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Introduction 
 

The Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan is led by the Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan Steering 

Group made up of a mix of members of the community and Town Councillors. Sidmouth 

Town Council is the statutory lead authority of this process. The designated Neighbourhood 

Plan area includes Sidmouth, Sidbury, Sidford and Salcombe Regis. 

The Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group has run a series of public consultations 

since the start of the Neighbourhood Planning process which included; 

• First Household Questionnaire – June & July 2016 

• Business & Special Interest Groups Survey – September & October 2016 

• Children and Young People’s Survey - December 2016 

• ‘Have Your Say’ consultation event at Kennaway House - January 2017 

• Second Household Questionnaire Consultation May & June 2017 

Our aim was to understand what matters to people in our community and their vision for 

the community over the next 15 years.  The data collated and analysed during this process 

contributes to our evidence base which will determine the Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan 

policies.   

The views identified in the first Household Survey enabled us to draw out seven key themes 

which address the main areas of concern and aspiration held by the residents of the Sid 

Valley.  The themes are: Built Environment, Natural Environment, Housing, Economic 

Resilience, Community and Culture, Transport, and Eastern Town.   

The following extract from the Foreword of the Report of the First Household Survey 

summarises the central community aspirations and concerns presented; 

“The messages contained in the report are loud and clear. People choose to live and work in 

this area because of the uniqueness of the town and surrounding area, the beauty of the 

natural environment including the countryside and coastline, the heritage and architecture, 

the peaceful way of life, the strong sense of community and the local shops. 

But there are equally important messages about concerns that residents share – problems 

with traffic and congestion, unease about local planning decisions, a perceived lack of 

affordable housing for local people and a population that is not balanced in terms of age 

and diversity.” 

The Second Household Questionnaire (Appendix 1) was designed to reflect these themes 

and to build on and further develop the evidence base for the eventual policies of the Sid 

Valley Neighbourhood Plan. The impressive 25% response rate with 1863 questionnaires 

being returned, represents the largest ever survey of local opinion. A powerful unambiguous 

demonstration that people really care about their town and natural surrounds.   

This and all of the preceding analysis reports and original data from each of the consultation 

processes are available on the Neighbourhood Plan page of Sidmouth Town Council’s 

website http://www.sidmouth.gov.uk/index.php/neighbourhood-plan and on the Sid Valley 

Neighbourhood Plan website https://sidvalleyneighbourhoodplan.com/ 

http://www.sidmouth.gov.uk/index.php/neighbourhood-plan
https://sidvalleyneighbourhoodplan.com/
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Section 2 

Executive Summary 

 

The National Planning Policy Framework states that planning policies should support 

economic growth in rural areas in order to create jobs and prosperity by taking a positive 

approach to sustainable new development.   

The East Devon District Council Local Plan starts with “We all know and love the outstanding 

environment of East Devon and this is one of the reasons so many of us choose to live here. 

From the spectacular Jurassic Coast, through the rural landscapes of our Areas of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty, we are truly blessed with wonderful surroundings. The stunning 

landscapes of East Devon support a diverse range of wildlife habitats and species and sites of 

national and international wildlife importance. These natural features are complemented by 

a rich heritage of fine historic buildings that define our towns and villages.”1  

The Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan will reflect community views and aims to achieve the 

balance between economic growth (providing jobs, homes and reasons to visit) and the 

protection and improvement of assets of the Sid Valley by writing nuanced policies that seek 

to create this equilibrium.  Through public consultation, and in particular driven by the 

second more detailed household questionnaire, we will be able to write a plan that provides 

local, specific detail to help to sensibly implement the development strategies contained in 

the Local Plan.  Taking account of a wide range of community views and distilling them into 

workable planning policies would not be possible without the time and interest taken by so 

many in response to this questionnaire.  

The survey responses to the Neighbourhood Plan Second Household Survey demonstrate 

how much our amazing coast and landscape affords us with clear sensible reasoned support 

for well-planned and managed appropriate development for the area.  The responses 

create a compelling case for development that takes account of the assets of the Sid Valley 

which include those which are built and environmental as well as those which are of cultural 

and community value. 

Our second household questionnaire was designed to elicit more detailed information on 

which to base our policies for inclusion in the plan.  They also help to further identify 

Community Actions to include priorities, which though not statutory land based policies, will 

provide a framework for action and implementation which require Sidmouth Town Council 

and community groups to work on collaboratively to achieve.   

The connections between the seven themes identified in the first household survey 

continue in this latest consultation; Built Environment, Natural Environment, Housing, 

Economic Resilience, Transport, Community and Culture and (see page 44) Eastern 

Town/Port Royal Regeneration.  The evidence gathered through our data and narrative 

                                                           
1 http://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/1772841/local-plan-final-adopted-plan-2016.pdf 
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analysis recognises the challenges and opportunities afforded by carefully managed 

development that respects the interconnectedness between these themes. In summary, we 

have synthesised our original Seven key themes diagram produced as a result of the first 

household survey and added descriptors which succinctly capture what people told us this 

time (see front cover).  The clarity of our evidence base will underpin the policies and 

community actions currently in development for the neighbourhood plan and what follows 

below is a snapshot of our analysis in the following sections. 

Questions focusing on the built and natural environment highlighted the importance of 

retaining the historic appearance and local distinctiveness of the Sid Valley with 98% 

support and 92% support for Design Guidance to enable this to happen. 

The outstanding views of the area provide a practical focus to ensure the quality of the 

natural environment is not compromised by unsuitable development. The protection of key 

views was supported by 90%.  Salcombe Hill, Peak Hill, the seafront, the Byes, the valley 

sides, Connaught Gardens and Mutters Moor were among the most frequently specified 

views to protect.  Clearly these views are regarded as natural assets which are vital to the 

area and its people and should be protected.   

A range of support for ensuring that the natural surroundings are preserved and that 

residents are able to coexist with them was demonstrated through concerns about 

settlement creep at the edges of our villages, priority support for development within Built 

Up Area Boundaries and 94% of respondents expressing their support of the need to protect 

our Public Open Spaces. 

The survey responses to questions focused on Housing consolidated previous consultation 

responses that place great importance on the need to achieve a balanced community that 

meets the needs of the whole population and which plan for a vibrant future through 

proactively providing mixed housing stock, including affordable and social housing and 

properties of the size and tenure needed by local people.  

The level of allocation of housing for the Sid Valley was deemed “about right”; however 

responses showed that there is real recognition of the need for affordable homes for young 

people, families and key workers.   83% of respondents expressed their desire to see new 

housing policies which would address the issue of empty second homes. New housing that 

is within Built Up Area Boundaries and prioritises the use of Brownfield sites was strongly 

supported.  

A sense of community and place identity reflected through community contact and 

connectivity, history, natural surroundings, architecture and feelings about a particular area 

are critical factors contributing to the vitality and identity of the Sid Valley.   

Transport affects all our lives, both individually and as a wider community; moving within 

and outside of our community requires us to make transport choices.  People want to be 

able to make safe travel choices other than using the car, for their own health and 

wellbeing and of the community as a whole.  In addition, safer pedestrian and cycle 
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provision is likely to bring economic benefits, increasing opportunities for tourism and 

footfall in shops and businesses. 

