
 

 

 

 

  
 
  
  
  
  
 
 
  

  
 
  

 

 

TORBAY LOCAL PLAN - A landscape for success: The Plan for Torbay – 2012 to 
2032 and beyond 

PROPOSED SUBMISSION PLAN (FEBRUARY 2014) 

PROPOSED MAIN MODIFICATIONS TO THE SUBMISSION LOCAL PLAN   

LIST OF REPRESENTATIONS BY PERSON/ORGANISATION IN TOPIC ORDER 

Consultee 
ID 

File 
No. 

Person /Organisation Consultee 

438382 AFC1 South Hams District Council 
900125 AFC2 Dittisham Parish Council - Dr Annette Thom 
418700 AFC3 Stoke Gabriel Parish Council 
468630 AFC4 Kingswear Parish Council 
817474 AFC5 Torquay Neighbourhood Forum 
704914 AFC6 Paignton Neighbourhood Forum 
828890 AFC7 Brixham Neighbourhood Forum  
900169 AFC8 Maidencombe Residents Association  
843591 AFC9 Devon CPRE (Carole Box) 
844172 AFC10 Collaton Defence League and Collaton St Mary Residents Association 
830233 AFC11 Stoke Gabriel Parish Plan Group 
900130 AFC12 Watcombe Wanderers Football Club 



South Hams District Council Officer Response to Torbay Local Plan 

Proposed Main Modifications 

March 2015 

1. 	The Council welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Proposed Main Modifications. Comments 
relate to the future growth areas of Collaton St Mary and Land South of White Rock. Unfortunately, 
based on the information provided this Council has to raise a significant concern in relation to the 
proposal for 460 dwellings in policy SOB1: land south of White Rock. Further information is 
provided below. 

Collaton St Mary 

2. 	 We note that the level of development proposed for this growth area has considerably reduced to 
460 dwellings as opposed to 836 dwellings in the submission stage plan. SHOC raised these 
concerns in our response to the Collaton St Mary SPO: 

Our concern over the SPD is the proposed density across all phases ofdevelopment, which is 
in the region of 20 dwellings per hectare. This will have an impact on the overall deliverability 
of the plan. The SPD recognises that your SHLAA identifies the Collation St Mary area to 
have a development potential of 830 dwellings. There is an obvious conflict between the 
SHLAA and Local Plan requirements for this area and the total proposed in the SPD (440-460 
dwellings). Our concern is that under utilisation in this area will lead to greater pressure for 
the release of other more environmentally sensitive areas for development either inside or 
outside the Torbay boundary. This is of particular concern as early work on the emerging 
South Hams Local Plan and our SHLAA interim report has demonstrated very few 
opportunities for further development within the district due to the South Devon AONB, South 
Hams SAC, infrastructure and very limited and constrained sites. Thus, we would wish to 
encourage better use of land at this location to ensure that Torbay can meet it proposed 
development strategy as set out in its proposed Local Plan. 

Land South of White Rock, Brixham Road (MM3 - SS2 New Future Growth Area) 

3. 	 It appears that SHDC concerns have been realised with the reduction in development at Collaton 
St Mary but that land in an environmentally sensitive location is now proposed to the south of 
White Rock for a substantial level of development - 460 dwellings in Policy SOB1. 

4. 	The sensitivity of this area is identified in the Sustainability Appraisal of Additional Sites. In 
particular the following matters are noted in relation to visibility, impact on landscape character and 
impact on protected landscapes. The Sustainability Appraisal notes at 5.3. 
• 	 The site lies within AGLV and it is highly sensitive to change. Parts of the southern area 

slightly less sensitive due to visual contaminant. 
• 	 Most of the site is open to views from the AONB to the west and south. 

5. 	 It does not appear that a detailed review of the impact upon the setting of the AONB has been 
undertaken. Land in the vicinity of White Rock has historically been seen as sensitive to change in 
relation to the setting of the AONB and significant concern is expressed that even if development 
of the site is acceptable that there may be a marked impact upon the potential housing yield in 
order to successfully mitigate impacts on the AONB. It is suggested that further analysis is 
required, including a detailed review from locations within the AONB, particularly in the vicinity of 
the River Dart (including the western valley sides). 



6. 	 In assessing the impact on the AONB paragraph 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
has to be considered which states "Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and 
scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), 
which have the highest status ofprotection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty . .. 

7. 	 Both the SA and the Habitats Regulations Assessment for Additional Sites identify constraints in 
relation to protected species and thus the South Hams SAC. The Sustainability Appraisal notes 
at 5.1 - The whole site is within cir! bunting 2km buffer zone and the SWpart is within 250m buffer 
zone. It is also within GHB sustenance zone. Protected spec;es have been recorded within the 
site. Manor Farm OSWI is adjacent to the SW edge of the site. 

8. 	 It would appear that further survey is required to ascertain the extent of impact on protected 
species and thus there is a potential further constraint on the development form and footprint. 
Consideration will also need to be given to in combination effects in relation to the South Hams 
SAC 

9. 	 SHOC understands that part of the site was previously identified as 'Country Park or Countryside 
Access or Enhancement Scheme (SS9)' on the proposals map and this relates to off-site 
mitigation covered by a LEMP relating to the White Rock development to the north (P/2011/0197) 
which is approved and under construction. The site is therefore assumed to already be serving a 
mitigation or enhancement function in relation to biodtvers ,ty. In this context the recognition that 
the site will need to provide for Green Infrastructure (as noted at 2.6 in the SA) will provide further 
pressure on the potential for development. 

10.A number of concerns are raised in relation to land south of White Rock. The primary concern 
relates to potential adverse impact on the setting of the AONB and the extent to which mitigating 
this will impact upon the acceptabi~ity, and extent, of development. 



South Hams District Council Officer Response to Torbay Local Plan 

Proposed Main Modifications 

March 2015 

1. 	The Council welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Proposed Main Modifications. Comments 
relate to the future growth areas of Collaton St Mary and Land South of White Rock. Unfortunately, 
based on the information provided this Council has to raise a significant concern in relation to the 
proposal for 460 dwellings in policy 5081: land south of White Rock. Further information is 
provided below. 

Collaton St Mary 

2. 	 We note that the level of development proposed for this growth area has considerably reduced to 
460 dwellings as opposed to 836 dwellings in the submission stage plan. SHOC raised these 
concerns in our response to the Collaton St Mary SPO: 

Our concern over the SPD is the proposed density across all phases ofdevelopment, which is 
in the region of 20 dwellings per hectare. This will have an impact on the overall deliverability 
of the plan. The SPD recognises that your SHLAA identifies the Col/ation St Mary area to 
have a development potential of 830 dwellings. There is an obvious conflict between the 
SHLAA and Local Plan requirements for this area and the total proposed in the SPD (440-460 
dwellings). Our concern is that under utilisation in this area will lead to greater pressure for 
the release ofother more environmentally sensWve areas for development either inside or 
outside the Torbay boundary. This is of particular concern as early work on the emerging 
South Hams Local Plan and our SHLAA interim report has demonstrated very few 
opportunities for further development within the district due to the South Devon AONB, South 
Hams SAC, infrastructure and very limited and constrained sites. Thus, we would wish to 
encourage better use of land at this location to ensure that Torbay can meet it proposed 
development strategy as set out in its proposed Local Plan. 

Land South of White Rock, Brixham Road (MM3 - SS2 New Future Growth Area) 

3. 	 It appears that SHOe concerns have been realised with the reduction in development at Collaton 
St Mary but that land in an environmentally sensitive location is now proposed to the south of 

White Rock for a substantial level of development - 460 dwellings in Policy 5081. 

4. 	The sensitivity of this area is identified in the Sustainability Appraisal of Additional Sites. In 
particular the following matters are noted in relation to visibility, impact on landscape character and 
impact on protected landscapes. The Sustainability Appraisal notes at 5.3. 
• 	 The site lies within AGLV and it is highly sensitive to change. Parts of the southern area 

slightly less sensitive due to visual contaminant. 
• 	 Most of the site is open to views from the AONB to the west and south. 

5. 	 It does not appear that a detailed review of the impact upon the setting of the AONB has been 
undertaken. Land in the vicinity of White Rock has historically been seen as sensitive to change in 
relation to the setting of the AONB and significant concern is expressed that even if development 
of the site is acceptable that there may be a marked impact upon the potential housing yield in 
order to successfully mitigate impacts on the AONB. It is suggested that further analysis is 
required, including a detailed review from locations within the AONB, particularly in the vicinity of 
the River Dart (including the western valley sides). 



6. 	 In assessing the impact on the AONB paragraph 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
has to be considered which states ~Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and 
scenfc beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas ofOutstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), 
which have the highest status ofprotection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. " 

7. 	Both the SA and the Habitats Regulations Assessment for Additional Sites identify constraints in 
relation to protected species and thus the South Hams SAC. The Sustainability Appraisal notes 
at 5.1 - The whole site is within cirl bunting 2km buffer zone and the SW part is within 250m buffer 
zone. It is also within GHB sustenance zone. Protected species have been recorded within the 
site. Manor Farm OSWI is adjacent to the SW edge of the site. 

8. 	 It would appear that further survey is required to ascertain the extent of impact on protected 
species and thus there is a potential further constraint on the development form and footprint. 
Consideration will also need to be given to in combination effects in relation to the South Hams 
SAC 

9. 	SHOC understands that part of the site was previously identified as 'Coun'ry Park or Countryside 
Access or Enhancement Scheme (S59)' on the proposals map and this relates to off-site 
mitigation covered by a LEMP relating to the White Rock development to the north (P/2011/0197) 
which is approved and under construction. The site is therefore assumed to already be serving a 
mitigation or enhancement function in relation to b odiversity. In th is context the recognition that 
the site will need to provide for Green Infrastructure (as noted at 2.6 in the SA) witl provide further 
pressure on the potential for development. 

10.A number of concerns are raised in relation to land south of White Rock. The primary concern 
relates to potential adverse impact on the setting of the AONB and the extent to which mitigating 
this will impact upon the acceptability, and extent, of development. 



South Hams District Council Officer Response to Torbay Local Plan 

Proposed Main Modifications 

March 2015 

1. The Council welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Proposed Main Modifications. Comments 
relate to the future growth areas of Collaton St Mary and Land South of White Rock. Unfortunately, 
based on the information provided this Council has to raise a significant concern in relation to the 
proposal for 460 dwellings in policy SDB 1: land south of White Rock. Further information is 
provided below. 

Collaton St Mary 

2. 	 We note that the level of development proposed for this growth area has considerably reduced to 
460 dwellings as opposed to 836 dwellings in the submission stage plan. SHOC raised these 
concerns in our response to the Collaton St Mary SPO: 

Our concern over the SPD is the proposed density across all phases of development, which is 
in the region of 20 dwellings per hectare. This will have an impact on the overall deliverability 
of the plan. The SPD recognises that your SHLAA identifies the Col/ation St Mary area to 
have a development potential of830 dwellings. There is an obvious conflict between the 
SHLAA and Local Plan requirements for this area and the total proposed in the SPD (440-460 
dwellings). Our concern is that under utilisation in this area will lead to greater pressure for 
the release ofother more environmentally sensitive areas for development either inside or 
outside the Torbay boundary. This is ofparlicular concern as early work on the emerging 
South Hams Local Plan and our SHLAA interim report has demonstrated very few 
opporiunities for furiher development within the district due to the South Devon A oNB, South 
Hams SAC, infrastructure and very limited and constrained sites. Thus, we would wish to 
encourage better use of land at this location to ensure that Torbay can meet it proposed 
development strategy as set out in its proposed Local Plan. 

Land South of White Rock, Brixham Road (MM3 - SS2 New Future Growth Area) 

3. 	 It appears that SHOC concerns have been realised with the reduction in development at Collaton 
5t Mary but that land in an environmentally sensitive location is now proposed to the south of 
White Rock for a substantial level of development - 460 dwellings in Policy SOB1. 

4. 	The sensitivity of this area is identified in the Sustainability Appraisal of Additional Sites. In 
particular the following matters are noted in relation to visibility, impact on landscape character and 
impact on protected landscapes. The Sustainability Appraisal notes at 5.3. 
• 	 The site lies within AGLV and it is highly sensitive to change. Paris of the southern area 

slightly less sensitive due to visual contaminant. 
• 	 Most of the site is open to views from the AONB to the west and south. 

5. 	 It does not appear that a detailed review of the impact upon the setting of the AONB has been 
undertaken. Land in the vicinity of White Rock has historically been seen as sensitive to change in 
relation to the setting of the AONB and significant concern is expressed that even if development 
of the site is acceptable that there may be a marked impact upon the potential housing yield in 
order to successfully mitigate impacts on the AONB. It is suggested that further analysis is 
required, including a detailed review from locations within the AONB. particularly in the vicinity of 
the River Dart (including the western valley sides). 



6. 	 In assessing the impact on the AONB paragraph 115 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
has to be considered which states "Great weight should be given to conserving landscape and 
scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), 
which have the highest status ofprotection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. " 

7. 	 Both the SA and the Habitats Regulations Assessment for Additiona' Sites identify constraints in 
relation to protected species and thus the South Hams SAC. The Sustainability Appraisal notes 
at 5.1 - The whole site is within cirl buntJ'ng 2km buffer zone and the swpart is within 250m buffer 
zone. It is also within GHB sustenance zone. Protected species have been recorded within the 
site. Manor Farm OSWI is adjacent to the SW edge of the site. 

8. 	 It would appear that further survey is required la ascertain the extent of impact on protected 
spedes and thus there is a potentiat further constraint on the development form and footprint. 
Consideration will also need to be given to in combination effects in relation to the South Hams 
SAC 

9. 	SHDC understands that part of the site was previously identified as 'Country Park or Countryside 
Access or Enhancement Scheme (SS9)' on the proposals map and thls relates to off-site 
mitigation covered by a LEMP relating to the White Rock development to the north (P/2011/0197) 
which is approved and under construction. The site is therefore assumed to already be serving a 
mitigation or enhancement function in relation to biodiversity. In this context the recognition that 
the site will need to provtde for Green Infrastructure (as noted at 2.6 in the SA) will provide further 
pressure on the potential for development. 

1O.A number of concerns are raised "n relation to land south of WhUe Rock. The primary concern 
relates to potential adverse impact on the setting of the AONB and the extent to which mitigating 
this will impact upon the acceptability. and extent, of development. 



Pickhaver, David 

From: Graham Swiss 
Sent: 23 March 2015 
To: Planning, Strategic 
Subject: Torbay Local Plan - Proposed Main Modifications 
Attachments: SHDe response to Prop Mods; Officer response. Mar15.docx 

Importance: High 

Dear Mr. Turner, 

Please find attached to this e-mail South Hams District Council's representation relating to the Torbay Local Plan 
Proposed Main Modification MM3 - Policy SS2 New Future Growth Area, Land South of White Rock. 

Yours sincerely, 

Graham Swiss I Strategic Planning Officer 
South Hams District Council 
Follaton House I Plymouth Road I Totnes I TQ9SNE 

EmaifI4l.................................................. 


@OurPlanSH www.facebook.com/OurPlanSH 

This e-mail is strictly confidential and is intended only for use by the addressee. If you are not the intended 
recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution or other action taken in reliance of the information contained 
in this e-mail is strictly prohibited. Furthermore, if you are not the intended recipient, please notify the 
sender immediately and then delete this e-mail from your system. Incoming and outgoing e-mail messages 
are routinely monitored for compliance with our policy on the use ofelectronic communications. This e­
mail message has been scanned for computer viruses; however, no liability in respect ofdamage caused by 
any virus which is not detected will be accepted. 
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www.facebook.com/OurPlanSH


Pickhaver, David 

From: Annette Thorn 
Sent: 08 March 201 
To: Planning, Strategic 
Subject: Proposed Local Plan: Policy SS2 New Future Growth Area, Land South of White Rock 

Dear SirlMadam, 


I am writing on behalf of Diltlsham Parish Council to convey its comments on the above. 


The Parish Council asks that Torbay Council ensure that the road infrastructure to this area is improved to manage the anticipated 

increase in demand. 


Thank-you for taking the Parish Council's comments into consideration. 


Kind regards, 


Annette Thom 


Or Annette Thorn 

Olttlsharn Pansh Clerk 

1 



STOKE GABRIEL PARISH COUNCIL ~7 
4-'16 eO 

Chairman: Mr Richard Tully, Waddeton Barton, Waddeton, Devon. _ fI FL~ 

Cllr. John Robinson by email strategic.planning@torbay.gov.uk 
Torbay Local Plan (FAO Pat Steward) 12 Kings Rydon Close, 
Strategic Planning Team Stoke Gabriel, 
Spatial Planning 

Devon, TQ9 6QG. Torbay Council, Electric House (2nd Floor) 
Castle Circus,Torquay,TQ1 3DR 

18th March 2015 

Dear Mr Steward, 

i) Proposed Modifications to the submitted Torbay Local Plan; 

ii) Proposed Community Infrastructure Levy; 

Hi) Proposed Local Validation List. 


