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Non-Technical Summary 
i) Introduction  
The Environment Agency is proposing to restore the Otter estuary, reconnecting it with 
its floodplain and creating approximately 55 hectares of mudflat and saltmarsh, and 
providing a better place for people and wildlife.  
The original motivation for the Lower Otter Restoration Project (LORP) arose from a 
desire by the landowner, Clinton Devon Estates (the Estate), to manage the lower 
Otter valley as sustainably as possible in the face of a rapidly changing climate. The 
Environment Agency’s involvement in the project arose from a statutory need to 
provide compensatory habitat for habitat losses in the Exe Estuary. The desire of these 
project partners is to improve the natural functioning, ecological health and 
environmental status of the river, demonstrate climate change adaptation and reduce 
risk to wildlife and public infrastructure under future climate change.   
The natural environment of the Otter estuary has, for hundreds of years, been modified 
by humans. These changes have led to a disruption of natural processes with the river 
no longer able to adapt and move naturally across the floodplain as it once did, nor 
can it cope effectively with flooding events, which are more prevalent due to climate 
change. There is a strong argument to take action. 

Risks if we take no action Opportunities if we act now 

• Continued flooding to public 
highway to South Farm 

• Continued flooding of Budleigh 
Salterton Cricket Club 

• Catastrophic breaching of 
embankments with potential for lack 
of funding to make repairs 

• Loss of public footpath access 
• Erosion of old municipal tip 
 

• Secured and improved public access 
• Secured public amenities 
• Enhanced natural wildlife habitats 
• Restored natural processes 
• Restoration of 55 hectares of wetland 

habitat 
• Creation of compensatory habitat for 

habitat losses in the Exe Estuary 
• Otter estuary allowed to respond and 

adapt naturally to climate change 
• Enhancement of the area for 

environmental tourism 
• Funding available 
 

 
ii) Planning and Environmental Impact Assessment 
LORP has been subject to an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) in accordance 
with the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations 2017 and the Marine Works (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) (Amendment) Regulations 2007. 
EIA is a process to assess the likely significant environmental effects of a proposed 
project together with ways to avoid or reduce any negative environmental effects. The 
findings of the EIA are presented in a detailed Environmental Statement. The Non-
Technical Summary, this document, describes the Scheme and summarises the 
Environment Statement in non-technical language.  
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The ES supports and informs the detailed planning application submitted to the Local 
Planning Authority, East Devon District Council and the marine licence application, 
submitted to the Marine Management Organisation.  
iii) LORP vision and objectives  
The Estate has been working in partnership with the Environment Agency throughout 
LORP’s appraisal and design process. The project vision is: 

 
The objectives for LORP are: 

• Deliver more sustainable management in the face of climate change; 
• Improve natural functioning of the Otter estuary; Improve the quality of habitats and 

wildlife; 
• Provide a minimum of 14.5ha of compensatory intertidal habitat; 
• Safeguard public access; 
• Reduce risk of contamination from the old municipal tip; 
• No increase in flood risk to property; and 
• No impact on groundwater abstractions for drinking water. 

 

iv) The Site 
LORP is located within the floodplain of the Otter estuary, within the River Otter valley 
in Devon. The site lies directly south west of Otterton, directly east of Budleigh 
Salterton and approximately 6km east of the Exe Estuary (see Figure 1).  
The entire site lies within the East Devon Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Located 
along the coast at the mouth of the estuary is the Dorset and East Devon Coast World 
Heritage Site and the Otter Estuary Site of Special Scientific Interest extends from this 
point to the tidal limit. The estuary and marshes support a wide variety of breeding and 
wintering bird species, including waders and wildfowl, and form part of a network of 
important feeding sites which includes the Axe Estuary (to the east) and the Exe 
Estuary (to the west).  
Footpaths have been designated along all of the embankments, and at the western 
edge of the floodplain. All are popular, with the most well-used being the South West 
Coast Path, which runs along the embankment from Lime Kiln car park to White 
Bridge, where South Farm Road crosses the River Otter. South Farm Road crosses 
through the site and a former landfill lies to the south of this road. In the south of the 
site lies Budleigh Salterton Cricket Club. To the south of the site lies, Lime Kiln car 
park, a children’s play area, skate park and a South West Water pumping station.  A 
South West Water sewer overflow pipe lies under the mouth of the estuary and the 
shingle bar.  
Manmade changes to the river and estuary mean that, after heavy rainfall, flood waters 
cannot flow down the river channel to the estuary. Large fluvial floods overtop the 

A healthy, sustainable Otter estuary and river, well connected to its floodplain, 
with active natural processes and a range of typical habitats and species. Flood 
risk is understood and managed in a coordinated way. Access to a network of 
footpaths and trails is maintained and improved where appropriate. Local 
landowners and communities are engaged in and supportive of management.  
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embankments every few years, leading to flooding of the wider floodplain. This 
flooding can last for several days, because the culverts that drain the area are small 
and are restricted by the tide. In this situation both South Farm Road and Budleigh 
Salterton Cricket Club are under water. The pavilion for Budleigh Salterton Cricket 
Club has been known to flood up to its eaves. Footpaths are currently threatened and 
frequently damaged by flooding, a situation expected to get worse over time due to 
climate change. Water can also flow over the disused refuse tip. It is also possible for 
very high tides to overtop the embankments, although this is less common.  
As our climate changes, with both rising sea levels and increased strength and 
frequency of storms, the aging embankments are becoming ever more vulnerable to 
breaching. In September 2018 a breach was narrowly averted, and the South West 
Coast Path was diverted for six months whilst a repair was implemented.   
If the embankments fail, parts of the natural floodplain will be regularly inundated by 
the tide and public right of way will be cut. This will lead to infrastructure in the 
floodplain, including to the cricket club and South Farm Road, being compromised. 
Drainage will take time to establish, which could lead to standing water lasting several 
months. Failure would be a difficult scenario for local organisations to manage, with 
little funding likely to be available. 
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Figure 1 – Site Plan and Site Location Plan 
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v) Alternatives Considered 
a) Habitat Creation Sites  

The need to create intertidal habitat is to compensate for losses identified in the Exe 
Estuary Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Strategy (the Strategy) 
(approved in September 2014).  The Exe Estuary is a Special Protection Area, 
designated under the European Union (EU) Birds Directive and an internationally-
designated Ramsar site. Part of the Exe Estuary is also a Special Area of Conservation 
designated under the EU Habitats Directive. Maintaining and improving existing flood 
defences, will result in the loss of European designated intertidal habitat caused by 
coastal squeeze (the loss of existing intertidal habitat in front of defences as a result 
of rising sea levels that drown out the habitat). This will adversely affect the integrity 
of the Dawlish Warren Special Area of Conservation and Exe Estuary Special 
Protection Area and Ramsar site. Under the Habitats Regulations, it is therefore a 
statutory requirement for the Environment Agency to create habitat to compensate for 
that lost. 
Through the development of the Strategy several potential sites within the Exe Estuary 
were considered for compensatory habitat creation. From these a short list of sites 
was created, including on the Rivers Clyst and Kenn. Detailed investigations between 
2013 and 2015 concluded that habitat creation at the Clyst and Kenn sites would not 
be feasible, and that there were no other suitable sites in the Exe Estuary.   
The Otter Estuary was identified as a potential site, suitable for creating compensatory 
habitat and the principle agreed with Natural England. An agreement between the 
Environment Agency and the Estate, the landowner, was established as the objectives 
of the Estate for the Otter estuary aligned wholly with those of the Strategy. 
b) LORP Options 

The preferred options for LORP were identified through a staged approach, by: 

• Developing a wide range of options – a long list of options including do nothing, do 
minimum and eight other options including creating a freshwater reservoir to a 
range of restoration options of the Otter floodplain; 

• Screening out options considered to be technically, environmentally or 
economically unviable; and 

• Developing the short list of options:  
1. Full Scale Restoration;  
2. Assisted Natural Recovery;  
3. Big and Little Marsh Floodplain Restoration; and 
4. Big Marsh South Floodplain Restoration. 

The options appraisal concluded that the preferred option for the Scheme was short 
list Option 3 Big and Little Marsh Floodplain Restoration. 
vi) Consultation 
There has been a high level of stakeholder consultation, public engagement, 
professional advice and consultative work throughout the design of the Scheme. The 
Environment Agency has been working in partnership with the Estate, that has 
informed the long list and short list options, helped to identify the preferred option and 
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contributed to the detailed design, mitigation and enhancements using their extensive 
knowledge of the site. 
A Stakeholder Group was set up, providing an interface between the project team and 
interested parties, including community representatives, and have been involved in 
the development of the short list of options.  
Since 2013 there have been eight project stakeholder group meetings and several 
public consultations held locally at community centres and at parish and town council 
meetings. These have been held to highlight the issues, understand stakeholder and 
public perceptions of the problems, assess their reaction to outline proposals and 
options, gather information on alternative strategies and to ensure the local community 
has had a chance to help shape the broad form of the project. 
Since 2015 an essential component of the Scheme’s communications work has been 
through its website (www.lowerotterrestorationproject.co.uk). This website places key 
documents in the public domain, including the project’s rationale and vision, minutes 
of the Stakeholder Group meetings, the Risk Register, factsheets and frequently asked 
questions and proposed timelines. It also advertises key engagement events, with 
outcomes from public consultation available for viewing. 
A long list of options was discussed with specialists from the Environment Agency and 
the Estate on 7th March 2017, and with the Stakeholder Group on 15th March 2017. 
With the exception of the Granary Lane residents group, the main stakeholder groups 
gave their conditional or tentative support for floodplain restoration through managed 
realignment. 
From here, a short list of options was developed, and a public exhibition was held on 
5th July 2017. The exhibition was attended by 144 people and 105 feedback forms 
were received, which helped inform the outline design of the scheme. 73% of 
responders were supportive of LORP objectives and 62% were most in favour of the 
option that has become the preferred option.  
Going forward, in addition to the project website, the East Devon Pebblebed Heaths 
Conservation Trust (EDPHCT), the Estate and Environment Agency Facebook, 
Twitter and YouTube accounts will be used to provide regular updates about the 
project. 
vii) The Scheme 
The Scheme is presented on Figure 2 ‘Scheme Proposals’. The Scheme will: 

• Create 28ha of mudflats and 27ha of transitional marsh and saltmarsh;  

• Create a new main creek channel 2km in length and associated outer creek 
channels (total of 6km in length) through the historic floodplain. Some outer 
secondary creeks will also include borrow pits and/or scrapes. The main creek will 
gradually reduce in width from 50m at the south breach to 5m at its furthest point 
in Little Marsh; 

• Create a 200m wide breach in Little Bank and provide an improved lower level path 
surface across the breach; 

• Create a 170m breach in Big Bank and provide an improved lower level path 
surface across the breach; 

http://www.lowerotterrestorationproject.co.uk/
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• Demolish and remove the existing Budleigh Brook concrete aqueduct section and 
create a realigned more natural meandering channel through Little Marsh, approx. 
530m in length; 

• Maintain a flow through the Trunk Drain to the south of South Farm Road on a 
falling tide; 

• Create a new raised South Farm Road highway (approx. 2.5m above the existing 
road level), with a 25m wide embankment footprint, using site won excavated 
material and include a new 30m span highway bridge over the new creek channel. 
Rip rap stone protection will be installed beneath the bridge. The road along the 
existing alignment will be removed except the section which enables access to 
South Farm Cottages. This will protect South Farm Road from regular flooding 
which cuts off the South Farm community; 

• Remove a small section of the existing landfill site in the far west corner, to allow 
construction of the new South Farm Road highway bridge. The remaining areas of 
the landfill site will receive additional fill material at varying depths (site won), to 
increase ground cover and further protect existing material within. The outer edges 
will have improved erosion protection measures installed. A mosaic of new 
woodland/grassland will be planted on top. This is important as the site is currently 
poorly capped and unprotected; 

• Create a 70m wide breach through the River Otter estuary embankment (near Lime 
Kiln car park). The breach will have rip rap stone erosion protection installed. A 
short section of the existing estuary will be excavated to transition into the new 
breach. The existing footpath will be maintained over the breach with a new 70m 
span, 2.5m wide footbridge; 

• Install new public information and warning signage at the Shingle Bar and Spit 
area; to inform of likely changing environment and risks. The existing lower path 
along the north edge of the Shingle Bar will be removed; 

• Remove large groups of existing trees/woodland, scattered trees and long lengths 
of hedgerow in the floodplain area, and cut to ground level some areas of 
trees/vegetation at the outer edges of the floodplain; to enable construction of 
scheme elements or to mitigate disturbance to protected species before future tidal 
inundation; 

• Plant new trees and hedgerows to the north of the site, areas outside of the zone 
of tidal inundation and on the historic landfill site area. These will replace those lost 
by the scheme. There will be improvements to existing hedgerows and infilling of 
gaps. Some areas of new vegetation will be planted for screening purposes for the 
new habitat areas; 

• Install seven new viewing areas at various locations across the scheme to enrich 
visitor experience of the enhanced wildlife reserve resulting from the Scheme. One 
of these will involve replacing an existing platform along the SWCP; 

• Create two new footpath sections from the new South Farm Road to the viewing 
area on the southern tip of the landfill site. These will act as a diversion of existing 
defunct footpath section in the lower floodplain which will become tidally inundated 
in the future; 
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• Create up to three high tide bird islands within the tidal inundation area, a positive 
improvement for bird life; 

• Raise the existing footpath section between South Farm Road and Big Bank, on 
the western side of the floodplain, and improve the surfacing. Additionally, two 
short sections will be raised to a higher level, to provide safe areas during tidal 
inundation of the path for the public during emergencies; 

• Create a variety of landscape features in the scheme area, such as information 
panels, sections of fencing and water filled ditches near paths to deter dogs and 
people; 

• Divert the existing overhead power lines, which run west to east across the landfill 
site, underground through the new South Farm Road highway embankment, which 
will be a positive gain for the landscape and the AONB. These works will be in 
partnership with Western Power Distribution and the AONB; 

• Create a new car park area at the south western end of the new South Farm Road, 
including new screening vegetation and a timber viewing structure, removing 
informal parking in the existing SSSI which is damaging to the site. 

• The existing beach outfall culvert structure will remain. Its future operation and 
maintenance strategy will be monitored and reviewed in the next project phase. 

Associated works that are not part of this planning application are: 

• The overhead power line that lies along the western boundary of the site, south of 
South Farm Road, will be diverted underground in a raised embankment on the 
existing adjacent footpath. This is planned to be carried out by the upcoming FAB-
Link project.  

• Existing South West Water CSO pipe that crosses the estuary mouth will be 
relocated to the north and deeper under the estuary by South West Water 
(separate planning application). 

• Budleigh Salterton Cricket Club will be located from its current location to the north 
of Lime Kiln Car Park to a new site to the north of South Farm Road. 
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Figure 2 – Scheme proposals 
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viii) Construction, operation and maintenance  
The Scheme is estimated to be constructed between January 2020 and March 2023.  
Construction 
A summary of the construction processes taking place in each phase is shown below. 
Multiple construction gangs will be working on various areas of the site at the same 
time.  
Phase Estimated Dates 
Budleigh Salterton Cricket club works commence (part of a 
separate planning application) 

Oct 2020 

Stage one vegetation clearance Jan 2020 – Feb 2021 
Stage two vegetation clearance and 
Construction phase mobilisation  

May – Jun 2021 

Construction phase: 

• Tidal creek excavations 
• General earthworks 
• Highway bridge foundation works 
• Footbridge foundation works 
• Big Bank breach works 
• New South Farm Road highway embankment 

earthworks formed 
• Footpath raising works 

Jul – Oct 2021 

Construction phase: 

• New South Farm Road highway embankment 
monitored for settlement over nine month period 

• Footbridge deck installed 
• Highway bridge deck and features installed 
• Small culvert structures installed 
• Service diversions 
• The estuary sewer pipe diversion works may 

commence early 2022 (separate to this planning 
application) 

Nov 2021 – Jul 2022 

Construction phase: 

• New South Farm Road highway embankment 
completes; surfacing and features installed 

• New highway ties into existing road network 
• Existing Cricket club removal begins 

Aug – Oct 2022 

Construction phase: 

• Final creeks excavated. 
• Existing South Farm Road surface removed 
• Improvements to existing footpath embankments 

Nov – Dec 2022 
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Phase Estimated Dates 
Construction phase: 

• Little Bank breach works 
• New Budleigh Brook channel connected; existing 

aqueduct removed 
• Main Southern breach works 
• High tide bird islands formed 
• Landfill area cover finalised 
• Final landscaping features installed 
• The FAB-Link project (separate to this planning 

application) is estimated to start in early 2023. It is not 
expected to clash with the final works of LORP. 

Jan – Feb 2023 

Construction phase demobilisation Mar 2023 
 
The logistical details are presented below. 

Site 
compound 
locations 

The main site compound will be located on the southern side of 
South Farm Road on the existing landfill site.  Three satellite 
compounds will be located to the south east of Little Bank, 
immediately west of the landfill site and in the north eastern area of 
Lime Kiln car park. 