In this survey we asked questions about transport and employment to understand what the 

community supports in order to be able to achieve the balance needed to accommodate 

new development. This information again builds on previous consultations and helps us to 

understand the development standards and design guidance needed to incorporate in our 

neighbourhood plan.  Local area based standards will help to realise the aspirations of the 

community to be safe, healthy and happy.  Through improved development design policy, 

transport provision in its widest sense can be improved through better links to connect 

people and enable more walking and cycling provision.   

Answers clearly recognised that planning which upholds the balance of needs between 

where people live, work and play, and how these elements connect, is imperative in our 

unique location to simultaneously preserve and progress.  Examples of this thinking were 

evidenced in high support response rates to the need for shared pathways for pedestrians 

and cyclists between Sidford and Sidbury 90%, 83% support for a park and ride, 93% 

support for employment initiatives that encourage young people to stay in the Sid Valley 

and 84% support for indoor recreation spaces.  Responses reveal that concerns about traffic 

congestion and difficulties parking, for example, are one side of the coin that requires 

positive development solutions to ensure that our towns and villages are not gridlocked, are 

safe and accessible and encourage those who live here to stay and visitors to enjoy and 

dwell here longer. 

Questions which pertain to economic resilience were addressed throughout the 

questionnaire and help to build the picture of the desire to preserve the rich historic and 

architectural heritage and maintain a high standard of open spaces and the rural 

environment while at the same time providing the conditions necessary for economic 

prosperity.  Recognising that protecting the continuing viability of the area as a unique 

destination for residents and visitors from the UK and overseas is important. 

Conservation must be balanced however, with provisions for growth and diversification in 

the economy. Full advantage should be taken to make use of brownfield sites, particularly 

providing small-scale space for start-up businesses and higher skilled sectors to provide 

quality employment for people of working age.  Responding to questions about this for 

example, 81% support additional small-scale employment space within the BUAB, 90% 

support initiatives which make better use of the Alexandria Employment Site and 93% 

support encouraging young people to stay in the Sid Valley through the creation of quality 

employment opportunities. 

High quality shopping and niche festivals are seen as major contributors to the 

attractiveness of Sidmouth, catering for an eclectic residential and visitor profile and 

contributing to the vitality of the economy.  

Community and Culture as vital a component of development is given strong support with 

94% advocating for the protection of Public Open Spaces.  This is alongside 84% supporting 

the provision of indoor and/or all weather accessible recreation spaces as important for the 

wellbeing of the community.  Such responses are indicative of the desire to additionally 
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protect the existing community services that exist in the Sid Valley area, and of the need to 

promote activities that bring people together for community wellbeing, healthy living, 

recreational and leisure. 

Given that Port Royal is an allocated site for development in the Local Plan, included below 

is the extracted Executive Summary from the Report on Port Royal Questions, previously 

published in July 2017.  This report was fast tracked to meet the deadline for inclusion in the 

work of the Port Royal Scoping Study undertaken by Sidmouth Town Council and East Devon 

District Council. 

“Eastern Town (Port Royal) regeneration has emerged as one of the key themes of the Sid 

Valley Neighbourhood Plan process recognising the inclusion of this as a development aim in 

the Local Plan adopted in January 2016 by East Devon District Council.  The role of the plan is 

to “set out what we want East Devon to be like in the years to come, the type of 

development we want to see and where development should occur and what benefits it will 

bring to our communities.”2  

The role of the Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan is to make “A community-led planning 

document that will influence development in your area over the next 15 or so years.”3 

The opportunity afforded to local communities to influence the shape and nature of 

development in their area, through the Neighbourhood Planning process, provides the 

rationale for the public consultations that have been run by the Sid Valley Neighbourhood 

Plan Steering Group.  The results of the previous surveys showed that there was no major 

disagreement with the EDDC Local Plan proposals for the area, and the respondents believed 

that it should be redeveloped to provide an attractive area for residents and visitors.  

The Children and Young People’s Neighbourhood Plan Survey Report, published by the Sid 

Valley Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group in June 2017 includes the views of the younger 

generation about Port Royal and concludes that “Any development of Port Royal needs to 

consider the needs of teenagers and young adults for social engagement, and sports and 

leisure facilities.” 

The Report on the Survey of Business and Special Interest Groups, Sid Valley Neighbourhood 

Plan Steering Group, March 2017 reflecting views on Port Royal states that “The possible 

impacts of regeneration were viewed as potentially positive or negative depending on the 

nature of the redevelopment itself, highlighting the importance respondents felt in getting it 

‘right’ for the community.”4 

The results of the Second Household Questionnaire are resonant with all our previous 

surveys with regard to Port Royal.  Most respondents wanted the Port Royal area to reflect 

Sidmouth’s coastal heritage by retaining sea based activities like sailing and fishing. They 

also wanted to retain such facilities as the lifeboat station, swimming pool and public toilets.  

Some envisage a mixed development including a performance space for cultural and 

community events. 

                                                           
2 http://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/1772841/local-plan-final-adopted-plan-2016.pdf 
3 Neighbourhood Planning Officer presentation May 2015 
4 Report on the Survey of Business and Special Interest Groups, Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group, 
March 2017. 
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They felt that the development should be of high quality and well designed and constructed, 

the provision of Retail, Restaurants and commercial activities were important to them. 

Development should reinvigorate the Eastern End of Sidmouth to become a culturally vibrant 

centre for the community and visitors, incorporating facilities with links to the sea. 

The results of the Second Household Questionnaire presented here relate to the questions in 

this survey which specifically focus on Port Royal and fall into three main question areas: 

user related, mobility/transport and open space/urban design.  These areas and the link 

between them and to the wider themes help to give greater depth of understanding of the 

development context and aspirations of the community. 

The consultation data results and brief narrative summary in Section 3 was relatively easy to 

analyse across all of those questions requiring a Yes or No answer.  The numerical data 

across all questions provides a clear indication of what is viewed as acceptable and what is 

valued and important to the community for development in this area.  The summary analysis 

is also relatively straightforward in that it is evidenced clearly by the Yes/No questions.  

Consideration of all responses to the Port Royal questions also enables us to connect 

answers reasonably to give a strong sense of the prevailing views of the community about 

development in Port Royal. 

A key point arising from the data analysis are that there is a very strong shared sense of the 

value of the area to the community.  A value that is not simply measured in financial or 

commercial terms but in a holistic sense which combines the socio-economic benefits of 

community and environmental value.   

There is clear recognition that the special identity of the areas as an asset to residents and 

visitors is of parallel importance.  Port Royal is viewed as vital for the continued success of 

Sidmouth and the Sid Valley as a vibrant coastal tourist destination with 90% supporting it 

as “destination” area as well as critical to the part it plays as an area of social and 

community value with 91% support for a community space and 73% support for a 

performance venue. 

The special identity of the area as a place which connects the sea and the natural 

environment gives rise to the overwhelming support of 92% of respondents give to the area 

as a focus for sea based activities and in promoting the fishing heritage (89%) of the town.  

This view is further emphasised by the 82% support for a pier or jetty. 

The clear message given by those who responded to the survey, which had an amazing 25% 

response rate with 1863 surveys being returned, was that any development of Port Royal 

must protect and enhance the spatial, architectural and cultural characteristics of the sea 

front area and Sidmouth as a whole, 89% for example do not wish to see any development 

taller than the existing Trinity Court flats which adjoin the area. 

