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Heathpark Industrial Estate 
Honiton 
EX14 1EJ 

18 June 2020 
Dear Sirs 

RE: PLANNING APPLICATION REF. NOS. 20/1001/MOUT & 20/1003/LBC – WINSLADE PARK. 
Bishops Clyst Parish Council (BCPC) objects to the above-mentioned planning application for the 
reasons set out below. 
The Council has commissioned 2 expert reports addressing the Transport Assessment (TA) and the 
Economic Impact Assessment (EIA) submitted in support of the planning application. They are 
appended to this letter of objection and should be read in conjunction with it.  

Summary 
• The application is not in accordance with the Development Plan (adopted East Devon

Local Plan (EDLP) 2013 - 2031 and the Bishops Clyst Neighbourhood Plan (BCNP) 2014 -
2031), specifically Strategic Policies 5B, 7, 26B and 34, Development Management
Policies D1, EN9, EN21, TC2 and TC7 of the former and Policies BiC 05, BiC19 and BiC 21
of the latter.

• The application is contrary to, and conflict with a number of core principles and policies
set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

• There are not sufficient material considerations in favour of the development so as to
outweigh the provisions of the Development Plan.

• The adverse impacts of permitting this proposed development would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits.

Planning Policy 
Section 70(2) TCPA 1990 provides that the decision-maker (in this case East Devon District Council) 
shall have regard to the provisions of the development plan, so far as material to an application. 

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (“PCPA 2004”) provides: 
“If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be 
made under the planning Acts, the determination must be made in accordance with the plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.”  

With regard to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 
“The NPPF is a material consideration to be taken into account when applying section 38(6) 
PCPA 2004 in planning decision-making, but it is policy not statute, and does not displace the 
statutory presumption in favour of the development plan”: Suffolk Coastal DC v Hopkins 
Homes Ltd [2017] UKSC 37, per Lord Carnwath at [21].  
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The Development Plan for Winslade Park site comprises the East Devon 
Local Plan 2013-2031 and the Bishops Clyst Neighbourhood Plan 2014 – 2031. It appears to be 
agreed by all parties that the proposed development constitutes a departure from the adopted 
Development Plan. 
 
East Devon Local Plan 2013 -2031 
Strategy 26B – Re-Development of Redundant Offices Complex at Winslade Park and Land 
Adjoining Clyst St Mary. 
 
Part of the development site is allocated for around 150 dwellings and 0.7 hectares of land for B1 
office use by Strategy 26B of the EDLP. 
 
Whilst the overall quantum of residential development envisaged of up to 137 dwellings falls within 
the parameters of the Strategy, the proposal to provide 78 units in Zone A constitutes a clear 
departure from the Strategy as it lies outside the site allocated by the Strategy. Furthermore, the site 
is allocated in the BCNP as local green space by way of Policy BiC 19.     
 
Whereas Strategy 26B restricts employment uses at the site to B1 office use, the development 
proposals go far beyond this Use Class, including D1, D2, A3 and B8 employment uses – again, a clear 
conflict with Strategy 26B and a departure from the Development Plan for the site, which has further 
impacts on compliance with other LP policies, such as Development Management Policies TC2 and 
TC7. 
 
Strategy 7 – Development in the Countryside. 
As Zone A lies outside the site allocated by Strategy 26B and also lies outside the Built - Up Area 
Boundary (BUAB), proposed development there falls to be assessed against the policy requirements 
of Strategy 7. 
 
The Strategy states explicitly that development will only be permitted in the countryside where it is 
in accordance with a specific Local or Neighbourhood Plan policy and where it would not harm 
landscape, amenity or environmental qualities of the area. As stated above, there is no explicit policy 
support for the scheme in either the EDLP or the BCNP, and, for the reasons set out below, the 
proposed development will also be likely to cause harm to the landscape, amenity and environment 
of the area. The proposed development clearly conflicts with the policy requirements of Strategy 7 
of the EDLP. 
 
Strategy 34 – District Wide Affordable Housing Provision Targets 
In Appendix L of the Planning Statement the Applicants acknowledge, pursuant to Strategy 34 of the 
EDLP, that the affordable housing element required for residential development at Winslade Park is 
50%. The total affordable housing offered by the Applicants in the proposed scheme is 7 dwellings to 
be located in Zone A (Planning Statement para 8.102). 
 
To justify this conflict with Strategy 34 the Applicants seek to rely on para 63 of the NPPF which 
allows for the reduction of the affordable housing element by the application of vacant building 
credit (VBC). Para 63 refers to the “re-use of brownfield land, where vacant buildings are being 
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reused or redeveloped”. Whilst it is accepted that the re-use of some of the existing buildings within 
the development site for residential use may attract such credit, it is wholly contrary to the intention 
of para 63 and the thrust of affordable housing policy to apply this credit over the whole of the site, 
including greenfield land (as in Zone A). Para 8.98 of the Planning Statement makes clear that the 
Applicants have applied the VBC discount over the whole of the development site. 
 
Para 8.98 further states that the Applicant reserves the right to re-assess viability of the 
development at the Reserved Matters stage. This implies that a viability assessment has already 
been undertaken, but has not been released into the public domain for scrutiny. If the Applicants 
consider the viability of the development to be an issue then any assessment should be published 
prior to any determination of outline matters and not reassessed at the Reserved Matters stage. 
 
The proposed development conflicts with Strategy 34 of the EDLP. 
 
Strategy 5B – Sustainable Transport 
Strategy 5B of the EDLP seeks to ensure that development contributes to the national objectives of 
promoting and securing sustainable modes of travel and transport. Development should be situated 
at locations where sustainable travel and transport will be encouraged. 
 
In addition, Development Management Policies TC2 – Accessibility of New Development and TC7 – 
Adequacy of Road Network and Site Access are directly engaged by this application.  
 
TC2 requires that new development be located so as to be accessible by pedestrians, cyclists and 
public transport so as to minimise the need to travel by car.  
 
TC7 states that permission will not be granted to new development if the traffic generated by such 
would be detrimental to the safe and satisfactory operation of the local or wider highway network. 
Highways England (HE), the statutory consultee with responsibility for the Strategic Road Network 
(SRN) in its consultation response dated 12 June 2020 has expressed concerns over the Transport 
Assessment submitted by the Applicant’s consultants, Hydrock, and has formally requested that no 
planning permission be granted for a period of 3 months to allow for further information to be 
provided. 
 