Site access 

The majority of plant and materials will be brought to the site via the 
B3178, then South Farm Road to the main compound. Smaller and 
far less frequent plant and materials will use Coastguard Road, and 
Saltings Hill, to reach Lime Kiln carpark and the smaller compound.  
Temporary access tracks will be laid along the eastern boundary of 
the site (to the west of the SWCP), along the southern alignment of 
the South Farm Road and along the eastern boundary of the site to 
provide access for construction vehicles around the site. Passing 
places will be provided every 50m on the temporary access tracks. 
Material storage and treatment areas are proposed to the west of 
the site (near Granary Lane) and east of the River Otter. 

Working  
hours 

The majority of the works are expected to be completed between 
07:00–18:00 Monday to Friday and 08:00-13:00 Saturday, with no 
working on Sundays and bank holidays. In general overnight 
working will not be allowed, with the exception of the new South 
Farm Road tie-ins to minimise disruption to traffic with the 
associated road closure. 
 
All material deliveries are expected to be completed between 10:00 
and 16:00 hours, avoiding conflict with peak traffic periods.  
Commuting times for site staff is expected to be between 07:00–
08:00 and 16:00–18:00. The main construction related movements 
are expected to take place during the day (08:00–16:00). 
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Operation and Maintenance 
It is expected that: 

• Devon County Council will be responsible for the operation, maintenance and 
public safety for the existing footpaths, the new pedestrian bridge over the 
southern breach and the new South Farm Road highway and bridge.  

• East Devon District Council will continue to have operational responsibility for 
the Shingle Bar public areas and beach outfall. 

• The Estate through the East Devon Pebblebed Heaths Conservation Trust will 
be responsible for the South Farm Road car park, viewing areas, fencing and 
land management of the site. 

ix) Likely Significant Effects and Mitigation 
The following section summarises the likely significant effects of the Scheme, both 
beneficial and adverse, for each environmental topic and mitigation required. For 
further detail please refer to the specific topic chapters (Chapters 6 to 14 in the main 
Environmental Statement).  The significant effects are split between construction of 
the Scheme and operation which starts when construction is complete. 
Population and Human Health 
The enhanced viewing opportunities of the site and increased bird populations, 
through the creation of the saltmarsh and mudflats, will benefit both local users and 
visitors to the site. The Scheme will also result in improvements to local Public Rights 
of Ways including the South West Coast Path, the National Cycle Network Route 2 
and Otterton Footpath 2 through reduced risk of flooding and longevity of recreational 
opportunities. 
During construction, the Scheme will result in some adverse effects on the local 
population and recreational opportunities e.g. temporary diversion of public rights of 
way. These will be mitigated by regular contact with the local residents. However, the 
temporary diversion for the South West Coast Path (Budleigh Salterton Footpath 12) 
will not be of the same quality and therefore the less abled will be disadvantaged 
during the four month closure.  
Despite mitigation measures to reduce the impacts, some residual effects on access 
will remain during the inundation of East Budleigh Footpath 3 and Otterton Footpath 
1b on Big Bank and Budleigh Salterton Footpath 12. However, it is considered that the 
overall benefits of the Scheme outweigh these adverse effects. 
Noise and Vibration 
Noise and vibration impacts will only occur during construction but will not last long 
enough (10 or more days or nights in any 15 consecutive days or nights) to be 
considered significant. This is with the exception of the vegetation clearance works of 
the new car park which will create enough noise to cause a major adverse effect on 
the residents of South Farm Cottages. However, following mitigation by best 
practicable means, which consists of measures such as careful selection of equipment 
with silencers or mufflers where possible and shutting plant and equipment down when 
not in use for long than five minutes, the noise can be reduced to reasonable levels. 
The local community will be kept fully informed of the nature and timing of the works. 
All control measures will be detailed in the Construction Management Plan. 
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Biodiversity, Marine ecology and fish 
LORP will restore the floodplain of the River Otter to a condition similar to that 
previously found prior to the construction of the embankments. Once established, 
LORP will provide an increased habitat resource for overwintering birds, benthic 
estuarine invertebrates and intertidal, estuarine and migratory fish species in the Otter 
catchment.  
The biodiversity, marine ecology and fish impact assessment has identified that 
without mitigation there is potential for the Scheme to impact important ecological 
features for nature conservation and species protected by legislation. 
Mitigation measures comprise, design stage avoidance of adverse impacts, best 
practice design, pollution control measures, general good construction practices, 
habitat protection measures, sensitive landscaping and mitigation planting. Protected 
species mitigation is in accordance with legal requirements and seeks to enhance the 
integrity of populations where possible to do so.  
After mitigation, residual significant effects are anticipated due to habitat loss of 
grassland and swamp habitat, which are the qualifying features of Otter Meadows 
County Wildlife Site. This is due to the change in habitat required to achieve the 
purpose of the Scheme. Although avoidance and mitigation measures will be 
undertaken, like for like compensation for the loss of these habitats cannot be 
achieved. However, the habitats being created are of equal or greater value/sensitivity 
and equivalent scarcity and biodiversity benefit as those lost. Reinstating natural 
processes will result in the change of terrestrial and freshwater habitat into intertidal 
habitat, with long term, more sustainable benefits for species and habitats.  
The localised and short term negative impacts of construction activities upon existing 
biodiversity and loss of habitats are balanced against longer term Scheme operation 
which has overwhelming positive impacts and benefits to the estuary and wider area, 
due to restoration of more natural environments, processes and enhanced habitats 
that will attract greater numbers and more varied wildlife. 
There are multiple beneficial significant effects from the creation of saltmarsh and 
mudflat habitats on site and a more natural transition from intertidal to freshwater and 
terrestrial habitats. This will have a beneficial significant effect on the Otter Estuary 
Marine Conservation Zone, Otter Estuary Site of Special Scientific Interest, 
invertebrates (freshwater and marine), fish (freshwater and migratory), overwintering 
birds (including Exe Estuary Special Protection Area and Ramsar qualifying species), 
otters and harvest mouse from habitat creation. 
Geology, Soils and Contamination 
Overall the Scheme is considered beneficial for geology and soils as it results in a 
more natural river system and improved protection from flooding of the landfill, which 
will help to prevent pollution. 
Contamination from general construction activities are to be mitigated through best 
practicable means which consists of measures such as tracking systems to control the 
movement of soil, including stockpile management, controlling groundwater in 
excavations and spill prevention measures. All control measures will be detailed in the 
Construction Management Plan.  
Significant adverse effects during construction and operation may occur from South 
Farm Road former landfill to groundwater/surface water in the new river channel. This 
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will be mitigated through construction of a physical barrier separating the river channel 
and the eastern area of the landfill. Any remaining contamination will not be significant.  
Water, Geomorphology and Hydromorphology 
The following operational impacts have been identified as having beneficial 
(significant) effects on the water environment and no mitigation measures are 
required:  

• Geomorphological processes on the shingle barrier and ebb tidal delta and the 
World Heritage Site; 

• Geomorphological processes on the Otter Estuary; and 
• Decreased flood risk to the receptors adjacent to the Otter Estuary floodplain 
The following impacts require mitigation to reduce the effects to less than significant: 

• Increased suspended solids and/or chemical contamination causing potential 
surface water contamination. These will be mitigated through controls on 
construction activities. 

• Loss of supply from Pulhayes Farm licence abstraction supply. This will be 
mitigated through the relocation of the supply and sealing of the spring chambers. 

• Potential impact on abstraction borehole water quality of Otterton boreholes and 
the Otterton Sandstone Principal aquifer. A groundwater monitoring strategy will 
be produced, and further ground investigation will be undertaken to determine 
whether additional mitigation in the northeast area of the Scheme is required. 

• Increased tidal flood risk under projected climate change scenarios to the Trunk 
Drain drainage assets plus Frogmore Road and adjacent pumping station and 
substation. These will be mitigated through a managed adaptive approach to asset 
resilience in future.  

Landscape and Visual 
The Scheme is likely to have several minor to major beneficial landscape and visual 
effects on the LORP site. Initially changes to the local landscape will be inevitable 
during construction due to the loss of vegetation and trees in the footprint of the 
construction works and the temporary presence of construction equipment and 
machinery. Vegetation will be retained and protected from damage as much as 
possible.   
Once LORP is operational the views will be quite different from the reclaimed farmland 
that exists there currently. The Scheme will provide landscape improvements through 
the restoration of natural wetland habitat which will enhance the landscape character 
of the area.  
Minor adverse visual effects on local residents and users of the public rights of way 
will be caused by the new car park, however trees and shrubs will be planted to 
mitigate for these changes.  
Historic Environment 
Deposits of potentially important historic environmental interest may be affected by 
excavating the tidal creek and constructing bridge supports at South Farm Road. This 
is to be mitigated through the sampling and analysis of these peat deposits to 
determine their age. Further investigation may be required depending on the results. 
Groundworks for the Scheme, in particular the excavation of the tidal creek and outer 
creek channels, have the potential to impact on previously unknown archaeological 



xv 
 

assets resulting in damage or complete removal (if present). An Archaeological 
Mitigation Strategy will be produced and approved by the Devon County Archaeologist 
before construction works are undertaken. This Strategy will detail the programme of 
archaeological mitigation to be implemented before or during construction e.g. 
geophysical surveys, historic building records and watching briefs. 
Traffic and Transport 
Construction of the scheme will result in no significant impacts, although there will be 
minor adverse effect on roads resulting from small increases in traffic and a reduction 
in parking capacity. These will result in effects lasting for a few months rather than for 
the entire duration of the construction programme. 
There are no significant impacts resulting from operation of the Scheme. However, 
there are long term beneficial effects arising from: 

• South Farm Road being less prone to flooding, because it would be raised on an 
embankment; 

• Reduced risk of collisions and improved public safety resulting from improvements 
to South Farm Road and management of existing informal parking; and 

• Formalised parking at South Farm Road. 
Cumulative Effects 
There is an opportunity for a receptor (such as a local resident) to be affected in 
multiple ways by LORP (intra-project cumulative effects). Temporary adverse effects 
have been identified for the construction phase, and permanent beneficial effects for 
the operational phase of the Scheme. The short-term adverse effects (noise and visual 
intrusion from construction activities on users of nearby public rights of way and 
residents) would be outweighed by the long-term beneficial effects from the more 
extensive saltmarsh and intertidal habitats.    
LORP has also been assessed in combination with other large projects expected to 
occur within the Otter valley at the same time (inter-project cumulative effects), 
specifically the FAB Link project, the relocation of the Budleigh Salterton Cricket Club 
and the installation of a replacement South West Water Combined Sewer Outfall pipe 
in the Otter Estuary. The timings of these projects are uncertain and therefore we have 
considered the worst case scenario, assuming construction will take place at the same 
time (although works for the Scheme and FAB Link would seek to avoid being in the 
same specific location at the same time). There will be some adverse effects such as 
noise and visual impacts during construction only. No significant operational inter-
project effects are anticipated. 
Mitigation for cumulative effects during construction relate to maintaining good 
communication between the developers and residents to help limit concern and to 
allow opportunities for sensitive phasing and planning of works. Other measures are 
good practice measures such as maintaining tidy construction sites and the use of 
screening to limit visual intrusion. LORP and all other projects will have their own 
Construction Codes of Practice and Construction Environmental Management Plans 
to adhere to. 
x) Conclusion 
The Scheme will provide compensatory habitat for losses identified in the Exe 
Estuary Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Strategy and will also result in 
multiple local beneficial effects including creation of saltmarsh and mudflat habitats, 
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reduction in flood risk, and improvements to amenity, recreation and the landscape 
at the Otter Estuary. The Scheme will also support sustainable management of the 
lower Otter estuary in face of climate change and sea level rise. 
Mitigation has been proposed to minimise identified significant adverse impacts as 
far as possible. The Scheme aligns with the principle of sustainable development by 
seeking to meet the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs. 
xi) Inspection of documents 
The Environmental Statement, and Non-Technical Summary, together with the plans 
and supporting information, will be available for inspection on the following website 
https://planning.eastdevon.gov.uk/online-applications and the planning documents 
will be signposted to on the project website www.lowerotterrestrocationproject.co.uk.  
Due to Covid-19 restrictions only an electronic version will be available on the East 
Devon District Council planning website. 
 

https://planning.eastdevon.gov.uk/online-applications
http://www.lowerotterrestrocationproject.co.uk/
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1. Background 

1.1. Introduction 
This Environmental Statement (ES) presents the findings of the statutory 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) undertaken on behalf of the Environment 
Agency to support and inform the detailed planning application, submitted to the Local 
Planning Authority, East Devon District Council (EDDC), and the marine licence 
application, submitted to the Marine Management Organisation (MMO), for the Lower 
Otter Restoration Project (LORP).  

LORP will restore the Otter estuary, reconnecting it with its floodplain and creating 
approximately 55 hectares of mudflat and saltmarsh, and providing a better place for 
people and wildlife. 

Consent for construction of LORP is required through two consenting regimes:  

• For works above mean low water tide level, submission of a planning application 
under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); and  

• For works below below mean low water tide level, submission of a request for a 
marine consent under the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 (as amended). 

EDDC has confirmed that under the coastal concordat agreement they will act as the 
lead authority for the Environmental Impact Assessment for LORP. The MMO intends 
to defer their responsibilities under the Marine Works (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations and use the Environmental Impact Assessment consent 
decision of the local planning authority to inform their decision on any related marine 
licence. The MMO will issue an “intent to defer under the coastal concordat” once a 
marine licence application has been made.  

LORP has been subject to an EIA in accordance with the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (SI 571 2017) and the Marine 
Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2007 (as amended). The EIA 
process has assessed the likely significant environmental effects of the proposed 
project together with ways to avoid or reduce any negative environmental effects. The 
findings of the EIA are presented in this ES. 

1.2. Background 
1.2.1. Development of LORP 

The original motivation for the LORP arose from a desire by the landowner, Clinton 
Devon Estates (the Estate, to manage the lower Otter estuary as sustainably as 
possible in the face of a rapidly changing climate. The Environment Agency’s 
involvement in the project arose from a statutory requirement to provide compensatory 
habitat for habitat losses in the Exe Estuary. The desire of these project partners is to 
improve the natural functioning, ecological health and environmental status of the 
river, demonstrate climate change adaptation and reduce risk to wildlife and public 
infrastructure under future climate change scenarios.   

The lower Otter valley is heavily modified by human hand.  In the early 19th century 
embankments were constructed to enclose a 60 hectare (ha) area of what was then 
estuary for agricultural purposes.  This has had the effect of cutting off the floodplain 



 Lower Otter Restoration Project - Environmental Statement 1 - 2 

from regular tidal and fluvial flooding.  A culvert was constructed through the shingle 
beach at Budleigh Salterton to drain the resulting area, and the course of the River 
Otter was straightened.  

Development has occurred in several areas of the flood plain since the embankments 
were constructed.  South Farm Road has been formalised from Granary Lane in the 
west, to South Farm on the east of the flood plain.  This road lies at flood plain level 
for most of its length and is regularly flooded.  

From 1928 to 1978 a municipal refuse tip operated adjacent to South Farm Road.  
There are few records of what refuse was placed in the tip, there is no evidence of it 
being lined and the soil covering is sparse and not consistent in depth; it therefore 
presents an environmental liability.   

During the 1930s Budleigh Salterton Cricket Club (BSCC) was constructed in the most 
southerly part of the embanked area.  It is low lying and often suffers from water-
logging. The cricket club has accepted that there is no long-term future at this site.   

Footpaths have been designated along all of the embankments, and at the western 
edge of the flood plain.  All are popular, with the most well-used being the South West 
Coast Path (SWCP), which runs along the embankment from Lime Kiln Car Park to 
White Bridge, where South Farm Road crosses the River Otter. Footpaths are 
currently threatened and frequently damaged by flooding, a situation projected to get 
worse over time.   

Large fluvial floods overtop the embankments crossing east-west over the floodplain 
every few years, leading to flooding of the embanked area.  Because the culverts that 
drain the area are small and are restricted by the tide, this flooding can last for several 
days.  In this situation both South Farm Road and BSCC are under water.  The pavilion 
for BSCC has been known to flood up to its eaves.  Water can also flow over the 
disused refuse tip.  It is also possible for very high tides to overtop the embankments, 
although this is a less common scenario.  

As our climate changes, with both rising sea levels and increased strength and 
frequency of storms, the embankments are becoming ever more vulnerable to failure.  
In September 2018 a failure was narrowly averted, and the SWCP was diverted for six 
months whilst a repair was implemented.   

If the embankments fail the original flood plain will be inundated on each high tide.  
This will lead to all the infrastructure in the flood plain being compromised.  Drainage 
will take time to establish, which could lead to standing water lasting several months.  
Failure would be a difficult scenario for the community to manage, with little funding 
likely to be available.  