Whilst there is appreciation for the need for improvement of Port Royal there is a clear 

indication that offices and shops are not supported as part of the multiuse nature of any 

development with a clear preference for community and activities to be provided for 

including existing users of the site i.e. the Lifeboat station, Sailing Club, Gig club and the fish 

shop and for existing facilities such as the swimming pool and playground to be retained. 
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Another marked viewpoint that emerges is that Amusement Arcades, a high rise building 

and flats and housing are not supported as part of the development.  88% indicate no 

support for any more than 30 homes for the whole Port Royal area (see the ED03 map 

above.) This strongly demonstrated view underlies a sense that any development must be 

primarily for community and visitor benefit and be sensitive to the characteristics that are 

clearly appreciated and act as a ‘pull’ to the area.   Views about flats and housing combined 

with the value given to the character and need for quality design strongly indicate that the 

preservation of the sea facing space on the site are paramount for community and public 

space.   

The theme of transport has been recurrent through all of the Neighbourhood Plan 

consultations and is no less represented by respondents to this questionnaire with 85% 

wishing to see car parking for the town centre retained.  The challenge to balance 

accessibility for people who want to walk and cycle safely, shown by 80% supporting 

improved cycle ways linking Port Royal and the Byes, and to provide parking, is highlighted 

by the value placed on all of these elements to ensure any development works well to suit 

both the needs of the community and of visitors. 

Whilst the main focus of this report is on questions 18 to 32 of the questionnaire which 

relate to Port Royal it should be noted that an additional 9 questions also have a relationship 

to this area in that they address land use, transport and urban design.  The full results of the 

Second Household Questionnaire will therefore need to be reviewed against the Port Royal 

specific questions to inform the ongoing development planning work of Sidmouth Town 

Council and East Devon District Council. 

The resounding message of the results of the Port Royal questions in the survey is that care, 

protection and enhancement of the natural and built environment, and of the character, 

heritage and identity are of paramount concern to the community.  This strong sense of 

vision for improvement whilst protecting and respecting the existing strengths of the area, 

highlights the aspiration to ensure a development which integrates and connects with what 

is both cherished and which provides social and economic benefit.”5 

To conclude, in our analysis of the second household questionnaire, the findings across the 

board, including the specifics of the development opportunity of Port Royal, highlighted a 

resounding note of balance which is seen throughout the responses. The challenge ahead 

for the Neighbourhood Plan is to create the conditions in which such balance can be 

achieved.  Both policies and community actions which reflect the voice of the community 

and are practical, viable and sustainable, are needed.  They must both accord with existing 

planning regulations and frameworks but should go further in order to be forward thinking 

and specific to the needs of the different areas within the Sid Valley.   

Our policies must carefully balance and connect the recurrent themes which all of the Sid 

Valley Neighbourhood Plan consultations have highlighted. In this way they will contribute 

to the aspirations of the community, the strategies of the statutory agencies and the reality 

for developers, together to deliver an innovative and vibrant Sid Valley vision.  

                                                           
5 Report on Port Royal Questions Final, July 2017 Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group. 
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Section 3 

Consultation Process & Responses  
Second Neighbourhood Plan Household Questionnaire 

The Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group distributed 7860 paper copies of the 

Second Household Questionnaire to households at the end of May with a closing date of 

30th June. We asked for one survey per household to be returned to reflect as far as 

possible the views of the whole household.  People were given an option to complete the 

survey online. 

1689 paper surveys were returned with 174 returned online giving a total of 1863, 

representing a response rate of around 25%. Approximately 20 paper surveys were returned 

undelivered. 

The high response rate to the questionnaire along with the quality of the responses is in line 

with what is generally viewed as good response rates to public consultation at around 10% 

according to the Local Government Association, and at around 22% for social research.  High 

response rates in this case will also reflect two particular elements, firstly the public 

awareness campaign that the Neighbourhood Plan has undertaken to ensure we are 

inclusive of all sectors of the community and secondly the importance of the questions 

being asked.   

The high take up of the opportunity to have a say by the community mirrors what comes 

through the surveys themselves, namely a strong sense of identity and civic pride and an 

appreciation of the natural environment and enviable outstanding location of the Sid Valley.  

This sentiment is absolutely reflected in the level of consensus shown in responses to the 

Port Royal questions and in the thoughtfulness and quality shown in the narrative 

comments.   

The table below gives a breakdown of the demographic information captured in Question 4 

of the questionnaire and represents an analysis of the total number of responses.  The 

percentages of age range groupings are broadly similar to those recorded in the first 

household questionnaire and reflects in part the Sid Valley community and that this survey 

was designed to be completed per household not per resident:
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 Analysis Methodology 
 

The paper copy analysis was carried out by the Steering Group and additional community 

volunteers and collated by the report writing team, providing a scrutiny and checking 

process to ensure consistency and accuracy.  

Using a worksheet to tally the responses to each question and record narrative responses, 

the data was collated by the administrator and the totals of the responses were recorded in 

an Excel database – a report of which is in Appendix 2.   

Online surveys were automatically analysed by Survey Monkey and the results were 

combined with the paper data in the Excel spreadsheet referred to above. 

Questions 1-7 obtained general information about the respondents – full details of 

responses to these questions can be found in the full data set at Appendix 3. 

The following section contains a narrative and statistical analysis of responses to questions 8 

to 54.  
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Summary of Analysis 

 

1 Built & Natural Environment 
 

Responses to Built Environment questions clearly indicate that residents, businesses and 

special interest groups value the character of the towns and villages of the Sid Valley, and 

that any new-builds must respect their environment, both within and beyond the 

Conservation Areas. Respondents supported the use of design guidance to ensure that the 

design, scale, massing, density, height and materials of buildings relate well to the 

environment and preserve the local characteristics and heritage of the different areas of the 

Sid Valley. 

In line with earlier consultations, the Natural Environment was found to be important to all 

groups. Its beauty is a major factor in attracting tourists and residents alike. The location of 

the Sid Valley in beautiful countryside was given in the BSIG survey as a reason for many 

businesses to locate here. A significant number of respondents were concerned that 

effective control of the AONB and Coastal Protection Area should be maintained. In 

particular it is essential that settlement boundaries were maintained to stop encroachment 

by development, which has an adverse effect on the community, the countryside and the 

local economy. 

Responses to this consultation made clear that open spaces such as parks, the Byes, the 

Knowle, Connaught Gardens and the beaches must be protected for their life enhancing 

recreational value. Similarly, clear support was given to maintaining and preserving the 

valley’s tree canopy.  

Most people support the protection of the valley’s historic streets and heritage buildings 

and they saw a need to improve public spaces and other townscape assets. 

Settlement creep was a major concern as was the adherence to the “built up area 

boundaries”. The development of “brown field” sites first before the approval of any new 

out-of-town applications was thought to be important. 

To retain views it was felt the height and spread of any new developments should respect 

the character and scale of the existing neighbourhood for which it is intended. 
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Q8. Do you think it is important to retain the historic appearance & local distinctiveness of 

Sidmouth & the Sid Valley? Yes No 

 

Consistent with the first Household Survey, unequivocal support with 98% of respondents 

supporting the importance of retaining the historic appearance and local distinctiveness of 

the area. 

 

Q9. Should the Neighbourhood Plan produce local design guidance for all future 

developments? Yes No 

 

Unequivocal support (92%) for local Design Guidance to be included in the Neighbourhood 

Plan and used for future developments.  Consultation views throughout this process have 

highlighted the high regard for protection of both the natural and built environment. 