It has expressed particular concerns about the absence of any impact study on the operation of J30 
of the M5 due to increased traffic arising from the development site (p7), and despite having 
specifically requested that Hydrock provide data to allow a TRICS based assessment to allow a 
comparison of existing and proposed employment floorspace traffic generation, such information 
has not been provided (p3). If and when such further information is provided the PC reserves the 
right to comment on such. 
 
In addition, HE has concerns over the use of data that is now considerably out of date (a concern 
shared by BCPC’s traffic expert see p1 and para 13), and requires updated site traffic generation 
forecasts. 
 
Devon County Council (DCC), the highway authority for the area has stated in its consultation 
response dated 9 June 2020 that; 
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“It would therefore be reasonable to say that the incident of accidents would be likely to worsen if 
the development is approved as there would be an increase of traffic on the roundabout above that 
which currently occurs or has occurred in the study periods.” (p2) 
 
DCC also has additional concerns over the likely impact of traffic generated by the proposed B8 use. 
The Report on the TA by BCPC’s transport expert, Mr Alan James (Appendix 1), is unequivocal in its 
criticism of Hydrock’s assessment. Its conclusions are summarised below, but it is recommended 
that the Report be read in its entirety. 
 
In summary; 

• The development site is not well located in terms of sustainable transport, but performs 
poorly in respect of modes of sustainable transport (walking, cycling and public transport. 
(paras 1-6) 

• Trip generation – the projections produced by Hydrock are “completely unrealistic” (para 
10), based on out of date input data and defective internalised trip generation (concerns 
echoed by HE). (paras 7-11) 

• Modal split data and projected modals shifts – the MSOA data are based on the 2011 
Census, and do not reflect current and localised modal splits. It is considered that “Winslade 
Park is a very unpropitious location for promotion of modal shift away from SOV.” (single 
occupancy vehicles). (paras 12-16) 
 

The PC has a number of additional concerns on traffic, access and infrastructure which are set out 
below. 

1. There is currently no provision to improve public transport to serve the site. There must be an 
additional bus service to minimise use of the private car, supported by developer 
contributions. 

2. The provision of cycle routes needs to be secured through developer contributions. 
3. Through traffic must be prohibited on Winslade Park Avenue, with developer contribution to 

fund the TRO. 
4. Pedestrians will try to cross the roads at the CSM roundabout, bringing a greater need for 

traffic lights with pedestrian crossing points on the roundabout.  
5. Rush hour queues are already an issue, with Greenspire residents reporting significant 

difficulties exiting their estate in the mornings. Strategic plans to reduce inbound traffic flow to 
a single lane and install a bus lane will further compound and exacerbate this issue. The overall 
size of this development and its impact on Junction 30 of the M5 is felt to be inappropriate and 
unacceptable.  

6. Comments received by members of the community raise significant concerns about the impact 
of these proposals on the existing highways network.  

7. From a traffic perspective, Councillors have serious concerns about the greater density of both 
commercial and residential accommodation on the site and it is apparent that the increase in 
traffic using the local roads will be significant. 

8. It is intended that this development will be served from the Exeter district and the M5 
motorway to the west and from the East Devon area to the east by the A3052 – both directions 
converging at the Clyst St Mary roundabout. From the south the site will be reached along the 
A376, which joins the A3052 at the same roundabout.  
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9. The unsustainably heavy volumes of traffic already using these two roads causes daily 
congestion around the Clyst St Mary roundabout, resulting in complete gridlock at peak times. 
This in turn leads to an unacceptable number of vehicles – both private and commercial – using 
the nearby residential roads, in particular Winslade Park Avenue, in an attempt to bypass the 
roundabout. The traffic issues have become so acute in recent years that the BCPC appointed a 
Traffic and Parking Group (T&PG) to investigate and prepare a detailed report setting out 
possible solutions. This report was completed in December 2019 and - following approval by 
the BCPC - it was presented to Devon County Council (DCC) at their full meeting on 20 February 
2020. A copy of the report can be downloaded from Bishops Clyst Parish Council website here  
http://www.bishopsclyst.btck.co.uk/Highways  

 
Taken as a whole, it is clear that the current application conflicts with Strategic Policy 5B and Policies 
TC2 and TC7. 
 
EN9 – Development Affecting a Designated Heritage Asset. 
There are a significant number of listed heritage assets within the application site and its immediate 
environs, which will be directly and indirectly impacted by the proposed development. It is accepted 
by the Applicant’s consultants that these impacts will constitute “less than substantial harm” as 
referred to in the latest version of the NPPF (Feb 2019). 
 
Where development proposals will lead to less than substantial harm Policy EN9 requires that such 
harm must be weighed against any public benefits arising from the proposals, including securing its 
optimum viable use. A similar policy requirement is set out in para 196 of the NPPF. 
Whilst accepting this degree of harm, the Applicants are at pains to emphasise the purported public 
benefits of the scheme, in particular the economic benefits which it is asserted will arise from the 
development. 
 
The Economic Impact Assessment (EIA) submitted by the Applicant in support of its proposal, 
undertaken by WYG, states that the development of the site as set out in the planning application 
could generate Gross Value Added (GVA) of £354.5m per annum, giving a net benefit of £302.8m pa. 
These benefits would clearly be highly significant were they to be realised, and would clearly 
outweigh the less than substantial harm to heritage assets affected by the development.      
 
However, an analysis of the WYG assessment (see Appendix 2, a Review of the Economic Assessment 
for Winslade Park) reveals that the assessment is deeply flawed. Its core data inputs are ONS 
aggregate statistics for the whole of the South West region. The assessment calculates that each job 
will generate an annual gross economic benefit of £209,983 (WYG 5.3.2). In 2018 Exeter’s equivalent 
figure was £58,367 (Devonomics 2020 and ONS). 
 
This grossly inflated figure is carried through the assessment (100% occupancy supporting 1,684 
jobs), producing a GVA of £354.5m pa. Using the input of Exeter’s 2018 gross economic benefit 
produces a figure of £98.3m. Even allowing for a degree of uplift to take into account 2020 figures 
any likely gross benefit will be in the region of £115m. 
 
Were the only harm to be caused by the proposed development to be the less than substantial harm 
to heritage assets, it could be argued, and will be a matter of the exercise of planning judgement, 
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that the harm is outweighed by the public benefit of an additional £115m to the local economy. But, 
the harm to heritage assets is not the only harm which will be caused as is made clear in this 
objection. 
 
D1 – Design and Local Distinctiveness. 
Policy D1 seeks to ensure that regard is had to Neighbourhood Plans and development will only be 
permitted where (inter alia) the key characteristics and special qualities of the area are respected, 
such matters as scale, density, height and materials relate well to their context, and that the 
distinctive historic or architectural character of the area is not adversely affected. 
 
The Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) submitted in support of the application refers to preliminary 
advice from the statutory consultee on heritage assets, Historic England. (HIA para 5.4) At that time 
Historic England expressed particular concerns over the impact of the proposed building in Zone B, 
the scale and location of the proposed car parking and the desirability of alternative means of 
transport. 
 
At the time of writing a full consultation response has not yet been produced by Historic England. 
BCPC has particular concerns over the following design matters:    
 
Zone A 
Proposal: 78 units of 2, 3 & 4 bed homes 
 
This zone is outside the development boundary and is partly sited on land allocated in the Bishops 
Clyst Neighbourhood Plan (BCNP) as local green space, policy ref Policy BiC 19 
 
It is considered that 78 homes constitute major construction on the boundary and is excessive.  
 
There are concerns that although the outline proposals indicate single storey development, there is 
a risk that this could change to 2 storey dwellings at the Reserved Matters stage if the principle of 
development is agreed at Outline, with the PC then only able to make representations relating to 
design, scale and massing.  
 
Zone B 
Proposal:  New building - 3 story commercial development – ground floor parking 
 
BCPC shares Historic England’s pre-application concerns. The proposed development in Zone B is 
intrusive, overbearing and unacceptable. The PC is unanimous in its objection to development in this 
Zone. 
 
Zone C 
Proposal: Recreational use including sports pitches, the relocation of the Football Club, 
refurbishment of the tennis courts, and a Pavilion / clubhouse.  
 
BCPC has concerns that the proposed sports pavilion is too close to existing housing which could 
result in noise nuisance contrary to BCNP Policy BiC 21 unless subject to strict conditions and 
enforcement. 
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It is considered that the car parking for the sports facilities were too remote and unlikely to be used, 
with players and spectators instead parking on the approach road and in the new estate, causing a 
nuisance and potentially blocking emergency access.  
 
Zone D 
Proposal: 59 residential units 
 
The proposed residential developments in this zone are inappropriate in terms of design and scale, 
and are also contrary to BCNP design policy BiC 05  
It was noted that although trees give good screening in the summer this would not be as effective 
during the winter. Coniferous planting which could provide year-round screening would be wholly 
inappropriate in design and landscape terms. The PC is of the firm view that at three stories height, 
the proposed dwellings are too high, overbearing and do not respect the key characteristics and 
special qualities of the area, with additional concerns over the impact on the setting of the Grade 2 
Listed Church and tombs (which are separately listed).  
 
In summary, it is considered that the proposed development conflicts with Policy D1 and NP Policies 
BiC 19 and BiC 21. 
 
Planning Balance 
 
BCPC acknowledges that there are a number of benefits to be derived from the proposed 
development. The refurbishment of Winlade House and Winslade Manor are particularly welcome 
and long overdue, and the refurbishment of Clyst House is also supported. Some other elements of 
the hybrid application may be acceptable, subject to appropriate planning conditions (for example, 
enhanced sport facilities, re-use of the stable block in Zone F and the proposals for open space in 
Zone K). 
 
Notwithstanding this, BCPC is of the view that these limited benefits are wholly outweighed by the 
harm which the proposals will be likely to cause. These harms are reflected in the significant number 
of policy conflicts with the EDLP, the BCNP and the NPPF which are set out in the text of this 
objection. 
 
Conclusion 

• The applications are not in accordance with the Development Plan (adopted East Devon 
Local Plan (EDLP) 2013 - 2031 and the Bishops Clyst Neighbourhood Plan (BCNP) 2014 -
2031), specifically Strategic Policies 5B, 7, 26B and 34, Development Management 
Policies D1, EN9, EN21, TC2 and TC7 of the former and Policies BiC 05, BiC19 and BiC 21 
of the latter. 

• The applications are contrary to, and conflict with a number of core principles and 
policies set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

• There are not sufficient material considerations in favour of the development so as to 
outweigh the provisions of the Development Plan. 

• The adverse impacts of permitting these proposed developments would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits. 
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For all the reasons set out above these planning applications should be refused. The PC reserves the 
right to comment further on any relevant matters that may arise following the submission of this 
objection. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Angie Hurren 
  
FdA: Community Governance  
FSLCC 
Bishops Clyst Parish Council Locum Clerk and Responsible Finance Officer 
 
 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8



WINSLADE PARK, CLYST ST MARY PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

COMMENTS ON TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT BY HYDROCK 

INTRODUCTION 

The Transport Assessment (TA) falls into two main subject areas: 

• Sustainable transport credentials

• Trip generation

It does not include the Framework Travel Plan (FTP), but I have had discussions on the baseline Modal 

Split in the FTP, which is relevant to the assessment of the location’s sustainable transport 

characteristics.  The TA also does not include a Traffic Impact Assessment, which is not covered in 

these comments. 

An overarching comment at the outset is that the coronavirus pandemic will have massive 

repercussions on future travel patterns, so any assumptions on future transport projections such as 

national traffic growth forecasts and trip generation rates are now very unreliable as a basis for future 

planning.  Similarly, modal split data, in particular from the 2011 Census is equally unreliable and now 

out of date.  There is plenty of speculation on future trends resulting from the pandemic – more 

homeworking, online shopping, uptake in cycling, avoidance of public transport – but in truth nobody 

can predict what will happen in the medium to long term on which the development can be assessed.  

The comments below are on the case as presented in the TA, but with the proviso that the policy 

background and guidance can no longer be taken as read. 

The comments below are a summary of the main flaws in the TA, not a detailed critique.  More detail 

can be provided if required. 

SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT CREDENTIALS 

1. The TA claims that “the potential for fully non-motorised access to Winslade Park is considered

very good” (4.5.1), and individual modes – walking, cycling, buses - are invariably described as

good for residents, staff, and visitors (4.7, summary of accessibility).  In fact, in common with

most such sites on an urban periphery, they are relatively poor.  The claim rests on two common

fallacies:

• That the widely accepted thresholds for walking distance (3km) and cycling distance (8km)

are absolutes – people will walk or cycle these distances, and will not walk or cycle greater

distances.  In reality, there is a distance-decay function: far more people will regularly walk

200m to a shop than 2000m.  The thresholds are no more than the distance beyond which

few people would walk or cycle for most journey purposes.
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• That distance is the main or even sole criterion on which the evaluation is based.  The TA

quotes TD91/05 with reference to distances1, but omits to mention TD 91/05 paragraph

3.15, which states five core principles that routes for non-motorised users should be

convenient, accessible, safe, comfortable, and attractive.  The quality of the experience

matters every bit as much to the user as the distance in making modal choices.