Below are the views of the Stoke Gabriel Parish Council on the above proposals published by Torbay Council 9 February 2015 
for response before 9am on 23 March 2015. 

1. 	 Stoke Gabriel Parish Council endorses the views expressed by the Paignton Neighbourhood Forum in their response 
entirely. 

2. 	 Policy SS2 - New Future Growth Area, Land South of White Rock Brixham Road - we believe that inclusion of this 
site is ill-conceived. As well as the detail in the 'Forum Response' we believe that such a development will, as already 
been seen with current developments along Brixham Road, add significantly to traffic, especially when Tweenaway is 
congested, by using a 'rat run' through Galmpton or Long Road , via Aish to Totnes. These are typical 'Devon Lanes' , 
one car wide with passing places. It would appear that there has been no consideration of this. 

- Development of the site will involve loss of Greenfield land. It could also result in loss of large areas ofGrade J, 2 and 3a 
agricultural land (excellent, very good and good).The whole area is within curl bunting 2km foraging/feeding zone and the south 
west part is within 250m buffer zone. It is also within a greater horseshoe bat sustenance zone. Manor Farm LWS is adjacent to 
the south west edge of the site and protected species have been recorded within the site. - From the sustainability report! 
- Visual impact from Brixham Road would be significant. Views across to the Dart Valley are currently enjoyed and they would 
be completely obscured. Equally outstanding rural views from the high ground in the Parish of Stoke Gabriel would be 
exchanged for urban profiles. 

3. Any development at Collaton St Mary would have a significant effect on the Village and Parish of Stoke Gabriel due 
to:­

Major traffic impact on the A385 Tones to Paignton route from which all access to Stoke Gabriel is obtained and 
which is already subject to major traffic delays throughout the day and particularly in holiday season 
Subsequent negative impact on the economy of Stoke Gabriel which relies heavily on holiday business in its 
campsites, pubs and cafes. 
Potential flooding downstream of the Yalberton river, particularly at Port Bridge which is already prone to 
flooding. 

The village of Stoke Gabriel adopts a policy of ' no street lighting' so that residents can enjoy the 'dark skies' which result. The 
urban sprawl ofTorbay which has little if any respect for this increasingly impacts on this. New sites proposed will further 
degrade the 'dark sky quality enjoyed' unless measures are taken to address this. 

The above reconunendations are vital not only to the quality oflife in our Parish but also to the Parish economy which depends 
heavily on tourism. We trust that they will be taken into account. 

Yours sincerely, 
JOHN E. ROBINSON 
On behalf of Stoke Gabriel Parish Council 



STOKE GABRIEL PARISH COUNCIL 

Chairman: Mr Richard Tully, Waddeton Barton, Waddeton, Devon. 

CUr. John Robinson by email strategic.planning@torbay.gov.uk 
Torbay Local Plan (FAO Pat Steward) 12 Kings Rydon Close, 
Strategic Planning Team Stoke Gabriel, 
Spatial Planning 

Devon, TQ9 6QG. Torbay Council, Electric House (2nd Floor) 
Castle Circus,TorquaY,TQ1 3DR 

18th March 2015 

Dear Mr Steward, 

i) Proposed Modifications to the submitted Torbay Local Plan; 

ii) Proposed Community Infrastructure Levy; 

Hi) Proposed Local Validation List. 


Below are the views of the Stoke Gabriel Parish Council on the above proposals published by Torbay Council 9 February 2015 
for response before 9am on 23 March 2015. 

1. 	 Stoke Gabriel Parish Council endorses the views expressed by the Paignton Neighbourhood Forum in their response 
entirely. 

2. 	 Policy SS2 - New Future Growth Area, Land South of White Rock Brixham Road - we believe that inclusion of this 
site is ill-conceived. As well as the detail in the 'Forum Response' we believe that such a development will, as already 
been seen with current developments along Brixham Road, add significantly to traffic, especially when Tweenaway is 
congested, by using a 'rat run' through Galmpton or Long Road, via Aish to Totnes. These are typical 'Devon Lanes', 
one car wide with passing places. It would appear that there has been no consideration of this. 

- Development of the site will involve loss ofGreenfield land. It could also result in loss of large areas of Grade 1, 2 and 3a 
agricultural land (excellent, very good and good).The whole area is within curl bunting 2km foraging/feeding zone and the south 
west part is within 250m buffer zone. It is also within a greater horseshoe bat sustenance zone. Manor Farm LWS is adjacent to 
the south west edge of the site and protected species have been recorded within the site. - From the sustainability report! 
- Visual impact from Brixham Road would be significant. Views across to the Dart Valley are currently enjoyed and they would 
be completely obscured. Equally outstanding rural views from the high ground in the Parish of Stoke Gabriel would be 
exchanged for urban profiles. 

3. Any development at Collaton St Mary would have a significant effect on the Village and Parish of Stoke Gabriel due 
to:­

Major traffic impact on the A385 Tones to Paignton route from which all access to Stoke Gabriel is obtained and 
which is already subject to major traffic delays throughout the day and particularly in holiday season 
Subsequent negative impact on the economy of Stoke Gabriel which relies heavily on holiday business in its 
campsites, pubs and cafes. 
Potential flooding downstream of the Yalberton river, particularly at Port Bridge which is already prone to 
flooding. 

The village of Stoke Gabriel adopts a policy of ' no street lighting' so that residents can enjoy the 'dark skies' which result. The 
urban sprawl ofTorbay which has little if any respect for this increasingly impacts on this. New sites proposed will further 
degrade the 'dark sky quality enjoyed' unless measures are taken to address this. 

The above recommendations are vital not only to the quality of life in our Parish but also to the Parish economy which depends 
heavily on tourism. We trust that they will be taken into account. 

Yours sincerely, 
JOHN E. ROBINSON 
On behalf of Stoke Gabriel Parish Council 



Kingswear Parish Council 


Spatial Planning 
Torbay Council 
Electric House 
Castle Circus 
Torquay 
TQI3DR 

TO 

- ~ 1 
u( ? , 

19th March 2015 

Deal" Sir, 

Rc: Torbay Local Plan 

Thank you for giving the parish council the opportunity to comment on the amendments to the 
draft plan. It was discussed at the recent meeting of the parish counci1. 

In relation to the Main Modification Notation MM3 for Policy SS2 ( New Future Growth area, 
land south of White · Rock), the parish council would like to register an objection to the 
modification on the bJfOunds of encroachment into the local countryside and impact on the 
infrastructure of the area. 

ma 
Clerk, Kingswear Parish Council 
68 Winsu Avenue 
Paignton 
Devon 
TQ3 IQE 



Pickhaver. David 

From: Lanscombe 
Sent: 19 March 20151 
To: Planning, Strategic 
Subject: Representation on Local Plan clanges 
Attachments: NF feedback on revised LP FINAL.doc 

On behalf of the Torquay Neighbourhood Forum I wish to make the attached representation on the proposed 
changes to the local Plan for Torbay. 
Lean Butler 
ChairTNF 

1 



Representation by the Torguay Neighbourhood Forum on 
the revision to the Local Plan for Torbay dated February 

2015 

Comments identified with original reference. 

AM19 (4.1.32) 

Masterplans have been prepared for Torguay Gateway. Great Parks Paignton. and Collaton St Mary, 
Paignton as well as Torguay and Paignton Town Centres. These are expected to inform 
Neighbourhood Plans. Alternatively, they may be further consulted on as Supplementary Planning 
Documents". 

Mater Plans are a key element of the Neighbourhood Plan and 
subsidiary to them; as such they must be compliant with our Plan 
and by inference the wishes of the local community. As the current 
Master Plans have not been developed jointly with the 
Neighbourhood Forum (we were not a formal consultee to the 
Council's process) then they should not be subject to a 
Supplementary or Development Planning Document unless the 
Neighbourhood Plan is not adopted or there is little prospect of it 
succeeding. 

MM24.1.25 

Where there appears to be a risk of a shortfall of deliverable sites against the Local Plan rolling five 
year requirement. or overall housing trajectory, the Council will bring forward additional sites through 
site allocations development plan documents. In order to avoid a policy vacuum occurring after year 
5 of the Plan (Le.2017l. the Council will start to prepare site allocation documents if neighbourhood 
plans. which meet the necessary regulations and are in general conformity with the Local Plan, have 
not been Submitted to the Local Authority by October 2015. 

MM84.5.40 

To deliver the second phase of the Local Plan and avoid a policy vacuum after 2017. the Council will 
assess the proposed emerging Neighbourhood Plans when submitted to the Council. under 
Regulation 15 of The Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012. to check that Plan 
proposals endorse and implement the strategy in the Local Plan. If Neighbourhood Plans are not 
submitted to the Council in a form that it is in general conformity with the Local Plan by October 2015. 
the Council will commence production of site allocations development plan documents. in order to 
provide sufficient time to produce and adopt any Site Allocations DPDs that may be required. 

http:MM84.5.40
http:MM24.1.25


The October 2015 timescale is too short to allow the 
Neighbourhood Plan sufficient time to have comfortably reached an 
appropriate stageA We suggest May 2016 unless it is reasonably 
and mutually clear there is little chance of the Plan succeeding. 

The production of the sites Development Planning Document must 
be stopped once the Neighbourhood Plan is submitted to the 
Council . 

If at any time the emerging Neighbourhood Plan has identified 
development sites to meet the targets set within the adopted Local 
Plan those sites must be implemented through any Development 
Plan even if the timeline for the Neighbourhood Plan is behind 
scheduleA 

MM&SS12 

Where the supply of specific deliverable sites (plus windfall allowance) falls below this figure, 2! 
Neighbourhood Plans do not identify sufficient sites to provide sufficient land in years 6-10 
of the housing trajectory, the Council will. either: 

1). bring forward housin,g land from later stages of the Plan. working closely with t8nd owners, 
developers and Neighbouthood Forums; or 

2). identify additional sites through new site allocation development plan documents, or 

Future development sites must be determined through the 
Neighbourhood Forum or the Community Partnership system as 
otherwise the successful engagement with the local community 
through decision making on a community basis within the 
Neighbourhood Planning process will be lost and would not be 
compliant with the Localism Act 

MM14 AppD SDT1/2 

= 




I 

., 


r=­
670 '+50 Town Hall car park (fo:ed retail led de;veJopmenl site with 

ICentre & Harbour 
SDT2 Torquay Town 

'potenHal for housing as pap of amixed-use develop me n+65 
ITempe@nce atteet. +20 Lwr Union Lane. +60 Terrace (:~H park 
'+50 Sheddon Hill. +20 Meadfoot car Rark, +1 3 Bru~wick 
Square (+278 o_tal) 

-----~ 
SOT3 Torquay Gateway 745 1745 

SDT4 Babbacombe and 255 !335 ~+10 Chil~ col.e Close. +70 S m alld.o1l..lanef Moor Lane 
St Marychurch 

- I 
Elsewhere In SOT1 1025 11050 ' +2~Sla.dnoJ Park 
(excluding SOT2, 3 &4) I 
rSmall windfalls <6 170[1170 
:dwellings) r
ITorquay sub total :3865 14250 

-

The additional numbers of homes and the sites required for the 
Torquay area have been included without consultation with the 
Neighbourhood Forum and based largely on Council owned assets. 
These may not be supported within the Neighbourhood Plan due to 
the conflict with other community based requirements for the sites, 
capacity of car parks to serve the town centre and the potential 
preference by the community for other sites not identified within 
the SHLAA to fulfill the housing and jobs needs for Torquay. 

There is a concern that the changes to the housing numbers for 
Torquay are not based on an independent assessment of suitable 
capacity for the Torbay area and use potentially unsound 
predictions for numbers of homes. I am therefore concerned that 
this part of the Local Plan has not been objectively assessed. 

Leon Butler 

Chair Torquay Neighbourhood Forum 

19th March 2015 



do 34 Totnes Road 
Paignton 
TQ4 5JZ 

20 March 2015 
By email to strategic.planning@torbay.gov.uk 
To Spatial Planning (FAO Pat Steward) 
Torbay Council 
Electric House (2nd Floor) 
Castle Circus 
Torquay 
TQ13DR 

Dear Pat 

i) Proposed Modifications to the submitted Torbay Local Plan; 

11) Proposed Community Infrastructure Levy; 

iii) Proposed Local Validation List. 


1. 	 These are the views of the Paignton Neighbourhood Forum on the above proposals 
published by the Council on 9 February 2015 for response before 9am on 23 March 
2015. 

2. 	 The views are presented in a single submission because the proposals are inter­
related and have been assessed collectively, as well as separately. 

3. 	 Sub-headings and appendices have been adopted to assist the next stage 
assessment of component parts by the Council and Local Plan Inspector as 
requested in the consultation notification. However it is stressed the views set out in 
this covering letter form an integral part of the submission, and are to be read in 
conjunction with the appendices. Cross references are included to help with this. 

i) Proposed Modifications to the submitted Torbay Local Plan: 

4. 	 It continues to be the Forum 's view overall that the Local Plan is unsound, but can be 
made 'sound', as required by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 
However, review of the proposed Modifications has led to the conclusion that this will 
not be possible unless a number of the Modifications are amended further. Full details 
are set out in this submission with supporting appendices that evidence where and why 
further change is necessary to achieve the soundness required. 

5. 	 As requested, the submission does not stray into other parts of the Local Plan that 
remain unchanged by the Modifications proposed. For ease of reference, the views 
of the Forum on the Plan submitted were made by letter on 31 March 2014, and by 
supplementary letters on 24 October and 16 November 2014 shortly before the 
Hearing opened on 18 November 2014. The supplementary letters drew attention to 
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key evidence relating to soundness from authoritative sources published after the 
Local Plan had been submoUed. Where relevant these are referred to further betow. 

Relevant tests and procedural matters 

6. 	 In coming to conclusions on the Modifications proposed by the Council. the Forum 
has applied only the following considerations: ­

• 	 The tests of soundness required to be met as defined in NPPF158. 

• 	 NPPF154 which states Local Plans are expected to be 'aspirational but 
realistic'° 

• 	 The 'Wednesbury' test of reasonableness that must be met by the final 
decision of the Inspector and the Council in order to be legally compliant on 
the basis of the evidence available. (Associated Provincial Picture Houses Lld 
v Wednesbury Corporation (1947) 2 All ER 680). 

7. 	 The Forum is concerned that the composite set of Modification documents in 
particular must be considered 'in the round', not separately under the next stage 
process as defined in the consultation notification. This submission is therefore 
being copied in full and concurrenUy to the Local Plan Inspector via the Programme 
Officer. 

8. 	 This is the first opportunity the Forum has had to comment on the additional 
'nformation provided to the Inspector by the Council after the Hearing session in 
November 2014, and on the findings so far published by the Inspector. Forum 
comments on these Post Hearing document sets (numbered PH1 to PH8 on 'he 
Council's website) have been included below. 

9. 	 The Forum has found the Inspector's interim findings in PH2 and PH4 clear, conCise, 
and helpful on the following key issues; 

• 	 support for the proposed 'step-change' in the local economy and net addition 
of 5-6,000 jobs by 2032 (PH2-para.13); 

• 	 recognition that there is no evidence yet of net job growth - and assumption 
made that net job growth will start to show from 2016 (PH2-para 12); 

• 	 the StrategiC Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) growth is not justified at 
present (PH2-para 14); 

• 	 the interim figure "ndicated of 10,000 homes is not immutable, and review 
may justify less (PH2-para 16): 

• 	 the housing trajectory is not d ear (PH4-para.9); 

• 	 Part 5 of the Plan needs to be made clearer (PH2-para.20)~ 

• 	 monitoring needs to be flexible, highly responsive, and allow for downward 
revision as well as upward (PH2-para.21). 

10. 	 Conversely, the Forum is concemed to see the Inspector has so far concluded (in 

PH4): 


• 	 the challenge to job growth is 'very largely based on unsubstantiated 
assertions' (PH4 para.2); 
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• 	 additional information from the Council on Sustainabillty Assessment (SA) 
does not show 10,000 additional dwellings would be unsustainable (PH4 
para.3); 

• 	 the need for a trigger point for site allocation Development Plan Documents 
(DPDs) if Neighbourhood Plans (NPs) fail (PH4·para.7). 

11. 	 However, it is noted the Inspector has confirmed his interim and further findings are 
not final, pending his consideration of the responses made to the Councils proposed 
Modifications (PH2.para.1 and PH6-email). 

12. 	 This is important because the Forum has relevant concems about some of the 
additional 'evidence' provided to the Inspector by the Council, and resulting 
conclusions drawn by the Inspector. 