Support for Design Guidance which steers the spatial dimensions, architectural 

characteristics, quality and use of materials, specific to the needs of different areas within 

the Sid Valley is clearly seen as a prerequisite for development in the Sid Valley. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1817, 98%

19, 1% 27, 1%

Q8. Do you think it is important to retain the historic appearance & local 
distinctiveness of Sidmouth & the Sid Valley?
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No
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Q9. Should the Neighbourhood Plan produce local design guidance for all future 
developments?

Yes

No

Skipped
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Q10. Is there a need to protect some views in the valley? Yes No 

 

Emphasising the importance of the natural environment 90% wish to protect the views 

across the Sid Valley which significantly contribute to the quality of the location and are 

valued by residents, attract visitors and help to support a thriving local economy. 

 

The table above represents the most frequently specified views which people feel must be 

afforded protection from being lost with 469 or 25% of all survey respondents identifying 

the need to protect all existing views.   
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Q11. Are you concerned about settlement creep between the Built-Up Area Boundaries of 

Sidford & Sidbury? Yes No 

 

74% of respondents reported that they were concerned about development between the 

boundaries of Sidford and Sidbury, suggesting that Built-Up Area Boundaries are not being 

adhered to or that developments in these areas may not be sufficiently robust in meeting 

the planning requirements around local need, village character design and service provision. 

 

Q12. Are you concerned about settlement creep around Salcombe Regis? Yes No 

 

Significant numbers 63% showed they were concerned about current or future 

development around Salcombe Regis suggesting that existing planning restrictions either do 

not afford sufficient protection, or that developers may not be proactive in meeting the 

planning requirements around local need, design and service provision. 

 

Q13. Should developments outside the BUAB in the Sid Valley minimise the impact of light 

pollution? Yes No 

 

1371, 74%

434, 23%

58, 3%

Q11. Are you concerned about settlement creep between the Built-Up Area 
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No

Skipped
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No
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Unequivocal support 87% was expressed in support of ensuring that light pollution is 

minimised outside of the Built Up Area Boundaries throughout the Sid Valley. 

 

Q14. Are you concerned about the loss of natural habitat within these areas? Yes No 

 

Concerns about potential loss of natural habitat returned very high responses – 88% were 

concerned about Sidmouth, and an equal level of concern - 81% of responses 

(acknowledging slight variations in the number of individual responses) – were for Sidbury, 

Sidford and Salcombe Regis.  Given that AONB and other protections are in place, it is clear 

from this level of concern that currently this is not deemed sufficient or reliable enough to 

offer the protection that is needed to guard against loss of the natural habitat in the Sid 

Valley. 

 

Q15. Should protection be given to all Public Open Spaces in the Sid Valley? Yes No 

 

Unequivocal support 94%, was expressed for protection of Public Open Spaces in the Sid 

Valley.  The community response here is indicative of the contribution to health, wealth, 
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and wellbeing to younger and older generations that is offered through our public open 

spaces. 

Q16. Do you support the creation of paths on all new housing developments for 

pedestrians, cyclists & mobility scooters which link to existing paths in the Sid Valley? 

Yes No 

 

 

92% supported new paths linking to existing ones as part of new developments, which 

would facilitate better access and connectivity for pedestrians, cyclists and mobility 

scooters.  Joined up and connected housing development which is mindful of health, 

community and access needs is seen as a priority. 

 

Q17. Should all trees cut down in the process of development be replaced by the developer? Yes 

No 

 

Clearly support for the requirement to replace trees felled in the process of any 

development as the responsibility of the developer is unequivocal at 87%.  This reflects the 

very high level of support of the need to protect and sustain the natural environment of the 

Sid Valley. 
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2 Port Royal 

Port Royal Focus - Joined Up Working  

(Extract from Report on Port Royal Questions published July 

2017) 

 

Eastern Town is the area including Port Royal, the riverside 

Ham green and boat park, the swimming pool and the Ham 

Lane car parks.   

Port Royal is defined as the area south of the Swimming Pool 

including the sea front buildings and esplanade, fishing 

compound and hardstanding (i.e. car and boat parking). The 

map below shows Port Royal as an area referred to as ED03 in 

the Local Plan. 

The allocation for development at Port Royal is included within the East Devon Local Plan: 

Chapter 14; Sidmouth. para14.3 (d); “Promote a mixed use redevelopment of the East End 

and Drill hall site on the Esplanade” 

Strategy 26; “Land for residential use is allocated for 30 homes” (this site will incorporate 

mixed use redevelopment to include housing and community, commercial, recreation and 

other uses). 

The ED03 outlines the actual Port Royal area and the location identified in the Local Plan for 

the 30 residential units and mixed development.  

Any Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan policies which relate to Port Royal will reflect the 

analysis detailed in this report plus all that was previously collated and once the plan is 

‘made’ it will be a statutory part of the planning process and therefore vitally important in 

the overall planning process for Port Royal. 

The Neighbourhood Plan consultation process has the additional benefit of offering in-

depth, holistic and inclusive opportunities for public consultation in order to ensure the 

most appropriate development sensitive to the needs of the community.   

This report presents the findings of those questions in the Second Household questionnaire 

that pertain to Port Royal.  This builds on what was already shared with the Port Royal 

Scoping Study Steering Group and Consultants on 25th April 2017 to inform their work.   

The Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group have worked quickly following the close 

of our second household questionnaire to present this information in a timely way in order 

to feed into the report that is being prepared by the Port Royal Scoping Study consultants.  

A full analysis of all questions in this latest Neighbourhood Plan consultation will be 

available in September 2017.   
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User Related Questions 18 – 24 
 

Q18. The Local Plan includes a mixed use development. Please indicate your support for 
each of the following:  
 
a) Shops Yes No  
b) Offices Yes No  
c) Community Leisure Space Yes No  
d) Bars and Restaurants Yes No  
e) Performance Venue / Centre Yes No 
 

 
 
A majority of people 55% were not in favour of the inclusion of shops as part of any 
redevelopment.  
A clear message 76% was given that Office space should not be included. 
Community leisure space was overwhelmingly supported 91% 
Considerable support was seen for bars and restaurants to be included 63% 
Inclusion of a performance venue/centre was highly supported at 73% 
 
Supported by narrative comments to other questions, this data helps to define the 
community vision for the area with a focus on community space combined with activity and 
facilities for residents and visitors as important to prioritise.  Repeated narrative comments 
supported this approach as opposed to a development which is weighted towards 
commercial and housing purposes, stressing the importance of community and visitor use.   
 
The narrative vision which emerges from the collective responses is the high value attached 
to the identity of the area, its coastal connections and the availability of green and 
community spaces which are valuable assets both for the community and as a visitor 
attraction. 
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Q19. Is there anything that you think would be an unacceptable development on the 
seafront, if so what? 
 
There was a range of examples given in response to this question.  A summary of them is 
represented here by a word cloud – where the more times an example of what respondents 
thought to be unacceptable development on the seafront was mentioned, the greater the 
size of the word.  Only examples which featured 49 times or more were included.  All 
answers to this question are contained in the Full Data set found in Appendix 3 as an 
attached document. 
 