2. Table 4.1 of the TA gives distances of a wide range of services and facilities from Winslade Park.

There is nothing within 1100m, and nothing that does not involve going alongside and across a

busy main road (A3052).  This is already further than most people would walk regularly to local

facilities, and many more people walk than cycle to shops, pubs, schools etc.

3. The TA describes the walking routes from Winslade Park as good (4.3.4), with a wide walkway

alongside the A376, a public right of way to the A3052, and signalised crossing or footbridge over

the A3052.  A footway alongside a busy main road is not comfortable or attractive even if wide

enough.  The right of way to the A3052 is narrow and uninviting, and the footway alongside the

A3052 is of sub-standard width and hard up against the carriageway.  The footbridge has stepped

ramps so is less than ideal, as well as the usual drawbacks of footbridges.  A pelican crossing,

unless with pedestrian priority, is an unpleasant place to have to wait, and potentially dangerous.

4. Exeter has quite a good cycleway network by British standards, and there is an off-road cycleway

from Clyst St Mary to the M5 on the north side of the A376.  This still involves the crossing of the

A3052 to and from Winslade Park, and the cycleway is uncomfortably close to the A376 as far as

the M5, from where it has to cross both slip roads of the M5 and two further light-controlled

crossings in quick succession before reaching the wider cycleway network.  It is telling that the

modal share of cycling for the existing residential area at Winslade Park was 3% in the 2011

Census, compared with 6% for the urban area less than a mile away immediately west of the M52.

5. The TA states that there are bus stops on the A3052 within 850m of Winslade Park (4.4.2) and

that there are a number of bus services along the A3052.  On closer inspection, there is only one

service (9/9A) that runs more than once or twice a day, at a reasonable frequency for such a

location but inevitably only along one corridor.  The TA again relies on dubious assumptions to

say that 850m is an acceptable walking distance to a bus stop for onward travel, whereas most

car-available people would not walk this far as part of a wider journey by bus: and many people

without access to a car, in particular elderly people, would be daunted by an 850m walk to and

from a bus stop3.

6. In reaching a judgement on the sustainability credentials of Winslade Park, it is instructive to

compare the modal split for the existing housing at the 2011 Census with the equivalent for the

MSOA within which it is located, and the MSOA for the adjacent MSOA (see footnote 2) across

the M5 and within the urban area of Exeter.  The modal shares of car use for journey to work

(driver and passenger are):

• Winslade Park 77% 

• Local area MSOA 64% 

• Exeter MSOA 66% 

The local area MSOA, which extends southwards past Exton to Lympstone, has high levels of 

commuting by train and on foot, contributing to the lower level of car use; while the Exeter MSOA 

has high levels of bus and twice the modal share of cycling.  These modal shares are a clear 

1 Note that the sections quoted refer to 2 miles as the distance that “could” be walked easily by most people, not 
“would” or “will”: and cycling is used to access facilities up to around 5 miles, not that all cyclists will cycle to facilities 5 
miles away.  
2 Output areas E00100701 +702  compared with Middle Level Super Output Area (MSOA) 02004159 
3 The reason why many bus routes go all around housing estates, to the annoyance of longer-distance travellers who 
are thereby discouraged from using the bus if car use is an alternative 
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expression of how poorly the Winslade Park location performs in sustainable transport terms, a 

performance that is typical of places on urban peripheries but outside of the urban area. 

 

TRIP GENERATION 

 

7. The TA makes the extraordinary assertion that the number of external vehicle trips generated by 

the development will reduce compared with the “accepted” previous position when the 

employment site was occupied by Friends Provident/ DEFRA.  This is in spite of the fact that: 

• The number of employees in a “commercial office development” of 25,658 m2 GIA (Gross 

Internal Area) is likely to lie between 1710 and 21804, compared with around 1500 

employees previously (TA 7.3.1),  in the “accepted” position  

• The number of parking spaces in the “accepted” position is 710 (5.7.1: this figure tallies 

with 1500 employees using the equation in footnote 4), compared with 1268 total 

proposed (873 B1 offices, 121 Leisure, 274 residential: see TA section 5.8) 

• There will be 131 new dwellings on the site, with higher trip generation than other uses 

8. The basis for the claim is that the TRICS assessment of AM and PM peak trips generated by the 

development (Table 7.2) is not significantly higher than the number of trips during the “accepted” 

position (Table 7.1).  This is highly questionable, given the significant increase in potential 

employees, new leisure facilities, and 131 new dwellings5.  There follows a somewhat baffling 

attempt to estimate the number of ‘internalised’ trips generated by the proximity of the new 

housing to the leisure and employment facilities, which is frankly difficult to follow.  It involves 

two heroic assumptions: 

• That leisure trips, assessed in 2014 as generating 6% of all trips, should be uprated to 10% 

because of “government guidance on promoting a healthy lifestyle” (7.5.3): no evidence 

for this uprating is given, it is merely “deemed” 

• That half of commuter trips – 9% compared with 18% (Table 7.3) of all trips from the 

residential areas (7.5.5) – would be to the Winslade Park employment areas because of 

their proximity, so would not be external car trips.  There is again no evidence for this 

assumption.  It is often argued that mixed development leads to significantly less car 

commuting because there are opportunities to live and work within easy walking 

distance, but for a variety of reasons it rarely seems to work out that way. 

9. The final act is to apply these internalisation factors to adjust the external trip generation in Table 

7.4.  For reasons that are not at all clear, the two adjustments are lumped together to a combined 

10%+9% = 19%, and then applied to both the B1 trips and the residential trips, while a mysterious 

50% adjustment is applied to leisure trips.  It is hard to understand what the 10% adjustment in 

leisure trips has to do with B1 commuting trips, or where the 50% adjustment for leisure trips 

comes from. 

10. Whatever the logic, the outcome is completely unrealistic.  It is suggested that the external car 

trips to B1 employment zones with around 2000 employees will reduce from 444 arrivals in the 

AM peak to 360 (Tables 7.2 and 7.4), a reduction of 84, as a result of the occupants of 131 nearby 

houses working in those zones, all of whom would otherwise have arrived by car from somewhere 

else during the AM peak!   