13. 	 Account must also be taken of the Government's Household Projection for 2012 to 
2037 published on 27 February 2015 by the Department for Communities and Local 
Govemment (DCLG). The projections have been revised to 2021, and extended to 
2037. They are lower than has so far been assumed by the Council and the 
Inspector. These changes are new and relevant evidence, and must be taken into 
account. 

Conclusions reached and why 

14. 	 The Forum has examined the changed mix of proposed Main Modifications (MMs) 
and Additional Modifications (AMs) that occurred between the drafts published by the 
Council on 8 January 2015 and those published for formal consultation on 9 February 
2015, including the corrections published only on the Council's web site on 17 
February 2015. 

15. 	 In summary, the Forum: 

• 	 broadly agrees with the published consultation classification of MM's and 
AM's, apart from a few important exceptions defined later below; 

• 	 supports the majority of AMs, if the wordings proposed remain unchanged: 

• 	 could support a further 20 AMs if amended; 

• 	 does not support 6 AMs, and nearly all of the MMs, without significant change 
to reflect more up to date evidence now available 

16. 	 The conclusions reached on the MMs and AMs individually are shown in Appendix 1 
herewith attached. 

17. 	 For quick reference, a colour code is shown: 

• 	 Green· those MMs and AMs the Forum supports; 

• 	 Yellow· those that can be supported if adjusted as shown; 

• 	 Red • those requiring significant change as shown. 

18. 	 In summary, the red Modifications fail to resolve the key issues identified to date, and 
in their published form fail the test of 'soundness' for one or more of the following 
reasons: 
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• 	 failure to accord with the evidence; 

• 	 Inadequate safeguard of the now clear risk of a significant homes/jobs 
imbalance; 

• 	 Inadequate consideration of the drainage infrastructure problem identified, 
and duty to assess this in accordance with the Supreme Court decision 
referred to later below; 

• 	 insufficient consideration of the impact on protected species as required by 
the agreement reached with Natural England; 

• 	 inadequate provision of a flexible, highly responsive, monitoring mechanism 
the Inspector has agreed is required. 

19. Further details are given below under the 3 key sustainability roles for planning 
defined by NPPF7. The details are to be read in conjunction with the attached 
appendices: 

a) 	 The Economic role 

20. 	 The Forum continues to support in full the proposed 'step-change' in the local 
economy by plann ng for a 5-6,000 net increase in jobs by 2032. Since the Hearing 
in November, the latest evidence now available shows that only 8,300 additional 
homes are required by the 'policy-ont /Full Objectively Assessed Need (FOAN). 

21. 	 The post Hearing evfdence provided to the Inspector by the Council, and OCLG 
household projections now available, prove this conclusion to be clear and correct, 
as shown below: 

• 	 The evidence on job increase is set out in Post Hearing document PH1 
Appendix 3, and 3.1 d in particu'ar. The Inspector called for this further 
information from the Council because the Council agreed at the Hearing that 
no net increase in job provision has so far been achieved, even though further 
homes have been built. The Inspector wished to ensure the net increase in 
jobs proposed was soundly evidenced 

• 	 The Council's evidence in PH1 Appendix 3.1a states (page 2 fifth bullet point) 
that the H PBA and subsequent Oxford Economics projections are more 
robust than the current in-house assessment ofnet job increases could 
provide. The January 2014 Oxford Economics Projections indicate a net 
increase of 5, 700 new jobs in Torbay between 2012·30. This;s higher than 
the figures used by PBA but broadly compatible with PBA's overall findings. U 

• 	 In support of the submitted Local Plan, the Council has already confinned in 
Technical Paper S024 entitled 'Growth Strategy and capacity for change ' that 
in the 'policy-off' state, the demographic OAN would be negative growth 
because deaths exceed births in Torbay, and future growth depends entirely 
on the assumed rate at which net-inward migration will return. Growth from 
migration dried up in the previous 10 years due to economic decline locally 
that occurred well before the national economic recession commenced in 
2008. 

• 	 The Council's Technical Paper S024 correctly points out that the population 
projection to 2032 by ONS already includes an assumption that net-inward 
migration will restart from the nil level reached at the time of the 2011 
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Census. It is this assumed pace of return to net-inward migration, driven by 
an assumed retum to job growth, that the FOAN is attempting to anticipate 
and address. 

• 	 Therefore, by aligning the latest projections alongside each other, as shown 
in Appendix 2 attached herewith, and summarised below, the position is now 
clear. 

Table l' Alignment of most recent evidence (Summary of Appendix 2) 

Period Year 
ONS 

Population 
Projection 

DCLG 
Household 
Projection 

Oxford 
Econometrics 

Jobs 
0 
5 
10 
15 
20 

2012 
2017 
2022 
2027 
2032 

131,500 
133,700 
136,600 
139,600 
142,500 

59,404 
61,267 
63,461 
65,677 
67,746 

59,500 
63,000 
64,500 
65,000 

nla 
20yrs 2012-32 +11,000 +8,342 +5,500 min 

Source: 
ONS - Population projection (2012 based) released 29 May 2014 
DCLG - Household projection (2012 based) released 27 February 2015 
Oxford Econometrics - Jobs projection produced for the Council January 2014 

22. 	 It is relevant to note the PBA work for the Council predates any of the latest ONS and 
DCLG projections to 2032. The Council very clearly now relies on the Oxford 
Econometrics projection. This too at the time (January 2014) did not have the benefit 
of the ONS and DCLG projections now available. The Job projection now being 
used by the Council in 3.1 d assumes a more rapid job growth than has so far 
occurred, but does provide sufficient evidence that a 5-6,000 net increase is realistic 
over the full plan period to 2032. It is therefore no longer appropriate for the Council 
or the Inspector to prefer the evidence of the PBA reports. To do so would run the 
unnecessary risk of challenge. 

23. 	 There are further matters of relevance at this point: 

• 	 It is noted that post hearing exchanges between the Council and the 
Inspector occasionally appear to confuse the terms of net job growth and ~ 
job growth. The two terms are of course different. There can be ~job 
growth without there being net job growth. Referring only to new job growth 
gives no indication of the net growth position. The agreed Local Plan Policy 
is to achieve 5-6,000 net job growth not ~job growth. The Forum requests 
that confusion be avoided. 

• 	 There is no base figure included in the Local Plan or Modifications that will 
enable effective monitoring and Review proposed. From Appendix 2 
herewith attached that contains the table given to the Inspector by the 
Council, the base figure for 2012 for monitoring is 59,500 jobs. Job growth 
figures also need to be included in the Modifications to the summary shown in 
Table 7.1 (Local Plan Phasing and Review), to enable effective monitoring of 
both jobs and homes. 

• 	 There is the question of whether or not it is now appropriate to amend the job 
delivery trajectory, given it has been agreed there is no evidence of net job 
growth having so far been achieved, even though new homes have been 
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constructed, and we are halfway through the first 5 year monitoring period 
(2012-2017). The Forum supports the view of the Council and the Inspector 
that the tide may start to turn when the South Devon Unk Road opens later 
this year (2015), thus enabling net growth to show through before the first 5 
year Review point in 2017. The Forum supports this view, and therefore 
does not propose any change to the net job growth trajectory. However. it is 
clear the same cannot be the case with the housing trajectory ref9fred to next 
below. 

b) 	 The Social role 

24. 	 The Forum has found the Modifications wi I not provide a housing delivery trajectory 
that is 'sound' having examined each of the following: 

• 	 as shown in the submUted Local Plan to achieve 8-10,000 additional homes; 
• 	 as proposed in the Modifications to attain 10,000: 
• 	 as will result from the household projections recently issued by DCLG. 

25. 	 Account has also been taken oftMe NPPF47 fequirement to include a 5% add"ion in 
the first 5 year period drawn from the supply for future years. The resulting 
comparison is shown in Appendix 3 attached herewith. 

26. 	 The conclusions reached are: 

• 	 a 'flat line' trajectory wou d not be 'sound' as it win result in an unjustified 
rolling 5 year delivery rate that woutd significantly exceed the FOAN (see 
Table 1 above) and cause premature Greenfield land release in very sensitive 
areas of drainage constraint and habitats of protected species; 

• 	 the trajectory proposed in the Modifications no longer follows equally spaced 
5 year time periods. thus introduces an unnecessary risk of monitoring 
confusion at the 5 year Review petiods proposed and supported; 

• 	 actual delivery of planning consents in the first 5 year period significantly 
exceeds the requtrement shown in the DCLG projections recently issued. and 
without a net job addition being achieved. 

27. 	 The fast conclusion is of particular concern as it provides conclusive evidence that a 
repeat has already started to occur of the over supply that arose in Torbay from 2001 
to 2011 which the evidence supporting the Local Plan confirms resulted iin more than 
5,000 dwellings being built but only 1,400 increase in population. This is why the 
Plan area now suffers from a large number of dwellings that have stood vacant for 
more than 6 months and cause the Counc~ to use scarce resources to bring back 
into use 150 per year. 

28. 	 Having considered each of these factors, and the need to keep a realistic and 
susta+nable balance between FOAN job and homes growth, it ~s the Forum's 
conclusion that a 'sound' trajectory would be achieved by adopting the DCLG 
household projection from 2012: 

• 	 it incorporates the corrections by DCLG to household size change in future 
years that previously caused the Forum concern (i.e. household growth to 
2021 is now significantly less than 4,400 contained in the interim projections 
issued and less than the 'extrapolated 8,800' assumed by the Council at 
2032): 
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• 	 the projection supports in full the 5-6,000 net additional growth in jobs as 
evidenced in paragraphs 20-23 above: 

• 	 because an over supply has already occurred, the government's wish to see a 
'significant boost' in housing supply has already been met (NPPF47). 

29. 	 The resulting trajectory the Forum has found would achieve the 'soundness' required 
is shown in Table 2 below (figures rounded to nearest 5): 

Table 2' Housing delivery trajectory 

Period Year Annually 5 yrTotal Cumulative 
Yrs 0-5 2012-17 375 1,875 1,875 
Yrs 6-10 2017-22 440 2,200 4,075 
Yrs 11-15 2022-27 440 2,200 6,275 
Yrs 16-20 2027-32 415 2,075 8,350 

Source: Appendix 3 

30. 	 The trajectory would remain subject to each 5 year Review, and win provide the 
soundness lacking in the Modifications proposed because the trajectory shown in 
Table 2 relates correctly to the FOAN and justifying evidence. 

31. 	 The trajectory in Table 2 would also give more time to address the foul water 
drainage issue that has not been addressed sufficiently so far in either the Inspectors 
interim findings or the Modifications proposed, as the following evidence 
demonstrates: 

• 	 In the Forum's letter of 24 October 2014 (see para.S above) attention has 
been drawn to the findings of the Council's Sewer Capacity Study (S088) that 
show very significant assumptions have been made about the ability to 
accommodate the scale of additional development proposed. As a result, the 
Inspector requested further information from the Council. This has been 
provided to the Inspector in PH1 at pages 14 and 15 under heading Appendix 
6.1 entitled 'Infrastructure'. The additional information only confirms the 
evidence given by the Forum at the Hearing and has not addressed the 
concerns raised. 

• 	 The critically important concern raised by the Council's Sewer Capacity Study 
is that the asserted adequacy of sewer capacity to accept additional foul 
water is actually based on three assumptions that are being accepted as fact 
without examination of the evidence and robustness: 

(i) the assumption that spare capacity for foul water in the combined sewer 
will arise because existing households will use less water and thereby release 
capacity in existing sewers for additional development - an assumption 
defined in the report as "a substantial challenge" (S088 page 3) 

(ii) the assumption that climate change in combination with 'urban creep' 
caused by soft areas converting to hard surfaces will not increase surface 
water run-off into existing sewers - an assumption defined in the report as 
"highly likely to cause significant detrimenr (S088 page 3) 

(iii) the assumption that a robust strategy can be put in place by the Council to 
remove surface water from the existing system in order to maintain the 
current level of service - with no indication given of how this can be achieved by 
the Council realistically, yet it is clearly fundamental to overcoming the 
development constraint that exists. 
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• 	 The clarification supplied in the Post Hearing information has not addressed 
any of these assumptions, and only superficially refers to other aspects. The 
Forum remains concerned that there is very c1ear'y a need for some form of 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan that shows where, when and how this constraint 
will be overcome if the Modifications continue to propose a substantial 
number of additional homes. 

• 	 Since the Hearing in November, the issue has grown in significance and 
salience. A planning application was made to the Council for development of 
Gfeenfield land off Yalberton Road that is already allocated for development 
n the existing Local Plan of 2004 (Application P/2014/0983). On 10 
December 2014, South West Water submitted formal objection on the 
grounds of inadequate sewer capacity. A copy is attached herewith at 
(Appendix 4).. The Inspector must consider this further evidence of the 
problem the Forum has already drawn attention to. 

• 	 At the Heafing in November, and by letters from the Forum of 24 October and 
16 November 2014, attention has been drawn to the foul water flooding 1hat 
takes place currently at Collaton St Mary, and absence of any indication that 
the foul drainage problems of the Masterplan area has been addressed, also 
in the Town Centre, 

• 	 At the Hearing in November. the assumption was clearly being made by 
developers (and it would appear by the Inspector) that these are matters of 
construction detail to be resolved by financial contributions in due course to 
provide the drainage solutions required. This is nol the pOint the Forum has 
raised. The evidence clearly shows there is a need to plan for trunk sewers 
or expensive routes that will have to serve a number of new sites. There is 
no plan of where these need to be IIocated. and they are likely to involve 
significant viability issues. The Supreme Court ruting of 2009 has 
determined that Water Undertakers such as South West Water, do not have 
the lawful right to prevent a developer from connecting to an existing sewer, 
and it falls to the responsibility of the planning system to address the issue 
where a problem of capacity exists. This obviously includes Local Plan 
making (Barratt Homes Lld v Welsh Water 2009 UKSC 13). 

32. 	 It is very clear a foul water drainage constraint has been identified. but not yet 
addressed in the Local Plan capacity considerations. The Modifications seek only to 
require the provision of drainage information when planning applications are 
submitted and determined. This does not provide for a properly assessed and co­
ordinated solution necessary at the Local Plan level having regard to the situation of 
actual flooding that already takes place, and was evidenced at the Hearing when lhe 
Inspector heard first hand how residents in Collaton St Mary already suffer foul water 
flooding in their homes. 

33. 	 The Modifications similarly have not addressed the environmental capacity constraint 
to anything like the degree required as referred to next below. 

c) 	 The Environmental role 

34 	 The starting point the Forum has taken into account is that it is unlawful to allow 
development that harms protected species. NPPF1 19 similarly makes clear that 
MThe presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply where 
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development requiring appropriate assessment under the Birds and Habitats 
Directives is being considered, planned or determined". 

35. 	 The Forum has drawn the Inspector's attention to the challenge made by Judicial 
Review of the decision to adopt the Teignbridge Local Plan because of the capacity 
constraint to development resulting from the South Hams Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC). It is understood the case has now been referred to the Court 
of Appeal. The same SAC affects the Torbay Local Plan area and the outcome will 
be directly of relevance. 

36. 	 There was no opportunity at the Hearing to consider the changes agreed by the 
Council with Natural England outside of the Hearing, nor has there been subsequent 
opportunity to examine their implications, simply because relevant documents and 
details have not been made publicly available. As evidenced in PH1 at Appendix 7 
the agreement was not reached until the letter from Natural England dated 24 
November 2014. The appendices referred to in the letter have not been posted on 
the Council's website, though it is understood the amendments agreed have been 
included in the Council's proposed Modifications. 

37. 	 The Forum has noted that it has taken nearly one year of negotiations between the 
Council and Natural England to reach the point of agreement. This is a valid mark of 
how challenging the problem has been, and remains, to resolve the concern about 
the capacity of the Plan area to accommodate further development without harm to 
protected species. 

38. 	 In response to the proposed Modifications and Habitats Regulation Assessment 
(HRA), the Forum's views are: 

• 	 The HRA of the additional sites proposed does not settle the question of the 
capacity available for development in the further locations identified, 
especially in respect of the new site proposed off Brixham Road south of 
White Rock; 

• 	 As a result, there is insufficient evidence that demonstrates beyond 
reasonable doubt that significant harm will not be caused to protected species 
recognised to be present in the area; 

• 	 Similarly, there is a large discrepancy between the assumed capacity of the 
south of White Rock site and the SHLAA. The Modifications say it is 460 
homes (MM's Annex 2 Table 5.14) yet the SHLAA refers only to 250 (T756b). 
Even taking account of possible boundary differences, the discrepancy is 
nearly two fold. 

