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Bishops Clyst and Sowton Neighbourhood Plan 

Site Assessment Report – June 2022 
 

Purpose of Report 
The purpose of this report is to aid the Neighbourhood Plan Review Group in deciding the next steps to be 

taken in identifying sites to be allocated for development in the next version of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

It reports on further work carried out to assess the suitably of potential development sites by considering 

the possible effect of their development on life in the Parish.  

Introduction 
The Review Group has recently received a Site Options and Assessment Study1 commissioned by the 

Parish Council following the identification of 37 possible locations for future development.  

Of the 37 potential sites identified in the Parish (see Appendix 2), 17 were discounted by the Study, based 

on being duplicates, being predominantly outside the neighbourhood area, or on the grounds of sites 

having been previously assessed as being unsuitable for residential development (but suitable for 

employment) due to proximity to Exeter Airport. The remaining 20 sites were included in the assessment 

carried out by specialist consultants, AECOM. 

The Study concludes that while no sites are immediately appropriate for allocation for housing in the 

Neighbourhood Plan, eleven are potentially appropriate, subject to identified constraints being mitigated 

and/or further consultation with East Devon District Council. The remaining nine sites are found not to be 

appropriate for allocation in the Neighbourhood Plan. 

To aid the site assessment process, the Review Group prepared a set of local criteria, linked to the current 

Neighbourhood Plan’s objectives. These were used by AECOM to carry out an initial assessment of the 

shortlist of the eleven suitable and potentially suitable sites.  

The AECOM Study concluded with the advice that these local criteria should be subject to further 

refinement to help derive a final set of suitable and potentially suitable sites. No weighting had been 

applied to the local criteria, and it was recommended by AECOM that, in consultation with the local 

community, a weighting is established which reflects an appropriate prioritisation of the objectives of the 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

AECOM further recommended that the Review Group should also “engage with East Devon District 

Council, landowners and the community to explore options for site allocation policies in the 

Neighbourhood Plan which best meet the objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan and the development 

needs of the neighbourhood plan area”. 

Site Assessment Results 
Members of the Review Group will recall that the AECOM Report (Table 6-1) used all 19 of the local 

criteria and provided a summary rating for each of the eleven candidate sites’ performance against those 

criteria. Each site was assessed on its own merits, rather than in comparison with other sites. The eleven 

sites assessed were those considered suitable or potentially suitable for development by the AECOM 

Study. Sites were rated either positive, minor positive, neutral, minor negative or negative.  

On the basis of this rating, AECOM concluded that “while no sites perform positively against all of the 

criteria, those that are situated closer to local services in Clyst St Mary tend to perform better than those 

which are located elsewhere in the neighbourhood area, particularly with regard to access to amenities 

and potential increases in sustainable/active travel use. Conversely, larger sites located away from the 

existing settlements are more likely to lead to increased use of the private car, poorer access to local 

services and greater impact on landscape character.” 

  

 
1 https://www.bishopsclyst.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/220510-Bishops-Clyst-Site-Options-and-
Assessment-Final-Report.pdf 

https://www.bishopsclyst.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/220510-Bishops-Clyst-Site-Options-and-Assessment-Final-Report.pdf
https://www.bishopsclyst.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/05/220510-Bishops-Clyst-Site-Options-and-Assessment-Final-Report.pdf
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To help illustrate and quantify the results of the assessment exercise and to begin the process of 

comparing each site with the others, the ratings have been assigned a value as follows: 

Positive   +2 

Minor Positive    1 

Neutral     0 

Minor Negative  -1 

Negative  -2 

Table A below shows the ‘score’ results of the Site Assessment by applying these values to AECOM’s 

ratings: 

Members will note that only three sites did not achieve a negative total score when assessed against all 

the local criteria. These were in order of scoring: 

NP2 The Football Ground, Winslade Park 

Sowt09 Bishops Court Lane 

Sowt03 Land north of Sidmouth Road 

All other sites achieved a negative total score. This does not mean they should not be allocated for 

residential development. It does mean however that there are cumulative negative impacts resulting 

from development that would need some mitigation. The weak positive scores of the three highest 

ranked sites also indicates that there are significant negative impacts associate with these sites that need 

to be taken into account.  

To test the robustness of the scoring table, Table A, and its ‘sensitivity’ to a change in the scoring system, 

Table B was created by applying the following scores: 

Positive   +3 

Minor Positive    1 

Neutral     0 

Minor Negative  -1 

Negative  -3 

The premise on which this change was done, was to accentuate the difference between major and minor 

impacts. The results in terms of the scoring order however are very similar to Table A. The same three 

sites continued to score better, and positively, against the local criteria.  

 

  

Table B 

Table A 
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Weighting the Criteria 
The application of weightings allows us to take account of the likelihood that certain of the criteria may 

be more significant in sustainability terms, or more important than others to different interest groups in 

the community. To illustrate how weightings affect our view of the candidate sites, four different 

perspectives have been considered:  

• The future of the planet Earth  

• Sustaining a Rural environment 

• The Health and wellbeing of local people 

• A strong and sustainable Community 

Each of the 19 local criteria has been ranked as to how they are considered to impact on these 

perspectives (see Appendix 1). These rankings have been used as a set of weights for each perspective 

and applied to the Site Assessment scores.  