 
4 Figures derived from NE48 Employment Density Guide 3rd Edition 2015, 10-12 m2 NIA per employee, conversion 
factor 0.85 GIA to NIA (guide para 2.11) 
5 There is at least a suggestion in TA 7.3.3 that Hydrock are less than confident in the figures in Table 7.1, describing it as 
a “deemed” position because it was not challenged by the highways authorities. 
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11. A final point is that even if the figures in the TA were credible, they are not comparing the

development scenario with current traffic conditions on local roads.  The comparison is with a

previous state some years ago (the “accepted” position) which no longer exists.  The TA claims

that the development will reduce pressure on the local road network, but this is simply not true:

it will add pressure to whatever the traffic conditions are on the day of opening.  Congestion on

the network east of Exeter and around the M5 was extremely severe prior to the pandemic, and

this has to be the baseline against which traffic generation due to the development is assessed,

unless and until permanent post-pandemic easing of congestion is identified.

MODAL SPLIT AND TRAVEL PLAN 

12. It is understood that the FTP uses the modal split for travel to work in the MSOA that includes

Winslade Park (2011 Cesus MSOA E02004142: East Devon 014), and sets a target to reduce car

use by 10% over a number of years, to a level that is presumably deemed ‘sustainable’ and meets

the policy objectives set out in section 3 of the TA.  It is particularly noted that:

• “Development will need to be of a form, incorporate proposals for and be at locations

where it will encourage and allow for efficient, safe, and accessible means of transport

with overall low impact on the environment, including walking and cycling, low and ultra-

low emission vehicles, car sharing and public transport” (TA 3.3.2, East Devon Local Plan:

my emphasis)

• LTP3 has “the main aim of delivering a low carbon future” (TA 3.3.6, Devon & Torbay LTP3)

13. An immediate problem with the use of MSOA data, apart from the 2011 Census now being out of

date, is that the modal split of the MSOA, which stretches from Clyst St Mary to south of

Lympstone is very unlike that of Winslade Park, with high levels of commuting by train, and

relatively high levels of walking typical of small towns or large villages like Exton and Lympstone.

In the absence of more up to date information, the baseline modal split should have been from

the Output Areas covering the existing housing at Winslade Park (E00100701 and 702). The failure

to do so in my view invalidates the FTP, as it appears to be attempting to set travel plan targets

and assess the likely efficacy of proposals in a context that is not applicable to Winslade Park.  For

example, it might be reasonable to suggest that commuting by train from the MSOA could be

increased by a third, from 9% to 12% modal share; but there is next to no commuting by train

from Winslade Park and geography makes it very unlikely that there ever would be, as it is 2.8km

from the nearest station – too far and time-consuming to walk - and the onward train journey for

most commuters would only be about 9 minutes to Exeter, with a lesser commuter flow to

Exmouth in 15-20 minutes.

14. The second problem with the use of the MSOA modal split as a baseline for Winslade Park is that

it postulates a much lower modal share of car/ SOV (single occupancy vehicle is driver alone in

car) use than the FTP could possibly deliver with a 10% reduction on the baseline.  The modal

share of car/ van for the MSOA is 64%, for the Winslade Park OAs it is 77%.  A reduction of 10

percentage points would give a modal share of 54% for the MSOA with FTP measures, but 67%

for Winslade Park.  Whilst 54% car commuting would be a reasonable performance by British

standards for a rural area adjacent to a medium sized urban area, 67% at Winslade Park does not

even match the existing modal share in the MSOA.  Also, if as discussed above the target of 54%

is deemed to deliver on policy aims, the same cannot be said for 67%.

15. It is standard practice to set modal split targets in travel plans, but they have to be realistic and

achievable in the context in which they are operating, and there has to be some evidence base
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that measures will work.  Winslade Park is a very unpropitious location for promotion of modal 

shift away from SOV.  My preliminary view is that: 

• There is little prospect of increasing levels of walking, especially to and from work in the

B1 zones, because of the distances involved to most residential areas and the unpleasant

walking environment around the main roads.

• There are opportunities to increase cycling, given the relatively good cycleway network in

the Exeter area, but the drop in modal share between urban areas of Exeter and Winslade

Park perhaps indicates that the section between Clyst St Mary and the M5 is a disincentive

to cycling, or that the type of household in Winslade Park has a lower propensity to cycle.

Even if cycling were to double, this would only increase the modal share by three

percentage points (3% to 6%)

• It is unlikely that bus use by residents of Winslade Park would increase above the 7%

modal share in the 2011 Census, which was already a fairly high figure for such a location.

Bus use has declined significantly since 2011, and some bus routes may have been axed

or now run at reduced frequency: consequently it would probably be a good performance

to restore a 7% modal share.  Bus use for commuting to the B1 employment zones will be

negligible because of the distance from the bus stops to the zones, unless there is

significant provision of high quality bus services into the site.

• Train use will be minimal, for reasons discussed above, and will in any case require another

mode to reach the stations: cycling is the only realistic possibility other than car or taxi.

• Car sharing has the potential to reduce SOV usage and thereby numbers of car trips, but

often delivers less than is hoped for in travel plans.  It requires appreciable numbers of

people with the same destinations, along a single corridor, able to travel regularly at the

same time, and enjoying each other’s company.  It is difficult to establish realistic modal

share targets for employment locations that do not yet exist, since there is no evidence of

employee residential locations on which to assess the propensity for car sharing6.

16. The lavish levels of parking provision in the development, even if within guidance standards, are

not ones that could be regarded as underpinning a truly sustainable transport strategy to meet

the policy objectives now in force, in particular to combat climate change and air pollution.

Parking standards have been relaxed since the 2001 revision of PPG13, and the current standards

do not match the ramped-up aspirations on carbon reduction in recent years, particularly for

transport which is now the largest emitter.  The standards are no longer fit for purpose, are in

urgent need of updating, and cannot be relied on to assist the delivery of a genuine sustainable

transport strategy.

Alan James 

June 2020 

Alan James is a sustainable transport consultant, now largely retired.  He was amongst the pioneers of travel 

planning in the mid-1990s, and was a member of the DETR/ DfT advisory panel on travel planning throughout 

its existence.  He was involved in setting the parking standards in the 2001 revision of PPG 13, and his report 

on the potential for and achievable levels of traffic reduction was one of the triggers for the ‘Smarter Choices’ 

government report accompanying the 2004 Transport White Paper. 