• 	 The same problem has already arisen with the proposed Masterplan for 
development at Collaton St Mary. As evidenced in the Forum's letter of 16 
November 2014, the capacity assumed by the Council in the submitted Local 
Plan has proven to be considerably less, and has not yet been settled in 
respect of impact on protected species. 

• 	 Of particular concern is the issue of 'in-combination' impact the law requires 
must also be addressed when making decisions involving protected species 
present in the area. It is not accepted by the Forum that the in-combination 
impact has been recognised either by the Council or the Inspector. The scale 
of additional development in the area west of Paignton is considerable when 
having regard to the 'in-combination' impact on the South Hams SAC in 
particular, as shown in Appendix 5 attached herewith; 
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• 	 At individual site level, the outcome of the Churston Golf Course Section 78 
Appeal (Appeal Ref: APP/X1165/A113/2205208) has confirmed that 
'mitigation' can be accepted only after it has been demonstrated to be actually 
deliverable. This test has not been passed by the Modifications proposed; 

• 	 In the Modifications proposed, refel'ence is made incorrectly to the last resort 
being 'compensation' for loss of habitat, and where the development is in the 
'publlc interest'. The European Court has ruled that 'compensation' can be 
considered an available option only where the proposed development can be 
demonstrated to be in the 'national interest. (Judgment of the European 
Court on 15 May 2014 (Case C·521112, T.C. Briefs and Others v Minister van 
Infrastructuur en Milieu (Netherlands Govemment) and supported by the 
United Kingdom Govemment}. There is no provtsion in law that allows loss of 
protected habitat in the 'public interest'. The terms used in the Modifications 
have been incorrectly applied. 

39. In response to the SustainabiHty Appraisa* (SA) addition, the Forum's further views 
are: 

• 	 The Inspector has concluded in his initial findings that the further information 
provided by the Council had not shown that a provision of 10.000 would be 
unacceptable in terms of sustainability (PH4·para 3). This is unsurprising as 
the further information provided by the Council to the Inspector at that point 
(PH1 Appendix 4) was little more than the superficial assessment questioned 
at the Hearing as being a technique of limited assistance. Th's remains the 
Forum's view on the additional information supplied to the Inspector. 

• 	 The more detailed SA documentation provided alongside the proposed 
Modifications contains more information, and has drawn attention to such 
issues as the conflict that would arise with prev,ious decisions made by the 
Secretary of State In respect of the additional site proposed at Brixham Road 
south of White Rock in particular (Appea* Ref: SWI P/5183/220/4). The same 
lis the case with previous decisions by the Secretary of State in respect of land 
within the Masterplan area at Collaton St Mary (Appeal Ref: 
SW/APP/5183tAl81115785). In both cases, the Secretary of State intervened 
and did not support development of the land at these locations for reasons 
that apply with equal weight today. 

• 	 The Torbay Landscape Character Assessment (SD92b) submitted by the 
Council as evidence in support of the Local Plan shows the proposed Future 
Growth Area in the Modification site south of White Rock, and at Conaton St 
Mary. as "Highly Sensitive". Additionally, both locations are of Grade 1, 2, 
and upper 3 agricultural quality. To attempt to classify these sites as 
appropriate for development fails to comply with NPPF47 which states very 
clearly that Local Pans are required to meet the FOAN "as far as is 
consistent with the policies set out in this Framework'" NPPF109 has 
particular significance here in requiring the protection of valued landscapes 
and soils. The Inspector agreed at the Hearing (as confirmed by the Hunston 
Court of Appeal Judgement [2013] EWCA Civ 1610) the assessment is first 
made of the FOAN, then whether or not it can be met without conflicting with 
other NPPF requirements. This submission by the Forum has evidenced that 
the FOAN does not need the development of either of these Greenfield 
locations, and even if it did, the FOAN does not override other requirements 
of the NPPF. 
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Implications if further changes are not made 

40. 	 For all the above reasons, it is the Forum's view that the NPPF position in respect of 
the 'policy-on'/FOAN has clarified significantly since the Hearing in November 2014 
as a result of the further evidence that has become available and not yet been 
considered by the Council or the Inspector. 

41. 	 The conclusion, as evidenced above, is that the FOAN from 2012 to 2032 is a net 
growth of 11,000 population 18,300 homes 15,700 jobs. In this submission the 
Forum has evidenced how this housing trajectory and net Jobs trajectory can be met, 
and Appendix 1 sets out in detail the exact changes required to the published 
Modifications to make the Plan justified, effective and therefore 'sound'. 

42. 	 At this point, it is relevant to note that the three Neighbourhood Forums have already 
agreed to provide 8,100 additional homes in decisions that each has so far taken, as 
confirmed in the Forum's letter of 31 March 2014 and referred to by the Inspector at 
the Hearing. 

43. 	 A pro-rata apportionment of the additional 200 homes required would result in Part 5 
of the Local Plan needing to be modified to show the following for each 
Neighbourhood Plan area: 

Table 3: Neighbourhood Plan provision 

NPArea Additional homes 
(31 Mar 2014) 

Modified 

Tortluay NP 3,860 3,955 
Paignton NP 3,450 3,535 
Brixham NP 790 810 

Total 8,100 8,300 
(af! figures rounded) 

44. 	 Such a provision would not require the development of the Greenfield land at 
Collaton St Mary, nor of a new site south of White Rock. Nor would it require the 
addition of other sensitive sites that have been added by the proposed Modifications 
published by the Council, nor the early development of existing sites such as the 
Yalberton Road currently the subject of an application as referred to at paragraph 31 
bullet 4 above. By way of example, the schedule at Appendix 6 attached herewith 
illustrates exactly how the Tables in Part 5 of the Plan could be adjusted, and thereby 
leave each Neighbourhood Plan to assess further the additional sites required in the 
NP drafts so far prepared, and would remain subject to the 5 yearly Review 
mechanism already proposed. If this does not commend itself to the Inspector, it 
would be possible as an altemative for the Council and the respective Forums to 
agree the details of the sites to achieve the uplift from 8,100 to 8,300 before the 
Modifications are finalised for Adoption. One way of securing this would be via a 
meeting of the Local Plan 1Neighbourhood Plan Reference Group that the Council 
chairs that has not met for more than a year. 

45. 	 If the Modifications are not amended further, and were to continue as they are, the 
Forum concludes the consequences would be: 

• 	 The uplift to 10,000 homes and trajectory proposed in the Modifications would 
not be consistent with the evidence now available and would struggle to meet 
the 'Wednesbury' test of reasonableness; 
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• 	 Neighbourhood Plans would oot be able to resolve the capacity question 
marks of infrastructure deficiency and HRA issues by October 2015; 

• 	 It would not be possible for site allocation DPDs to resolve the situation 
without there first being a Public Inquiry to deal with the deliverability 
objections that it is clear will arise with good reason; 

46. 	 Conversely, if the Modifications are adjusted as proposed in this submission there Is 
a realistic prospect of a 'sound' local Plan being achieved with the minimum of 
further delay, and followed shortly after by Neighbourhood Plans that provide the 
integrated coverage as origina Iy intended. It is unfortunate that the local Plan I 
Neighbourhood Plan Reference Group chaired by the Council has not met for more 
than a year, and it would be fair to say has not helped the effort being made by the 
Forum to achieve synergy between the respective plans. 

ii) 	Proposed Community Infrastructure Levy 

47. 	 The Forum had not expected the draft to be published for consultation concurrently 
with the proposed local Plan Modifications, but welcomes the opportunity to 
comment. 

48. The draft appears to be proposing that Cll will be levied on smaller schemes, but not 
on larger schemes for which reliance will be placed on continued use of Section 106 
payments or works where they are still lawful under new rules dlat come into 
operation in April (2015)+ 

49. 	 The draft charging schedule appears to be proposing that brownfield sites of fewe,r 
than 15 dwellings and Greenfield sites offess than 11 dwel·ngs will be charged a Cll 
levy at £70 per sq.m., while for larger sites the levy will be zero. 

50. 	 If understood correctly, ehe logic of this appears to be at odds with wanting to 
encourage the development of brownfield sites before Greenfietd as the priority and 
the Forum would welcome further discussion before coming to a final view. 

51. 	 Additionally, it is disappofnting to see that no estimate has been included ofthe 
overall amount that will be generated. Also, the levy collected will be directed 
towards only two schemes, the South Devon Link Road already well under way, and 
a school in Paignton. WhUe appreciating the ru les now allow only up to 5 schemes to 
be identified for pooled funds col ected, it is disapPointing to see the Link Road 
identified which already has capital spend approval and with it the funding source in 
place as required by the Compulsory Purchase Order involved. There is no evidence 
that the Cll will generate sufficient funds to assist delivery of the local Plan. For 
example. there is no reference to an Infrastructure Deijvery Plan (lOP) needed to 
deal with the problem of foul water disposal referred to in paragraph 31 above (bullet 
3). Without such an lOP it is clear that a substantial number of additional homes 
cannot be shown to be deliverable. 

52. 	 If it is the intention of the Council to use CIl funds collected to enable the release of 
funds already committed to the Link Road to be allocated to other items, the Forum 
would welcome further discussion on the projects that this would involve. It would be 
a worthy Agenda item for the local Plan I Neighbourhood Plan Reference Group 
Chaired by the Councfl which. as already noted with concern. has not met for more 
than a year. 

iii) Proposed Local Validation List 

Forum Approved 19 March 2015 Page 12 of 54 



53. 	 As will already be known by Council's officers, the Forum has already identified the 
need to change the information submitted with some types of application at the time 
of first submission, instead of later via conditions, in particular in respect of sewer 
infrastructure and tree impact. 

54. 	 The Forum welcomes the proposal overall, and has the following comments: 

• 	 For 'Major Developments', there appears to be a typographical error at a) ­
typo 'Wining' should be Mining, and the same again under sub heading 
"Mining operations"; 

• 	 Under' Householder Application for Planning Permission for works or 
extension to a dwelling - Local Requirements - EIA', as the word 
"significantly" is open to interpretation it should be replaced with "any". 
Similarly, add wording ·or to any other protected species"; 

• 	 Under 'Applications for Outline or Full Planning Permission - Local 
Requirements - EIA, remove the word "significantly" and replace with "any". 
Similarly, add after "Greater Horseshoe bats" ·or any other protected species" 

• 	 Under Employment StatemenUEIA, since the figure of 10 or more houses 
represents a "Major development" in order to prevent gradual erosion of 
employment land, the figure of 30 houses in this section should be reduced to 
10, also the word "significantly" should be removed to avoid ambiguity; 

• 	 Under 'Flood Risk Assessment', "Development in any flood risk Zone or 
which would cause run off into such Zones which have drainage problems or 
where the site is 1 ha or more" would be a safer way of ensuring flooding 
prevention. 

• 	 Under 'Health Impact Assessment', to align with "Major Development" figure 
of 30 should be reduced to 10, also the word "significant" should be replaced 
with "any" preventing any disagreement over what the definition of the word 
actually means. Add after "expected" "including traffic pollution" 

• 	 Under 'Independent Viability Assessment', if the developer indicates that they 
cannot afford the minimum affordable housing requirement or any Planning 
Contribution including section 106, Cll, or infrastructure improvements then 
the application must be refused. There is no point in having conditions laid 
down which a developer can circumvent later on by seeking to argue that the 
necessary contributions cannot be afforded. This could lead to problems, not 
only for those occupying the resulting houses but also those in the 
surrounding area. In short if it is unviable then don't build it. 

• 	 Under 'Infrastructure Assessment', traffic flow/congestion should be 
specifically included. 

• 	 Under 'Noise Impact Assessment', it is not clear in its meaning with regards to 
"or for sensitive development proposals close to a use". The whole 
paragraph should be rephrased as "Development proposals that will create an 
increase in noise causing an adverse effect on nearby houses/facilities of any 
sort" 

• 	 Under 'Pollution Prevention Plans', demolition on any site anywhere in Torbay 
should be subject to an investigation of whether there is any risk of pollution. 

• 	 Under 'Retail Impact Assessment', as read does not make sense. It is 
assumed that it means that any A 1 retail goods proposals that are out of town 
and over 1,000 sq. metres gross area, or A 1 convenience retail use of over 
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500 sq. metres gross floor space also out of town will need a Retail Impact 
Assessment. 

• 	 Under 'Shading Diagrams / Sun path Shading Analysis', ~Development 
Proposals that wil* overshadow adjoining properties or public space adversely 
affecting amenities~ , could benefit from a clearer description of the type of 
amenities that will expect to be considered. 

• 	 Under 'Statement of Community Involvement', amend to "Proposals that are 
not in accordance with ai' policies in the adopted Local Plan/Neighbourhood 
Plan" 

• 	 Under 'Topographical Survey', remove the words "major" and ·significant" to 
prevent ambiguity.. 

• 	 Under 'Travet Plan', "Development proposals that will have a transport 
implication" needs clarification to avoid ambiguity. 

• 	 Under 'Visual Impact Assessment', remove words "Major" and ·could". 

• 	 Under 'Waste Audit', instead of ·significant votumes" a precise maximum 
volume figure needs to be incorporated to avoid ambiguity. 

• 	 Under 'Local Requirements Bat and Breeding Birds' , add "and any other 
protected species." 

• 	 Under '9. Bats and breeding bird assessment', add "and any other protected 
species." 

• 	 Under '13. Prior Approval of Proposed Change of use. Flood risk 
assessment.', change to "Developments in all flood zones and areas where 
drainage problems exist or where the site area is greater than 1 ha" 

• 	 For 14, 16, 17 and 18, as 13 above; 

• 	 For '19. Application to extend time limits. Local requirements, remove 
"significant". 

55. 	 The Forum would be very pleased to discuss any or all of the above suggestions 
further with you, if that would be of assistance. 

Yours sincerely 

David Watts, Forum Chairman 

Enclosures: 


Appendix 1 · Comments on each Local Plan Modification (in 2 parts) 


Appendix 2 - DCLG Household projections to 2037 released 27 February 2015 and 

summary of Oxford Econometric projection of Jobs 

Appendix 3 - Comparison of Housing Trajectories 

Appendix 4 - Recent objection by South West Water to Application P/2014/0983 

Appendix 5 - "In-combination" sites within Paignton and HRA impact 
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Appendix 6 - Re-profiled Local Plan Part 5 housing site delivery 


Copies to: 

Elected Mayor Oliver and all Torbay Councillors, 

Local Plan Inspector, via the Programme Officer; Planning Inspectorate 
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Appendix 1 

Paignton Neighbourhood Plan Forum 


Representations on 

Proposed Modifications to Torbay Local Plan 


This Appendix is in 2 parts, to be read in conjunction with the covering letter: 

Part A: 	 Shows the Forum summary view on every Modification proposed so that it 
can be seen where they interact with each other, by reference to: 

• 	 where in the Local Plan structure they will appear; 

• 	 how the reference numbers changed between the draft published by the 
Council on 8 January 2015 and final version published for formal 
consultation on 9 February 2015. and subsequently corrected on 17 
February 2015; 

• 	 the classification between Main Modifications (MMs) the Inspector will 
constder and Additional Modifications (AMs) the Council will consider; 

• 	 conclusions reached by the Forum on each Modification individually, 
using t,affic light colouliing for ease of reference: 

Green: - supported: 

Yellow: - supportable if amended as explained: 

Red: - not soundl requ ires change as shown; 


Part B: Shows the same information for the proposed Ma n Modifications (MMs) 
only for those in Part 1 that are not sound I requ ire change (coloured Red). 
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Appendix 1 - Part A 


Proposed Modifications to Torbay Local Plan - All 


Reason supported: Indicates the strategy is to accommodate need within environmental and 
infrastructure limits. 

Reason supported: Indicates the scope of the 5 year major review will include both need and 
capacity. 

AM4 
Supported 

Amend: beginning and end of the modlffed sentence to read: in part 

~The Council has assessed for example that there is land 'for around-g,200 homes over the 
next 20 years as a maximum without breaching environmental limits, and all capacitv figures 
beyond year 6 can only be provisional pending completion of the Neighbourhood Plans 

Reason supported: Indicates that progress made in job provision will be included in the 
reviews 

Reason supported: Indicates the range of historic environments involved. 
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Paragraph 2.2.11 

Amend: to add at end of mo_dl~ed sentence so that it reads: 

~This reserve will only be drawn on when demand shows it is needed, having regard to the 
most up to date evidence of objectively assessed need (see paragraph 7.5.14 below) and if 
the constraint originalfy identified remains valid. 