The Environment Agency is required to compensate for losses identified in the Exe 
Estuary Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Strategy (the Strategy) 
(approved in September 2014). The Strategy identified six Flood Risk Management 
Schemes (FRMS) within the Exe Estuary. The Exe Estuary is a Special Protection 
Area (SPA), designated under the European Union (EU) Birds Directive and an 
internationally designated Ramsar site. Part of the Exe Estuary (Dawlish Warren) is 
also a Special Area of Conservation (SAC) designated under the EU Habitats Directive 
(see Figure 8.1 in Appendix E1). When the strategy was developed, the Conservation 
and Habitats Regulations 2010 applied (now The Conservation of Habitats and 
Species Regulations 2017 (the Habitats Regulations)), which transposes the EU Birds 
Directive and EU Habitats Directive into English Law.  
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Maintaining and improving existing flood defences, as well as, implementing the six 
FRMS will result in the loss of European designated intertidal habitat caused by 
coastal squeeze (the loss of existing intertidal habitat in front of defences as a result 
of rising sea levels that drown out the habitat). This will adversely affect the integrity 
of the Dawlish Warren SAC and Exe Estuary SPA and Ramsar site. Under the Habitats 
Regulations, it is therefore a statutory requirement for the Environment Agency to 
create habitat to compensate for that lost. 

Without creating compensatory habitat, the Environment Agency are unable to legally 
implement the recommendations of the Strategy and manage existing flood defences, 
nor build new flood defences.  

The Strategy included a ‘Statement of Case for Imperative Reasons of Overriding 
Public Interest (IROPI)’, which explained that the six FRMSs are essential to safeguard 
the public and listed potential sites to compensate for the resulting European 
designated intertidal habitat losses. The lower Otter estuary was listed as one of the 
potential sites.  

The Strategy estimated a loss of 25.5ha of intertidal and 16ha of grazing marsh 
habitats within the SPA and Ramsar site in the short-term (0 to 20 years) from its 
implementation. Further work enabled the Environment Agency to gain a greater 
understanding of the geomorphological processes in the Exe Estuary and the impact 
of implementing the strategy on the Dawlish Warren SAC. As a result, gabions at 
Dawlish Warren have been removed allowing natural processes to be restored. This 
has enabled the Environment Agency to refine the Strategy’s estimate of habitat loss 
caused by coastal squeeze. It has been agreed with Natural England (NE) that 14.5ha 
of compensatory habitat should be provided. 

Through the development of the Strategy several potential sites within the Exe Estuary 
were considered for compensatory habitat. From these a short list of sites was created, 
including on the Rivers Clyst and Kenn. Detailed investigations between 2013 and 
2015 concluded that habitat creation at the Clyst and Kenn sites would not be feasible, 
and that there were no other suitable sites in the Exe Estuary (see chapter 2 Project 
Development, Section 2.2 for further information). With no suitable sites in or around 
the Exe Estuary, the investigation moved to sites outside of the estuary.  

The Otter estuary was a potential site, as identified in the IROPI case, and the principle 
of habitat creation at this location was agreed with NE. An agreement was made 
between the Environment Agency and the state, as the objectives of the Estate for the 
lower Otter estuary listed above aligned with those of the Strategy. 

Implementation of LORP will enable the Environment Agency to meet its statutory 
requirement to compensate for habitat loss caused by coastal squeeze resulting 
from flood risk management within the Exe Estuary internationally designated sites, 
by creating suitable intertidal habitat. The project will enable the Estate to improve 
the natural functioning, ecological health and environmental status of the river, 
demonstrate climate change adaptation and reduce risk to wildlife and public 
infrastructure under future climate change scenarios. 
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1.2.2. Project Objectives 

The objectives for LORP are: 

• Deliver more sustainable management in the face of climate change;  

• Improve natural functioning of the Otter estuary; 

• Improve the quality of habitats and wildlife; 

• Provide a minimum of 14.5ha of compensatory intertidal habitat; 

• Safeguard public access; 

• Reduce risk of contamination from the old municipal tip; 

• No increase in flood risk to property; and 

• No impact on groundwater abstractions for drinking water. 

Further drivers for the Scheme, including local and national policies, are discussed in 
chapter 5 (Planning Policy Context).  

1.2.3. Description of The Site 

The LORP site (herein known as the site) lies within the historic floodplain of the River 
Otter Estuary within the lower Otter valley in Devon, centred at ordnance survey grid 
reference SY073830. The site lies directly south west of Otterton, directly east of 
Budleigh Salterton and approximately 8km east of the Exe Estuary. The location of the 
site can be seen on Figure 1.1 in Appendix A. The site boundary can be seen on 
Figure 1.2 in Appendix A.  

The Otter Estuary along with the cliffs of Otterton Point, is a nationally important site 
for its geology/ancient geography and biodiversity and is designated as a Site of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). The Otter Estuary SSSI contains a range of intertidal 
habitats including saltmarsh and tidal creeks.  

The Otter Estuary has been modified by humans for hundreds of years and was much 
larger than its current size. In the early 19th century embankments were built, enclosing 
about three-quarters of the original extent of the estuary, and turning intertidal mudflat 
and saltmarsh into freshwater agricultural land. A network of freshwater drains cross 
the site and a trunk drain lies along the western boundary. The site lies within East 
Devon Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and at the mouth of the estuary is 
a shingle bar which lies within the Dorset and East Devon Coast World Heritage Site.  

The estuary and marshes support a wide variety of breeding and wintering bird 
species, including waders and wildfowl, and form part of a network of important feeding 
sites which includes the Axe Estuary (to the east) and the Exe Estuary (to the west).  

South Farm Road cuts through the site in an east west direction. To the south of South 
Farm Road lies an historic landfill. An overhead telecoms line runs along the northern 
side of South Farm Road. An overhead electricity line crosses the centre of the landfill 
in a west to east alignment; another line runs north-south along the western edge of 
the floodplain. Lime Kiln car park lies to the south west of the site. Figure 1.2 in 
Appendix A shows these features in relation to the site.  

A network of Public Rights of Way and permissive footpaths provide access around 
the perimeter of the site. The SWCP lies along the River Otter embankment which 
runs through the middle of the site from Lime Kiln Car Park in the south to the 
eastern end of South Farm Road. It is one of Devon’s most popular footpaths 
enjoyed by more than 250,000 visitors each year (East Devon AONB people counter 
data).  
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BSCC lies within the southern extent of the site, to the north of Lime Kiln car park.  

1.3. Structure of the Environmental Statement 
The structure of this ES follows the requirements set out in the Town and Country 
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (SI 2017/571) and 
the Marine Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2007 (as 
amended).  

In line with these regulations, a non-technical summary is included at the front of the 
ES, which presents the findings of the main report in non-technical language. This can 
be read as a standalone document.  

The main report provides the background of the Scheme; describes the need for the 
Scheme, and its development; gives an overview of consultation undertaken as part 
of the EIA process; details the Scheme construction and operation; provides a record 
of legislation and policies applicable to the Scheme and the EIA process; and 
describes the methodology for undertaking EIA. 

The potential significant environmental effects of LORP have been identified for the 
environmental receptors within the relevant environmental topic by comparing existing 
baseline environmental conditions with the conditions that would occur if LORP was 
implemented.  

Specific assessments have been undertaken for each environmental topic in 
accordance with the relevant guidelines to review potential significant environmental 
effects of LORP. Potential impacts have been predicted within each technical chapter 
(chapters 6 to 14) using good practice with reference to definitive standards and 
legislation where available. Where it has not been possible to quantify impacts, a 
qualitative assessment has been undertaken, based on available data and 
professional judgement.  

Each of the technical chapters provides: a review of the assessment methodology; a 
review of the planning policies specific to that technical discipline; outlines the 
limitations and assumptions of the assessment; describes any potential impacts likely 
to arise from LORP; describes the mitigation measures incorporated into LORP design 
where appropriate and discusses any residual effects and in-combination effects. 
Each technical chapter also identifies opportunities and enhancements within the 
design and the monitoring required on completion of LORP to ensure its objectives 
are met.  

The cumulative effects form the interaction of LORP with other projects are considered 
in chapter 14.  

The main report incorporates the following chapters:  

• Chapter 1: Background  

• Chapter 2: Project Development  

• Chapter 3: The Preferred Option  

• Chapter 4: Key Issues and Methodology  

• Chapter 5: Planning Policy Context 

• Chapter 6: Population and Human Health  
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• Chapter 7: Noise and Vibration  

• Chapter 8: Biodiversity, Marine Ecology and Fish 

• Chapter 9: Geology, Soils and Contamination  

• Chapter 10: Water Environment 

• Chapter 11: Landscape and Visual  

• Chapter 12: Historic Environment  

• Chapter 13: Traffic and Transport  

• Chapter 14: Cumulative Effects 

The Appendices include figures and design drawings; the EIA Screening and Scoping 
Opinions; technical reports produced as part of this EIA; a record of stakeholder 
engagement; and an Environmental Action Plan which summarises the actions 
required to implement the Scheme in accordance with the mitigation, management 
and monitoring measures identified within the ES. The following appendices are 
included in the ES to support the EIA process:  

Appendix A: General Drawings  

Appendix B: Scoping  

Appendix C: Consultation 

Appendix D: Noise and Vibration  

Appendix E: Biodiversity, Marine Ecology and Fish  

Appendix F: Geology, Soils and Contamination  

Appendix G: Water Environment  

Appendix H: Landscape and Visual  

Appendix I: Historic Environment  

Appendix J: Cumulative  

Appendix K: Environmental Action Plan  

Appendix L: Traffic and Transport 

1.4. Abbreviations  
AONB  Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

BSCC  Budleigh Salterton Cricket Club 

EDDC  East Devon District Council 

EIA  Environmental Impact Assessment 

ES  Environmental Statement 

EU  European Union 

FRMS  Flood Risk Management Strategy 

IROPI  Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest 

LORP  Lower Otter Restoration Project 
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MMO  Marine Management Organisation 

NE  Natural England 

SAC  Special Area of Conservation 

SPA  Special Protection Area 

SWCP South West Coast Path 
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2. Project Development 

2.1. Strategic Context  
As outlined in Chapter 1 Background, Section 1.2.1, implementation of the Lower Otter 
Restoration Project (LORP) will enable the Environment Agency to meet its statutory 
requirement to compensate for habitat loss. It will also enable Clinton Devon Estates 
(the Estate) to improve the natural functioning, ecological health and environmental 
status of the river, demonstrate climate change adaptation and reduce risk to wildlife 
and public infrastructure under future climate change scenarios. In doing so, the 
Scheme addresses the key concerns and priorities of a number of local, regional, 
national and international policies and strategies.  

The preferred plan for the Otter Estuary, as set out in The Durlston Head to Rame 
Head Shoreline Management Plan, is managed realignment, allowing the shoreline 
position to move landwards with management to control movement. Removing 
artificial structures impacting on natural processes, controlling invasive species, and 
reducing risk of environmental pollution will assist the River Otter to progress towards 
‘good ecological status’ thereby strategically aligning the Scheme with the objectives 
of the European Community Water Framework Directive and its regional delivery 
mechanism, the East Devon Catchment Action Plan.   

Through restoring the ecological health of the lower Otter valley, the creation of inter-
tidal habitat, the protection of access and engagement of local communities with 
natural heritage, the Scheme also strongly supports the mission statement of 
England’s Biodiversity Strategy 2020.  Specifically, it helps deliver priority actions 
related to the protection of ecosystem services, halting habitat and species decline, 
and adapting to climate change. It also supports five of the seven priority themes of 
Devon’s Local Nature Partnership. These are: Naturally Healthy; Green Connections; 
Outdoor learning; Farming with Nature; Resilient Wetlands.   

The Strategic Economic Plan for the Heart of the South West Local Enterprise 
Partnership (2014 to 2030) recognises under its thematic analysis of ‘place’ that 
climate change adaptation is an opportunity to be grasped.  A key priority for growth, 
listed under the Strategic Economic Plan, is to recognise the region’s distinctive 
assets, and to maximise the quality of the natural environment, with a core aim being 
to achieve economic growth whilst protecting and enhancing the environment. 
Opportunities for investment identified relate to green infrastructure, regulation of 
natural hazards, climate change adaptation, tourism and the creation of a high-quality 
habitats to attract businesses.  

Tourism is recognised in the East Devon Local Plan and Budleigh Salterton’s 
Neighbourhood Plan as a key sector of the economy, with the natural environment 
cited as the cornerstone of the economic and commercial future of Budleigh Salterton, 
and the town’s greatest asset. The Scheme is aligned with a number of key objectives 
and policies of both plans including those relating to protecting and enhancing the local 
natural environment, enhancing habitat connectivity at a landscape scale, promoting 
tourism facilities based around the natural environment, and enhancing community 
facilities and access.  

In its third report to the House of Lords’ Economic Affairs Committee, the Natural 
Capital Committee highlighted that inter-tidal habitats provide a range of benefits 
which are not currently valued fully by government and society. A growing number of 
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case studies are cited that demonstrate that investments in habitats like saltmarsh 
offer value for money once a wider range of benefits are assessed. This is especially 
so given the anticipated effects of climate change and sea level rise.  The committee’s 
analysis finds many individual examples where the benefits of managed realignment 
of coastal flood defences outweigh costs. Economic cases are strong if costs and 
benefits are assessed over a sufficiently long period of time.  

With responsibility for the long-term care of 775 miles of coastline the National Trust 
has commissioned significant research into understanding the impacts of climate 
change on Britain’s coastline and the best mechanisms to confront these challenges. 
As such, along with the Environment Agency, they are a national thought leader in 
climate change adaptation. Their approach to addressing the challenges of climate 
change in coastal areas is outlined in their Shifting Shores report (2015). LORP is 
wholly aligned with this approach in that it proposes: long-term sustainable solutions 
rather than short-term engineered defences; believes that coastal adaptation is a 
positive force for good; is working closely with communities allowing everyone to have 
their say; is committed to partnership working with a broad range of stakeholders. 

Further details of the national and local policies and strategies that have been 
considered during the development of the final design of the Scheme are provided in 
chapter 5 Planning Policy Context. 

2.2. Options Development and Alternatives 
2.2.1. Alternative sites to LORP 

Prior to the identification of the LORP site, the feasibility of other habitat creation sites 
was considered. 

Work undertaken in the development of Exe Estuary Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk 
Management Strategy (the Strategy) considered several potential sites for 
compensatory habitat creation in the Exe Estuary and proposed a short list of sites 
that could be taken forward to meet expected habitats losses in the estuary (AHA, 
2012). A staged approach was used to identify potential habitat creation sites within 
the Exe Estuary study boundary.  

The first stage involved an estuary wide high-level appraisal of areas at the correct 
elevation for habitat creation. This appraisal scoped out areas already lying within the 
present estuary channel, heavily urbanised areas and those not immediately adjacent 
to the estuary. 

The second stage involved defining appropriate boundaries for potential sites within 
these areas, using local knowledge gained from site visits and consultation with 
Environment Agency, Natural England (NE) and RSPB staff. Nine sites were taken 
forward for further investigation. A local scale appraisal was carried out for each site 
and, following discussion with the steering group, a short-list of prioritised sites was 
identified for habitat creation. Of these, the Lower Clyst Valley and the River Kenn 
Valley were considered to provide the best potential. 

In 2013 the feasibility of delivering compensatory habitat on the Clyst was considered. 
The Environment Agency were unable to obtain landowner permission at the preferred 
location, and a site further upstream was identified. However, a habitat suitability 
assessment concluded that this site would not be suitable for the Special Protection 
Area birds. Investigation of the Clyst site was therefore stopped and focus was moved 
to the Kenn.  
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Investigations for the Kenn site were progressed, but a project was not submitted for 
approval within the Environment Agency due to several technical issues that could not 
be resolved or mitigated. These issues included: concerns that rapid siltation might 
require repeated maintenance and removal of material to prevent excessive accretion; 
concern that the adjacent historic parkland landscape (under a separate agri-
environment agreement) might suffer salinisation due to either overflow or 
groundwater seepage, leading to death of ancient trees; significant technical 
challenges in controlling the volume of water moving between the site and the estuary 
through the culverts under the road and railway. Consideration of the site was stopped 
in April 2015.  

No other suitable sites in or around the Exe Estuary were identified, so investigation 
moved to sites outside of the estuary. The Otter estuary was a potential site, as 
identified in the Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest case, and the 
principle of habitat creation at this location was agreed with NE. 

2.2.2. Alternative options for the lower Otter estuary 

The alternative viable options for the lower Otter estuary were identified through a 
staged approach: 

• Identifying and developing a wide range of options – a long list of options; 

• Screening out options that were technically, environmentally or economically 
unviable; 

• Developing the short list of options; and 

• Identifying the preferred option. 

Each stage of the approach was guided by consultation with statutory and non-
statutory consultees; Section 2.4 provides detail of this consultation. 

2.2.3. Long List Appraisal  

A long list of possible options was initially considered against the LORP project 
objectives. The long list of options is presented in Table 2.1. Figure 1.2 in Appendix A 
illustrates the locations of some of the features within the site. 

Table 2.1 Long list of options 

Long 
list 

option 

Description Taken 
forward to 
short list? 

DN Do Nothing (No active intervention) – no further 
intervention including clearing culverts or repairing 
breaches to embankments. Required as a baseline for 
appraisal. 