 

 
 
Amusement arcades, high rise buildings over the current height of existing buildings, flats 
and housing, multi storey car parks, hotels, stalls and traders on the sea front and 
commercial chain stores were the commonest examples given.  These were supported by a 
strong desire to retain and reflect the unique identity of the area and its relationship to the 
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sea for the enjoyment of the community and as an asset to attract visitors. Similarly, many 
comments reiterated that the loss of the existing facilities including the Lifeboat Station, the 
Gig and Sailing Club and the Ham open space area, would constitute unacceptable 
development. 
 
Many narrative comments urge caution against overdevelopment, state the need to value 
what exists and to resist development that could result in the loss of a unique sense of 
Sidmouth being a cherished place valued for its natural beauty, the character of the 
architecture and sense of it being unspoilt. The consensus view is that overdevelopment 
which leads to a loss of these characteristics through commercialisation, would also 
constitute ‘unacceptable development’. 
 
 
Q20. Do you agree that sea based activity is an important key feature of the area which 
should be reflected in any development? Yes No 
 

 
 
Unequivocal support 92% was given to the importance of sea based activity being a key 
feature to reflect in the development of Port Royal.  This point was also made by many of 
the narrative comments in response to question 18 as to what would be seen as 
unacceptable development where respondents listed the existing sea based activity facilities 
as unacceptable to lose in the course of the development. 
 
 
Q21. Do you agree that our fishing heritage is an important aspect of the area which 
should be reflected in any development Yes No 
 

 
 
Unequivocal support 89% was given to the importance of our fishing heritage being a key 
feature to reflect in the development of Port Royal.  This point was also made by many of 
the narrative comments in response to question 22 as to what should be retained in the 
area where repeated mention of the Fish Shop, Sailing Club, Angling Club, Lifeboat and Boat 
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which should be reflected in any development?

Yes

No

Skipped

1656, 89%

159, 8% 48, 3%

Q21. Do you agree that our fishing heritage is an important aspect of the area 
which should be reflected in any development?

Yes

No

Skipped



Page 23 of 46 
 

Park and launch area was made.  These comments reflected the added value that these 
community aspects bring to the area through strengthening the special identity as a vibrant 
coastal town, one which values its history as a fishing village and the impact its heritage has 
had on the community past and present and how that shapes the growing identity today. 
 
 
Q22. What else should be retained in the area? Please list 
 
There was a range of examples given in response to this question. A summary of them is 
represented here by a word cloud – where the more times an example of what respondents 
thought should be retained in the area was mentioned, the greater the size the word 
appears.  Only examples mentioned 49 times or more were included.  All answers to this 
question are contained in the Full Data set found in Appendix 3 as an attached document. 

 
 

 
 
Echoes of responses to question 19 were heard in the responses to this question where 
respondents named what should be retained in the area as those things which if lost would 
represent in their view unacceptable development.  The repeat theme of the need to 
preserve the character and identity of the area was strongly shared in the narrative 
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responses to this question.  Repeated mention of the need to retain The Ham, toilets, the 
Lifeboat Station, the boat park and launch area, the fish shop, the Drill Hall, the Gig Club 
facilities, the Sailing Club and the play park. 
 
The value in providing community space and the importance of the local distinctiveness of 
Port Royal as an important coastal town area is clear in responses to this question and 
strengthened through the connection to previous surveys. The social and community value 
as well as the economic and tourism value of the area is highly prized and recognized.  
Narrative comments focussed on the range of sea based activities as well as the green and 
community spaces and facilities for leisure and tourism. 
 
 
Q23. Currently the EDDC Local Plan allocates 30 homes for Port Royal. Would you support 
an increase in this number? Yes No 
 

 
 
Unequivocal response to this question with 88% of respondents against any increase in the 
numbers of homes allocated in the Local Plan.  It is worth noting that amongst narrative 
comments about unacceptable development against question 19, any housing, luxury flats, 
the flood risk in the area and second homes collectively are repeatedly mentioned – 
denoting a strong sense that alternative solutions to financing the development other than 
through a housing development should be considered. 
 
 
Q24. If sympathetically designed, should the development be allowed to be taller than the 
adjoining Trinity Court flats? Yes No 
 

 
 
Unequivocal response to this question with 89% against any development being taller than 
Trinity Court flats at 4 storeys.  This is reiterated elsewhere in the survey responses in an 
earlier question (Q10) about the protection of views where there was good support for the 
protection of views to the sea front and to the cliffs at the eastern end of the esplanade.  
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This question is both user related and related to urban design in that building height/spatial 
concerns interconnect with designation of use. 
 

 

Mobility/Transport Questions 25 - 28 

 
Q25. Should any development retain car parking spaces for the town centre?  
Yes No 

 

Unequivocal response to this question with 85% in favour of retaining car parking spaces for 

the town centre.  Car parking has featured throughout the Neighbourhood Plan consultation 

process as a concern for the community highlighting the need for careful consideration 

being given to the allocation and retention of town centre parking and its relationship to 

destination areas, arrival points, services that support reducing town centre traffic and to 

the ongoing need for a comprehensive traffic management plan.  The importance of 

ensuring that development at Port Royal integrates traffic management and parking 

provision with the rest of the town is fully reflected by the community views on this issue 

gathered in this survey and in all of the previous Neighbourhood Plan consultations. 

 
 
Q26. Do you agree that Port Royal should be designed as an important “destination” area 
where people rather than traffic have priority (e.g. pedestrian areas, designated 
accessible parking, time zones for deliveries etc.)? Yes No  
 

 
 
Unequivocal response to this question with 90% in favour of Port Royal being developed as 
a ‘destination’ area where people rather than traffic have priority. 
This strongly held view reiterates responses throughout the consultation about the 
importance of the area to the community and to visitors. It is worth noting that there is 
strong support though not unequivocal for the turning circle (question 30) to be used to 
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create more public space.  Some respondents added the need for more knowledge about 
how this would work in practice, leading to a reasonable analysis that generally people 
agree with the aspiration and the practical reality of improving the area as an enhanced 
destination for both residents and visitors. 
 
 
27. Should any development allow for improved cycle pathways linking Port Royal  
to the Byes? Yes No 
 

 
 
Unequivocal support of 80% for the inclusion of improved cycle pathways linking Port Royal 
to the Byes.  Again, this is reiterative of the importance of improved access and connectivity 
expressed in earlier consultations. 
 
 
Q28. Should the scheme include a jetty or small pier to land and moor boats? Yes No 
 

 
 
Unequivocal support at 82% for the redevelopment scheme to include a jetty or small pier 
to land or moor boats.  There is a strong sense of the need overall to enhance access to the 
sea and make the most of existing facilities to improve practical access to the sea and the 
relationship to management of the beach for the benefit of residents, users of the sea and 
tourists.  Responses here echo the strong support seen throughout for sea based activities 
and fishing heritage as a key part of the identity and character of the area. 
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Open Space/Urban Design Questions 29 - 32 

 
Q29. Should the esplanade be made more attractive for people to use e.g. the addition of 
features such as ambient lighting, seating, widened? Yes No 
 

 
 
A majority 57% wish to see improvements made to the esplanade.  The 38% of respondents 
who did not support this often sited its current attractiveness and a desire not to spoil it.  
This suggests a rationale that the detail of any improvements are important and require 
careful integration with the overall characteristics that are strongly supported as of 
significant value by the community which need to be retained. 
 
