (until recently there was no Council housing, with four properties now
acquired underthe Afghan resettlementscheme). In other places community development activity
is usually channelled through our housing function including through dedicated community
development workers. Given that the vast majority of the social housing stock at Cranbrook is
controlled by two housing associations, the same rationale does not apply.

4.4 The District Council’s role in relation to community developmentin Cranbrook is neither
exclusive nor all-encompassing. Indeed, many of the statutory responsibilities for community
services fall to the County Council and NHS family of organisations. Nevertheless, there is an
imperative for all partners to work collaboratively to ensure the best outcomes for the community.

5. Options

5.1 The options for how to proceed revolve around two principal considerations — the provision of
funding and the hosting of roles. These are considered in turn below;

Funding options;

1. Do nothing —this would essentially mean taking back the residual funding reserved for the
roles as a budget saving.

2. Utilise the reserve and the balance of the Move More Cranbrook budget — this would
combine the reserved funding (allowing for the outstanding invoice) and the balance of the
Programme Management and Connecting Communities elements of the Move More
Cranbrook budget. In conjunction with the underspend from 2024/25 this gives a combined
total of £138,519 that is available through to the end of March 2028. This is calculated as

follows;

Programme Management £45,000
Connecting Communities £60,000
Reserve £76,974
Staffing underspend from 2024/25 £6,545
Total £188,519
Outstanding invoice -£50,000
OVERALL TOTAL £138,519
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3. Do more - this would require making additional funding available, ideally to match fund or
lever contributions from other partners, in order to provide longer term security around the
provision of the roles

5.2 At present the position of key partners, including the PCN and DCC, remains unclear. In the
current constrained environment there is a risk that, if the District Council were to commit
additional funding, this would simply fill the gap left by others and would be at the potential
detriment to wider service delivery in the District. Equally if the first option were pursued this could
lead to a saving but would be the detriment of the ability to provide these roles in the town. The
second option therefore presents a potential middle way. This would require reprofiling the
available funding.

5.3 The second consideration relates to the hosting of the roles with the following options being
available;

1. District Council —the Council does employ community development workers already but
only through the housing service with a subsequent focus on supporting our tenants.

2. Town Council —this would have the advantage of being rooted in the community and
provides the potential for longer term security of employment.

3. Ted Wragg Trust — this would mean hosting the roles through the Cranbrook Education
Campus, again providing a strong local connection.

4. EX5 Alive Hub —this is run as part of a community interest company which is based at the
Education Campus butis not part of the Ted Wragg Trust. There is no currently no
certainty of funding beyond November.

5.4 The ability for the roles to be hosted and managed within the community is a key advantage to
the roles not being hosted by the District Council. Both the Town Council and Ted Wragg Trust
have demonstrated a willingness to host the Community Wellbeing & Activity Organiser role. But
there is currently no consensus amongst local partners as to a single preferred option.

5.5 The prospect of developing a civic collaboration model has been suggested by the EX5 Alive
Hub manager as a means of providing ongoing supportto the Hub beyond the end point of current
funding (expected to be November). This is a framework that brings together diverse individuals,
groups, and organisations within a community to collectively identify issues, brainstorm solutions,
and implement actions that improve the overall well-being of that community. In essence, a civic
collaboration model recognises that community developmentis not a task for a single entity buta
collective endeavour that thrives on the active engagement and partnership of all community
members. This provides a potential avenue to help foster consensus and agreement as to how
best to proceed which is not necessarily limited to the Hub itself.

6. Conclusion

6.1 This report takes stock of the current position in relation to community development activity in
Cranbrook. Whilst the prompt for this has been the need to consider the progression of the Place
Partnership and to reactivate the Wellbeing Cranbrook programme, there are wider considerations
around the framework for community developmentin the town. A further report will need to be
considered by EDDC’s Cabinetwith specific recommendations around the funding and hosting of
roles, not least to ensure that conditions applied to previous funding are complied with. This will
need to be informed by a more detailed options appraisal which can draw on the feedback and
input from the Group.

Financial implications:

The report is not making a recommendation on a preferred option at this stage with a further
report to be produced with further analysis undertaken and specific recommendations to be
presented to cabinet at a later stage. On this basis there are no financial implications unless
members decide a different course of action at the meeting.
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Legal implications:

It is essential that any conditions attached to previous funding are complied with in any proposals
moving forward. The legal implications moving forward will ultimately depend upon where the
funds are hosted and further advice will be given at that stage.
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Agenda Item 21

By virtue of paragraph(s) 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A
of the Local Government Act 1972.

Document is Restricted
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