No 

DM Do Minimum – continue with current maintenance 
regime, for example, clearing culverts, maintain 
embankments, repairing breaches when it is safe and 
financially viable to do so. 

No 

1 Creation of a freshwater reservoir in embanked area 
in floodplain of southern Big Marsh, changing to lower 
and upper salt marsh in a few decades.  

No 
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Long 
list 

option 

Description Taken 
forward to 
short list? 

2 Floodplain restoration across southern Big Marsh 
(Managed realignment) – breach south of the tip would 
create intertidal (lower saltmarsh and mudflat) habitat. 
Tidal barrier at South Farm Road – flap valves to 
exclude tidal flooding upstream into northern Big Marsh. 

Yes (short 
listed option 

4) 

3 Floodplain restoration across Big and Little 
Marshes (Managed realignment) – breaches in 
embankment along River Otter. Breach north of South 
Farm Road would create freshwater habitat, and breach 
south of the tip would create intertidal (lower saltmarsh 
and mudflat) habitat. 

Yes (short 
listed option 

3) 

4 Partial realignment of the Little or Big Banks 
(Managed realignment) to achieve some floodplain 
restoration. 

No 

5 Large-scale restoration of the River Otter (Managed 
realignment) – returning channel to a more historic 
form and alignment, partially or completely removing 
embankments, landfill area and outfalls. 

Yes (short 
listed option 

1) 

6 Raising and strengthening existing estuary 
embankment, Big Bank and/or Little Bank (Holding 
the line) 

No 

7 Assisted natural recovery – removing features that 
prevent the River Otter and its floodplain from 
responding naturally to river and tidal flows, potentially 
including rock armour, embankments, culverts. 

Yes (short 
listed option 

2) 

8 Improved Do Minimum – including improvements to 
outfalls to beach and/or estuary; improved maintenance 
of drains; spillway in Big Bank. 

No 

 

The project team reviewed the long list of options with the Stakeholder Group 
members (detailed in Section Error! Reference source not found.) and their views 
informed the screening of options to form a short list. Do nothing and Do minimum 
were used to compare the options against, but these did not satisfy the project’s 
objectives and were not considered further. The long list of options was also compared 
against the project’s objectives (see chapter 1 Background, Section 1.2.2), marking 
where the objectives could or could not be met even with mitigation (Appendix C1). 
This review indicated that Long List Options 2, 3, 5 and 7 have the potential to satisfy 
all of the project’s objectives. Long List Options 1, 4, 6 and 8 are discounted and not 
considered further. Options 2, 3, 5 and 7 are taken forward to the short list, as shown 
in Table 2.2.   
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2.2.4. Short List Appraisal  

The short list of options is shown in Table 2.2. Figure 2.1 presents schematics of the 
short list of options (as produced during the appraisal stage). 

Table 2.2 Short list of options 

Short List Options Option Description 

1 Full Scale 
Restoration 

This option involves realigning the main river along a more 
meandering route through its floodplain by digging new river 
channels to create 55ha of intertidal habitat. All manmade 
obstructions in the floodplain are removed, including the old 
municipal tip and embankments. South Farm Road is raised 
on a bridge across the full width of the floodplain, the South 
West Coast Path diverted, and the cricket field moved off 
site. Several kilometres of PRoW would be lost. 

2 Assisted 
Natural 
Recovery 

This option is similar to Option 1 but does not involve 
creating a new meandering channel for the River Otter. 
Instead, it removes obstructions, such as the embankments 
and part of the old municipal tip. South Farm Road is raised 
on an embankment, the South West Coast Path diverted, 
and the cricket field moved off site. This option would create 
55ha of intertidal habitat but would leave the River Otter to 
respond unpredictably, putting people and infrastructure at 
risk of increased flooding. 

3 Big and Little 
Marsh 
Floodplain 
Restoration 

This option keeps most of the embankments where they 
are. Breaches in Little Bank, Big Bank and the River Otter 
embankments allowing up to 55ha of intertidal habitat to be 
created. South Farm Road is raised on an embankment, 
and the cricket field moved off site.  

This option is supported by the landowner, Clinton Devon 
Estates. 

4 Big Marsh 
South 
Floodplain 
Restoration 

This option involves no work to the north of South Farm 
Road. It stops the flow of salty water under South Farm 
Road towards the north using one-way valves. South Farm 
Road is raised on an embankment, and the cricket field 
moved off site. This option would create 18ha of intertidal 
habitat.  

 

  



 Lower Otter Restoration Project - Environmental Statement  2 - 6 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1 Short List Options  

OPTION 1 OPTION 3 

OPTION 2 OPTION 4 
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The four short list options were taken forward into further appraisal, as outlined in 
Table 2.3. Table 2.3 shows the advantages and disadvantages that differentiate the 
short list options; the table does not show all of the advantages and disadvantages 
where these are the same across all short list options.  

Table 2.3 Appraisal of the short list of options 

Short list 
option 

Advantages Disadvantages Risks  

1 Full Scale 
Restoration 

Restores the lower Otter 
estuary to a near-natural 
state. 

Enhances intertidal and 
freshwater habitats. 

Removes the old 
municipal tip with land 
available for additional 
intertidal habitat. 

Reduces risk of flooding to 
South Farm Road. 

Requires highway bridge 
spanning the whole 
estuary (400m) for South 
Farm Road. 

Reduces public access. 

Restricts access along 
lowered embankments by 
flooding. 

Moves large volumes of 
material off site. 

South West Coast Path 
would need to be rerouted.  

Cost estimated to be two 
to four times greater than 
the other options. 

Contamination 
from landfill 
removal. 

Impact on 
drinking water 
supplies from 
groundwater. 

 

2 Assisted 
Natural 
Recovery 

Allows the lower Otter 
estuary to adapt naturally 
to climate change. 

Enhances intertidal and 
freshwater habitats. 

Reduces risk of flooding to 
South Farm Road. 

Short (30m span) highway 
bridge at western end of 
South Farm Road. 

Reduces public access. 

Restricts access along 
lowered embankments by 
flooding. 

Moves large volumes of 
material off site. 

South West Coast Path 
would need to be rerouted. 

Cost estimated greater 
than options 3 and 4. 

River Otter 
responds 
unpredictably, 
changing its 
course. 

Erosion of landfill 
leading to 
contamination. 

Impact on 
drinking water 
supplies from 
groundwater. 

3 Big and 
Little Marsh 
Floodplain 
Restoration 

Enables sustainable 
functioning of the lower 
Otter estuary in the long 
term by restoring many of 
the natural processes in 
the valley. 

Creates and enhances 
intertidal and freshwater 
habitats. 

Maintains current route of 
South West Coast Path. 

Less naturally functioning 
than Options 1 and 2. 

Restricts public access 
along lowered sections of 
Little and Big Bank during 
flooding. 

Pedestrian bridge (75m 
span) over breach to 
estuary. 

 

River Otter 
responds 
unpredictably, 
changing its 
course (but lower 
risk than option 2 
where river / 
estuary banks are 
removed). 

Erosion of landfill 
leading to 
contamination. 

Impact on 
drinking water 
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Short list 
option 

Advantages Disadvantages Risks  

Short (30m span) highway 
bridge at western end of 
South Farm Road. 

Long pedestrian bridge 
(75m span) at breach to 
estuary. 

Reduces risk of flooding to 
South Farm Road. 

Lowest cost option along 
with option 4. 

supplies from 
groundwater. 

4 Big Marsh 
South 
Floodplain 
Restoration 

Creates intertidal habitat 
south of South Farm 
Road. 

Restores some of the 
natural processes in the 
valley. 

Short (30m span) highway 
bridge at western end of 
South Farm Road. 

Long pedestrian bridge 
(75m span) at breach to 
estuary. 

No change to public 
access. 

Maintains current route of 
South West Coast Path. 

Potentially reduces risk of 
flooding to South Farm 
Road. 

Lower risk to drinking 
water supplies from 
groundwater. 

Lowest cost option along 
with option 3. 

Floodplain north of South 
Farm Road remains 
disconnected from the 
River Otter. 

Does not create 
freshwater habitat. 

Big Bank and Little Bank 
continue to overtop during 
flooding with potential for 
damage.  

Requires ongoing long-
term maintenance for one-
way valves at South Farm 
Road. 

Creates approximately 
one third of the habitat 
created by the other 
options. 

 

Erosion of landfill 
leading to 
contamination. 

 

 

 

The short list of options was presented at a public consultation in July 2017. The 
exhibition was attended by 144 people. 73% of responders were supportive of the 
LORP objectives and Short List Option 3 had the highest support amongst responders. 

The options appraisal concluded that the preferred option for the Scheme was Short 
List Option 3 Big and Little Marsh Floodplain Restoration; this option has many of the 
advantages of Option 1 and 2, but fewer of the disadvantages. Option 4 did not provide 
many of the advantages of the other options but had the added complexity of one-way 
valves. A description of the Scheme is provided in chapter 3 The Preferred Option.  
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2.3. Iterative Design Process for the Preferred Option  
The design of the preferred option has been an iterative process with the Scheme 
responding to consultation feedback, specifically with Devon County Council (DCC), 
South West Water (SWW), NE and Jurassic Coast Trust (JCT). Design amendments 
reflect and address, where possible, comments put forward by these key stakeholders 
and integrate mitigation into the design to eliminate and/or minimise impacts.   

The design alternatives considered within LORP are shown in Table 2.4. The design 
iteration preference is marked within each design element. 

Table 2.4 Appraisal of design alternatives 

Design 
element 

Design iteration Positives Negatives 

Existing 
estuary 
approach 
channel 
(down-
stream of 
the main 
breach)  

PREFERENCE 

Very limited works 
to the current 
straight breach 
approach channel 
and the Otter 
channel.  

Very limited 
intensive 
construction works 
within the estuary 
channel (Site of 
Special Scientific 
Interest 
(SSSI)/Marine 
Conservation Zone 
(MCZ)).  

The estuary channel 
will be allowed to 
evolve through 
natural processes 
during Scheme 
operation. 

Rapid erosion within 
the SSSI (through 
natural processes) in 
the short-term post 
breach (reducing in 
rate thereafter) could 
lead to significant 
changes to the Shingle 
Bar and higher risks to 
the public.  

Significant 
excavation works to 
enlarge and realign 
the estuary 
approach channel 

Peak velocities 
would be lower and 
rapid erosion in the 
short-term (post 
breach) would be 
reduced, which may 
help reduce risks to 
the public areas on 
the Shingle Bar. 

Significant 
construction works 
within the estuary 
(SSSI/MCZ), causing 
damage to existing 
habitats. Further 
mitigation required for 
habitat loss. 

Construction would be 
technically challenging 
in a tidal environment 
and very costly. 

Estuary 
area and 
mouth 
works, to 
protect 
existing 
SWW 

No construction 
works to the estuary 
areas, mouth and 
Shingle Bar. No 
works to protect the 
SWW pipe, which 
runs within the 

The estuary area, 
mouth and Shingle 
Bar will be allowed 
to evolve through 
natural processes 

Potential for exposure 
and failure of the 
SWW combined sewer 
overflow pipe with 
unacceptable risk of 
pollution, due to the 
short-term rapid 
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Design 
element 

Design iteration Positives Negatives 

overflow 
pipe 

Shingle bar and 
under the estuary 
mouth. 

(post Scheme 
breach). 

Enables natural 
evolution and helps 
deliver the policies of 
the World Heritage 
Site.  

erosion and high flows 
expected. 

Full tidal prism will 
take a little bit longer 
to develop as the 
estuary channels and 
mouth enlarge towards 
a new equilibrium; 
potentially leads to 
later development of 
the habitat site. 

Public safety risks 
would need to be 
mitigated. 

Excavation works to 
enlarge the inner 
estuary channels 
and mouth. 

Rip rap stone 
erosion protection 
installed along the 
rear face of the 
Shingle Bar. 

Significantly 
improved concrete 
protection works 
around the existing 
SWW overflow pipe, 
in the estuary mouth 
area. 

The rapid erosion 
and high flows in the 
short-term would be 
reduced, leading to 
lower risks of 
material loss around 
the Shingle bar and 
estuary mouth. This 
also reduces public 
safety risks. 

Full tidal prism will 
be able to develop 
sooner; potentially 
leads to earlier 
development of the 
habitat site. 

Improved protection 
of the SWW overflow 
pipe, reducing risks 
of damage and 
pollution. Longer 
lifespan achieved 
and more robust to 
future conditions. 

 

Significant 
construction works 
within the estuary 
(SSSI/MCZ) and WHS, 
causing damage to 
existing habitats. 
Further mitigation 
required for habitat 
loss. 

Loss of shingle within 
the WHS (unless 
moved to the western 
extent of the beach 
and retained within the 
coastal system). 

Damage to the WHS 
and not meeting the 
policies and 
management plan of 
the WHS, by allowing 
fully natural processes 
to operate. 

Challenging and costly 
construction activities 
in a dynamic tidal 
environment. 

Fixed hard engineered 
structures within the 
sensitive area, which 
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Design 
element 

Design iteration Positives Negatives 

prevent some natural 
processes.  

New structures are 
costly and intrusive to 
maintain in the future. 

Excavation works to 
enlarge the estuary 
mouth. 

New SWW overflow 
pipe to be installed 
at a much deeper 
depth beneath the 
estuary and further 
north. Likely to use 
directional drilling 
methods to reduce 
impacts to the 
estuary. 

The rapid erosion 
and high flows in the 
short-term would be 
reduced locally at 
the mouth, leading to 
lower risks of 
material loss and to 
public safety. 

Full tidal prism will 
be able to develop 
sooner; potentially 
leads to earlier 
development of the 
habitat site. 

The new SWW pipe 
will be a far more 
robust than existing; 
lowering risks to the 
estuary, the public 
and SWW.  

The existing pipe will 
become redundant 
and not require 
costly and intrusive 
maintenance/repairs. 

Construction works 
within the SSSI and 
MCZ. 

Damage to the WHS 
and not meeting the 
policies and 
management plan of 
the WHS. 

The redundant SWW 
pipe will remain in 
place and may need 
intervention in the 
future if exposed 
sections become a 
hazard to the public or 
wildlife. 

 

PREFERENCE 

No construction 
works to the estuary 
areas, mouth and 
Shingle Bar. 

New SWW overflow 
pipe to be installed 
at a much deeper 
depth beneath the 
estuary and further 
north. Likely to use 
directional drilling 
methods to reduce 

The new SWW pipe 
positives are the 
same as above. 

The estuary area, 
mouth and Shingle 
Bar will be allowed 
to evolve through 
natural processes 
(post Scheme 
breach). 

Enables natural 
evolution and helps 
deliver the policies of 
the WHS. 

The new SWW pipe 
negatives are the 
same as above. 

Full tidal prism will 
take time to develop 
as the estuary 
channels and mouth 
enlarge towards a new 
equilibrium; potentially 
leads to later 
development of the 
habitat site. 
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Design 
element 

Design iteration Positives Negatives 

impacts to the 
estuary. 

Potential public safety 
risks would need to be 
mitigated. 

Budleigh 
Brook 

Budleigh Brook 
remains in aqueduct 
across the site 

No additional loss of 
agricultural land. 

Limited connection 
between River Otter 
and Budleigh Brook for 
fish passage. 

Aqueduct is aging, 
leaks and has potential 
to fail. 

Budleigh Brook 
remains highly 
modified supporting 
limited habitat and 
biodiversity. 

Remove the 
Budleigh Brook from 
the aqueduct, and 
reinstate a more 
natural channel on 
the same alignment  

No loss of 
agricultural land 
outside of the main 
site boundary. 

Some opportunities 
to improve fish 
passage on the 
Budleigh Brook. 

Insufficient space with 
site to realign Budleigh 
Brook naturally. 

Potential for erosion 
on Budleigh Brook due 
to straight sections. 

PREFERENCE 

Remove the 
Budleigh Brook from 
the aqueduct and 
naturalise the 
Budleigh Brook on a 
longer alignment  

Minimises risk of 
erosion on the 
Budleigh Brook.  

Opportunities to 
improve fish 
passage, habitats 
and biodiversity on 
the Budleigh Brook. 

Loss of additional 
agricultural land west 
of Little Marsh. 

Works at 
Big Bank 

PREFERENCE 

Formed breach in 
Big Bank  

Intertidal and 
transitional habitats 
develop into Little 
Marsh. 

Restores natural 
processes, 
minimises potential 
for breaches and 
provides climate 
change adaptation. 

Potential to increase 
risk of salinisation of 
SWW groundwater 
sources. 

A footpath section will 
be lowered at 
increased risk of 
flooding. 
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Design 
element 

Design iteration Positives Negatives 

Improved floodplain 
connectivity for the 
River Otter. 

Formal spillway 
constructed over 
Big Bank with a flow 
control structure, to 
stop tidal flows 
upstream but allow 
freshwater flow to 
drain Little Marsh 

Potential for 
improved freshwater 
habitats in Little 
Marsh. 

Reduced risk to 
SWW groundwater 
sources by excluding 
saline water from 
Little Marsh 

Spillway would 
become a Reservoirs 
Act reservoir. The 
required structure 
would be of high cost 
and adversely impact 
on landscape and 
ecology.  