 
Q30. Should the existing turning circle be closed to traffic and the area used to create a 
public open space? Yes No 
 

 
 
Support at 54% was given to repurposing the turning circle to create a public open space, 
with those who did not support this idea 41% raising concerns about the need to retain 
vehicle access to the area.   
This response reiterates the value seen in previous survey results for the need to provide 
space for community events as part of recognising the sense of cohesion this gives and 
opportunities to Sidmouth’s growing calendar of festivals.   
 
It is also useful to consider responses to this question alongside question 26 where 90% 
supported Port Royal being a “destination area”.  This more nuanced response suggests that 
again the sensitivity and practicality with which such changes may be made are vital to 
ensure that access and character are integrated into any approach to the 
development/improvement of the area. 
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Q31. Do you agree that the Ham public open space could be improved? Yes No 
 

 
 
Unequivocal support at 83% was shown for improvements to the Ham public open space 
reflecting the value and recognition of the area and what it provides to the community. 
Responses here connect with earlier responses to question 19 where the high value of 
retaining ‘green’ spaces in the area and the repeated mention of the play/recreation space 
as important to the community were reiterated. 
 
 
Q32. Should a “green corridor” be formally established following the River Sid, between 
Port Royal and the Byes, with the establishment of a nature trail to improve pathway 
connections from the seafront to Sidford? Yes No 
 

 

Unequivocal support at 86% was shown for the establishment of a “green corridor” 

reflecting the connectivity between the sea and the river and the need to improve the 

accessibility and awareness of this route.  This response is reiterative of other themes 

including natural environment and transport, which have emerged in earlier consultations. 

The support for a formal green corridor demonstrates the awareness and appreciation 

within the community of the interconnectedness between the way we move/travel, 

accessibility for all ages, valuing the natural environment and the health and wellbeing of 

the community and its appeal to visitors 
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3 Housing 
 

The Sid Valley is expected to accommodate housing development of 150 homes (Strategy 26 EDDC 

Local Plan). From the survey evidence it is clear that sustainable growth is welcomed by residents, 

with housing that is suitable for the needs of both the current and future population. 

The Sid Valley is surrounded by and afforded a certain amount of protection by Areas of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty. Q2 responses indicate in a number of ways that enhancing this protection, such as a 

“brownfield first” approach within the BUAB to development in the Sid Valley's “green belt”, is 

necessary to ensure that the very “essence” of the Sid Valley is retained.   

Support to achieve a balanced community which recognises the need for a mixed housing type and 

tenure to ensure affordable homes are available and that social housing needs are met, is clear in 

responses.  

 

Q33. What are your views on the planned housing growth of 100 (plus an estimated 50 

minimum windfall) homes over the period of the plan? 

 

61% of respondents considered that the planned growth as contained in East Devon Local 

Plan is “about right” whilst 24% would support extra housing if needed, 11% either skipped 

this question or answered “don’t know” to this question.  Broadly this suggests support for a 

balanced approach to meeting housing needs. 
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Q34. If your answer to Q33 was that more homes are needed in the Sid Valley, please 

indicate the type of new houses needed? 

 

The top three types of houses supported were 33% affordable homes for sale or rent, 19%, 

2 or 3 bedroom houses, 15% sheltered accommodation for older people.  8% wanted no 

new housing.  It is reasonable to draw from this that there is support for a housing policy 

which aims to carefully balance a mixed housing stock that meets a variety of needs, rather 

than a one size fits all approach or concentrating on larger, higher cost housing favoured by 

many developers. 
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Interestingly this narrative question whilst returning 17 different types of housing, was not 

answered by many. Those who did however, collectively were reiterative of support for 

affordable and social housing indicating the needs of young people and those starting out 

on the housing market.  

 

Q35. Should the Neighbourhood Plan allocate additional sites for housing to meet the 

needs of local people? 

 

Despite the responses to Q34 which indicated that there was little support for additional 

housing beyond the 150 contained in the Local Plan, responses to this question revealed 

that if additional sites for housing were allocated, 71% of respondents considered these 

sites should meet the needs of local people. 
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Q36. Should the Neighbourhood Plan allocate additional sites for housing for sale on the 

open market? 

 

69% or 1291 respondents were not in favour of additional sites for open market housing. In 

line with responses to earlier questions, this is indicative of little support for additional 

housing than is currently allocated in the Local Plan, echoing the views that housing in the 

Sid Valley must meet local need for homes through a balance of type and tenure. 

 

Q37. Should any NEW open market housing, excluding replacement dwellings, only be 

supported when it is restricted to being a Principal Residence & not as a "second home", 

in that the occupier uses it as their main home regardless of who owns the freehold? 

 

There are an increasing number of homes in the Sid Valley, and Sidmouth in particular, 

which are bought to be used as second homes, rental properties or as investments. This can 

create significant problems by raising prices and reducing the availability of housing stock 

for local, and particularly younger residents. A policy which restricts the sale of new open 

market housing to purchasers who will use it as their principal residence would aim to 

reverse this trend. 83% of the respondents (1545) agreed with the Principal Residence 

restriction, 10% disagreed and 124 (7%) did not answer the question. This was out of a total 

of 1863 replies. These responses are in line with other comments received during the 

numerous consultations with the public and shows very strong support in favour or 

restrictions that curb second home ownership which results in empty homes. 
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Q38. If new homes over and above the 100 (plus an estimated 50 minimum windfall) 

allocated in the Local Plan are to be built in the Sid Valley, where would you suggest is the 

best location? 

 

Unequivocal response in support of both strategic and windfall homes to be built within the 

Built Up Area Boundary, resonating strongly with the value of the natural environment and 

of the need to ensure development protects and respects existing protected areas. 

 

Q39. Regardless of your answer to Q38, and subject to landowners' approval, where do 

you think any new housing could be located?  

 

This question was designed to give an opportunity to get a sense of where housing would be 

supported and whilst not widely answered, the commonest response was Brownfield sites, 

this was 6% of the total respondents to the survey – representing 118 respondents who 

gave this answer.   
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where do you think any new housing could be located? Only responses of 1% or 

more shown here.
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Q40. If it were permitted, should any new housing in the AONB (outside the BUAB) be: 

 

It is clear from earlier questions that there is very little support for additional housing and 

still less for development outside the BUAB. However, this question elicited views about the 

type of housing that would be acceptable if development outside the BUAB was permitted. 

896 responses received were for a mix of housing in the AONB if permitted, 560 responded 

50% affordable/50% open market and 253 for 100% open market housing.  Whilst it is not 

possible to draw a definite view given the theoretical nature of the question, the weight of 

responses indicating support for mixed housing is consistent with an overall community 

desire to ensure mixed housing stock. 

 

Q41. If the Neighbourhood Plan allocated additional sites for housing, what scale of 

individual housing schemes should be given priority?  

 

813 answers representing 44% of overall respondents supported housing developments for 

any additional housing sites to be between 11 and 25 dwellings, with 568 indicating support 

for no more than 10 dwellings.  There is little support for larger scale developments on 

additional housing sites which aligns with community views of the importance of protecting 
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Q40. If it were permitted, should any new housing in the AONB (outside the 
BUAB) be:

568
813

242
57

183

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900

NO MORE THAN 10 DWELLINGS

BETWEEN 26 & 50 DWELLINGS

SKIPPED

No more than 10
dwellings

Between 11 & 25
dwellings

Between 26 & 50
dwellings

Schemes over 50
dwellings

Skipped

Responses 56881324257183

% of 1863 respondents 30%44%13%3%10%

Q41. If the Neighbourhood Plan allocated additional sites for housing, what scale 
of individual housing schemes should be given priority?
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the landscape and characteristics of the Sid Valley, which would be compromised through 

large scale development i.e. 50 dwellings or more.  The highest support for developments 

between 11 and 25 dwellings suggests that economic viability for developers to be able to 

create mixed housing stock and meet affordable housing targets is appreciated. 