Table C below shows the results of the weighting exercise and the effect to the scores and order when 

each of the different perspectives is prioritised.   

 

Based on Table C above a ranking order of sites, from different perspectives, in terms of their 

developability, suitability and acceptability can be generated.  

Members will note that Table D above only includes seven sites. Because of the high negative scores from 

all perspectives, the following sites have been excluded from further consideration: 

Sowt08 Site fronting the A3052 at The Cat and Fiddle 

Sowt12 Land to the south and east of Clyst St Mary and Clyst St George 

GHED5 Land between Cat and Fiddle and Devon County Showground 

GHED55 Cat Copse, Sidmouth Road 

Members will further note, that from almost every perspective, except Rural, the ranked order of sites is 

similar and the same three sites remain highest in the rankings: 

NP2 The Football Ground, Winslade Park 

Sowt09 Bishops Court Lane 

Sowt03 Land north of Sidmouth Road 

This should make the site selection process easier, or at least, less controversial.   

Table C 

Table D 
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Achieving the Strategic Target 
Members are aware that the parish area of Bishops Clyst has been set a strategic housing target, by EDDC, 

of a minimum of 75 dwellings to be built by 2037. Table E below shows that if the three highest-ranking 

sites were to be allocated for residential development in the Neighbourhood Plan, they would yield 88 

dwellings i.e. enough to meet the strategic target and more. These allocations would satisfy the Earth, 

Health, and Community agendas.  

If highest priority was given to Rural considerations, and site Sowt06 (land and premises at Langdon’s 

Business Park) was redeveloped for housing instead of the development of site Sowt03 (land north of 

Sidmouth Road), the total yield would still be sufficient to meet the strategic target. 

 

The Football Ground 

Members’ attention must be drawn to the implications of including site NP2 (the Football Ground, 

Winslade Park) on the list of potential development site allocations. Development of the site for housing 

is contrary to the current Neighbourhood Plan, which specifically protects this recreational resource from 

development “other than in very special circumstances” (policy BiC19), and policy BiC20 which protects 

existing sport facilities from development unless: “alternative provision of at least an equivalent quality, 

size, suitability, and convenience within the Neighbourhood Plan Area is made”.  

As there are alternative options for site allocation, it cannot be argued that the allocation of the Football 

Ground for residential development is necessary because of “special circumstances”.  

The Football Ground was submitted for site assessment by the Football Club itself, following a local ‘call 

for sites’. No indication has been given by the Club that it has identified “suitable alternative provision”.  

Members are advised that should the Review Group choose to continue to consider this site as a potential 

residential development site; and before this possibility is shared with the community, they should seek 

urgent discussions with the Football Club, to establish the prospects for and the viability of such a 

proposition.  

Table F intentionally takes the Football Ground out of the equation. By doing so, members will see that 

the site selection options have broadened. From all perspectives, sites Sowt03 and Sowt09 remain highest 

ranked against the local criteria. The alternative to the Football Ground however depends on the 

perspective that is favoured. 

• From an Earth and/or Rural perspective, Sowt06 (land at Langdon’s Business Park) is next ranked.  

• If Health and Wellbeing is a major consideration, Sowt11 (land at Bishops Court Lane), at least in 

part, is next best. 

• If Community sustainability is a prime consideration, then Sowt02 (land south of Bishops Court 

Road) ranks higher.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table E 

Table F 
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It should be noted that the capacity of sites Sowt11 and Sowt02, if they were to be allocated in full, would 

result in an allocation of land for residential development that is well above that which is necessary to 

achieve the strategic target. This adds a further dimension to the site selection process; and necessitates 

consideration as to whether it is preferable, feasible or viable to allocate all or just part of a candidate 

site.  

 

Conclusions 
The selection of greenfield sites for residential development should not rely on a quasi-scientific exercise. 

The purpose of weighting and scores has been to relate one site to another and by doing so help narrow 

the selection options.  

As AECOM has advised, it is important that the community is involved in the selection process. It is 

recommended that a Community Consultation Event takes place, probably in September 2022, at which 

the following sites are displayed for comment: 

• Sowt01 Land at Bishops Court Lane 

• Sowt02 Land south of Bishops Court Road (full or in part) 

• Sowt03 Land north of Sidmouth Road 

• Sowt06 Langdon’s Business Park and the occupied units 

• Sowt09 Bishops Court Lane 

• Sowt11 Land at Bishops Court Lane (full or in part) 

• NP2  Football Ground, Winslade Park  

Each short-listed site should be accompanied on its exhibition panel by a summary of the key points made 

in the AECOM Site Assessment Report and an indication of the preferences and ‘ranking’ agreed by the 

Review Group.  

The preferred site allocation strategy for Bishops Clyst in the emerging Local Plan should also be a part of 

the consultation.  

The sites in question and some of the key points (pro and con) made in the AECOM report follow on page 

6.  