Ongoing maintenance 
and operation of 
reservoir. 

South Farm 
Road 
alignment 
of raised 
highway 

Primarily to the 
north of the existing 
highway 

Alignment would 
avoid construction of 
earthworks on top of 
the existing landfill, 
and the associated 
risks.  

The existing highway 
could remain open 
during large periods 
of the construction. 

Crossing of new and 
existing highway make 
temporary access for 
public during 
construction difficult. 

New embankment 
footprint would be 
much larger, higher 
and more costly. 

Loss of space for 
proposed intertidal 
habitat. 

Along the same 
alignment as the 
existing highway 

Lowest difficulty in 
transition to existing 
highway sections in 
the far west and 
east.  

 

Public access along 
South Farm Road 
would be cut off for the 
majority of 
construction.  A 
temporary highway 
required to enable 
access would be 
unfeasible. 

New embankment 
footprint would be 
large and more costly. 

PREFERENCE 

To the south of the 
existing highway 
and over the landfill 

The existing highway 
could remain open 
during the majority of 
the construction. 

Potential to disturb the 
landfill during 
construction or 
encourage leaching of 
contaminants. 
Significant 
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Design 
element 

Design iteration Positives Negatives 

The embankment 
would have a 
smaller footprint, 
with smaller volumes 
of fill required. 

Opportunities to 
provide enhanced 
footways and paths 
with the extra space. 

construction 
mitigations required. 

 

Based on the appraisal presented in Table 2.4 and the response to consultation on 
the design options (see Section 2.4), LORP includes: 

• no works to the lower estuary including channels, saltmarsh, shingle bar, estuary 
mouth except in the immediate vicinity of the breach. SWW pipe to be diverted. 

• naturalising of the Budleigh Brook on a longer alignment 

• breach in Big Bank.  

• South Farm Road raised highway alignment to the south of the existing road. 

2.4. Consultation 
The Estate is the landowner for almost all of the land at the lower Otter estuary site.  
The marshes alongside the estuary are occupied by estate tenants. The land manager 
of the Otter Estuary SSSI is East Devon Pebblebed Heaths Conservation Trust 
(EDPHCT), a conservation charity established by the Estate to manage wildlife 
habitats, including part of the lower Otter estuary.  The Estate and EDPHCT have been 
investigating the long-term sustainable management of their floodplain land in this 
area. The Estate is willing to contribute their land and their time/ expertise to the project 
as a contribution in kind.   

Following the production of a report (Haycock, 2010) concerning the long-term options 
for drainage and flood management report, the Estate held a meeting with a wide 
range of stakeholders and the idea of a potential managed realignment was discussed.   

In 2014 LORP was launched to look at the future management of the estuary and the 
first exploratory phase began in July 2014 and continued until late 2016. The objective 
of phase one was to decide whether a managed realignment project was conceptually 
possible and worth seriously considering for the lower Otter estuary. 

The Estate was reassured that a managed realignment project was feasible and the 
initiative moved to a second phase, which involved securing funding from a range of 
sources to allow detailed evidenced-based investigations to be undertaken.  This 
phase investigated whether a socially, technically, environmentally and financially 
acceptable solution existed to preserve and improve the lower Otter estuary in the face 
of climate change. Designs for the managed realignment scheme were developed and 
shared with stakeholders for comment, with a view to the project proceeding to a third 
phase.  
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Investigations during the second phase included consideration of: the risk presented 
by the old local tip situated within the floodplain; the vulnerability of adjacent cliffs to 
erosion; ground level surveys to understand and model inundation throughout the 
zone potentially influenced by proposals; options to maintain and improve public 
access, including South Farm Road; options to relocate the cricket club; potential 
health issues associated with the project; and additional technical work required to 
understand the impact and feasibility of project options. 

The current third phase involves seeking planning permission, detailed design and 
other necessary consents from a variety of authorities for the proposals. Funding is 
now available and should the necessary permissions be granted, the fourth phase of 
the project involving construction and implementation will start in 2021. 

Since 2015 an essential component of the Scheme’s communications work has been 
through its website (www.lowerotterrestorationproject.co.uk). This website places key 
documents in the public domain, including the project’s rationale and vision, minutes 
of the Stakeholder Group meetings, factsheets and frequently asked questions and 
proposed timelines. It also advertises key engagement events, with outcomes from 
public consultations available for viewing.  

From 2016 the Environment Agency took the lead LORP, with a Project Board 
including senior managers from both the Environment Agency and the Estate. A 
Technical Steering Group comprising representatives from regulators and statutory 
bodies was set up to provide advice and guidance to the Project Managers and Project 
Board. A Stakeholder Group comprising a range of interested parties, including local 
residents and businesses was also set up to enable a broad influence on the 
development and implementation of LORP. The group provided (to the point of 
planning submission) a forum for effective interchange of information between the 
Project partners and other interested parties. It also enabled open discussion of 
issues, with the intention of reaching consensus where possible. The group also 
influenced the general direction of the project and the selection of options. The remit 
of the Stakeholder Group did not extend to decision making or providing strategic 
direction, which were reserved for the Project Board. The Stakeholder Group met (at 
times to mark project updates): January, May and October 2016; February, March, 
May and August 2017; May and October 2018, September 2019 and September 2020; 
the meetings were minuted.  The stakeholders involved in this group were (‘*’ marks 
initial membership, expanded in 2016):  

• The Estate/East Devon Pebblebed 
Heaths Conservation Trust* 

• Environment Agency* 

• East Devon District Council (EDDC)* 

• DCC* 

• NE* 

• SWW 

• East Devon Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB) Partnership 

• Budleigh Salterton Cricket Club 

• Otter Valley Association* 

• Parish and town councils; and 

• Local residents’ groups.  

The Scheme has received letters of support from the following wide range of groups: 

• DCC 

• Devon Wildlife Trust 

• EDDC 

• Clyst Vale Community College 

http://www.lowerotterrestorationproject.co.uk/
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• Axe Valley Community College 

• South West Water 

• St Peter’s C of E Primary School 
(Budleigh) 

• East Devon Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB) 

• Royal Society for the Protection of 
Birds (RSPB) 

• Natural Devon 

• Devon Local Nature Partnership; 
and 

• Otter Valley Association. 

Since 2013 there have been several public consultations held locally to the site at 
community centres and at parish and town council meetings. These have been held 
to highlight the issues, understand public perceptions of the problems, assess their 
reaction to outline proposals and options, gather information on alternative strategies 
and to ensure the local community has had a chance to help shape the broad form of 
the project. 

Awareness for the LORP has been raised as follows: Presentation to Budleigh 
Salterton Town Council April 2014, Otter Valley Association May 2014. Consultation 
with South Farm community August 2014. Consultation with Parish Paths Partnership 
2014. Public exhibition at East Budleigh Church Hall April 2015. Presentation to East 
Devon AONB partners at Otterton Village Hall. Consultation event with Granary Lane 
residents July 2015. Consultation at Otterton Mill Date August 2015. Public 
consultation at Budleigh Salterton Town Hall October 2015. Talk to East Devon 
Catchment Partnership autumn 2015. Talk to East Budleigh with Bicton Parish Council 
2015. Talk to Otterton Parish Council Annual Assembly April 2016. Talk to Colaton 
Raleigh Parish Council April 2016. Public consultation July 2017. 

The main points of consultation that have shaped the direction of LORP are: 

Options appraisal 

• Concept options – start up meeting of Lower Otter Restoration Project in 
February 2013 with a broad range of public and private organisations 
participating.  The findings of the Haycock report were discussed. At this meeting 
there was broad agreement that the preferred option to investigate was a 
managed realignment. 

• Concept for managed realignment – Public consultation 2014 – two public 
consultation events were held in July and August 2014. Over 100 people visited 
the events, with 29 written representations received. 78% of those responses were 
broadly supportive of the managed realignment proposals. Almost all visitors were 
local. 

• Long list to short list of options – Stakeholder Group meeting March 2017. With the 
exception of the Granary Lane resident group, the main stakeholder groups gave 
their conditional or tentative support for Long List Option 2 (floodplain restoration 
to the south of South Farm Road) and Option 3 (floodplain restoration). There was 
less support for Long List Option 5 (large scale restoration). The responses from 
the main stakeholders are summarised in Appendix C2. 

• Short list of options to preferred option - Public consultation 5th July 2017 (link to 
display materials). The exhibition was attended by 144 people and 105 feedback 
forms were received. In summary the feedback was as follows and is illustrated on 
Figure 2.2: 

http://www.lowerotterrestorationproject.co.uk/page18.html
http://www.lowerotterrestorationproject.co.uk/page18.html
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o 98% of responders completely or partially understand the project objectives 
and aims of LORP; 

o 73% of responders were supportive of LORP objectives; 

o 27% of responders were supportive of Short List Option 1 (full-scale 
restoration); 

o 32% of responders were supportive of Short List Option 2 (assisted natural 
recovery); 

o 62% of responders were supportive of Short List Option 3 (Big and Little 
Marsh floodplain restoration); and 

o 42% of responders were supportive of Short List Option 4 (Big Marsh South 
floodplain restoration). 

 

Figure 2.2 Summary of feedback from responses from July 2017 public 
exhibition 

• SWW – there is a risk that the preferred Option 3 could result in the saline water 
within the intertidal site adversely impact on SWW drinking water supplies sourced 
from their Otterton boreholes. The project team has been consulting with SWW 
since 2018, undertaking groundwater modelling, sharing outcomes and seeking 
feedback over several stages of a groundwater risk assessment. The project team 
is currently working towards agreeing a Groundwater Monitoring Plan (for example, 
implementation of a plan for use of existing and new boreholes to monitor the 
change of salinity) and a Risk Management Strategy (for example, agreed actions 
to take if water quality thresholds are crossed). 

Development of the preferred option (see chapter 3 of this ES) 

• South Farm Road 

o During September 2018 and December 2018, DCC was consulted on the 
South Farm Road proposals (three alignments in Table 2.4), new car park 
to the south of South Farm Cottages, footbridge over the breach and 
footpath proposals. DCC was supportive of the design in principle and 
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advised that no further interim consultation was necessary prior to 
submission of the planning application.  

• FAB Link 

o The project team has been in regular consultation with FAB Link Limited 
regarding the FAB Link project which aims to construct a new electrical 
interconnector underwater and underground between France and Great 
Britain. The cables will make land at Budleigh Salterton and proceed north 
through the western boundary of the site. The FAB Link project does not 
yet have regulatory approval and is unlikely to proceed prior to 2023. The 
risk of the Scheme and FAB Links works impacting on each other has 
been minimised by an agreement concerning when the Scheme works 
must be completed and how the site is left to enable FAB Link to carry out 
their works. 

• Works in the lower estuary 

o Design initially included erosion protection to the SWW overflow pipe 
crossing the estuary mouth and to the rear of the shingle bar. The works 
also included widened channels and estuary mouth excavated within the 
lower estuary as informed by the predicted enlargement of channels 
resulting from an increased tidal prism due to the managed realignment. 

o NE and JCT meetings 2019 highlighted a concern about the direct impacts 
to the SSSI and WHS and a preference to see the lower estuary respond 
naturally to change and move away from intervention in the lower estuary.  
The design was changed to no modification of the lower estuary except in 
the immediate vicinity of the southern breach. 

o Discussions around public safety with EDDC / Environment Agency / SWW 
/ The Estate concerning changes to the lower estuary that would take place 
due to natural processes; higher flow speeds caused by the new habitat site 
will lead to changes in the lower estuary and at the estuary mouth – these 
features will enlarge until a new equilibrium is reached.  Discussions 
highlighted the need to provide safety signage. 

o Agreement between SWW and Environment Agency to provide an 
alternative to the outfall crossing the lower estuary through directional 
drilling deeper and further upstream in the estuary. SWW outfall to remain 
in place and if exposed and causing a hazard to the public to be removed. 
This agreement enabled measures to protect this essential asset to be 
removed from the design. 

• Big Bank  

o Protection of SWW groundwater sources. The groundwater risk assessment 
and consultation with SWW initially pointed to salinisation risk that could not 
be mitigated without a physical barrier to exclude saline water from reaching 
the northern area of the site. The barrier would form a reservoir under the 
Reservoirs Act. 

o Consultation with the Estate and Environment Agency regulators indicated 
that a formal spillway structure would not be acceptable on sustainability 
grounds; a Reservoirs Act structure it would be overdesigned in comparison 
to the existing embankments; negative impact the AONB. 
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o Subsequent groundwater risk assessment indicated that the risk of impact 
to groundwater supplies would be low and the need for a barrier was 
removed.  

• Sewers/outfalls  

o Consultation with SWW to discuss impacts and direct preferred option for 
existing assets. 

 

2.5. Future Consultation 
EDPHCT, the Estate and Environment Agency Facebook, twitter and YouTube 
accounts, LORP website, local parish newsletters and local press will continue to be 
used to disseminate regular updates about the project, with these considered vital to 
the successful delivery of the Communication and Engagement Strategy. These will 
be monitored by the project team member organisations. The project team will 
continue to consult with EDDC, SWW, DCC, NE, AONB and other organisations. 

 

2.6 Abbreviation 

AONB  Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 

DDC  Devon District County 

EDDC  East Devon District Council 

EDPHCT East Devon Pebblebed Heaths Conservation Trust 

JCT  Jurassic Coast Trust 

LORP  Lower Otter Restoration Project 

MCZ  Marine Conservation Zone 

NE   Natural England 

SSSI  Site of Special Scientific Interest 

SWW  South West Water 

WHS  World Heritage Scite 
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3. The Preferred Option 

3.1. Project Overview  
The preferred option for the Scheme is a development of Short List Option 3 - Big and 
Little Marsh Floodplain Restoration (herein known as the Scheme). The general 
arrangement of the Scheme is shown on the Landscape General Arrangement 
Drawings 1.3 to 1.8 in Appendix A. 

The Scheme plan is shown in Figure 3.1, which provides a brief summary of the key 
features and this is followed by a description of the Scheme. 
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Figure 3.1 – Scheme Overview Plan 
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The Scheme will: 

• Create 28ha of mudflats and 27ha of transitional marsh and saltmarsh (see Figures 
1.3 to 1.8 in Appendix A);  

• Create a new main creek channel 2km in length and associated outer creek 
channels (total of 6km in length) through the historic floodplain. Some outer 
secondary creeks will also include borrow pits and/or scrapes. The main creek will 
gradually reduce in width from 50m at the south breach to 5m at its furthest point in 
Little Marsh (see Figures 1.17, 1.18, 1.26, 1.28 in Appendix A); 

• Create a 200m wide breach in Little Bank and provide an improved lower level path 
across the breach (see Figures 1.17, 1.24, 1.27 in Appendix A); 

• Create a 170m breach in Big Bank and provide an improved lower level path across 
the breach (see Figures 1.17, 1.24, 1.32 in Appendix A);  

• Demolish and remove the existing Budleigh Brook concrete aqueduct section and 
create a realigned more natural meandering channel through Little Marsh, 530m in 
length (see Figures 1.4, 1.17, 1.24, 1.26 in Appendix A); 

• Maintain a flow through the Trunk Drain to the south of South Farm Road on a falling 
tide; 

• Create a new raised South Farm Road highway (approx. 2.5m above the existing 
road level), with a 25m wide embankment footprint, using site-won excavated 
material and including a new 30m span highway bridge over the new creek channel. 
Rip rap stone protection will be installed beneath the bridge. The existing overhead 
BT lines will be diverted to underground ducting within the new embankment. The 
road along the existing alignment will be removed except the section which enables 
access to South Farm Cottages. This will protect South Farm Road from regular 
flooding which cuts off the South Farm community; (see Figures 1.19, 1.20, 1.30 in 
Appendix A); 

• Remove a small section removed in the far west corner, to allow construction of the 
new South Farm Road highway bridge. The remaining areas of the landfill site will 
receive additional fill material at varying depths (site won), to increase ground cover 
and further protect existing material within (the site is currently poorly protected). 
The outer edges will have improved erosion protection measures installed. A 
mosaic of new woodland/grassland will be planted on top (see Figures 1.21, 1.31 
in Appendix A); 

• Create a 70m wide breach through the River Otter estuary embankment (near Lime 
Kiln car park). The breach will have rip rap stone erosion protection installed. A 
short section of the existing estuary will be excavated to transition into the new 
breach. The existing footpath will be maintained over the breach with a new 70m 
span, 2.5m wide footbridge (see Figures 1.22, 1.23, 1.29 in Appendix A); 

• Install new public information and warning signage at the Shingle Bar and Spit area; 
to inform of likely changing environment and risks. The existing lower path along 
the north edge of the Shingle Bar will be closed (see Figure 1.23 in Appendix A);  

• Remove large groups of existing trees/woodland, scattered trees and long lengths 
of hedgerow in the floodplain area, and cut to ground level some areas of 
trees/vegetation at the outer edges of the floodplain; to enable construction of 
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scheme elements or to mitigate disturbance to protected species before future tidal 
inundation (see Figures 1.3 to 1.9 in Appendix A);  

• Plant new tree and hedgerows to the north of the, areas outside of the zone of tidal 
inundation and on the historic landfill site area. These will replace those lost by the 
scheme. There will be improvements to existing hedgerows and infilling of gaps. 
Some areas of new vegetation will be planted for screening purposes for the new 
habitat areas (see Figures 1.3 to 1.9 in Appendix A); 

• Install seven new viewing areas at various locations across the scheme to enrich 
visitor experience of the enhanced wildlife reserve resulting from the Scheme. One 
of these will involve replacing an existing platform along the South West Coast Path 
(see Figures 1.3 to 1.9 in Appendix A);  

• Create two new footpath sections from the new South Farm Road to the viewing 
area on the southern tip of the landfill site. These will act as a diversion of existing 
defunct footpath section in the lower floodplain which will become tidally inundated 
in the future (see Figures 1.5, 1.6, 1.7 in Appendix A);  

• Create up to three high tide bird islands within the tidal inundation area (see Figures 
1.5, 1.6, 1.7 in Appendix A);  

• Raise the existing footpath section between South Farm Road and Big Bank, on 
the western side of the floodplain, and improve surfacing. Additionally, two short 
sections will be raised to a higher level, to provide safe areas during tidal inundation 
of the path for the public during emergencies (see Figure 1.17 in Appendix A); 

• Create a variety of landscape features in the scheme area, such as information 
panels, sections of fencing and water filled ditches near paths to deter dogs and 
people (see Figures 1.3 to 1.9 in Appendix A);  

• Divert the existing overhead power lines, which run west to east across the landfill 
site, underground through the new South Farm Road highway embankment, which 
will be a positive gain for the landscape and the AONB. These works will be in 
partnership with Western Power Distribution and East Devon AONB (see Figures 
1.18, 1.19, 1.21 in Appendix A); 

• Create a new car park area at the western end of the new South Farm Road, 
including new screening vegetation and a timber viewing structure (see Figures 
1.16, 1.19, 1.25, 1.30 in Appendix A). 