6 Information on levels of car sharing (and other modes) at the time the employment zones were occupied would be a 
useful starting point for assessing potential modal share, but no such information has been found.   
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A. Key remarks

1. We concur with WYG that the refurbishment of the office units at Winslade Park, and
their occupation by future commercial tenants, will generate economic benefits for the
local and national economy. We note, too, that the redevelopment of Winslade Park is a
stated objective in the 2016 East Devon Local Plan.1

2. In our opinion, the economic analysis conducted by WYG, on behalf of Burrington
Estates, is highly problematic. Despite their descriptive attention to the local study area—
Exeter, East Devon, Mid Devon, and Teignbridge—their core analysis uses ONS
aggregate statistics for the South West region. This decision is forgivable, but somewhere
in WYG’s calculations lies a major error. They suggest that each workforce job created at
Winslade Park (excluding the leisure space) will generate an annual gross economic benefit
of £209,983.2 This figure is unthinkable. For comparison, across the same four economic
sectors WYG’s model purportedly covers, the annual gross economic benefit generated by
each workforce job in the City of London was £159,212 in 2018.3 As we demonstrate
below, Greater Exeter’s equivalent figure was £70,394.4

3. WYG carry this error through all subsequent calculations, compounding its inaccuracy, as
they multiply the figure of £209,983 by the number of professional jobs they expect
Winslade Park, at 100% occupancy, to support (1,684). This is how WYG conclude that
the refurbished office units will generate £353.6m per annum in gross economic benefits.5

4. We have replicated WYG’s calculations in good faith, honouring their other employment
assumptions, and using the latest ONS economic data for both the South West and for
the study area. At the regional scale, per WYG’s approach, we find that each new
workforce job at Winslade Park would instead generate £60,102 per annum. At the local
study area scale, reflecting Exeter’s strength in the South West economy, this rises to
£70,394.

5. Multiplying the more robust result of £70,394 by the number of professional jobs Winslade
Park could theoretically support, means that the annual gross economic benefit of the
Winslade Park redevelopment falls from WYG’s estimate of £353.6m to £118.5m—a
decline of 66%.

1 See WYG (2020), Section 2.3. 
2 WYG (2020), Section 5.3.2. 
3 Average GVA per WFJ, across sectors J, K, L, and N. See ONS (2020i; 2020j). 
4 See Table 2, below, via ONS (2020h); ONS (2020a); ONS (2020b); ONS (2020c); ONS (2020d). 
5 WYG (2020) Section 5.3.3 
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6. WYG’s report also includes formatting errors, inconsistencies in the citation of secondary 
data sources, and multiple misinterpretations of its own figures and graphs.6 For example, 
in Section 3.4.5., WYG’s authors write: “Surprisingly, a lower proportion of the study area’s 
residents travel to work by car when compared to the Regional [sic.] and National [sic.] 
averages, Figure 5.” Actually, the bar chart shows the proportion of car travel is higher in 
the study area than for the region or for England. In the same paragraph, WYG make the 
same mistake for rail travel, stating: “Train use seems particularly high,” when it is actually 
shown to be lower than the regional and national figures. In Section 3.4.4., referring to Fig. 
4, the authors state: “Unlike the Region [sic] and National [sic] averages where there is an 
even balance between the cohorts, the study area sees a far higher proportion travelling 5-
10km compared to less than 2km.” This is wrong. Figure 4 actually shows that the study 
area is balanced between the <2km and 5-10km cohorts, while the regional and national 
averages are not, and only marginally so. Towards the end of the report, in Section 5.4.16., 
WYG’s authors claim that the proposed development at Winslade Park “could account for 
a 2.6% increase in productivity per year in the study area.” WYG actually mean output 
here, not productivity, and this output will be much lower than they suggest.  
 

7. Given the points outlined above in paragraphs A2. and A6., we do not consider WYG’s 
economic analysis to be particularly robust or reliable. As a forecast of Winslade Park’s 
anticipated economic benefits, it is unconvincing. 

 
 
B.   Other remarks  
 

 
1. Both WYG’s economic assumptions, and our own, are highly contingent on the UK’s 

macroeconomic situation. Because of the coronavirus pandemic, and uncertainty regarding 
a future UK-EU trade deal, the UK economy is not only expected to experience a recession 
in 2020 (two consecutive quarters of negative GDP growth), but also a depression—a 
longer term reduction, or flatlining, of output. This will almost certainly have a negative 
effect on Winslade Park’s future economic benefits. Given that Burrington Estates’s pre-
let leasing negotiations were possibly conducted before the coronavirus pandemic, their 
assumptions about market demand outlined in Section 4.2 should also be treated with 
caution. 
 

2. The Prime Minister and Chancellor of the Exchequer are shortly expected to present a 
post-Co-vid economic recovery programme, reflecting the Government’s manifesto 
pledge to ‘level-up’ the UK. This suggests that the plan will focus on the North of England 
and parts of the English Midlands, as well as road and rail infrastructure projects. While 
the South West may benefit from this national programme, it will likely see less investment 
than certain other UK regions. 

 

 
6 See, for example, WYG (2020) Section 3.1.1., where the absence of a key to Fig. 1 creates ambiguity about the 
boundaries of the study area and the significance of the red shading. See also the lack of numerical transparency and 
data sources in WYG (2020) Section 5.3.2. 
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3. We have not analysed WYG’s leakage and additionality arguments, because these used the 
suspect GVA data as their input. Although WYG rely on standard parameters from 
national government guidelines, their analysis here—given the weaknesses elsewhere in 
the report—should be subject to further professional scrutiny.  
 

4. WYG state that the study area is characterised by net outward commuting.7 This 
conclusion is based on 2011 Census data, now ten years old. Within the last decade, there 
have been several significant developments in the Exeter area, including the major 
expansion of the University of Exeter, the development of its medical school, the new 
Exeter Science Park, and other developments that WYG themselves acknowledge.8 This 
characterisation of net outward commuting should be treated with caution, particularly 
given that the workspace growth in sectors K through N now outpaces the growth in 
residential employment, as WYG themselves state.9 

 
5. WYG discuss the construction jobs that the refurbishment of Winslade Park will create, 

arriving at a figure equivalent to 97 permanent jobs.10 We have not analyzed these 
assumptions, given how inconsequential they are relative to the problems in WYG’s core 
analysis.  

 
 
C.  How did WYG calculate Winslade Park’s benefits? 
 
 

WYG’s main economic analysis proceeds through four stages. First, it uses the size and 
type of Winslade Park’s planned office and leisure space to calculate how many employees 
the new floor space might accommodate. Second, it uses this number to estimate how 
many jobs this might create. Third, it uses these new job estimates, allocated to likely 
employment sectors, to predict Winslade Park’s economic benefit to the UK economy. 
And fourth, it uses national government guidance to calibrate these benefits relative to the 
site’s existing conditions, and the local economic context. In the following sections (C1 
through C4), we summarize their approach.  
 