Reason: As worded, the modification proposed does not allow the original constraint to be 
given any weight on future review. This is unreasonable - e.g. if an existing public car par~ 
remains important to town centre or business community needs, any review should allow this 
constraint to continue, 

Amend: by adding words that read: 

"Torbay's population growth is driven by (domestic) migration, and the 2012 based population 
projection assumes there will be arelum to net inward migration as the local ecanomv 
imoroves. In February 2D15. cent@1 government £DCLG1 updated the household proiections 
to 2021 , and extended the proiection to 2037. These revised downwarris the grev/PUS 
iagea£e to..2021 aqdshow an increase from 2D12 to 2032 of 8.342, not B,BOQ as D@vioyslv 
extrapolaled in bullet point 4 below. 

Reason~ Factual corrections to ensure there is understanding of the change thaf has 
occurred and relevant to the rest of the Plan 

Reason supported: Indicates the assets covered. 

Reason supported: 'ndlcates support of the historic environment. 

AM9 

Supported 


In part 
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Supported 
in part Amend: to add ·Strategic Policy Areas and Neiqhbourhgpd Plan atlIf!S.W 

~: There is nowhere on the diagram that states where the Neighbourhood Plan areas 
are located, and through these where additional policies will apply in addition to those of the 
Local Plan. Thus it will provide developers and decision makers with a more effective 
(therefore more 'sound') referencing. 

a prosperous 

Amend: those sentences in the proposed Modifications shown below, to read as follows! 

"The Plan also seeks to identify land for the delivery of egg RsmBs par aRRUHI, BquaHRg ta 
ebBW' 8,QQQ 1Q,QQQ ~ new homes over the Plan period o( 2012·2032" 

"In the first 5 yea~. the Plan will enable delivery o( 1,25CJ.1,500 net new jobs, and land for 
around ~ 1.775 new homes equal to 4iQ 355 dwellings per year plus 5% n 

"If Neighbourhood Plans do not identify sufficient sites to provide the housing requirements of 
the Local Plan, the council will bring forward sites through site allocations development plan 
documents, not supplementary planning documents. n 

~: The change In homes proltlislon in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering leHer attached herewith for full details. 

The last amendment shown above Is required In order to be clear that SPO's will not be 
acceptable as a procedure as it will require the full statutory procedure of DPD's and their 
associated Public Inquiries should there be grounds for formal objection to the proposals 
and/or necessary SA and HRA. 

Amend: by adding new sentence after the modification proposed to read: 

"Tt must be noted ,ha, drsIilfBrability Q/ ' ha assumed 'maim/on' mHwreS has not b9!l1 
t8.s1!d fully and subpq!J9nt examination may not confirm the dellverabjJjtv. QLth@ capacity or 
'development assumed .• 

Beason: The recent Section -78 Appeal decision at Churston Golf course (P/2013/00f9) has 
evidenced that even where it is thought 'mitigation' is a solution, it must also be demonstrated 
beyond any doubt that it is deliverable. The high level assessment of the Local Plan does not 
have the necessary certainty in the very broad level of assessment undertaken. 

18 

Reason supported: Indicates importance of the historic environment. 

AM1? 
Supported 

in part 
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Amend: by deleting the following sentence: 

U lR SFgeF IQ s'l9id 8 ~91i6}' ','86"'UfR 966tmiRg afleF}'ear 6 9(#19 PilaR (i.s. 2JJ17-), IRe Ce/HI6i! 
will glia~ ,,, fHIfI(IaF9 • ~ti(Hf ~MIs: if ~~e.rI~JNaR5, M<4:HGtI I'Re" ~e 
R9695&at;' FegwfaliSRS BRd ~ iR 99R9F31 GBRfeHRity vJitR #le 49681 PIaR, #lava R9' B99R 
SI:J9fRitts9 IQ the t968! AUtR9Fi1y 9y 06#s99r 2Q1 i. ", 

Reason. The proposed Modification PSnot justified. nor realistic nor consistent with other 
Modifications proposed. NPPF47 makes no requirement for specific sites to be identified in a 
Local Plan beyond the first 5 years. For year 6 onwards the Local Plan structure already sets 
out a specific trajectory for each 5 year period to 2032. together with review dates and criteria 
that will be used to determine any change necessary. There is no justification for claiming a 
policy vacuum will arise. 

Amend: the published Mod\fication where shown below to read as follows: 

1. 	 Edginswell, Torquay 
2. 	 Paignton North and West Area iR6hJ9iRg CsllateR SI. AAary., PaigRfeR (Great Parks 

and Yannons! 
3. 	 Brixham Road, Paignton (White Rock) 
4. 	 hRd S91ltR et Whits R9sk, PsigRteR 

~ bespoke Greater Horseshoe Bat (GHB) mitigation plan for all development within the 
following potential Future Growth Areas must be submitted and approved befors planning 
permission will be granted: 

SDP 3.2 Grsst Parks 

SPP 3.3 Totnes Road/Cs.'lBtfJR Sf Ma,>, ClaY/ends 

SDP 3.4 Brixham Road/Yalberton 

SDP3.5 White Rock" 

Reason: The change in homes provision is not justified. nor realistic. nor consistent with other 
Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 

growth areas) & Policies Map change 

Amend: by adding a sentence at the end of the modified policy that reads: 

UAII capacities will be treated as provisional until full HRA and drainage infrastructure 
assessment has been carried c ut fmd the results submitted, n 

Reason: To make t clear to applicants how the poticy will be implemented to ensure thElt it is 
effective, thus 'sound'. 
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Amend: by adding a sentence at the end of the modified sentence to read: 

"All caAAciti9s will be (reated,s proYision! 1 until full HRA and drainage infraglruclUf9 
assessment has been carried out and the results submitted .• 

~: To makel t clear to applicants how the policy will be implemented to ensure that it is 
effective, thus 'sound'. By letter dated 21 November 2014, copied also to the Local Plan 
Inspector via the Programme Officer, the Forum has drawn specific attention to the HRA and 
drainage infrastructure omissions in respect of the draft Masterp'lans so far p-roduced for 
Collaton St Mary and Paignton Town Centre. 

Amend: by adding a sentence ,after the p-rop-osed modification to read' 

·Parngraph 119 gUhe NPPF s!stGuxpresslyJhatJha p1Wllll1Dl[ga inlirOjl.r~9(sustajnab/a 
development does not apply where development reguiring appropriate assessment under the 
Birds and HaM« Directives ;s being wnsidered. prarmed or dstqrmimtd. • 

~: To state more clearly the circumstances where t he presumption in favour of 
sustainable development will not apply. 

&!mm: the published Modification where shown below to read as follows: 

"An element of cross subsidisation ofemployment uses from higher value land uses will be 
sought, so that net job growth is achieved in accordance with PolICY 551. 

~: As worded the published modification lacks clarity of purpose and would put net job 
increase at risk. It is therefore an MM not an AM. 

Reason supported: Indicates how the policy will operate. 

Reason supported: Indicates how the policy will operate. 

Reason supported: Indicates the scope of assessment required. 
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Reason supoorted: nd tcates the scope of assessment required. 

Reason supported: Indicates the critical importance of infrastructure and highway safety 
requirements . 

Paragraph 4.3.27 - Policy 557) AM26 now AM30 

Reason supported: Indicates the critical importance of green infrastructure requirements and 
compliance with Habitat Regulations. 

Reason supported: Indicates the critical importance of infrastructure requirements. 

Reason supported: Indicates the aspects of critical importance that development will bo 
required to observe. 

Reason supported: Indicates the scope of sites and elements that will be taken into account 

Reason supoorted: Indicates importance oF1he subject matter. 
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AM44 
Supported 

in part 

Amend: by replacing the word ·should" with "will be required 10" in tile p-rop-osed modification. 

Reason: The word 'should' is ambiguous here and needs to be more effective thus 'sound' by 
making it clear how the development J)roposed will be expected to relate to the subject matter 
of the policy .. 

Reason supported: Indicates that Conservation Area additions will be considered. 

Reason supported: Indicates the relationship to the Torbay Heritage Strategy 2011. 

Reason supported: Indicates the position in respect of trees and woodland creation. 

Reason supported: Indicates the importance of Green Infrastructure links with Yalberton 
Valley and other locations. 

Amend: add to second sentence of AM44 modification to read: 

"as well as to new country park proposals such as at Yalberton valley." 

Reason: To make clear the scope of the intended policy is 10 include existing assets Ihat 
have nol previously been recognised, such as at Yalberton valley. thus making the policy 
juslification more clear and plan more 'sound'. 

Reason supported: Indicates factual updates of lower population growth than previously 
assumed in the Plan. 

Reason supported: Indicates factual updates of lower population growth than previously 
assumed in the Plan. 

Reason supported: Indicates factual updates. 

AM37 now AM48 

Reason supported: Indicates that Reviews will allow downward change as well as upward. 

Paragraph 4.5.26 (PhaSing of new housing 

Reason supported: Indicates that provision listed may go beyond 2032. 
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Amend: paragraph 4.5 ,6 and replace Table 4.3 as shown below to read: 

"The distribution ofnew hOl1l6s is set out in the Strategic Deve/opl1l6nt Policies 
(SDT1,SDP1,SDB1). The expected approximate housing land supply over 20 years, and 
possibly beyond is set out in Table 4.3 be/ow:and Policy SS11 -Housing". 
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Policy 5511 (Housing) MM16 now part 

Reason suoported: Indicates how the cross link with Policy 12 operates. 

Reason supported: Indicates the housing provision assumptions more clearly 

Amend: by replacing the dwelling number to read: 

•A cross-boundary review ofstrategic housing land availability may be needed as part of a 
longer term assessment of growth options, particularly if there is evidence of significant 
employment growth, which would take the requirement above ~ 8,300 homes •• 

~: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed . 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 

Amend: the published modifications where shown below to read as follows: 

"The Council will maintain a rolling 5 year supply ofspecific deliverable sites sufficient to 
meet a housing trajectory of ~ !LJ!2Q dwellings over the Plan period 2012-32 .• 

:.The trajectory is: 

4§IJ ~ dwellings per year for the period ~fn2.f:t~ ~gl1/1S 2012/17 (+5% required by the 
NPPF i.e. ~ lli..dwellings per year). 

iQQ 440 dwellings per year for the penbd f2Q1Bt19 ~(}23/;14) 2017127 

i26-~ dwellings per year (minus the 5% brought forward from later in the Plan period ff 
appropriater 

M2) identify additional sites through new site allocation development plan documents, not 
supplementary planning documents 

3) consider favourably applications for now housing consistent with Policy SS2, It#- and 
other policies of this Plan.• 

M Five year Review ofthe Local Plan 

The Local Plan will be reviewed on a five year basis fr.6m adapti9R, and the housing trajectory 
adjusted if assessed to be necessary to maintain the delivery ofsustainable development, 9F 
meet hewsiRg Reeds. Further details of criteria to be considered at the five year five year 
review are set out at Section 7.5 

An early review ofthe Local Plan's housing trajectory will be triggered where there is 
evidence that the provision ofhousing will not keep pace with the need to provide for 
economic growth, or where the growth ofhOUSing Is not being aCcompanied bv net job 
growth in accordance with the tra/ectory ofPolicv SS1" 

~: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

Forum Approved 19 March 2015 Page 25 of 54 



All figures shown amended are Internally consistent with all other amendments shown in this 
submission to ensure the trajectory is 'sound' 

Reason supported : Indicates the requ[rement will be as in NPPF47. 

Amend: the published modification to be read as amended below by the additions underlined 
and deletions scored through: 

M/t is important that the provision ofnew homes keeps pace with the likely provision ofjobs 
and that a shortage of homes does not impede job creation or deter inward investment. 
Equallv. it is Important to ensure that the provision of new homes does not run too far ahead 
of the net qrowth in jobs. On this basis, the ongoing relationship between new homes and 
jobs will be reviewed on a yearly basis. If evidence suggests that a shortage of homes is in 
danger of curtailing growth, or an imbalance in net job growth is arising, additional land 
provision will be ideRtified adjusted through a Local Plan review. Examples of evidence that 
could trigger this review are: 

• An increase of more than 250 net new FTE jobs per annum for two consecutive 
years (based on BRES data from a job base of 59, 500 FTE's at 2012). 

• An over provision of more than 100 homes in any rolling five year period 

The Local Plan enables and expects Neighbourhood Plans to come forward and allocate land 
to assist meeting housing needs after the first five years ­ i.e. expected requirements from 
Apri12017. The Local Plan identifies a pool of sites, based on a Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment, which could provide a suitable selection of sites for development 
subject to further scrutiny through the neighbourhood planning process (see Appendix DJ. 
Neighbourhood Plans are at a draft stage ofpreparation for the Brixham, Paignton and 
Torquayareas which will cover 100% of the administrative area of Torbay. It is expected that 
these three Neighbourhood Plans will, drawing on the pool, allocate sufficient housing land to 
enable delivery ofthe growth strategy outlined in Policy 551 and Table 4.3. 

Should Neighbourhood Plans not be adopted (made) by the Council, for example an 
emerging Neighbourhood Plan Is found by the Independent Assessor to not be in general 
conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan and/or does not pass the Examination 
or Referendum process, then under those circumstances the Council undertakes to produce 
a Site Allocations DPD ,not SPD, to allocate land to meet housing needs later in the Plan 
period. Sufficient land is allocated within the Local Plan to meet housing needs during the first 
five years, so either Neighbourhood Plans and/or a Site Allocations DPD will allocate sites to 
contribute to providing clarity over housing supply after April 2017. 

• Economic projections showing an increase in FTE jobs of more than 250 FTE per 
year sustained over e five year period, 

• Population projections or mid year estimates indicate an increase of working age 
population (aged1B-65) of more than 250 people per year over a five year period. 

• 	 Evidence of market signals (as set out in Planning Practice Guidance) indicating a 
high level of unmet demand for housing. 

Where monitoring indicates a danger ofa shortfall or over supply against the five year supply 
or overall trajectory, action to identify additional sites. or sites to be held in reserve. will 
commence in the first year of a shortfall or oversupply being identified, to ensure that a rolling 
five year supply can be maintained, as set out in 5512 and sustainable balance of jobs and 
homes as set out in Policy 551. 
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C91JflGi,', IJflrJsr ReglllatisR 19 9f The Neig/'lbSI:IFRS99 P#aRRiRg (GeRSFaI} Regulati9RS 2012, 
#s shesk that PtaR f3FSf3esa.Is SRde"se aRrJ iFRf3I8R'1sR# U:!s stFa#egr.~ #le LeGal P#aR. Jf 
.~J9ighb9I:1f'1:leerJ PlaRs aFS ReI SI:IlHRittarJ le the CeI:lRsiI iR a farm that it!s iR gSRSFaI 
sSRfaFl'Rity with the L.esal PtaR by OGteber 2019, U:!e CelJflsi! wilt SSR'lFRSRGS f3l'9d1:1s#eR sf 
sits a!iesa#ieR& de'J8!Gf3FReR# f3!aR QQGl:lmeRts, iR SFrier le pFS vide sl:lfliGieRt time le f3FSrJI:IGS 
eRrJ adept aRi' S#8 AllflsalieRs QPl;Js that m~'lJs FSfll:I.it:BrJ. n. 

Reason: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 

The last paragraph of the published Modification Is shown deleted because it is unjustified to 
claim there would be a policy vacuum in 2017 for the reason given in response to 
Modifications proposed to Paragraph 4.1.25 above. 

Paragraph 4.5.41 (Explanation - Policy 

See Paragraph 4.5.40 above 

Amend: the last paragraph of the Modification proposed, to read: 

MPaignton will provide a minimum of 30,100sq m (net) of employment floor space and 
around 4;3+§ 3,535 new homes over the Plan period_ Subject to further assessment of 
known capacity constraints ofprotected species and foul water disposal, the expected 
delivery pace and sequence of delivery are sst out in Tables 5.7 and 5.B below and Policies 
SDP2~SDP4. Ses also Policy W5. ~ 
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provision in the UUI.J R"'"tHJ 

rei:lll:ill~. nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for ful. details. 

nowAM67 

Reason supported: Indicates requirement to safeguard protected species. 

Reason supported: Indicates the importance of existing historic and environmental identity. 

Reason supported: Indicates requirement to safeguard protected species. 


now 


Amend: by retalntng the Table number and heading and thereafter replace Table 5.8 with 
Appendix 6 attached herewith as the replacement Table 5.8 for Palgnton. 

Reason: The change in homes proviSion in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full detaUs. 

All figures shown amended are internally consistent with all other amendments shown In this 
submission to ensure the trajectory is 'sound' 

The new site shown in the published Modifications (off Brixham Road south of White Rock) is 
not a supported site as it would damage the AONB and result in other unsustainable 
outcomes as confirmed by the Secretary of State when making his previous decision on a 
"called in" planning application (Appeal Ref: SW/P/5183/220/4) . See the attached covering 

. letter for further details at paragraph 39. 

Amend: by retaining Table number and heading, and thereafter replace Table 5.10 with 
Appendix 6 section SDP2 attached herewith as the Table 5.10 for Palgnton . 