• The existing beach outfall culvert structure will remain. Its future operation and 
maintenance strategy will be monitored and reviewed in the next project phase.  

Associated works that are not part of the planning application are: 

• The overhead power line that lies along the western boundary of the site, south of 
South Farm Road, will be diverted underground in a raised embankment on the 
existing adjacent footpath. This is planned to be carried out by the upcoming FAB-
Link project.  

• Existing South West Water CSO pipe that crosses the estuary mouth will be 
relocated to the north and deeper under the estuary by South West Water 
(separate planning application). 

• Budleigh Salterton Cricket Club will be located from its current location to the north 
of Lime Kiln Car Park to a new site to the north of South Farm Road.  
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3.2. Construction Overview  
The Scheme is planned to start construction in early Summer 2021, with an estimated 
completion date of early 2023. A two-stage vegetation clearance process will take 
place prior to construction.  The key stages and milestones during delivery are briefly 
summarised below, with approximate dates. More detail is provided in the 
Construction Management Plan and the Transport Statement in Appendix L in chapter 
13 Traffic and Transport. 

3.2.1. Stage one vegetation clearance (Jan - Feb 2021) 

Environmental surveys and initial vegetation clearance within the site area will take 
place in this period. Clearance will be undertaken in two stages as dormice are known 
to be present on site; full removal of vegetation cannot be undertaken while dormice 
are dormant.  Clearances will involve cutting some trees and hedgerows to 30cm 
above ground levels and creation of temporary habitats for protected species.  

3.2.2. Mobilisation & Stage two vegetation clearance (May - Jun 2021) 

The construction mobilisation will begin, with temporary access tracks and compounds 
setup. The stage two vegetation clearance will be carried out, involving full removal of 
trees and hedgerows in the floodplain, and cut to ground level some areas of 
trees/vegetation at the outer edges of the floodplain. 

3.2.3. Construction phase (Jul - Oct 2021) 

The first phase of construction will involve the bulk earthworks of the Scheme over the 
summer months, comprising: 

• Excavations and creation of the new tidal creek network (except existing cricket 
pitch area), excavations of the Budleigh Brook channel, and excavations of Big 
Bank (although may take place later in programme depending on appointed 
contractor decisions). Some site won material then transported to the storage fields 
to be segregated and dried. Remaining material will be placed at the existing landfill 
site, for additional cover. 

• Excavation at the corner of the existing landfill site, with material taken off site. 

The piling works for the new highway bridge and footbridge will be carried out in late 
summer. The footbridge works will be adjacent to the footpath and not require closures 
during this time. Shaping of the Big Bank breach will continue. 

Once material in the storage fields has had a period of time for segregation and drying, 
it will be transported back to the main site for re-use in the new South Farm Road 
highway embankment (late summer/early autumn). The newly formed embankment 
will then be left to settle uninterrupted for a nine-month period, with continuous 
monitoring. The existing highway will remain open to the public throughout this period. 
Stored material will also be move back to site to construct the raised footpath along 
the Western edge of the floodplain. 

The new highway bridge and footbridge will have remaining foundations and 
reinforced concrete sub-structure elements completed by early autumn. 

3.2.4. Construction phase (Nov 2021 - Jul 2022) 

Settlement monitoring of the new highway embankment continues till July 2022 
approximately. 
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The landfill site will continue with re-profiling with additional fill material, and edge 
protection installed. The new highway bridge deck and associated features will be 
installed. The storage fields will be reinstated to previous Scheme condition. 

The smaller elements of the scheme will be installed, which includes new culvert 
openings, landscaping and planting (where possible) footpath crossing structures, 
footpath improvements, service diversions and protections across the site, public 
viewing areas/structures and the new Budleigh Brook culvert structure. 

The footbridge prefabricated deck sections will be installed, and some tie-in works to 
the existing embankment will take place. 

South West Water may commence the estuary pipe diversion works during the first 
half of 2022. These works are separate to this planning application; work construction 
would focus around the Lime Kiln car park area. The two projects will minimise conflict 
of space through consultation, programming and mitigation measures for transport 
routes. 

3.2.5. Construction phase (Aug - Sep 2022) 

The nine month settlement monitoring period for the South Farm Road embankment 
ends in mid summer 2022. At this stage excess material can be removed and placed 
over the adjacent landfill area, and the new highway embankment can be shaped and 
finalised. The highway surfacing, drainage and other features will be installed. 
Connection to the highway bridge will be completed. The landfill cover and 
landscaping will continue. 

The overhead power lines and overhead phone lines can be disconnected and 
diverted through new ducts within the highway embankment. 

The sub-structure of the new car park area will be installed and associated works to 
tie into the new highway. The car park surfacing will be deferred until after the FAB-
Link project commences and completes their works in the future. The FAB-Link project 
plan to use this area for the compounds and some cable laying works. 

Some land scrapes and bird island construction takes place in the floodplain. 

3.2.6. Construction phase (Oct - Dec 2022) 

The existing cricket club will finish the playing season at the end of September and 
then vacate the cricket ground. Works will then begin to demolish the pavilion buildings 
and pitch. 

The final sections of the new South Farm Road highway embankment will be installed, 
tying into the existing White Bridge and the far western end near Granary Lane. These 
works will require a short closure of the existing highway to the public but works will 
be planned to limit this duration and the potential use of short-term night works. The 
new highway will then become live and the existing highway surface will either be 
removed. 

The final creek channels will be excavated and shaped (following the cricket pitch 
removal). This material will be re-used to improve existing lower slopes of footpath 
embankments.  

The landfill site will complete the final re-profiling and covering works, with 
preparations for new woodland planting. 
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Most temporary access tracks across the site will be removed, with only some small 
sections left. 

3.2.7. Construction phase (Jan - Feb 2023) 

The final construction works at the southern breach will take place. The existing bank 
will be excavated in stages to suit low tide sequences, until the breach is fully open. 
The adjacent estuary will have a small area excavated to create the transition to the 
new tidal creek. Excavated material will be re-used in nearby areas to reinforce the 
lower slopes of the existing footpath banks, over long lengths, and create remaining 
bird islands. 

Little Bank will be breached towards the end of the year, with excavated material used 
to reinforce the lower slopes of the existing footpath banks. The breach will be shaped, 
and footpath works completed. 

The connecting ramps from the new footbridge to the existing banks will be installed, 
finishing details, fencing and planting will be installed. 

The rip rap stone erosion protection will be installed across the breach beneath and 
around the footbridge, at a sequence of low tides, using temporary works linked to the 
main breach excavations. 

The final landscaping details around the site will be installed. Screening vegetation 
and new habitat/woodland will be planted on the landfill site and elsewhere. The 
management of planted vegetation will continue post Scheme construction. 

The FAB-Link project is estimated to start construction in early 2023. The FAB-Link 
works will require areas near Granary lane and the footpath along the western edge 
of the floodplain. These works will not clash with the final main breach works proposed 
in this Scheme; likely to still be underway in early 2023. 

The existing Budleigh Brook concrete aqueduct will be removed, and the new channel 
connected to the creek network. 

3.2.8. Demobilisation (Mar 2023) 

The construction works will complete, and all temporary works and compounds will be 
removed. All other site areas affected will be reinstated. 

The remaining surfacing works for the new car park (at the western end of South Farm 
Road) can only take place after FAB-Link complete construction in the area. This is 
estimated to take approximately one year. The car park surfacing can take place with 
the proposed Scheme in operation, and limited disturbance to nearby areas. 

3.2.9. Overview of Compound, Plant and Materials, Working Hours 

The full details of proposed construction activities linked with compounds, access 
routes and working hours can be found in the Construction Management Plan. The 
individual construction vehicle movements, work durations and daily hours 
distributions have been detailed and assessed in the Transport Statement, in 
Appendix L in chapter 13 Traffic and Transport. 

The following summary provides a brief overview: 

The main site compound will be located on the southern side of South Farm Road on 
the existing landfill site. Three additional satellite compounds will be located to the 
south east of Little Bank, immediately west of the landfill site and in the north eastern 
area of Lime Kiln car park (as shown in Figures 1.15, 1.16 in Appendix A).  
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Temporary access tracks will be laid along the eastern boundary of the site (to the 
west of the SWCP), along the southern alignment of the South Farm Road and along 
the eastern boundary of the site to provide construction access for plant around the 
site. Passing places will be provided every 50m on the temporary access tracks. 
Material storage and treatment areas are proposed to the west of the site (near 
Granary Lane) and east of the River Otter (see Figure 1.15, 1.16 in Appendix A). 

Multiple construction gangs will be working on various areas of the site at the same 
time, with up to 30 staff expected in total. Staff parking will be mostly allocated for 
within the main compound, with small parking areas in the satellite compounds also 
available.  

Site staff (in small vehicles) travelling to site in the morning commute and leaving at 
the end of the day; will likely use the B3178 main road, on to beginning of Granary 
Lane and then on to South Farm Road, to reach the main compound. Small numbers 
of staff will commute to the Lime Kiln car park satellite compound during some phases 
of the construction; using Coastguard Road and then down Salting Hill. The other two 
satellite compounds will be accessed within the site working area using the temporary 
access tracks.  

The total working hours expected for the construction phase will be 07:00 – 18:00 
daily. Commuting times for site staff is expected to be between 07:00 – 8:00 and 16:00 
– 18:00. The vast majority of larger plant movements, deliveries and HGV movements 
around site and/or on the adjacent road network is expected to be between 10:00 – 
16:00. 

The large HGV movements and deliveries of materials will mostly arrive or depart from 
the B3178 and down to South Farm Road, where the main access tracks and 
compound is found. Short periods of the construction will also require some HGV 
movements down Salting Hill to access the Lime Kiln car park compound. Although, 
this, although there will be a small number of such movements. 

As a brief summary, the initial vegetation clearance phases and site mobilisation will 
involve smaller staff numbers and HGV movements within the site, and on the road 
network for access.  

The key earthwork phases of construction estimated to occur between July and 
October 2021 (see section 3.2.3) will coincide with the largest number of HGV and 
plant movements around the site to transport excavated material for storage and the 
later re-use. Sections of South Farm Road will be used for the HGV movements (over 
100 per day peak) to access the two storage fields. 

The remaining phases of construction will see varying amounts of site staff and larger 
plant/HGV movements, although mostly within the site working areas and not using 
the road network. The louder and more disruptive construction such as piling will take 
place between the hours of 10:00 – 16:00.  

The very short period of construction works (up to two weeks) to tie the new South 
Farm Road into the existing White Bridge and the far western end, will involve some 
night works and require temporary lighting. This is the only activity expected to be 
outside normal working hours. 

Apart from the lighter goods vehicles (less than 3.5 ton) and private staff vehicles, 
there will be a large number of different construction plant used for different phases. 
The larger plant is anticipated to include (but not be limited to) wide tracked excavators 
(14Ton, 25Ton and 35Ton), tracked 10Ton dump trucks, 25Ton articulated wheeled 



 Lower Otter Restoration Project - Environmental Statement  3 - 9 

dump trucks, CFA piling rig, steel sheet piling rig (Leader Rig), 40Ton and 150Ton 
mobile crane, 50Ton Tracked crawler crane, telescopic forklift, tractor and flatbed 
trailers, compressor and breaker, Bomag 120 vibrating ride on roller, small tools and 
D6 bulldozer. 8 wheel tipper lorries and the 25Ton articulated wheeled dump trucks 
are expected to be used (with some periods on South Farm Road sections) to move 
large amounts of fill material around site and to the storage areas. 

The construction hours estimated above are considered to occur on Monday to Friday, 
with some periods also requiring 8am-1pm on Saturdays, and no working on Sundays 
or bank holidays. 
For further details of general construction management, environmental management, 
surface water and flood risk management within work areas, waste management and 
disposal, please refer to the Construction Management Plan and Outline Site Waste 
Management Plan as part of this planning application. 

3.3. Maintenance and Operation  
Devon County Council (DCC) have agreed in principle to the adoption of the new 
South Farm Road highway, highway bridge and footbridge (over the southern 
breach). DCC will continue to be responsible for public rights of way in the site, 
including sections that have been altered. Some routine inspections and 
maintenance of the highway and structures will be carried out. The footpath 
maintenance will continue as before with small localised and ad-hoc works where 
necessary. 

Clinton Devon Estate, as landowner, will continue to be responsible for future 
management and public safety liability of the habitats and newly built visitor 
infrastructure of the remaining site. Maintenance includes monitoring path use, 
maintaining viewing areas, conservation management of habitats as required 
including liaising with tenant farmers, livestock and cattle grazing as appropriate. 
Work will also include the management of volunteer community groups and 
conservation groups and the management and monitoring of newly planted habitats, 
woodland and other vegetation. 

East Devon District Council will continue to be responsible for monitoring and 
maintaining the Shingle Bar and beachfront area. This will include monitoring 
changes to public safety near the estuary mouth and carrying out 
maintenance/repairs on ad ad-hoc basis where necessary. 

Monitoring plans and programmes are recommended for areas of the estuary and 
habitat areas during scheme operation, in particular for the initial short-term period. 
These will consider geomorphological changes, establishment of new habitat or 
changed habitat and public safety risks around the estuary mouth area. 

3.4. Decommissioning  
As the Scheme is a habitat creation project required under the Habitat Regulations   
there is no formal decommissioning process, with the intention that the restored habitat 
remains in perpetuity. A legal agreement between the Environment Agency and 
landowner will be formed to confirm that the land will be retained as intertidal habitat 
to provide compensatory habitat to meet the requirements of the Habitat Regulations. 

The highway, highway bridge and footbridge structures have a particular design life 
and will eventually require decommissioning or major intervention by DCC in the 
future. As detailed in the Scheme objectives, the overall site will continue to operate 
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more sustainably and through natural processes wherever possible in the future, with 
no major decommissioning works required. Some small footpath crossings and 
culvert structures will eventually need decommissioning and replacing. 

3.5. Abbreviations 
DCC   Devon County Council 
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4. The Environmental Assessment 
Process  

The Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) has been undertaken in accordance with 
the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 
2017 (SI 571) and The Marine Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 2007 (as amended). 

The EIA process enables the early identification of potential significant environmental 
effects during the development and design process, allowing those effects to be 
assessed and avoided where possible through iterative design and construction 
methodologies and enhanced where possible.  EIA is a systematic process, involving 
the following four stages: 

• Screening;  

• Scoping;  

• Impact assessment (with collation into an Environmental Statement (ES)); and  

• Implementation and monitoring. 

4.1. Screening 
The Local Planning Authority, East Devon District Council (EDDC) was contacted on 
31st August 2018 for an EIA screening request under the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (SI 571). EDDC responded on 
15th October 2018 to confirm that the Scheme is considered a “Schedule 2 
development falling within Class 10 Infrastructure Projects (m) and is considered to 
constitute ‘coastal work to combat erosion’ and ‘maritime’ works capable to altering 
the coast through construction, for example of sea defence works where an ES may 
be required, subject to the consideration by the Local Planning Authority of the 
characteristics of the development, its location and the characteristics of its potential 
impact as schedule 3 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2017”. 