 

1. STAGE ONE: HOW MANY WORKPLACES? 
 
WYG begin their analysis with Burrington Estates’s provided figures for future leasable 
floorspace at Winslade Park. The development is expected to provide 15,866m2 of office 
space (classified as ‘B1a’), and 2,483m2 of leisure space (classified as ‘D2’). Together this 
totals 18,349m2.11 

WYG note that Burrington Estates have several pre-let tenancies either negotiated or 
under negotiation, totalling 59% of the available floorspace. For the purposes of their 

 
7 WY (2020) Section 3.4.3. 
8 See WYG (2020) Section 4.1.4. 
9 See WYG (2020) Section 3.5.5. 
10 WYG (2020) Section 6. 
11 WYG (2020) Executive Summary 
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analysis, they assume 100% occupancy. This is an optimistic assumption, but we accept it 
for the sake of simplicity. WYG note that expected tenants are predominantly from the 
professional economic sectors: real estate, financial, legal, medical, media, and creative 
industries.12 This makes sense, given the nature of the development. 

WYG follow the national guidance in HCA (2015) to calculate how many workplaces 
Winslade Park could support at 100% occupancy. The office space is calculated to 
support one workspace for every 12m2, and the leisure space calculated to support one 
workspace for every 65m2. WYG thus calculate that Winslade Park could support 1,322 
office workspaces and 38 leisure workspaces.13 We accept these figures at face value. 

 
 

2. STAGE TWO: HOW MANY JOBS? 
 
With these two figures—1,322 office workspaces and 38 leisure workspaces—WYG next 
attempt to translate these workspaces into an equivalent number of workforce jobs.14 

To do this, they first assume each workspace can support a full-time job. On this, we 
agree. Next, WYG note that for such office and leisure jobs in the Exeter area, rates of 
part-time working are 27.4% and 33.9%, respectively.15 This, too, seems reasonable. WYG 
then multiply these percentages by the number of workspaces, add them to the workspace 
totals, and treat the result as the number of workforce jobs.16 For the leisure space and the 
office space, they end up with figures of 50 jobs and 1,684 jobs, respectively. For the 
purposes of consistency, we also accept these workforce job estimates. 

 
 

3. STAGE THREE: WHAT KIND OF JOBS AND WITH WHAT ECONOMIC 
BENEFITS? 
 
WYG next attempt to estimate the national economic benefits to the UK that the jobs at 
Winslade Park will create. They do this using the indicator ‘Gross Value Added’—a 
standard measure of economic activity that represents the total value of goods and services 
produced in a given region or economic sector. GVA is basically a sub-national equivalent 
to GDP.  

To do this, WYG collected data from the Office for National Statistics (ONS) about 
the economic performance of the South West of England. First, WYG selected which 
sectors of the UK economy the future tenants of Winslade Park would likely belong to. 
Tenants for the leisure space, given its planned use as a gym, would fall within the ONS’s 
‘Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation’ sector. For the office space, WYG decided the 
tenant mix would span four categories: ‘Information and Communication;’ ‘Financial and 
Insurance Activities;’ ‘Real Estate Activities;’ and ‘Administrative and Support Service 

 
12 WYG (2020) Sections 4.2.1. and 4.2.3. 
13 WYG (2020) Sections 5.2.3 to 5.2.6. 
14 WYG (2020) Section 5.2.6 and 5.2.7. 
15 WYG (2020) Section 5.2.6. 
16 It is clear from ONS-NOMIS data at the local authority level that workforce job totals are inclusive of full-time 
and part-time positions (see, for example: ONS 2020a.) 
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Activities.’ We note here the strange choice not to also select ‘Professional, Scientific, and 
Technical Activities’, given that this sector encompasses several of the prospective tenants’ 
sectors—such as legal practice, accountancy, advertising, and consulting—listed by WYG 
themselves in their report.17 

To estimate the economic benefit of each Winslade Park job, WYG first calculate the 
regional ‘GVA per worker’ for these different economic sectors by dividing the total GVA 
for each economic sector in the South West by the total number of South West workforce 
jobs in that sector.  

As we discuss below, it is WYG’s calculations and assumptions at this stage of their 
analysis which significantly overstate Winslade Park’s economic benefits. However, this is 
only true for their office space calculations. In their estimation of GVA benefits from the 
new gym, we are in agreement. This is a helpful example to walk through, step-by-step, 
before we discuss the office space issue.  

 
Direct GVA from Leisure Space 

 
(i) WYG took the ONS’s 2018 figure for total GVA in ‘Arts, Entertainment, 

and Recreation’ for the South West region, listing their data source in 
Footnote 10 in their report. This figure is £1,580m or £1.58bn.18 

(ii) WYG then divided this figure of £1.58bn by the South West’s total 
workforce jobs in ‘Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation’—without 
providing either a number or a source for this denominator—and arrive 
at a figure of £17,028 for GVA per workforce job in Winslade Park’s gym. 

(iii) WYG then multiply this figure of £17,028 by their estimate for the 
number of jobs in the gym, 50, and arrived at a GVA figure of £850,000 
in annual benefits to the UK economy from Winslade Park’s 2,483m2 of 
leisure space.19 

 
 

We replicated WYG’s calculations, using the same ONS source for sectoral GVA, and the 
ONS’s official workforce jobs count, by region and industry, for Q1-Q4 of 2018.20 This 
latter ONS dataset gives an annual figure of 92,500 workforce jobs in the South West for 
‘Ars, Entertainment, and Recreation.’ We divided £1.58bn by 92,500, yielding a figure of 
£17,081, and thus concur with WYG’s estimate for GVA per workforce job. Multiplying 
this figure of £17,081 by 50 workers, we arrive at a figure of £854,050 in annual benefits 
to the UK economy from Winslade Park’s 2,483m2 of leisure space. 

 
Next, we repeat this approach for the office space, which is where WYG’s analysis appears 
to fall apart. 

 
 

 
17 See: WYG (2020) Section 4.2.3. 
18 See ONS (2020e) Table 1c 
19 See: WYG (2020) Section 5.3 
20 ONS (2020e) Table 1c and ONS (2020f) – South West 
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Direct GVA from Office Space 
 

(i) Without citing specific data sources beyond the ONS Regional Gross 
Value Added (balanced) by industry, and without showing their 
calculations, WYG attempted to calculate the GVA benefits for Winslade 
Park’s 15,866m2 of office space. Presumably using the ONS’s South West 
GVA figures, across an unspecified tenant mix of the four categories 
mentioned above—‘Information and Communication;’ ‘Financial and 
Insurance Activities;’ ‘Real Estate Activities;’ and ‘Administrative and 
Support Service Activities.’—WYG conclude with a remarkable sentence: 
“On average, £209,983 was generated by each workforce job in these 
sectors.” As noted above in Paragraph A2, a number this high is 
impossible. Recall that the City of London, the World’s financial capital, 
generated £159,212 per workforce job in in these same professional 
sectors.21 
 

(ii) WYG then multiplied this figure of £209,983 by their estimate for the 
number of jobs in the office space—1,684—and arrived a GVA figure of 
£353.6m in annual benefits to the UK economy from Winslade Park’s 
15,866m2 of office space.  