~: The change In homes provision in the published Modifications Is not Justified, nor 

realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 


See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 

All figures shown amended are internally consistent with all other amendments shown in this 

submission to ensure the trajectory is 'sound' 


Policy SDP3 (Paignton North and Western Area) 


Reason supPOrted: Indicates requirement to safeguard protected species. 


- Policy SDP3) AM54 now AM71 


Reason supported: Indicates continued commitment to Great Parks 
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Paragraph 5.2.2.5 (Explanation - Policy SDP3) AM55 now AM72 

Reason supported: Indicates the approach intended towards habitat enhancement. 

Reason supported: Indicates the approach intended towards flood risk prevention. 

Amend: the published modification to read: 

~The Local Plan promotes them for mixed use development comprising a significant element 
of residential development to assist in the short to medium term supply ofhousing. As a 
broad guide, around 25% of the former Nortel site (Devonshire Park) and a thifrJ 26% not less 
than 50% of the Yalberton Road (Jackson Land) will be sought for employment uses, and 
~ not more than 59% for residential" 

Reason: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

The Jackson Land is Greenfield and allocated for employment use in the existing 'saved' 
Local Plan Adopted In 2004. The Employment Land Review prepared by consultants for the 
Council In support of the new Local Plan made clear that 50% ofthe Jackson Land should be 
retained for employment. It lies immediately opposite the Yalberton Industrial Estate and Is 
the site that South West Water has objected to on foul water capacity grounds as evidenced 
in Appendix 4 herewith attached. The Forum has given support to reallocating not more than 
50% to housing development and has placed delivery of the site to later years in view of. the 
significant foul drainage constraint that must be resolved. 

&lmm!: by retaining Table number and heading, and thereafter replace Table 5.12 with 
Appendix 6 section SDP3 attached herewith as Table 5.12 for Palgnton. 

~: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications Is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 

All figures shown amended are internally consistent with all other amendments shown in this 
submission to ensure the trajectory is 'sound' 

Amend: delete reference in ,proposed Modificat io~ to Kings Ash House. 

Reason: Reference to the Nortel site is supported. but it is premature to delete K~ngs Ash 
House for the stated reason that It is 'likely' to be retained. Leave in list of sites until further 
assessed. 
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orbay 

Reason supPOrted: Indicates the wIder role supported in Town Centres. 

Explanalton ­

Reason supported: As Paragraph 6.1.1.1 above. 

Reason supported: Indicates the local centre role intended for Great Parks and White Rock. 

Reason supported: Indicates factual reference to the BID locations and their purpose 

Reason supported: Meets the request of the Forum for the threshold to be reduced from 
1.000 sq m gross to 500 sq m gross (see Forum representations of 31 March 2014) 

Reason supported: As Policy TC3 above. 

Reason suPPorted: Indicates support for sustainable tourism. 

ation - Policy T01) AM70 now 

Reason supported: Indicates the all year round tourism objective. 
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Reason supported: Indicates the support includes new 4 or 5 star hotels 

Reason supported: Indicates the approach intended in Core Tourism Investment Areas. 

nowAM97 

Reason supported: Indicates the approach intended at Paignton Harbour. 

Paragraph 6.1.2.26 (Explanation - Policy T03) MM33 now 

Reason supported: As Policy T03 above. 

Paragraph 6.1.2.27 ( 

Amend: by add~ng at the end of the paragraph as modified a further sentence that reaefs: 

"Wh!!1!8 the impact in !l9f!t:es a pn?tI;JCfed species of Eumqein signififanC!, compensatorv 
measures can only be allowed where the Secretar{ of State is able to confirm the 
development is necessary in the 'national interest'. which is a much stricter test than 'public 
benefit'. 

~: the Judgment of the European Court on 15 May 2014 (Case C-521/12, T.C. Briels 
'and Others v Minister van Infrastructuur en Mtlieu (Netherlands Government) and supported 
by the United Kingdom Government), confirmed that compensatory measures can only be 
approved where it is in the national interest - not simply where it derives 'public benefit'. Th.~ 
policy in the Local plan needs to clarify that this is the test that will be apRlied where impact 
of! p.!Qle,9ted sp'ec' s and habitats are involved. 

Reason supported: Indicates the range of environmental safeguards that will be applied 

Reason supported: Indicates the Importance of conservation at Paignton Harbour, 

Supported 
in part 

Reason supported: Indicates that assessment will include provision for commercial vehicles 
as requested. (see Forum representations of 31 March 2014) 
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04 AM104 
Supported 

Amend; to add a further sentence at the end of the modified policy to read: in part 

"The imBifPI. on.other protected species such as Girl Buntings1 will 81so be assessed .• 

Read: to make the plan more effective, and therefore 1sound' by drawing attention to other 
known sp'ecies of p'articular sjgniftcaflce that exist within the Local Plan area. 

(Explanation - Policy C1) AM77 now AM105 

Reason supported: Indicates the importance of lighting solutions and protected bats. 

add a further sentence at the end of the modified p'aragr~p'h10 read: 

"This consideration will be swplied in addition to any conslde@tion arising from any outcome 
of 'wrlher HRA detailed assessments necessary. ~ 

Reason: to make the pTan more effective, therefore 'sound' by making it clear the context of 
landscap'e asse~m~n1i.s in ~ddll!on 10 any HRA assessment. 

':":=L.:: (The coastal landscape ) and Policies Map change MM36 now AM 1 09 

nowAM110 

Reason supported: Indicates the importance of safeguarding the integrity of protected sites 
and coastal assets. 

Reason supported: As Policy C3 above. 

Policy C4 (Trees, 

Reason supported: Indicates the approach to be taken in protecting assets. 

(Explanation - Policy C4) AM83 now AM114 

Reason supported: Indicates the importance of existing features and habitats. 

now AM115 

Reason supported: As Paragraph 6.3.1.22 above. 

Reason supported: Indicates importance of safeguarding Green Wedges 

nowAM106 

Reason supported: Indicates the importance of country parks 

Supported 
in part 
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.. 


Reason supported: As Paragraph 6.3.1.22 above. 

Reason supported: Indicates a cross reference correction to the Policies Map , 

Reason supported: Indicates that a more balanced approach will be taken. 

~~...:.:.:=u. (Biodiversity and geodiversity) MM39 now AM119 

Indicates importance of safeguarding protected species and their 

Amend: to add a further sentence that reads: 

'Where hann inypJv5!s protected species of .9I!O.08j!n siqnificance. it must be noted that 
comoansation can only be considered where it can be shown the development prooosed is 
necessary in the 'national interest', ~ 

Reason: Same as AMgg above. 

Paragraph 6.3.2.2 (Explanation - Policy Ne1) MM40 now AM121 

6.!I:!!.ru!: add sentence between the last two p'aragrap'hs of the p'rop'osed modification to read: 

~al!y SPD produced will be Tn add/170n to any Development Plan Document woduged ln 
PolicySS1 ~ 

Reason: To clarify how the proposed SPD sits with the proposed DPD modification arising 
Qut of agreement reached with Natural England and referred to In Policy 551. 

Reason supoorted: As Policy Ne1 above. 

Reason supported: As Policy Ne1 above. 

Reason supported: As Policy Ne1 above. 

Reason supported: Indicates the importance of sewer outfal! on habitats. 

- Policy Ne1) AM91 now AM126 

Reason supported: Indicates the criteria that will be supported. 

Supported 
in part 

AM121 
Supported 

in part 
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Reason supported: Indicates when a site allocation DPD will be produced. 

Amend: to delete all published Modifications to the policy. 

Reason: There are sufficient safeguards in the policy as originally submitted that will be 
effective in ensuring affordable housing will only be a requirement of development proposals 
that are otherwise viable. Maximizing the opportunity for affordable housing to be achieved 
remains justified, but there is no compelling evidence that justifieS the modification published. 

now AM130 (as 

Amend: to delete all pub ished Modifications to the poticy. 

Reason: As stated In response to Policy H2 above. 

Reason supported: Indicates the design approach required . 

(Exp lanation - Policy 

Reason supported: Indicates the viability approach that will be used. 

affordable housing sites) AM96 now AM 

Reason supported: Indicates more clearly how the policy will operate. 

Paragraph 6.4.1 .19 - Policy H3) 

Reastm supported: Indicates factual position on current situation. 

Reason supported: Indicates how the policy will operate. 

Reason supported: Indicates words missed out in error of how the policy will operate. 

Paragraph 6.4.1.31 (Explanation - Policy H4) now AM137 

Reason supported: Indicates cross reference on how the policy will operate. 

now AM138 
Reason supported: Indicates how the policy will operate. 

Reason supported: Indicates the importance of designing out crime and disorder. 
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Reason supported: As Policy DE1 above. 

Reason supported: Indicates that amenity space must be useable. 

nowAM143 

Reason supported: Indicates how long the policy will operate. 

size and floorspace standards) AM105 now AM144 

Reason supported: Indicates how long the policy will operate. 

!:!!WI!!.H!!...2.:!~..2(Explanation - Policy D 

Reason supported: Indicates how long the policy will operate. 

Policy DES (Domestic extensions) 

Reason supoorted: Indicates the importance that will be given to shared sewers. 

Reason supported: As Policy DE5 above. 

nowAM153 
Reason supported: Indicates how the policy will also operate via informal means. 

food production) AM113 now 

Reason supported: Indicates the importance of local orchards. 
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Reason supported: Indicates a factual informative. 

nowAM156 

Reason supported: Indicates application of the Policy. 

(Explanation - Policy an MM51 now AM157 

Reason supported: As Policy ER1 above. 

158 

Reason supported: Indicates a factual update. 

Reas«m supported: As Paragraph 6.5.2.6 above. 

1) MM51 now AM160 

Reason supported: Indicates the importance of Policy ER1 and how it will be applied. 

Paragraph 6.5.2.14 nation - Policy ) AM117 now 61 

Reason supported: As Paragraph 6.5.2.13 

Reason supported: Indicates how the policy will be applied. 

Amend: add new sentence at the end of the modified Rolicy 10 read: 

·Where the dispose l of foul water is involved. proposals mvst also meet the requirement of 
POlicy W5 dealing with waste water disoosal .• 

Reason: to make Ihe plan more effective. thus 'sound' by drawing attention to the importance 
of resolving critically important drainage infrastructure problems and constraints known to 
exist in areas where the combined sewer system of surface and foul water disposal is nol 
adequate. 

1.,,)[Dlalnalllon ­ Policy 

Reason supported: Indicates why and how the policy will be applied. 

Reason supported: Indicates the scope of the policy. 

nation - Policy 

Reason supported: Indicates the importance of Policy ER2 and how it will be applied 

Supported 
in part 
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disposal) MM55 now AM167 

Amend: add further sentence after the proposed rnodlfIcaJion at defined Roint 3 to read! 

'Wh8m there is reason to believe there .i§ a.Rroblemof..uwer capj!IIclw avaifabie to receIve 
the development proposed, applications for approval will be reguired to provide evidence of 
§l£Ct9l1S uncIBrtaken and that demonstrate svfficiqnl cap8'City §xists at tht timg th& 8Mfic:atiQll 
is first made for approval of the development proposed. and will not be left until a later stage 
of cOflsiderllion through the 8pOlication of conditional alJPl'B'l.aL; 

~: To make the plan effective ay making it clear that drainage details will be required 
when submitting the first application where there is reason to believe problems are likely to 
arise, This is a critically important requirement given the scale of the problem known to exist 
In the Bay, and the Supreme Court decision in 2009 requiring the planning system to assess 
and resolve such problems (see attached covering letter paragraphs 31 to 32 especially) 

Reason supported: Indicates the correct term is Cl 'combined' sewer, 

Amend: by altering the proposed modification to read: 

"The Council, In partnership with South West Water commissioned the Assessment of 
Future Sewer Capacity in Torbay ( AECOM 2014) to consider the deliverab/lity ofthe Torbay 
Local Plan within Torbay's sewer capacity. This confirms that the Local Plan is deliverable 
within the strategic sewer network's capacity if the assumptions made In the report prove to 
be correct. that 

• 	 Use of water by hQuseholds wiN reduce significantlv; 
• 	 climate change and 'urban creep' from loss of soft surfaces does not Increase run off 

into existing sewers: 
• 	 a robust means is achieved by the council of extracting existing surface water from 

combined sewers servina the area 
New development &hookJ will be required to have separate foul and storm water drainage 

systems shown in planning applications when they are submiHed for approval in any area 
where there is a IroOwn capacitY problem for accommodating furthgr foul water flow. 
In addition Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUDs) and Sustainable Urban Drainage (SuDs) 
is recommended to reduce the impact of climate change and urban creep (hardstandings etc) 

Reason: The published modification does not sufficiently renect the importance of the 
assu-mptions made in the Sewer Study, as now evidenced by the objection from South West 
Water to the site at Yalberton Road referred to in Appendix 4 herewith attached. This 
information post dates the Local Plan Hearing In November 2014 and is evidences that a 
significant problem of capacity exists due to the constraint on capacity now reached in the 
combined sewer network. The Supreme Court Judgement in 2009 made it abundantly clear 
that where capacity problems exist, it is for the planning system to address them. This 
includes the Local Plan making stage, The problem being that the assumptions made in the 
Torbay Sewer Study are not being questioned sufficiently in terms of their robustness and 
implications if found not to be correct. See paragraph 31 and 32 of the covering letter 
attached herewith, 

Paragraph 6.5.3.27 (Explanation - Policy W5) MM57 now AM170 

Reason supported: Indicates the-Importance of Policy W5 and how nwi ll be applied 

Reason supported: Indicates the importance of Policy W5 and how nwill be applied 
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Reason supported,: Indicates that green infrastruchrre is included. 

AM176 
Supported 

in part 

resources 


Reason supported: Indicates a necessary spelling correction. 


Reason supported: Indicates how the process will be applied. 

Reason supported: Indicates a factual clarification. 

Amend: add senfence at the end of the Rrop'osed modification to read: 

"Develo!'NMn' proposals wilf not be approved where there is no equalization agmementgr 
8106 contribution and puts at risk the net increase in job provision of Policy 881. ~ 

Reason: to make the plan more effective, therefore 'sound ' in ensuring the net incr~as~ in 
jobs is achieved. 

Reason supported: Indicates critically important considerations that will be applied - including 
downward as well as upward adjustment of growth 

Amend: by replacing the content of Table 7.1 to read 

Table 7.1 Local Plan Phasln and Review 
Plan phase Years Years Years Years 

0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 
Year 2012/13 ­ 2017118 ­ 2022/23 ­ 2027/28­

2016/17 2021/22 2026/27 2031/32 
To ua 860 1,131 1,013 1,001 
Pa' nton 842 872 864 957 
Brixham 173 197 323 117 
Expected total 
Housing 
numbers 1,875 2,200 2,200 
Cumulative 1,875 ~ 4,075 ~ 6,275 ;: 
Expected tota1 1,250­ 1,250­ 1,250­ .!!:!'5 ·5 > 
Net FTEjob 1,500 I!! 1,500 I!! 1,500 I!! 
Increase 

... ... ... 
III III III 

numbers 
Q) Q) III 
>­ >­ >­

Cumulative 1,250­ ~ 2,500­ ~ 3,750­ .~ 
1,500 u: 3,000 u: 4,500 u.. 
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Reason: to enable key monitoring bench marks of the plan to be seen more easily, thus more 
effective and thereby 'sound. 

In addition: 
Amend Picture 1.1 on page 2 of Local Plan to show: 

a) recalibrated "Demo Inatural change = baseline need of 8.300"; 
b) delete "Absolute capacity" line shown; 
c) rename: "20 year capacity" to read "Absolute capacity" and leave at 9,200_ 

~ to accord with the DCLG Household projection published on 27 February 2015 and 
covering letter attached herewith. See paragraphs 1 to 46 especially. 

Reason supported: Indicates definitions of Heritage Asset and Historic Environment. 

Reason supported: Indicates a factual clarification. 

Amend: delete all sites added by the published modifications and remove all reference to the 
them from the proposed modifications to the Policies Map_ 

Reason: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications is not justified. nor 
realiStic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 

AI figures shown amended are interna Iy consistent with all other amendments shown in this 
submission to ensure the trajectory Is 'sound' 

AM 181 

Amend: to clarify why the cliange is being made by the Council and to include Yalberton 
Valley in the RIGS list being amended, using the information pack prev·ously, supplied by the 
Yalberton Valley Community Forum to pl anning officer s of the Council 

Reason: to make the plan more effective, and thereby 'sound . 

AM181 

Supported 


In part 


Amend: delete all reference and notation showing the two Collaton St Mary areas as Future 
Growth Areas for housing and related development. 