The Maine Management Organisation (MMO) was contacted on 31st August 2018 for 
an EIA screening request under The Marine Works (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations 2007 (as amended). No response was received, and the 
EIA screening request was re-submitted on 22nd February 2019. The MMO responded 
on 12th March 2019 to confirm that they agree that the work constitutes “coastal work 
to combat erosion and maritime works capable of altering the coast through the 
construction of, for example, dykes, moles, jetties and other sea defence works, 
excluding the maintenance and reconstruction of such works” and that a statutory EIA 
is required.  

4.2. EIA Scoping Process 
A Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) (Jacobs, 2019) was prepared 
and used to provide information and evidence for the EIA scoping process undertaken 
under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 2017 (SI 571) and The Marine Works (Environmental Impact 
Assessment) Regulations 2007 (as amended). The PEIR presented the findings of the 
environmental assessment undertaken during the appraisal stage and scoping 
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assessment undertaken as part of the Environment Agency’s EIA process for the 
Scheme. The PEIR identifies key issues and provides evidence for those scoped out 
of further assessment as well as scoping in issues, for further assessment.  

The table in Appendix B1 illustrates the topics and subsequent issues that were 
scoped in and out of this ES, based on the assessments made in the PEIR. 

4.2.1. Consultations on the scope of the EIA 

The Environment Agency has used the PEIR to consult with EDDC and the MMO 
regarding the scope of the EIA. EDDC and MMO were contacted on 17th April 2019 
requesting an EIA scoping response for the statutory EIA process.  

EDDC responded with an EIA scoping opinion on 8th July 2019. The EDDC’s EIA 
scoping opinion response is provided in Appendix B2. Table 4.1 summarises EDDC’s 
comments and directs where and how they have been assessed within the ES.  
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Table 4.1 Summary of EDDC’s EIA scoping opinion 

Topic Scoped in (text taken directly from scoping opinion) Location within ES 

Biodiversity 

 

In addition to an assessment on the Otter Estuary Site of Special Scientific 
Interest, (SSSI) the impact on the Otter Estuary Marine Conservation Zone  
needs to be assessed. This was formally designated on the 31 May 2019.  

The ES should include a full assessment of the direct and indirect effects of 
the development on the features of special interest within the MCZ, and 
identify such mitigation measures as may be required in order to avoid, 
minimise or reduce any adverse significant effects. 

The area is of great importance to rare bat species, including greater and 
lesser horseshoe and grey long-eared bats. The potential for foraging 
habitats of Grey Long Eared Bat should be considered in the EIA. 

The impacts of the Lower Otter 
Restoration Project (LORP) on 
the Otter Estuary MCZ have 
been assessed in an MCZ 
Screening assessment in 
Appendix E of the ES.  

 

Grey Long Eared Bat are 
discussed in chapter 8 
Biodiversity, Marine Ecology and 
Fish, section 8.6 Existing 
Environment, section 8.6.3 
Species, Foraging and 
commuting habitat. 

Water 
Environment 

The impact on the Otter Meadows County Wildlife Site (CWS) needs 
consideration within the assessment, this should consider mitigation and/or 
compensation. 

Impacts to the Otter Meadows 
CWS are discussed and 
assessed in chapter 8 
Biodiversity, Marine Ecology and 
Fish. 

Landscape and 
Visual 

 

Comments from the Jurassic Coast Trust should be addressed (as shown 
below).  

We welcome the fact that impacts on the World Heritage Site have been 
scoped in for further assessment. However, the PIER does not make a full 
account of the strategic and policy context of the WHS or its designation as 
a heritage asset, nor does it set out an appropriate methodology for how 
the WHS should be dealt with in the EIA. 

Impacts to the WHS are 
discussed and assessed in 
Appendix G5 of chapter 10 
Water Environment. 
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Topic Scoped in (text taken directly from scoping opinion) Location within ES 

• Chapter 2 Project Development, Section 2.1 - Table 2.1 does not 
include the WHS management plan as part of the strategic context. It is 
crucial this document is included as all impacts on the WHS must be 
assessed against site management policies with a specific focus on the 
effects on the site’s Outstanding Universal Value. 

• Section 2.2 – National Planning Policy is highlighted that is relevant to 
the Natural Environment but it is important to be aware that NPP 
regarding World Heritage appears in section 12. Conserving and 
enhancing the historic environment, in particular paragraphs 132, 137 
and 138. Also, WHSs are considered to be designated heritage assets 
within UK planning processes. 

• Potential changes to the estuary mouth, pebble spit and sediment 
transport regimes are identified within the PEIR (e.g. para 5.6.3). This 
would constitute a direct impact on the WHS, contrary to the comment 
in para 5.8.3 “no designated heritage assets would be directly 
physically affected by the Scheme during construction or operation”. 

• The following comment also appears in para 5.8.3 – “In addition, given 
the absence of inter-visibility between the study area and most of the 
designated heritage assets in the vicinity, it is considered that there 
would be no direct effects on these designated assets due to changes 
to their settings”. We strongly disagree. Clearly, the study area is 
visible from the crest of the beach and therefore the WHS. Indeed, the 
estuary exists as a consequence of the pebble spit, a 
geomorphological feature that supports the criteria under which the 
WHS was designated. The relationship between the two is a very 
important to how the WHS and its setting is experienced and 
understood. 

 
Recommendations 
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Topic Scoped in (text taken directly from scoping opinion) Location within ES 

Our general expectation is that the Lower Otter Restoration will have 
overall positive impacts on the WHS, but the proper assessment is required 
to satisfy the expectations of UNESCO and the commitment made by the 
UK Government to the World Heritage Convention.  
 
Key to the EIA will be a thorough examination of potential impacts to the 
Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of the WHS. As a natural WHS, the 
OUV of the Jurassic Coast is founded on three components – criteria, 
integrity and protection and management (see IUCN guidance and the Site 
Management Plan listed below for more information). In the case of WHSs, 
setting should be regarded as part of the Protection and Conservation 
component of OUV. 
 
I would suggest that the issues with the PEIR raised above are the result of 
procedural uncertainty. In our experience, the standard approach to and 
EIA is not well equipped to deal with a natural WHS. In fact, the 
Environment Agency have recently gone through a very similar process on 
another part of the Jurassic Coast - West Bay. Throughout the planning of 
new flood defences at West Bay impacts on the WHS were very carefully 
considered and mitigated for in the design of the Scheme, and yet that 
work was almost absent from the subsequent EIA report. Happily, the need 
to address that gap in the EIA prompted the creation of a separate WHS 
impact assessment. In effect the EA created a model for themselves for 
conducting an EIA for the Jurassic Coast WHS. 
 
For this project, we would make two key recommendations: 
1) The EA should follow their own model (and develop and refine it if 
required) for assessing impacts 
on the Jurassic Coast WHS. 
2) The EA should consult with the JCT throughout that process. Our advice 
is freely 
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Topic Scoped in (text taken directly from scoping opinion) Location within ES 

available to them due to an existing agreement between the EA and JCT. 

We also recommend that they review the following key points of reference 

• The Dorset and East Devon Coast WHS Management Plan 2014 – 
2019 

• National Planning Policy Framework, particularly section 12, under 
which World Heritage is 
discussed 

• Planning Practice Guidance relevant to World Heritage (found under 
Conserving and enhancing the 

• historic environment – Designated Heritage Assets) 

• IUCN guidance in regards to Environmental Impact Assessments at 
WHSs. 

• https://www.iucn.org/theme/world-heritage/resources/iucn-policies-
worldheritage/ 

• environmental-assessment. 

• Heritage Impact Assessment guidance from ICOMOS may also be 
helpful.  

 

The development must be assessed in association with the WHS 
management plan, and that the JCT should be consulted as part of the 
process 

Traffic and 
Transport 

 

The impact of development on footpaths and roads within the site also 
needs consideration.  

 

The impacts on roads are 
discussed in chapter 13 Traffic 
and Transport.  

The impacts on footpaths are 
discussed in chapter 6 
Population and Human Health.  

 



 Lower Otter Restoration Project - Environmental Statement  4 - 7 

The MMO responded with an EIA scoping opinion on 2nd August 2019 (included in Appendix B3). The MMO agrees the topics scoped 
in and out in the PEIR Scoping Report (Jacobs, 2019). In addition the MMO includes further topics that they would expect to be fully 
considered during the EIA and must be included in any resulting ES. These are listed in Table 4.2.  

 Table 4.2 Summary of MMO’s EIA scoping opinion 

Topic Scoped in (text taken directly from scoping opinion)  Location within ES 

Habitats 
Directive / Wild 
Birds Directive 

It is important for any assessment to consider the potential cumulative impacts 
of this proposal, including all supporting infrastructure, with other similar 
proposals and a thorough assessment of the ‘in combination’ effects of the 
proposed development with any existing developments and current 
applications. Full consideration of the implications of the whole Scheme should 
be included in the ES. All supporting infrastructure should be included within 
the assessment.  
 
Should a likely significant effect on a European/Internationally designated site 
be identified or be uncertain, the competent authority (in this case the Local 
Planning Authority) may need to prepare an Appropriate Assessment, in 
addition to consideration of impacts through the ES process. 
 
The ES should include a full assessment of the direct and indirect effects of the 
development on the features of special interest within the below listed 
designated sites and should identify such mitigation measures as may be 
required in order to avoid, minimise or reduce any adverse significant effects; 

• Exe Estuary SPA and Ramsar  

• Dawlish Warren SAC 

• Beer Quarry and Caves SAC 
o Bechsteins bat has been scoped into the Habitats Regulations 

Assessment however, given the number of this species recorded 
at the SAC it is unlikely that the Lower Otter Estuary is important 
supporting habitat and can be scoped out of the HRA 

o The area is, however, of great importance to rare bat species, 
including greater and lesser horseshoe and grey long-eared bats 

The Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (HRA) is located in 
Appendix E12 of chapter 8 
Biodiversity, Marine Ecology and 
Fish.  
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Topic Scoped in (text taken directly from scoping opinion)  Location within ES 

(GLEB). From the known GLEB roosts in this locality we advise 
that the site could hold GLEB foraging habitat and that this should 
be considered in the ES. 

Marine and 
Coastal Access 
Act, 2009 
 

The ES should include a full assessment of the direct and indirect effects of the 
development on the features of special interest within the below designated 
sites and should identify such mitigation measures as may be required in order 
to avoid, minimise or reduce any adverse significant effects; Otter Estuary 
MCZ. 

The impacts of LORP on the 
Otter Estuary MCZ have been 
assessed in an MCZ Screening 
assessment in Appendix E11 of 
chapter 8 Biodiversity, Marine 
Ecology and Fish.  

Other Nature 
Conservation 

The ES should include a full assessment of the direct and indirect effects of the 
development on the features of special interest within the below designated 
sites and should identify such mitigation measures as may be required in order 
to avoid, minimise or reduce any adverse significant effects. 

• Otter Estuary SSSI 

• Otter Meadows County Wildlife Site 

Impacts to the Otter Estuary 
SSSI and Otter Meadows CWS 
are discussed and assessed in 
chapter 8 Biodiversity, Marine 
Ecology and Fish. 

Biodiversity 
Action Plan 
(BAP) species 
and habitats 

The MMO advises that survey, impact assessment and mitigation proposals for 
Habitats and Species of Principal Importance should be included in the ES. 
Consideration should also be given to those species and habitats included in 
the relevant Local BAP. 

See chapter 8 Biodiversity, 
Marine Ecology and Fish.  

East Devon 
AONB 

The ES should include assessments of visual effects on the surrounding area 
and landscape together with any physical effects of the development, such as 
changes in topography.  
 
The ES should include a full assessment of the potential impacts of the 
development on local landscape character using landscape assessment 
methodologies. 
 
The ES process should detail the measures to be taken to ensure the building 
design will be of a high standard, as well as detail of layout alternatives 

Landscape and visual impacts on 
the AONB are discussed and 
assessed in chapter 11 
Landscape and Visual. 
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Topic Scoped in (text taken directly from scoping opinion)  Location within ES 

together with justification of the selected option in terms of landscape impact 
and benefit. 

Rights of Way, 
Access land, 
Coastal access 
and National 
Trails  

The ES should consider potential impacts on access land, public open land, 
rights of way and coastal access routes in the vicinity of the development. 
Consideration should also be given to the potential impacts on the adjacent 
South West Coast Path National Trail. Appropriate mitigation measures should 
be incorporated for any adverse impacts 

Pedestrian rights of way are 
considered in chapter 6 
Population and Human Health. 
Visual impacts on Public Rights 
of Way are discussed and 
assessed in chapter 11 
Landscape and Visual. 

Benthic Ecology Subsequent modelling should be undertaken to provide some confidence on 
the likelihood that the proposed habitats will be created post breach (i.e. is 
there a sufficient source of sediment and an appropriate tidal height for the 
establishment of intertidal mudflats). 

See in chapter 8 Biodiversity, 
Marine Ecology and Fish, 
Section 8.7.3 

Coastal 
Processes 

There is no mention of any “landscaping” works that may be undertaken in 
order to facilitate the development of saltmarsh habitat. Based on the drawings, 
maps and imagery submitted, the area appears to be topographically 
homogenous. Studies in the literature suggest that homogenous ground or 
unnatural channels (e.g., reclaimed canalised irrigation ditches) can impede the 
development of saltmarsh following managed realignment. This can lead to a 
lack of “natural equivalence”. A brief clarification of whether such landscaping 
will be undertaken, including any reasoning (for or against) is required in the 
ES. 

Please see chapter 10 Water 
Environment and the Flood Risk 
Assessment in Appendix G4 of 
chapter 10 Water Environment. 
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Topic Scoped in (text taken directly from scoping opinion)  Location within ES 

Fish Ecology 
and Fisheries 

It is important that both the beneficial and adverse impacts are assessed.  The 
Scheme is proposing the installation of approximately 1km of bank protection 
and the impacts of this should also be included in the ES as there will be both 
biodiversity and geomorphology implications from this activity.  This could 
either be adverse or beneficial depending on the type of protection used. 
 
The diversion of the Budleigh Brook and removal of sections of Little Bank, Big 
Bank and the River Otter embankment have the potential to introduce the risk of 
creating an attraction flow for migratory fish during floods, which could possibly 
result in a new route for the river below Otterton.  If a new channel were to form 
and the river flow through the breaches in Little Bank and Big Bank there is a 
potential to create obstructions to fish passage.  If these impacts were realised it 
could lead to a deterioration of water body fish status for the upstream the River 
Otter waterbodies and should be fully assessed in the ES. 
 
The MMO recommend that a monitoring programme is put in place to monitor 
use of new and restored habitats. 

The Scheme no longer includes 
the installation of approximately 
1km of bank protection. 
 
The impacts of the Scheme on 
fish ecology and fisheries are 
considered in chapter 8 
Biodiversity, Marine Ecology and 
Fish, Section 8.7.  

Underwater 
noise 

The report assumes that non-migratory fish can easily reach other available 
habitats up and downstream, which may be difficult if an acoustic barrier in the 
river is created by piling activities. The report highlights a number of marine 
species are present in the river. We recommend that the construction impacts 
on non-migratory fish are further considered.  
 
There appears to be a slight discrepancy in the report as to what is being 
scoped in/out. Table 4.5 “Summary of biodiversity impacts” scopes in 
‘construction and operational impacts on migratory species’ yet scopes out 
‘operational impacts on migrating and non-migrating fish’. This should be 
clarified to make clear what is being scoped out (in terms of the operational 
phase), with appropriate justification.  
 
We would expect the ES to include detailed information on the piling activities, 

The impacts of underwater noise 
on non-migratory fish is 
considered in of chapter 8 
Biodiversity, Marine Ecology and 
Fish, Section 8.7.2. 
 
The Scheme no longer requires 
any piling activities within or near 
to the River Otter and therefore 
the impact of underwater noise 
on fish has been scoped out.  
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Topic Scoped in (text taken directly from scoping opinion)  Location within ES 

including the method of pile installation, piling duration, and the number of piles 
to be installed. 

Archaeology / 
Cultural 
Heritage 

The MMO recommends that the potential for Palaeolithic deposits is assessed. 
This may be most effectively actioned through an initial Desk Based 
Assessment of the geoarchaeological potential of the area, with subsequent 
geoarchaeological assessment through borehole transects including 
palaeoenvironmental assessment and analysis (with specific comment on 
preservation) and the creation of a deposit model to assist with targeting any 
required mitigation. This will also enable the assessment of the potential of 
minerogenic deposits and organic deposits to contribute to understanding of 
environment, climate and sea level change, and has the potential to 
contextualise human activity within the valley from the prehistoric period.   
 
The potential impact of changes to sedimentation and erosion rates must be 
considered. These factors have not been adequately considered at Desk 
Based Assessment and must be addressed as part of the Geoarchaeological 
Desk Based Assessment. 
 
It would be useful for Historic England to review the WSI for geoarchaeological 
desk based assessment, deposit modelling and geoarchaeological 
assessment, which must be undertaken by a suitably experienced 
geoarchaeologist in line with Historic England’s Geoarchaeology guidance. 
Where historic banks and embankments are to be removed, it is recommended 
that a section through these is recorded by an archaeologist advised by a 
geoarchaeologist. 