 

Q42. If new homes are to be built, what type of tenures should be encouraged or 

discouraged? 

 

In order of priority support in respect of the following tenures was Shared Ownership 

(1343), Owner occupier (1279), Social rented (1043) with comparatively considerably less 

support for Private rented (404).  These responses suggest that meeting diverse needs 

according to people’s economic ability to buy and rent properties in the Sid Valley is well 

desired and that there is a perception that there is less need for properties for the private 

rental market.  Correlating consultation responses to the evidence base provided through 

the housing survey commissioned by the Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group will 

establish the reality of need against community perceptions. 
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Q42. If new homes are to be built, what type of tenures should be encouraged or 
discouraged?
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Q43. The EDDC's Local Plan contains several other policies on housing; should the Sid 

Valley Neighbourhood Plan give further support to: 

 

1703 responses supporting restore and refurbish with 1451 and 1373 supporting barn 

Conversions and Self-Build policies respectively.  This high level supportive response for 

such policies is clear, reflecting perhaps the short supply of land within the Built Up Area 

Boundary. 

 

Q44. If you are thinking of moving house in the near future, please indicate the reasons 

for the move.  

 

This question required a narrative response; the table above illustrates visually that 

downsizing was the most common reason given for people wanting to move. 79 responses 

gave this reason representing 25% of the total number of responses to this particular 

question given that only people thinking of moving would have responded.  10% or 32 

respondents gave upsizing as their reason for wanting to move.  The variants between these 
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Q43. The EDDC's Local Plan contains several other policies on housing; should the 
Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan give further support to:
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Q44. If you are thinking of moving house in the near future, please indicate the 
reasons for the move. Only responses of 2% & over shown below.

Number of times response given % of total number of responses
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top two answers may reflect the over 65 years age bracket of 64% of those responding to 

this survey with only 6% representing those aged between 18 and 40 years.  Noteworthy is 

the 8% or 26 respondents, whose reasons for moving were due to concerns about over 

development. 

 

Q45. If you would like to move from your existing accommodation but are unable to do 

so, please indicate the reasons.  

 

Similarly to the previous question, Q45 required a narrative response from those who would 

like to move but are unable to do so.  The most common answer, 46% or 85 responses, sited 

Price –Too Expensive as the barrier faced.  15% or 27 responses gave Property – Lack of 

right type and 14% or 26 responses as the cost of moving as prohibiting factors. 
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unable to do so, please indicate the reasons. Only responses of 2% & over 
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4 Community - Transport, Economic Resilience & Community Life 
 

Where our earlier consultations identified aspirations and concerns about community assets 
- whether services, facilities, heritage or recreational - the second household questionnaire 
asked more specific questions. Focusing on what people think about the essential 
components that enable a community to function well, we asked people about transport and 
employment. 
 
Public transport in the Sid Valley is provided by bus and taxi companies and charities.  Private 
cars are used widely throughout the valley and in Sidmouth town centre, often resulting in 
congestion and parking difficulties, particularly in the summer months.  As a result, traffic 
conditions can be difficult and unpleasant for pedestrians, cyclists, mobility scooters and 
wheelchair users, and frustrating for road users.   
 
The A3052 is busy and can be dangerous to cross and there have been a number of recent 
accidents on this road approaching Sidmouth in 2017. The Sid Valley has several roads linking 
Sidmouth, Sidbury, Sidford and Salcombe Regis.  These are largely without pavements with 
no provision for safe cycling or walking and cycling and pedestrian paths are provided from 
Sidford to Salcombe Road along the Byes only.  
 
It is unsurprising therefore that there is considerable support amongst the community for the 
creation of an integrated traffic system providing a wider range of route choices, alleviating 
reliance on narrow streets and pavements, busy main roads, and freer, safer movement in 
the town centre. 
 
Sidmouth and the Sid Valley are fortunate to enjoy an enviable location and heritage, and 

the area continues to attract visitors. The Local Plan makes provision for “promoting 

opportunities for further development of high-quality tourism in Sidmouth especially in 

respect of shoulder seasons and out-of-season visitor appeal.” These various initiatives 

provide a framework for private sector/council collaboration. 

 

However, in addition to the vibrant and established tourism and retail sectors, this survey, in 

common with all our earlier consultations has identified the need for initiatives that support 

new businesses and high value growth and diversification which in turn will help create new 

and interesting jobs for local people. 

 

Of considerable importance to the future economy is the community age balance. Without 

interesting careers outside of the dominant retail and hospitality industries, young people 

have no choice but to seek employment elsewhere, and in consequence an increasingly 

ageing population is likely. There are challenges to be addressed then in attracting inward 

investment in small-scale business ventures in the newer, higher-wage hi-tech digital sector, 

enterprising local events, food and craft sectors and sustainable technology and renewable 

energies initiatives, while continuing to encourage and support existing businesses. 
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Q46. Do you support an out of town Park and Ride scheme? Yes No 

 

Sidmouth is the only town in East Devon with net 'in-commuters', with people travelling in 

from neighbouring towns in addition to residents and visitors to the town – all of whom 

have to compete for the town’s finite number of parking spaces. Proposals by EDDC in the 

Local Plan to create an out of town Park and Ride Scheme have the support of 83% of 

respondents. 

 

Q47. Do you support pedestrians & cyclists being given greater priority in parts of the 

town centre? Yes No 

 

Acknowledging the narrow streets and high traffic volumes in the town centre, measures to 

give greater priority to pedestrians and cyclists in parts of the town centre are supported by 

78% of respondents. 
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Q48. Do you support a safe pedestrian/cycle crossing over the main road (A3052) between 

the Bowd & Woolbrook junction, to link with existing & future cycle & walking trails? Yes 

No 

 

Development of a safe pedestrian / cycle crossing over the A3052 between the Bowd and 

Woolbrook junction to link with existing and future cycle and walking trails has the support 

of 85% of respondents.  

 

Q49. Do you support a shared pathway for pedestrians & cyclists from Sidford to Sidbury? 

Yes No 

 

Development of a shared pathway for pedestrians and cyclists from Sidford to Sidbury, 

where there is currently no provision on a busy road which connects the two largest 

communities in the Sid Valley after Sidmouth, is supported by 90% of respondents. 
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Q50. Do you support additional small scale employment spaces within the Built Up Area 

Boundary? Yes No 

 

While the Sid Valley has a vibrant economy, based principally around tourism and the retail 

and care sectors, earlier consultations – particularly the Young People’s and the Business 

and Special Interest Groups surveys – identified that there was a perceived need to build on 

this and create additional, more interesting, employment opportunities outside the retail, 

care and hospitality industries. Questions 50, 51, 52 and 53 sought to understand 

respondent’s willingness to support activities that may help bring this about. 

81% of respondents support additional small-scale employment spaces within the BUAB.  