Reason: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 
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Appendix 1 - Part B 

Proposed Main Modifications (MMs) requiring change 

Amend: those sentences in the proposed Modifications shown below, to read as follows: 

"The Plan also seeks to identify land for the delivery of §QQ heFRe& pet aRRUFR, slifwatiRi Is 
aBsw' 8, fllNh10, 000 8.300 new homes over the Plan period of 2012-2032­

"In the first 5 years, the Plan will enable delivery of 1,250-1,500 net new jobs, and land for 
around 2, J66 1,775 new homes equal to 4af) ~ dwelllngs per year plus 5%t 

~If Neighbourhood Plans do not identify sufficient s#es to provide the housing requirements of 
the Local Plan, the council will bring forward sites through site aflocations development plan 
documents, not supplementary planning documents. ~ 

Reason: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications is notjustified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 

The last amendment shown above Is required In order to be clear that SPO's will not be 
acceptable as a procedure as it wlll require the full statutory procedure of OPD's and their 
associated Public Inquiries should there be grounds for formal objection to the proposals 
andlor necessary SA and HRA. 

Amend: by deleting the fonowing sentence: 

" IR 9Ffier fa a'/slfJ a ps.'i9)l VBGlJlJFR SGGlJR'iRg after }"ear § af #le ,aJaR fi, e, 2Q17}, #le CSlJRGi.' 
will stall fo.pI6psm de allHatiM .t6tI~~9ighbemoodpta,~ whiM mee/llle 
~5i1,¥F8fJutaliM6 and am ER g9R9.l3.' ~tywJlIf ~9 Y(1i8.t.PI8A, ha.<e fl6t been 
suBmitted is (Re tar;atAlJthaFiIj' hi' Osteber 2Q15, n, 

~: The proposed Modification is not justified, nor realistic nor consistent with other 
Modifications proposed. NPPF47 makes no requirement for specific sites to be identified in a 
Local Plan beyond the first 5 years. For year 6 onwards the Local Plan structure already sets 
out a specific trajectory for each 5 year period to 2032, together with review dates and criteria 
that will be used to determine any change necessary. There is no justification for claiming a 
policy vacuum will arise. 
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~: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 
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' ~:by 

(a) replacement of figure10,OOO in first paragraph with 8.300; 

(b) amend reference Table 4.31H1 to read Table 4.3 (i.e. delete H1) 

(c) retitle Table to read "Table 4.3/1#. Source and timing ofnew homes (rounded to neerest 5 
dwellings) necessary to achieve ~ 8,300 dwelling trajectory.. " 

(d) replace all dwelling numbers for each sub policy with those defined in Appendix 6 attached herewith 

(e) delete the column and all modifications in that column headed "Notes on change (Modification) from 
Submission Draft" 

(t) retain \he rest of the ModlrlCation table as part of Policy 5511 

Reason: The change In homes provision in the published Modifteations is not justified, nor 

realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 


See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 


All figures shown amended are internally consistent with all other amendmenls shown in this 

submission to ensure the trajectory Is ·sound' 

Amend: by replacing the dwelling number to read~ 

'"A cross-boundary review ofstrategic housing land availability may be needed as part of a 
longer term assessment of growth options, particularly if there is evidence ofsignificant 
employment growth. which would take the requirement above ~~ homes. ~ 

Reason: The change in homes proviSion In the published Modifications Is not justified, nor 
rearistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 

Amend! the published modifications where shown below to read as follows: 


"The Council will maintain a rolling 5 year supply of specific deliverabfe sites sufficient to 

meet a housing trajectory ofW;OOO ~ dwellings over the Plan period 2012-32." 


::;ne trajectory Is; 


4aQ 355 dwellings per year for the period ~g121.:f~ ~Q17118 2012117 (+5% required by the 
NPPF i.e, 4+J J.U.,dwellings per year). 

600 440 dwellings per year for the period ~Q11ilt" ~Q~3,Q4) 2017127 

~ill dwellings per year (minus the 5% brought forward from later in the Plan period if 
appropriate)" 

M2) identify additional sites through new site aHocation development plan documents, not 
supplementary planning documents 

3) consider favourably applications for now housing consistent with Policy SS2, 1# and 
other policies of this Plan... 
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~ Five year Review of the Local Plan 

The Local Plan will be reviewed on a five year basis R=9/'R 8deptJSR, and the housing trajectory 
adjusted if assessed to be necessary to maintain the delivery ofsustainable development, SF 

/'Rest f:lsl:J5lRi Rser:J.s. Further details of criteria to be considered at the fivs year five ysar 
review are set out at Section 7.5 

An early review of the Local Plan's housing trajectory will be triggered where there is 
evidence that tha provision ofhousing will not keep pace with the need to provide for 
economic growth, or where the growth of housing is not bs/ng accompanied by net iob 
growth in accordance with the trafectory ofPolicy SS1 n 

Reason: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications Is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full deta lis, 

All figures shown amended are tntemally consistent with all other amendments shown in this 
submission to ensure the trajectory is 'sound' 

previous MM18 

Amend: the published modlfication to be read as amended below by the additions underlined 
and deletions scored through: 

-It is important that the provision ofnew homes keeps pace with the likely provision ofjobs 
and that a shortage ofhomes does not impede job creation or deter inward investment. 
Equally. it Is important to ensure that the provision ofnew homes does not run too far ahead 
of the net growth in fobs. On this basis, the ongoing relationshIp between new homes and 
jobs will be reviewed on a yearly basis. If evidence suggests that a shortage of homes is in 
danger ofcurtailing growth, or an imbalance in net job growth is arising, additional land 
provision wj// be JdeRtiIie£i adjuSted through a Local Plan review. Examples ofevidence that 
could trigger this review are; 

• 	 An increase of more than 250 net new FTE jobs per annum for two consecutive 
yeam (based on BRES data from a lob base of 59. SOD FTE's at 20121­

• 	 An over provisjon of more than 100 homes In anv rolling five vesr period 

The Local Plan enables and expects Neighbourhood Plans to come forward and allocate land 
to assist meeting housing needs after the first five years - i.e. expected requirements from 
April 2017. The Local Plan identiflfils a pool of sites, based on a Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment, which could provide a suitable selection of sites for development 
subject to further scrutiny through the neighbourhood planning process (see Appendix DJ. 
Neighbourhood Plans are at a draft stage of preparation for the Brixham, Paignton and 
Torquayareas which will cover 100% of the administrative area ofTomay. It is expected that 
these three Neighbourhood Plans will, drawing on the pool, allocate sufficient housing land to 
enable delivery of the growth strategy outlined in Policy SS1 and Table 4.3. 

Should Neighbourhood Plans not be adopted (made) by the Council, for example an 
emerging Neighbourhood Plan is found bv the Independent AsseSSor to not be in general 
conformity with the strategic policies of the Local Plan and/or does not pass the Examination 
or Referendum process, then under those circumstances the Council undertakes to produce 
a Site Allocations DPD ,not SPD, to allocate land to meet housing needs later in the Plan 
period. SuffICient land is allocated within the Local Plan to meet housing needs during the first 
five years, so either Neighbourhood Plans and/or a Site Allocations DPD will allocate sites to 
contribute to providing clarity 0 ver housing supply after April 2017. 

• 	 Economic projections showing an increase in FTE jobs of more than 250 FTE per 
year sustained over a five year period. 
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• year an age 
population (aged1B-65) ofmore than 250 people peryear over a five year period. 

• Evidence of market signals (as set out in Planning Practice Guidance) indicating a 
high level of unmet demand for housing. 

Where monitoring indicates a danger ofa shortfall or over supplv against the five year supply 
or overall trajectory, action to identify additional sites. or sHas to be held in reserve. will 
commence in the first year of a shortfall or oversuDPly being identified, to ensure that a rolling 
five year supply can be maintained, as set out in 8S12 and sustainable balance of jobs and 
hOmes as set out in Policv SS1. 

+e de#\'6r ~e sesaRd phase ar ~e (eGB' PlaR aRd a~eifil a paliGy 'laSI:ILIm aftar ;un 7, ~e 
CSWRsil will assess the pFfIpesed em9IfJ1Rg A!efgRl3eI:lFRaad.Q/aRs wReR sl:lBFRitted ta the 
CeWRGil, I:IRrJ6r Regw!atiaR 15 af 7=l:Ie ,'Veiflhhel:lFf.leefil PtaRRiRg (Gem~t:al) Regl:ltatieRs 2Q12, 
le 6I:Iesk ~af PIeR pFepasal6 eRgerse ami imp.lamaRt ~a stt:ate§,)' iR tha (esa/.Q,'aR. Jf 
foJelghhalolfl!aed PtaRS are Rat s/:llJmittafil fa ~a CaWRsiJ ill a farm ~at it is iR geReFaI 
GQRfem:lity with the LeGal PIaR hy Osteher 2015, the CaWRGi' wiI! SammBRS8 pF600stieR et 
8119 allHa~8H~Al p/8R d9~t6r ,On Qff18F t6 PfJi"ikkI-&llffiGi.sfJI.fime.fu ~GII 
aRd adept aAy Site AlI6satieRs QPl;)s that R'lay l3e F9f1I:JiF9d. w. 

~: The change in homes provision In the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modificat[ons proposed.. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the coverrng letter attached herewith for full details, 

The last paragraph of the published Modification Is shown deleted because it is unjustified to 
claim there would be a policy vacuum in 2017 for the reason given in response to 
Modifications proposed to Paragraph 4.1.25 above. 

Amend: the test paragraph of the Modification proposed, to read: 

"Paignton will provide a minimum of 30, 100sq m (net) of employment "oar space and 
around 4;3+§ 3,535 new homes over the Plan period. Subject to further assessment of 
known capacity constraints ofprotected species and foul water disposal. the expected 
delivery pace and sequence of delivery are set out in Tables 5.7 and 5.8 below and Policies 
SDP2·SDP4. See also Policy W5. W 

Reason: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 
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now 

Amend: by retaining the Table number and heading and thereafter replace Table 5..8 with 
Appendix 6 attached herewith as the replacement Table 5.8 for Paignton. 

~: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 

All figures shown amended are internally consistent with all other amendments shown in this 
submission to ensure the trajectory is 'sound' 

The new site shown in the published Modifications (off Brixham Road south of White Rock) is 
not a supported site as it would damage the AONB and result in other unsustainable 
outcomes as confirmed by the Secretary of State when making his previous decision on a 
"called in" planning application (Appeal Ref: SW/P/5183/220/4). See the attached covering 
letter for further details at paragraph 39. 

Amend: by retaining Taple number and heading, and thereafter replace Table 5.10 with 
Appendix 6 section SDP2 attached herewith as the Table 5.10 for Patgnton. 

~: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 

All figures shown amended are internally consistent with all other amendments shown in this 
submission to ensure the trajectory is 'sound' 

Amend: the published modification to read: 

~The Local Plan promotes them for mixed use development comprising a significant element 
of residential development to assist in the short to medium term supply ofhousing, As a 
broad guide, around 25% of the former Nortel site (Devonshire Park) and a thiFd 2§Y' ~ 
than 50% ofthe Yalberton Road (Jackson Land) wJlI be sought for employment uses, and 
~ not mare than 50% for residentiar 

~: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

The Jackson Land is Greenfield and allocated for employment use in the existing 'saved' 
Local Plan Adopted in 2004. The Employment Land Review prepared by consultants for the 
Council in support of the new Local Pian made dear that 50% of the Jackson Land should be 
retained for employment. It Ifes immediately opposite the Yalberton Industrial Estate and is 
the site that South West Water has objected to on foul water capacity grounds as evidenced 
in Appendix 4 herewith attached. The Forum has given support to rea locating not more than 
50% to housing development and has placed delivery of the site to later years in view of the 
significant foul drainage constraint that must be resolved. 
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Amend: by retaining Table number and heading, and thereafter replace Table 5.12 with 
Appendix 6 section SDP3 attached herewith as Table 5.12 for Paignton. 

Reason: The change In homes provision in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent w'th other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 

All figures shown amended are internally consistent with all other amendments shown in this 
submission to ensure the trajecttlry is 'sound' 

Refer to the views of the Brixham Neighbourhood Plan Forum in respect of:· 

Part 6: Policies for managing change and development in Torbay 
90·1 

Amend: to delete al. published Modifications to the policy. 

Reason: There are sufficient safeguards in the policy as origfnal y submitted that will be 
effective in ensuring affordable housing wilr only be a requirement of development proposals 
that are otherwise viable. Maximizing the opportunity for affordable housing to be achieved 
remains justified, but there is no compelling evidence that justifies the modification published. 

Amend: to delete all published Modifications to the policy. 

Reason: As stated in response to Policy H2 above. 

Amend: by altering the proposed modification to read : 

"The Council, in partnership with South West Water commissioned the Assessment of 
Future Sewer capacity in Tamay ( AECOM 2014) to consider the deliverabifity of the Tamay 
Local Plan within Torbay's sewer capacity. This confirms that the Local Plan is deliverable 
within the strategic sewer network's capacity if the assumptions made in the report prove to 
be correct. that 

• 
• 
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• a robust means is achieved bv the council of extracting existing surface water from 
combined sewers serving the area 

New development sR9fMI will be required to have separate foul and storm water drainage 
systems shown in planning applications when they are submitted for approval in any area 
where there is a known capacity problem for accommodating further foul water flow. 
In addition Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUDs) aild Sustainable Urban Drainage (SuDs) 
is recommended to reduce the impact of climate change and urban creep (hardstandings etc) 

Reason: The published modification does not sufficiently reflect the importance of the 
assumptions made in the Sewer Study, as now evidenced by the objection from South West 
Water to the site at Yalberton Road referred to in Appendix 4 herewith attached. This 
information post dates the Local Plan Hearing in November 2014 and is evidence that a 
significant problem of capacity exists due to the constraint on capacity now reached in the 
combined sewer network. The Supreme Court Judgement in 2009 made it abundantly clear 
that where capacity problems exist, it is for the planning system to address them. This 
Includes the Local Plan making stage. The problem being that the assumptions made in the 
Torbay Sewer Study are not being questioned sufficiently in terms of their robustness and 
implications iffound not to be correct. See paragraph 31 and 32 of the covering letter 
attached herewith. 

Amend: by replacing the content ofTable 7.1 to read 

Table 7.1 Local Plan Phasl and Review 
Plan phase Years Years Years Years 

0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 
Year 2012/13 ­ 2017118 ­ 2022123 ­ 2027128­

2016117' 20~1/22 2026/27 - 2031132 
ua 860 1,131 1,013 1,001 
nton 842 872 864 957 

Brixham 173 197 323 117 
Expected total 
Housing 
numbers 1,~7'5 2.200 2.200 
Cumulative 1875 I 4.075 I 6275 I
Expected total 1.250­ ·s 1.250­ 'S 1,250­ ·s 
Net FTEjob 1,500 e 1,500 e 1,500 e ... ... ... 
Increase 10 10 10 

numbers ~ III III 
>­ >­

Cumulative 1,250­ i 2,500­ i 3,750­ i 
1500 i.i: 3,000 i.i: 4.500 i.i: 

~! to enable key monitoring bench marks of the plan to be seen more easily. thus more 
effective and thereby 'sound. 

In additron; 
~ Picture 1.1 on page 2 of Local Plan to show ; 
a) recalibrated "Demo Inatural change = baseline need of 8.300"; 
b) delete "Absolute capacity" line shown; 
c) rename; "20 year capacity" to read "Absolute capacity" and leave at 9,200. 

Reason to accord with the DCLG Household projection published on 27 February 2015 and 
covering letter attached herewith. See paragraphs 1 to 46 especially. 
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• 


Amend: delete all sites added by the published modifications and remove all reference to the 
them from the proposed modifications to the Policies Map. 

Reason: The change in homes provision in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

See paragraphs 1 to 46 of the covering letter attached herewith for full details. 

All figures shown amended are internally consistent with all other amendments shown in this 
submission to ensure the trajectory Is 'soundt 

Amend: delete all reference and notation showing the two Collaton St Mary areas as Future 
Growth Areas for housing and related development. 

Reason~ The change in homes provision in the published Modifications is not justified, nor 
realistic, nor consistent with other Modifications proposed. 