 
 
To put this GVA figure of £353.6m into a local context—over a third of a billion pounds 
annually—WYG imply that the refurbished offices at Winslade Park will outperform the 
entire financial and insurance sector in the city of Exeter (£235m in 2018).22 In an adjacent 
context, their analysis suggests that the new Winslade Park would easily surpass the 
combined economic contribution of East Devon’s existing financial and insurance sector 
(£86m), information and communication sector (£71m), and agricultural sector (£129m).23 
We cannot take such a claim seriously. In Part D we offer a realistic analysis. 

 
4. STAGE FOUR: CALIBRATION OF GVA BENEFITS VIA LEAKAGE, 

DISPLACEMENT, AND MULTIPLIER EFFECTS 
 
WYG next attempt to adjust their combined GVA figure of £354.5m (leisure GVA plus 
office GVA) to account for local economic circumstances, arriving at a calculated net 
benefit of £302.8m.24 We have not analyzed these assumptions, given how little confidence 
we now have in the input variable. 
 

 
 
 

 
21 Average GVA per WFJ (2018), across sectors J, K, L, and N. See ONS (2020i; 2020j). 
22 Devonomics (2020b) 
23 Devonomics (2020b) 
24 WYG (2020) Section 5.4. 
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D.  Towards a realistic evaluation of GVA office benefits 
 

In this section we reject WYG’s GVA figure of £353.6m for the office space and suggest 
a more reasonable GVA figure of £118.5m. 

Refer again to the calculation of leisure space GVA, above. Given how similar WYG’s 
figure for GVA per workforce job (£17,028) is to our independently calculated figure 
(£17,081), we can confidently approach the office space calculations in the knowledge that 
the essential steps in the process remain the same for both WYG and ourselves: (1) 
establish the relevant sectoral GVA for the South West; and (2) divide this by the region’s 
workforce jobs in those sectors. 

Recall that WYG selected four economic sectors for Winslade Park’s estimated tenant 
mix: ‘Information and Communication;’ ‘Financial and Insurance Activities;’ ‘Real Estate 
Activities;’ and ‘Administrative and Support Service Activities.’ Using the same ONS GVA 
dataset as WYG, in combination with the same ONS workforce dataset we used to 
calculate the leisure space GVA benefits, and correcting for the South West’s owner 
occupiers’ imputed rental, we calculate, rather than £209,983, that each Winslade Park 
workforce job could generate £60,102 in annual economic benefits (Table 1).25 

Giving WYG the benefit of the doubt on the assumption of 100% occupancy, let us 
imagine a scenario where every one of the 1,322 workspaces in the refurbished Winslade 
Park translates to 1,684 workforce jobs, evenly distributed across our four industrial 
sectors. This scenario gives us 1,684 multiplied by £60,102—a final GVA figure of 
£101.2m.  

This means that the predicted economic benefit of Burrington Estates’s 
proposed development, if WYG’s own implied methodology is actually and 
accurately followed, amounts to less than a third of the figure suggested in WYG’s 
report.  

 
If we repeat the analysis using publicly available ONS economic data at the study area 
scale, we obtain an even more accurate picture, yielding a GVA per workforce job of  
£70,394 (Table 2). This reflects Exeter’s position as a regional centre for high-order 
professional services and corresponds with Exeter’s economy-wide GVA per workforce 
job figure of £58,367 in 2018.26 

This scenario gives us 1,684 multiplied by £70,394—a final GVA figure of 
£118.5m. This means that the predicted economic benefit of Burrington Estates’s 
proposed development, even where WYG’s methodology is improved upon to 
recognize Exeter’s economic strengths, is still 66% lower than WYG’s suggested 
figure of £353.6m  

 
25 The two datasets are ONS (2020e) and ONS (2020f). Owner Occupiers’ Imputed Rental should be subtracted 
from these statistics, as this does not result from labour productivity. The ONS follow this approach themselves 
(see, for example, ONS (2020g), Tables J1 through J4). As Cornwall Council (2018, p. 30) also note: “Rental income, 
arising from imputed owner-occupier rentals, is not a result of labour productivity. Excluding it gives a more 
meaningful indicator of productivity.”  
26 Devonomics (2020a) reports Exeter’s 2018 GVA as £5.37bn. ONS (2020a) reports total 2018 workforce jobs as 
92,000.  
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Sector GVA(B) 27  

(£millions) 
Workforce28 

(000’s) 

Information 6,253 105 

Financial 7,260 78.75 

Real Estate 5,710 54 

Admin 7,222 202.25 

TOTALS 26,445 440 

Average GVA(B) per workforce job, across all four sectors, correcting 
for owner occupiers’ imputed rental: £60,102 

 
Table 1. Sectoral GVA(B) and associated workforce jobs for South 
West England, 2018 (Source: ONS 2020e; 2020f). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
27 ONS (2020e) 
28 ONS (2020f) 
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Local Authority GVA(B) 29 

(£millions) 
Workforce30 

 

EXETER   

Information 450 4,500 

Financial 235 2,250 

Real Estate 285 1,500 

Admin 230 8,000 

   

EAST DEVON   

Information 71 1,250 

Financial 86 300 

Real Estate 151 1,250 

Admin 109 1,750 

   

MID DEVON   

Information 16 350 

Financial 6 200 

Real Estate 33 300 

Admin 32 1000 

   

TEIGNBRIDGE   

Information 75 1000 

Financial 13 350 

Real Estate 93 900 

Admin 79 3000 

   

TOTALS 1,964 27,900 

Average GVA(B) per workforce job, across all four sectors, correcting 
for owner occupiers’ imputed rental: £70,394 

 
Table 2. Sectoral GVA(B) and associated workforce jobs in the 
Study Area, 2018 (Source: ONS (2020h); ONS (2020a); ONS (2020b); 
ONS (2020c); ONS (2020d). 

 
 
 
 
 

 
29 ONS (2020h) 
30 ONS (2020a); ONS (2020b); ONS (2020c); ONS (2020d). 
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