 

CSM&SNP/PW/Jun22 
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Sowt01 Land at Bishops Court Lane 

• adjacent to New House, a listed building  

• narrow access road with limited capacity to be upgraded  

• no pedestrian links to the village  

• access could have adverse impact on traffic on Frog Lane  

• moderate to high landscape sensitivity  

• located within Clyst Valley Regional Park 

• western half of the site is identified as a preferred allocation in the emerging Local 
Plan, in conjunction with the whole of site Sowt_09 

 

Sowt02 Land south of Bishops Court Road  

• adjacent to New House, a listed building 

• located on the narrow access road  

• no pedestrian links from the site to the village  

• access could have adverse impact on traffic on Frog Lane  

• site is in a relatively prominent location in relation to the existing settlement 

• located within Clyst Valley Regional Park  
 

 

Sowt03 Land north of Sidmouth Road 

• moderate sensitivity to landscape change  

• located within Clyst Valley Regional Park 
 

 

Sowt06 Langdon’s Business Park and the occupied units 

• loss of employment site 

• land potentially requires remediation/decontamination 

• anaerobic digester to the south of the site (potential pollutant) 

• potential conflict with emerging Local Plan policy on the redevelopment of active 
employment sites 

 

Sowt09 Bishops Court Lane 

• adjacent to New House, a listed building  

• narrow access road with limited capacity  

• alternative access directly to Frog Lane would require removal of existing dwelling  

• extending footway on Frog Lane would lead to the loss of some on-street parking 

• access could have adverse impact on traffic on Frog Lane  

• site is in a relatively prominent location  

• landscape sensitivity is moderate/high due to visual exposure  

• located within Clyst Valley Regional Park 

• site is identified as a preferred allocation in the emerging Local Plan, in conjunction 
with the western part of site Sowt01 

 

Sowt11 Land at Bishops Court Lane  

• relatively close to village services and facilities but currently no suitable access 

• Bishops Court Lane would require widening to provide access  

• listed building, New House, between the site and the village  

• no pedestrian links into the village from the site 

• suitable access could only be established through adjacent sites (either Sowt03 for the 
southern part of the site, or Sowt01 for the northern part of the site) 

• development in conjunction with Sowt03 would allow access directly from A3052 

• overall landscape sensitivity is moderate to high due to visual exposure  

• the visual impact of developing part of the site south of Bishops Court Lane (approx. 
3.2 ha.) is unlikely to be significant due to the mature hedgerows on its northern edge 
and topography  

• northern part of the site (north of Bishops Court Lane) is more exposed and less 
suitable for development 

• The site is located within Clyst Valley Regional Park 

• the site is potentially appropriate for partial allocation (corresponding to the field 
south and east of Bishops Court Lane), subject to the provision of appropriate access 
through an adjacent site (Sowt_03) 

 

NP2      Football Ground, Winslade Park 

• designated as recreation space under Policy RC1 of the Local Plan 

• if the site is to be developed, alternative provision of equivalent community benefit is 
required  

• adjacent to the site is Winslade Park, which is being developed under planning 
permission 20/1001/MOUT which would bring the site within the built-up area. 

• site is at low risk of flooding, there are areas of high risk from both surface water and 
fluvial flooding to the west 
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Appendix 1 

Local Criteria Impact Weighting Scores 

 

Scores based on impact ranking i.e. 4 = most, 1 = least 

Earth Rural Health Comm Local Criteria 

4 3 1 2 
impact the objective to promote the conservation and wise use of 
land?  

3 4 1 2 
impact the objective to maintain and enhance landscape character, 
local amenity and the quality and character of the local environment? 

4 3 2 1 
impact the objective to conserve and enhance local biodiversity and 
protect geodiversity?  

1 3 4 2 
impact the objective to increase responsible public access to the 
countryside? 

2 3 1 4 impact the objective to maintain and enhance built and historic assets?  

3 4 1 2 
impact the objective to preserve the setting of the existing historic 
settlements?  

1 2 3 4 
impact the objective to maintain and enhance the vitality and viability 
of the village of Clyst St Mary? 

3 4 2 1 
impact the objective to safeguard the distinct rural character of the 
settlements?  

2 4 1 3 
impact the objective to retain and reinforce the separateness from 
Exeter?  

3 1 4 2 
impact the objective to encourage non-car-based modes of transport 
(including active travel) and reduce journey lengths?  

1 2 4 3 
impact the objective to ensure that local communities are not 
subjected to increased risk of flooding? 

1 2 3 4 
impact the objective to ensure all groups of the population have access 
to community services? 

1 2 3 4 
impact the objective to maintain and improve cultural, social and 
leisure provision close to homes?  

2 1 4 3 
impact the objective to reduce parking pressure, traffic volumes and 
congestion in Clyst St Mary (including the A3052)?  

1 3 4 2 impact the objective to extend the pedestrian network? 

2 1 3 4 Impact the existing sewage capacity? 

2 1 3 4 
Impact the objective to ensure local communities have access to a first-
class electronic communications network? 

2 1 4 3 
impact the objective to ensure local communities have access to local 
healthcare services? 

2 1 3 4 
impact the objective to ensure local communities have access to 
primary school and nursery places?  
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