The geoarchaeological DBA is 
within Appendix I2 of chapter 12 
Historic Environment. 
 
The hydrodynamic modelling 
data within the Flood Risk 
Assessment (Appendix G4 of 
chapter 10 Water Environment) 
contains details on erosion risks. 
 
The Written Scheme of 
Investigation (WSI) for the 
geoarchaeological mitigation 
works is within Appendix I4 of 
chapter 12 Historic Environment. 
 
Mitigation measures are 
discussed in chapter 12 Historic 
Environment, Section 12.7.1.  



 Lower Otter Restoration Project - Environmental Statement  4 - 12 

Topic Scoped in (text taken directly from scoping opinion)  Location within ES 

Navigation / 
Other Users of 
the Sea 

There is potential for impacts on estuary morphology, including in combination 
with the FAB cable proposal, and therefore we advise that the ES fully 
considers and assesses all alternative approaches to the in situ protection of 
the SWW service crossing at the estuary mouth (shown in the Preliminary 
Environmental Information Report (PEIR) Appendix H drawing 0004). 

In-combination impacts of LORP 
with the FAB cable proposal are 
considered with chapter 14 
Cumulative Effects.  
 
Due to a change in the Scheme 
design, there is no longer a 
requirement to provide in situ 
protection of the SWW service 
crossing at the estuary mouth.  

Water Quality The MMO requests that the technical reports describing the risk assessment 
and modelling undertaken are included within the ES.   
 
The PIER shows that there has been a notable amount of site investigation and 
risk assessment undertaken with regard to saline intrusion into the Otter 
Sandstone however; there remain outstanding issues regarding the modelling 
techniques, input parameters and sensitivity analysis for groundwater 
protection issues.  Therefore groundwater protection issues must be assessed 
as part of the ES, including the risks to South West Water public water supply. 
 
A Water Framework Directive (WFD) assessment will be required as part of the 
marine licence application. This should include a thorough assessment of the 
ecological impacts, risks of deterioration and potential mitigation measures. 
Government guidance for undertaking WFD assessments in coastal and 
estuarine waters is available on the Gov.uk website. The guidance was 
updated in November 2017 and is referred to as the Clearing the Waters for All. 
This guidance can be found at: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/water-framework-
directive-assessment-estuarine- and-coastal-waters 

The WFD assessment is 
included in Appendix G2 of 
chapter 10 Water Environment. 
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Topic Scoped in (text taken directly from scoping opinion)  Location within ES 

Cumulative 
Impacts & In-
Combination 
Impacts 

A full consideration of the implications of the whole Scheme should be included 
in the ES. All supporting infrastructure should be included within the 
assessment.  Any assessment must consider the potential cumulative effects of 
this proposal, including all supporting infrastructure, with other similar proposals 
and a thorough assessment of the ‘in combination’ effects of the proposed 
development with any existing developments and current applications.  
 
The ES must include an impact assessment to identify, describe and evaluate 
the effects that are likely to result from the project in combination with other 
projects and activities that are being, have been or will be carried out. The 
following types of projects should be included in such an assessment, (subject 
to available information):  
•  existing completed projects;  
•  approved but uncompleted projects;  
•  ongoing activities;  
•  plans or projects for which an application has been made and which are 
under consideration by the consenting authorities; and  
•  plans and projects which are reasonably foreseeable, i.e. projects for which 
an application has not yet been submitted, but which are likely to progress 
before completion of the development and for which sufficient information is 
available to assess the likelihood of cumulative and in-combination effects.  
 
The ES must fully consider and assesses all alternative approaches to the in-
situ protection of the SWW service crossing at the estuary mouth (shown in 
PEIR Appendix H drawing 0004 to the PIER) 

Cumulative and In-combination 
impacts are discussed and 
assessed in chapter 14 
Cumulative Effects.  
 
Due to a change in the Scheme 
design, there is no longer a 
requirement to provide in situ 
protection of the South West 
Water (SWW) service crossing at 
the estuary mouth. 
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Consideration has been given to changes in scope following design changes. Table 
4.3 includes the issues that have been scoped in following further discussion since 
production of the PEIR.   

Table 4.3 Issues scoped in since production of PEIR 

Topic Issue 

Population and 
Human Health 

Construction and operational impacts on Lime Kiln car park and 
parking along South Farm Road, including the public users of 
the car parks. 

Biodiversity, 
Marine Ecology 
and Fish 

• Construction and operational impacts to non-migratory fish.  
• Construction and operational impacts on badgers. 

• Construction and operational impacts on Exe Estuary 
Ramsar and SPA. 

• Construction impacts to the Otter Estuary SSSI and rMCZ 
as a result of accidental fuel releases during the excavation 
of the new channel and connection into the Otter Estuary 
SSSI.  

• Impacts on Unconfirmed Wildlife Sites and Other Sites of 
Wildlife Interest. 

• Impacts on terrestrial, aquatic and marine invertebrates.  

Geology, Soils 
and 
Contamination 

Potential for increase in the salinity of the ground water during 
the operational phase (this is considered in chapter 10 Water, 
Environment). 

Water 
Hydromorphology 
Environment 

Impacts to surface and ground water bodies (including drinking 
water) as a result of increased salinity. 

 

4.3. Approach to the EIA 
EIA is a procedure required under the terms of EU Directive 2014/52/EU on 
assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the environment. 
The UK implements this Directive through the Town and Country Planning (EIA) 
Regulations 2017 (SI 2017/571). 

The primary objective of an EIA is inscribed under Article 2 of the Directive, which 
states that: “Member States shall adopt all measures necessary to ensure that, before 
development consent is given, projects likely to have significant effects on the 
environment by virtue, inter alia, of their nature, size or location are made subject to a 
requirement for development consent and an assessment with regard to their effects 
on the environment.” 

Article 8 of the Directive also states that: “The results of consultations and information 
gathered pursuant, to [the EIA procedure] shall be duly taken into account in the 
development consent procedure.” 

In addition to the EIA Regulations, the EIA has been undertaken with reference to the 
following documents, amongst others: 

• Guidelines for Environmental Impact Assessment, IEMA, 2004; and 
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• EIA planning practice guidance, DCLG, 2014. 

 

4.3.1. Defining the significance of environmental effects 

The EIA Regulations require an ES to report on those environmental effects arising 
from a project that are considered likely to be significant. 

A consistent framework has been used through which the significance of effect of the 
Scheme across all environmental topics can be predicted. This framework has three 
key stages: 

1. Identification of the baseline conditions, and the value or sensitivity and 
importance of receptors; 

2. Identification of the magnitude (i.e. size) and nature (i.e. construction/operation, 
temporary/permanent) of change (impact) upon each receptor; and  

3. Identification of the significance (i.e. importance) of the effect, which is the 
product of a combination of the above two variables 

Value/sensitivity 

The definition of the value, sensitivity or importance of a receptor is as follows:  

• High – International importance 

• Medium – National importance 

• Low – Regional/county importance 

• Negligible – District/parish importance 

Magnitude 

The definition of the magnitude of change or impact on each receptor is as follows: 

• High negative – impact with major detrimental consequences and/or on a large area 

• Medium negative – impact with detrimental consequences and/or on a large area 

• Low negative – impact with minor detrimental consequences and/or on a small area 

• Negligible – no impact or no discernible impact  

• Low positive – impact with minor beneficial consequences and /or on a small area 

• Medium positive – impact with beneficial consequences and/or on a large area 

• High positive – impact with major beneficial consequences and/or on a large area 

Further specific descriptions and interpretations for sensitivity and magnitude are 
provided in the methodology section in each technical chapter (chapters 6 – 14). 
Where possible, industry guidance is followed, and outlined in each technical chapter 
(chapters 6 – 14).   

In identifying the magnitude of change (impacts), the EIA will take into account their 
nature and duration, including: site specific and wider impacts; positive and negative 
impacts; temporary and permanent impacts; direct impacts as a result of the Scheme 
and indirect impacts which are not a direct result of the Scheme; and cumulative 
impacts.  
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Likely significance of effect 

In order to evaluate the likely significant effect, the combination of the sensitivity of a 
receptor with the magnitude of impact is considered and is shown as a matrix in Table 
4.1 below. Some topics have specific methodologies for defining the likely significant 
effect that may expand on or vary the framework outlined in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1 Matrix for the evaluation of significant environmental effects 

 Sensitivity of Receptor 

High Medium Low Negligible 

M
a
g

n
it

u
d

e
 o

f 
Im

p
a
c

t 

High  

 

Major 

(Significant) 

Major 

(Significant) 

Moderate 

(Significant) 

Negligible  

(Not significant) 

Medium  

 

Major 

(Significant) 

Moderate 

(Significant) 

Minor 

(Not significant) 

Negligible 

(Not significant) 

Low  

 

Moderate 

(Significant) 

Minor 

(Not significant) 

Minor 

(Not significant) 

Negligible 

(Not significant) 

Negligible 

 

Negligible 

(Not 
significant) 

Negligible 

(Not significant) 

Negligible 

(Not significant) 

Negligible 

(Not significant) 

 

For some topics, such as for noise, there are industry accepted methods for 
quantifying impacts and determining the threshold of significance of effects. For other 
topics, such as visual impact, the impacts cannot be quantified scientifically and 
industry established practice or guidance offers an approach to assessing the 
significance of effects. In these cases, it is necessary to define more qualitative criteria 
and thresholds. These methodologies have been explained within the individual 
technical chapters.  

4.3.2. Mitigation of environmental impacts 

Schedule 4 of the 2017 EIA Regulations requires that where likely significant effects 
are identified that any “measures envisaged to avoid, prevent, reduce or, if possible, 
offset any identified significant adverse effects on the environment” should be included 
in the ES. Delivery of the mitigation will be the responsibility of the Environment 
Agency.  

Measures to avoid, reduce and mitigate environmental impacts have been integrated 
into the design during the design process and will be carried forwards as commitments 
into detailed design stages. 

For each likely significant adverse effect of the Scheme that has been identified during 
the EIA process, the specialists undertaking the assessments have identified and 
reviewed the potential mitigation measures, including avoidance of impacts in the first 
instance, and developed the mitigation measures further where necessary in line with 
statutory requirements and good practice in their respective field.  

The mitigation measures to be implemented within the Scheme are documented in the 
Environmental Action Plan as included in Appendix K. 
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4.3.3. Residual effect 

Residual effects after implementation of mitigation are classified as non-significant or 
remaining likely significant effect, as appropriate. Where effects remain significant, the 
extent of any mitigation has been reported in the ES, along with any requirements for 
monitoring. 

4.3.4. Cumulative and in-combination effects 

Cumulative effects are considered in chapter 14 Cumulative Effects. Intra-project 
effects are the effects that occur between different environmental topics within the 
same Scheme, as a result of the Scheme’s direct effects. The inter-project effects are 
the likely effects of the Scheme interacting with the effects of other developments in 
the vicinity.   
 
The cumulative effects assessment considers: 

• Existing completed projects; 

• Approved but uncompleted projects; 

• Ongoing activities; 

• Plans or projects for which an application has been made and which are under 
consideration by the consenting authorities; and 

• Plans and projects which are reasonably foreseeable, ie projects for which an 
application has not yet been submitted, but which are likely to progress before 
completion of the development and for which sufficient information is available to 
assess the likelihood of cumulative and in-combination effects.  

4.3.5. Scope of the assessment 

Technical Scope 

The range of environmental topics addressed in the ES is generally referred to the 
technical scope.  

Spatial Scope 

The spatial, or geographical scope of the EIA may differ for each receptor of the 
Scheme. The special scope for each technical impact assessment has taken into 
account the following factors: 

• The physical extent of the Scheme, as defined by the Scheme design; 

• The nature of the baseline environment and the manner in which the impacts are 
likely to be propagated; and 

• The pattern of governmental administrative boundaries, which provide the planning 
and policy context for the Scheme.  

For example, any potential effects on archaeology would tend to be confined to those 
areas physically disturbed by the works, whilst the effect from noise or visual intrusion 
could potentially be experienced at some distance from the works.  

Appropriate study areas have been considered for each environmental topic by the 
specialists undertaking the assessment. 

Temporal Scope 
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The temporal scope of the assessment generally refers to the time periods over which 
impacts may be experienced. This has been established for each topic, where 
appropriate through discussion with the relevant statutory consultees. 

In general, the following terms will be used: 

• Short-term – the effect is temporary and lasts for up to 12 months; 

• Medium-term – the effect occurs for up to 10 years; and 

• Long-term – the effect remains for a substantial time, perhaps permanently.  

The environmental effects during construction and operation of the Scheme are 
considered within the ES. Decommissioning is not considered due to the nature of the 
Scheme. There will be a legal agreement with the Estate’s land holding trusts that the 
land will be retained as intertidal habitat to provide compensatory habitat to meet the 
requirements of the Habitat Regulations.  

The assessment of construction impacts identifies short or medium effects arising 
during enabling works and construction, which cease after the completion.  

The assessment of operational impacts identifies long term effects arising from the 
existence and operation of the Scheme, including: 

• Existence impacts arising from the physical presence of the development which are 
generally unchanging; and 

• Impacts from operational activities such as maintenance of the assets. 

4.3.6. The EIA team 

In line with the 2017 EIA Regulations competent experts from Jacobs prepared the 
EIA for the Scheme. Jacobs is certified under IEMA’s Q-mark registration system and 
as such is deemed a competent organisation in preparing Environmental Statements. 

The EIA was co-ordinated by Tara Lewis, BSc (Hons) an Environmental Consultant 
with five years’ experience. 

The ES was approved by Helen Jones, BSc (Hons), a Chartered Environmentalist and 
Registered EIA Practitioner with over 18 years’ experience in EIA co-ordination and 
environmental consultancy and Maia Gralewski MSc Environmental Management, 
BSc (Hons), (19 years’ experience). 

The EIA was undertaken by the following technical specialists from Jacobs. Their 
qualifications and years’ experience within their professional industry are provided 
below: 

• Planning: Lynne Bonsall MRTPI, MSc, BSc (13 years’ experience), reviewed by 
Huw Williams MRTPI, BSc (over 30 years’ experience). 

•  Population and human health: Tara Lewis reviewed by Helen Jones. 

• Noise and vibration: Sara Ripoll MEng. Acoustic Engineering, AMIOA (5 years’ 
experience) reviewed by Richard Stait BSc, PgDip, MIOA (25 years’ experience). 

• Biodiversity:  

• Terrestrial: Sarah Gooch BSc (Hons), CEnv, MCIEEM (13 years’ experience) 
reviewed by Sally Fraser BSc (Hons), PhD, MCIEEM and CEnv (13 years’ 
experience)  
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• Aquatic: Jon Barnes MSc, BSc (Hons), CEnv, MCIEEM (18 years’ experience), 
reviewed by Rachel Wilson BSc (Hons) MSc, CBIOL, MRSB (17 years’ 
experience). 

• Geology, soils and contamination: Robin Lancefield BSc (Hons), CGeol, DoWCoP 
Qualified Person (26 years’ experience) reviewed by Nathan Cummins BSc (Hons), 
MSc, FGS, CGeol (18 years’ experience).  

• Water:  

• Rebecca Westlake (fluvial and coastal geomorphology, hydromorphology and 
WFD) PhD, LLM, MSc, BSc (Hons) (22 years’ experience) and Mike Barker 
(hydrogeology, groundwater and salinity) BSc (Hons), MSc, FGS (34 years’ 
experience) reviewed by Stuart Hedgecott BSc (Hons) (31 years’ experience).  

• Rachel Hopgood (flood risk) MEng Civil Engineering (9 years’ experience) and 
James Tempest (estuarine geomorphology) BSc (Hons), MSc, PhD (7 years’ 
experience), reviewed by Pete Andrews MEng, CEng, MICE (10 years’ 
experience). 

• Landscape and visual: Simon Murray BA (Hons), CMLI (26 years’ experience) 
reviewed by Daniel Mounsdon BA (Hons), PGDip, CMLI (13 years’ experience). 

• Historic environment: Nathan Thomas MSc, BSc (Hons), MIfA (13 years’ 
experience) reviewed by Simon Griffin, MSc, BSc (Hons), MIfA (25 years’ 
experience). 

• Traffic and transport: Stephen Morris MSc, CMILT MTPS (18 years’ experience), 
reviewed by Hayden Taylor CMILT, IEng (26 years' experience). 

• Cumulative Effects: Jenny Wade MSc, MIEMA, C.Env (17 years’ experience) 
reviewed by Maia Gralewski. 

4.4. Abbreviations 
BAP  Biodiversity Action Plan 

CWS  County Wildlife Site 

GLEB  Grey long eared bat 

HRA  Habitats Regulations Assessment 

LORP  Lower Otter Restoration Project 

MCZ  Marine Conservation Zone 

OUV  Outstanding Universal Value 

SAC  Special Area of Conservation 

SPA  Special Protection Area  

SSSI  Site of Special Scientific Interest 

SWW  South West Water 

WFD  Water Framework Directive 

WHS  World Heritage Site 

WSI  Written Scheme of Investigation 
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