 

Q51. Should we encourage initiatives which support start-up businesses? Yes No 

 

Significant support – 91% - was given to the proposal that encouragement should be given 

to initiatives which support start-up businesses. These could include small scale business 

hubs and networking opportunities, skills transfers and local council initiatives to support 

new business initiatives. 
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Q52. Would you support initiatives which improve access & make better use of the 

Alexandria Employment site? Yes No 

 

The Local Plan identifies the need to promote an upgrading of, or new access into, the 

Alexandria Industrial Estate. Such initiatives were widely supported by 90% of respondents.   

 

Q53. Should we encourage young people to stay in the Sid Valley through the creation of 

quality employment opportunities? Yes No 

 

The Local Plan is committed to balanced communities but as clearly demonstrated by 

respondents to our Young People’s survey, this is only possible where suitable housing and 

employment opportunities exist which encourage our young people to remain in the area. 

91% of respondents said that they support initiatives which result in the creation of quality 

employment opportunities. 
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Q54. Do you support the provision of indoor/all-weather accessible recreation spaces? Yes 

No 

 

This question came about following the Young People’s survey which identified that the 

majority of school age respondents identified that having safe, indoor venues to meet, 

socialise and play sport was important to them. Many also identified that this need wasn’t 

just restricted to the needs of young people. A resounding 84% of respondents agreed that 

the provision of indoor and/or all weather accessible recreation spaces was important for 

the wellbeing of the community.   
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Section 4 

Conclusion and Next Steps 
 

The Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group are now drafting the Sid Valley 

Neighbourhood Plan having finished all of our pre-plan public consultations and analysis.   

The analysis presented within our fast-tracked report on the Port Royal questions only, was 

submitted in July to feed into the Port Royal Scoping Study, the report of which is awaited.  

As summarised earlier in the Executive Summary, the findings here present a clear 

indication of the key concerns and aspirations for development within the Sid Valley.   

Marrying up consultation answers with evidence from other sources, alongside our analysis 

specific to particular places, will help us to discern the reality between need and perception.  

Our task is to provide a firm evidence base for our local policies that enables future 

development within the Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan area which is both pragmatic and 

aspirational.  

It is the view of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group that full consideration must be 

given to the complete information that has been assembled and to the analysis compiled 

here. This will ensure a joined-up approach to planning development across the Sid Valley.  

This is in line with the guidance from HM Government “Localism Act” on Neighbourhood 

Planning and with EDDC Local Plan strategy 4 – Balanced Communities and its Council Plan 

(see Appendix 2). 

The connectivity between the seven themes that run through the process: Built 

Environment, Natural Environment, Housing, Economic Resilience, Community and Culture, 

Transport, and Eastern Town/Port Royal Regeneration (see pages 5-6) are integral to the 

planning process to ensure the long term success, wellbeing and prosperity of the Sid Valley.  

The Neighbourhood Plan policies will reflect an integrated planning approach that best suits 

the requirement to ensure development meets the needs of a balanced community. 

Further, the plan will positively enable and support sustainable development which is 

appropriate for the future needs of the Sid Valley's community and age groups, whilst 

ensuring all development is sympathetic to the protection of the Areas of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty and to the preservation of the architecture of the town and villages 

comprising the Sid Valley area.  

The Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group are currently drafting policies and 

community actions which will achieve the community vision to maintain the Sid Valley as a 

vibrant and aspirational place to live and work.  Taking advice from other Neighbourhood 

Plan groups, using the expertise of the consultants who are working with us and in 

discussion with Sidmouth Town Council and East Devon District Council, the next step is to 

publish a Draft Sid Valley Neighbourhood Plan by late October/early November 2017.  This 

draft will then be out for a six week consultation period before again being refined and 

prepared for submission to East Devon District Council, in line with the statutory process.  

This process must be completed to satisfy national guidance and progress towards a 

referendum to ‘make the plan’.  It is anticipated that this will take place in spring of 2018.  
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Appendices 
 

Appendix 1 Second Household Questionnaire  
Attached as a separate document 
 
 

Appendix 2  Extracts from EDDC and Locality  

Strategy regarding ‘balanced communities’ and the role of Neighbourhood Plans.6 

“The policies in your neighbourhood plan carry significant legal weight when decisions on 

planning applications are made. Planning decisions are ‘plan led’ as planning law requires 

that applications for planning permission must be determined “in accordance with the 

development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise”. This is sometimes 

called the “presumption in favour of the development plan” – where the starting point for 

deciding on a planning application is whether the proposals align with planning policies.   

Your neighbourhood plan is part of the ‘development plan’ (which also includes your local 

authority’s Local Plan) and so the policies it contains will be central to the planning decisions 

in your area. Neighbourhood plan policies also take precedence over nonstrategic policies in 

the Local Plan where they are more up to date.   

This kind of influence on planning decisions has not been available to communities before. 

While many groups have prepared or contributed to parish plans, community plans or 

supplementary planning documents none of these have the same legal clout as a 

neighbourhood planning policy.”  

 

East Devon District Council Local Plan7: 

5 Context and Public Engagement   

 The Plans that Inform our Work   

5.2 The Localism Agenda - Localism involves local people making local decisions about how 

and why their home places should change and therefore what development should happen.  

In the way we work as a Council we need to be responsive to the views of Parish Councils, 

local neighbourhoods and other local area bodies and organisations   and of Neighbourhood 

Plans. Once adopted Neighbourhood Plans will have formal status as part of the 

Development Plan.  

 

 

                                                           
6 http://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/865681/locality-guide-to-writing-planning-policies.pdf 
7 http://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/1772841/local-plan-final-adopted-plan-2016.pdf 
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EDDC Local Plan Strategy 4 - Balanced Communities  

By balanced communities we mean that in any area or neighbourhood there is a match 

between jobs, homes, education, and social and community facilities. Ideally these should 

compliment the range of ages of the resident population and have appropriate access for 

those with disabilities. Key components of a balanced community include:  

 a) Securing employment provision across East Devon - this should reduce the need for 

commuting - where housing is proposed we will require new job provision.  

 b) Securing social, educational, green infrastructure and health and community facilities - 

these facilities play a central part in community life and new housing should help secure 

their provision and keep the community vibrant and viable by making financial contributions 

towards their provision or by providing such facilities on site where necessary.  

 c) Getting more age-balanced communities - many East Devon communities have an overtly 

aged population profile. Where this is the case we will encourage residential development 

that will be suited to or provide for younger people and younger families.8 

 

East Devon District Council plan 2016-20209 

10. Priority one: Encouraging communities to be outstanding 

Outcomes 

As well as delivering our day-to-day services, our focus is on achieving the following 

successful outcomes: 

● Balanced communities for a sustainable future. 

● Services which are targeted to those who need them most, providing equality of 

opportunity and access to our services. 

● Communities that come together to solve local problems in a sustainable way, by 

participating, working together and helping themselves for example through neighbourhood 

plans. 

 

 

Appendix 3 Second Household Questionnaire Full Data Set 
 

The Full Data set containing all of the collated data and individual narrative responses is 

attached as a separate document. 

                                                           
8 http://eastdevon.gov.uk/media/1772841/local-plan-final-adopted-plan-2016.pdf 
9 http://eastdevon.gov.uk/council-and-democracy/council-business/our-plans/council-plan-2016-2020-text-
only-version/priority-one-encouraging-communities-to-be-outstanding/#article-content 