End of A ppendix 1 - Part B 

Forum Approved 19 March 2015 Page 48 of 54 



APPENDIX 2 

Comparison of most recent projections 

Torbay UA: ED6000027 
Year ONS 

Net 
Migration Pop 

fOO~'s) 

DCLG 

Households 
(DaD's) 

Oxford Econometrics 
Net 

Migration Pop 
(aDO's) (aDO's) 

Jobs 
(aaa's) 

2011­ 131,193 59.087 0.0 131.4 57.8 
2012 131,500 59.404 0.5 131.7 59.5 
2013 0.3 131,800 59.690 0.8 132.2 61.1 
2014 0.3 132,200 60.041 0.8 132.8 61.8 
2015 0.3 132,700 60.427 0.8 133.3 62.2 
2016 0.3 133,200 60.850 0.8 133.8 62.6 
2017 0.3 133,700 61.267 0.7 134.2 63.0 
2018 0.4 134,200 61.699 0.7 134.7 63.4 
2019 0.4 134,800 62.141 0.7 135.1 63.7 
2020 0.4 135,400 62.585 0.7 135.4 64.0 
2021 0.4 136,000 63.025 0.6 135.8 64.3 
2022 0.4 136,600 63.461 0.6 136.1 64.5 
2023 0.4 137,300 63.905 0.6 136.4 64.6 
2024 0.4 137,900 64.350 0.6 136.7 64.7 
2025 0.4 138,500 64.791 0.6 136.9 64.8 
2026 0.4 139,100 65.229 0.6 137.1 64.9 
2027 0.4 139,600 65.677 0.6 137.4 65.0 
2028 0.5 140,200 66.113 0.6 137.5 65.0 
2029 0.5 140,800 66.531 0.6 137.7 65.1 
2030 0.5 141,400 66.953 0.6 137.8 65.2 
2031 0.5 142,000 67.363 
2032 0.5 142,500 67.746 
2033 0.5 143,100 68.134 
2037 0.5 143,600 68.510 
2035 0.5 144,100 68.889 
2036 0.5 144,600 69.269 
2037 0.5 145,100 69.651 

Source 
* Census year 
ONS - Sub-national population projection (2012 based) issued 29 May 2014 
DCLG - Household projection Table 406 (2012 based) issued 27 Feb 2015 
Oxford Econometrics - Jobs projection (Jan 2014) issued by Torbay Council 9 Feb 2015 

summa ry 

Year ONS DCLG Oxford Econometrics 
Net Net 

Migration Pop Households Migration Pop Jobs 
(OOO's) p.a. (000'5) (000'5) p.a. COOO's) mOO'sl 

2012 131,500 59.404 0.5 131.7 59.5 
2017 0.3 133,700 61.267 0.7 134.2 63.0 
2022 0.4 136,600 63.461 0.6 136.1 64.5 
2027 0.4 139,600 65.677 0.6 137.4 65.0 
2032 0.5 142,500 67.746 

20 yr Growth 11,000 8.342 5.485 
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APPENDIX 3 

Trajectory comparison Policy 551 & 5512 (5yr) 

Year Submitted Plan 
Dwellings p.a. 

Lower Upper 

Draft Mods 
Dwellings p.a. 

p.a. + 5% p.a. Tot 

Forum (DCLG based) 
Dwellings p.a. 

p.a. +5% p.a. Tot 
2012-13 
2013-14 
2014-15 
2015-16 
2016-17 
2017-18 
2018-19 
2019-20 
2020-21 
2021-22 
2022-23 
2023-24 
2024-25 
2025-26 
2026-27 
2027-28 

400 500 
400 500 
400 500 
400 500 
400 500 

450 23 473 
450 23 473 
450 23 473 
450 23 473 
450 23 473 
450 23 473 

355 18 373 
355 18 373 
355 18 373 
355 18 373 
355 18 373 

400 500 
400 500 
400 500 
400 500 
400 500 

440 440 
440 440 
440 440 
440 440 
440 440 

500 500 
500 500 
500 500 
500 500 
500 500 
500 500 

400 500 
400 500 
400 500 
400 500 
400 500 

440 440 
440 440 
440 440 
440 440 
440 440 

525 525 
525 525 
525 525 
525 525400 500 415 415 

2028-29 400 500 525 525 415 415 
2029-30 400 500 525 525 415 415 
2030-31 400 500 525 525 415 415 
2031-32 400 500 525 525 415 415 

If job growth from 2016 

Year Submitted Plan 
Dwellings 

Lower Upper 

Draft Mods 
Dwellings 

p.a. +5% p.a . Tot 

Forum (DCLG based) 
Dwellings 

J!.a. +5% ..£.a. Tot 
2012-17 
2017-22 
2022-27 
2027-32 

2,000 2,500 
2,000 2,500 
2,000 2,500 
2,000 2,500 

2,250 113 2,363 
2,450 23 2,473 
2,575 0 2,575 
2.625 0 2,625 

l,n5 89 
2,200 0 
2,200 0 
2.075 0 

1,864 
2,200 
2.200 
2.075 

Total 8,000 10,000 9.900 135 10.035 8.250 89 8,339 
Inc.excluded sites 

Period Cumulative 
Submitted Draft Mods DCLG# 

Yr 5 
Yr10 
Yr 15 
Yr20 

2,000 2.500 
4.000 5.000 
6,000 7.500 
8,000 10,000 

2,250 2,363 
4,700 4,835 
7,275 7,410 
9,900 10,035 

l,n5 1,864 
3,975 4,064 
6,175 6,264 
8.250 8,339 

# Profile Of DCLG HH Projections issued 27 Feb 2015 
(already includes return to job growth/net migration Increase) 
(Compares with 8,1003 x NPs decisions 31 March 2014) 
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APPENDIX 4 

Objection from South West Water 10 December 2014 

Planning 

From: Developer Services Planning (OeveloperServlcasPlant'llI1g@soulhweslwater.co.uk) 
Sent: 10 December 201412:38 
To: Pllnnlng 
Cc: Olamond. Matthew 
Subject: ~E: Planning Consultation Pf2014109831MOA land South ofValberlon Road (YannoRS 

Farm). Palgnton 

Irefer to the above appHcatlon and would advise thilt So uth West Water are not Siltlsfled that the public foul 
drainage nelwOI"k has capadtv 10 support the dellelopment wllhoot causing downstream property f1oodlns. 
As such should your Council be mindful to approve the applkation the following condition n&ads to be Imposed; 

Foul Drainage 
No development shall commence until: 

a) 	a detailed survey and evaluation of the public foul sewerage network has taken place (at 
the OWner's expense) to Identify improvements necessary to be funded In advance and 
executed to accommodate the discharge of foul sewage from the Development; and 

b) 	 the OWner has submitted 8n appllcallon to the relevant Sewerage Undertaker for a 
public foul sewer requisition under 598 of the Water Induslry Act 1991 (which 8hall 
Include the provision of public sewerage Improvement works Identified as necessary). 

No dwelUng hereby approved 5hall be occupied or brought Into use and Ihere shall ba no discharge 10 the 
public fout sewerage network. unless approved in writing by the local Plamlng Aulhorily (as In aCCOfdante 
wIIh the scheme of Improvement works Identified by the Sewerage UndertakSl as necessary 10 
accommodate the discharge of foul sewage from the Development). 

Martyn Dunn 
Development Coordinator 
01392 443702 
South West Water. Peninsula !i~~~.!. ~~!!. !.-.!I!l.~!..~.ete!.o.El.<2 7t:!1!.._. ___ 
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APPENDIX 5 

".n-combination" development sites within Paignton and HRA impact 

Palgnton Neighbourhood Plan Area 

. , &.I J, 

1 ' ~ 

.. .1'• ., 

Yalberton I 
Holy Grultl 
White Rock 

Source: 

Map Extract: South Hams Special Area of Conservation - Natural England: June 2010 


fu. 
Blue - Greater Horseshoe Bat 'Flyways' 
Red - Flight paths recorded by radio trackrng 
Green - Sustenance Zone I Area 

", ... - .. "" 
" : Cirl Buntings (Source: Baker Associates SHLAA Report Volume 2 Map 3 Sep 2008) 

... _ .. >l 
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APPENDIX 6 

Re-profile of Modifications & Annex 2 Housing Tables 

Policy SS1I Table 4.3/ Policy 11, Policy 12 
Part 5 - Strategic Delivery Areas - A policy framework for Neighbourhood Plans 
Torquay - Tables 5.2/5.4/5.6 and 7.1 
Paignton - Tables 5.8 f 5.10 f 5.12 and 7.1 
Brixham - Tables 5.14/5.16/5.18 f and 7.1 

Policy Estimated delivery year Total 
0-5 &-10 11.:.15 15-20 

2012-17 2017-22 2022-27 2027-32 
SOT1 - Torquay 860 1,131 1,013 1,001 4,005 
SOP1 - Palgnton 842 872 864 957 3,535 
SoBi - Brlxham 173 197 323 117 810 

Total Torbay 1,875 2,200 2,200 2,075 8.350 

Polfcy Estimated delivery year Total 
o-s 6-10 11-15 15-20 

2012-17 2017-22 2022-27 2027'-32 
1"11.1 ~~I'II . E'·' 

SoT1 - Source of housing 
SoT2 - Town Centre & Harbour 
• Torre Marine 75 75 
• SHlAA deliverable urban 175 214 55 444 
• Other sites 6+ 75 74 140 289 
• H3V1R Flat.! Ga,~ ~Fk 0 
• H3R'JfJeF6RG8 StFeet 0 
• ~eWQlc blRieR ~aRe 0 
• H3FFase Car ~Fk 0 
• SheddaR 1=#11 0 
• Meafifeat Gar ,QaFif.... . f:'<. 

0 
0 

SOT2 75 250 288 195 808 
SOTJ - Torquay Gateway 
• Scotts Meadow 90 65 155 
• £dginswell 140 200 210 550 
• SHlAA deliverable urban 19 19 
• Other sites 6+ 23 23 

SOT3 113 224 200 ::no 747 
SOT4 - Babbacome/SlMarychurch 
• Babbacombe/St. Marychurch 28 127 100 255 
• Sleps GI'9BB Playlng t:iekJ 0 
• Ghi!06St Glase 0 

SOT4 28 127 100 0 255 
SHLM sites elswhere In SOT1 447 205 100 271 1,023 
• SiaRriaF ,QaFk MaideRoombe 0 

SHlAA sites elswhere in SOT1 447 205 100 271 1,023 
Windfalls 197 325 325 325 1.172 

Total TOl'Quay SOT1 860 1,131 1013 1,001 4,005 
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SDP1 • Source of houslna 
SDP2 • Town Centre & Seafront 
~ Court/and Road 
• Crossways 
• Uyde RdlTerbay Rd (13242) 
.. Q!o'eeR6 Par.'f 
~ SHLAA deliverable urban 
• SHLAA constrained urban: 
• SHLAA constrained urban (additions): 

'listeria SfI!o'are MSGP 
S#alieR baRe Gal' \CaFk 
PaigRteR I4arb91H',i. Gal' PaFk 
P~eR Gar:deR Gar PaFk 
Ghl:lF6hwaFd Gal' Park 

• Non fdentified sites 6+ (Seaford Hotef) 
SDP2 

SDP3 • North & Westem Area 
• SQPJ.1 \~<e&'SR blewR f:kIafl 
.. SDP3. 2 Great Parks 
.. SblPJ. 3 HJtRS& Read (FfltlJF9 ~"!Ih Area) 
~ SDP3.4 YannonslHoly GruitIDevonshire Pk 
.. SDP3_5 White Rock 

SDP3 
SHLAA sites elswhere in SDP1 
Windfalls 

Tatal PaiQnton SDP1 

45 45 
150 150 

0 
0 

22 100 122 
20 20 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

23 23 
· 68 22 100 170 360 

0 
44 265 too 76 485 

0 
150 329 361 840 
125 175 50 350 
31 9 440 479 437 1,675 
334 150 25 90 599 
121 260 260 260 901 
842 872 864 957 3,535 

It= - . jl 

SDB1 • Source of housing 
SDB2 - Town Centre & Waterfront 
.. Town Centre &Waterfront 
.. Sl:/e-.le&teRe s ...eFflew Gal' Park 

SDB2 
SDB3 • Urban Fringe & AONB 
.. 5DB3.1 Urban Fringe &AONB 
.. SDB3. 2 Berry Head / Sharl<ham 
.. ...n_ ....... .. . ­

SDB3 
New pFape6al 6oul'" aJ White Reek 
SHLAA sites elsewhere within SDB1 
Windfalls 

Total Brixham SDB1 

20 4S 21 67 
0 

0 :w 45 :2 67 

9 9 
94 105 29 25 253 

0 
103 105 29 25 262 

0 
4 7 184 25 220 

66 65 65 65 261 
. 73 197 323 117 810 
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Pickhaver, David 

From: 
Sent: 20 
To: Steward, Pat; Pickhaver, David; Planning, Strategic 
Cc: Mike Parkes 
Subject: Paignton Neighbourhood Forum response to the proposed LP Mods, CIL and LVL 
Attachments: 2015-03-20 Forum Submission-Letter+Appendices.doc; 2015-03-20 Forum Submission­

D Watts 

Letter+Appendices.pdf 

Importance: High 

Dear Pat and David 

I attach the Forum's formal submission on each of the above consultation documents incorporating the final 

amendments agreed by the Forum at the meeting last night. 


I would be grateful to receive electronic acknowledgement of safe receipt. 


As you will see above, a copy has been emailed also to the strategic planning email address as requested in the 

Public Notice. 


Also attached is a version in word that I hope is of assistance with the next stage collation of all views received on the 

consultation. 


Please don't hesitate to let me know if any clarification is required. 


With best wishes 


David Watts 

Chairman, Paignton Neighbourhood Plan Forum 


The Forum consists of volunteers from our local community who give their time to help make our town a better place. 
This email and any attachments are intended for the named recipient(s) only and may contain information that is 
confidential or privileged. If you have received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this 
email. 

1 



~-Brixham 

neighbo hood 
a 

clo 
BV emall to strategic.plallllillg@torbav.gov.uk 15 Waterside Road 
Torbay Coullcil Paiglltoll 
Electric House (21ld Floor) Devoll 
Castle Circus TQ46U 
Torquay 
TQ13DR 

22 March 2015 

Dear Pat, 

i) Proposed Modifications to the submitted Torbay Local Plan; and 
ii) Proposed Community Infrastructure Levy 

These are the views of the Brixham Peninsula Neighbourhood Forum on the above proposals 
published by the Council on 9 February 2015 for response by 9am on 23 March 2015. 

On both matters, the Brixham Peninsula Neighbourhood Forum has been working in close 
collaboration with our neighbours the Paignton Neighbourhood Forum. We have considered their 
representation and are in agreement with what they say. 

In addition, we highlight certain key issues related to our plan area below. 

i) 	 Proposed Modifications to the submitted Torbay Local Plan: 

1. 	 The Forum is concerned about the substantial increase in housing sites for our plan area as 
proposed in the modifications. The previous target of 800 has been replaced with a target 
of 1,320 - an increase of 65%. Given that the Brixham Peninsula is the site of the SAC for 
Greater Horseshoe Bats, it is the most environmentally sensitive part of the Bay. As a result 
is it surprising at best that our target housing numbers have gone up when those of 
Paignton our neighbours who experience this same constraint to a lesser extent have gone 
down. There is no explanation provided for this irregularity other than the fact that 
numbers had to be reduced at Collaton 5t Mary because detailed work included in the draft 
Masterplan work found that environmental and infrastructure capacity was a significant 
constraint. The same applies to an even greater extent in our area. 

2. 	 Initial concentration on identifying residential sites has given rise to concern that these will 
be brought forward to the detriment of employment sites. At several Sites, land which is 
currently being used for employment is now being considered by the Forum for residential. 
When this is the case for an 800 new homes target it will be by definition very much the 



case for a 1,320 new homes target. With this in mind, despite working hard as a Forum to 
accommodate development in our area we must caution that we simply do not believe it is 
possible to sustainably accommodate 2700 sq m of new emptoyment space at the same 
time as accommodating 1320 new homes (wh'ch are the two targets in the local Plan 
Mods). 

3. 	 Separate from the apportionment of housing allocations to our Forum area, we have 
concerns about the overall target for the Bay as a whole. We note the latest February 2015 
Household projections by the Department for Communities and local Government (DClG) 
show a downward revision. This latest information should be the basis for future 
projections which would indicate fewer houses are required than assumed by the historical 
plan of the Council and historical correspondence by the Inspector. Accordingly this would 
indicate fewer Greenfield sites are needed than are set out in the Modifications. 

Whlterock 

4. 	 As regards the allocation of the large site at Whiterock t he Secretary of State has previously 
made a determination into the deve opment of this land and concluded : 

"In balancing the environmental and visual impact oJ the proposal against the 
economic justification for the development, the Secretary of State attaches 
substantial weight to preserve the high quality of the Dart Valley AONB, as one of the 
finest river/ne landscapes in the country. He accepts the Inspector's appraisal that 
the development itself and the very extensive areas af woodland planting 
envisaged would have would have a significantly adverse and wholly unacceptable 
impact on the AONB..•" (Appendix 1 - see para 12) 

5. 	 The Forum agrees with the position of t he Secretary of State and prefers his view to t hat of 
the Council in the local Plan Mods. Accordingly the Forum believes this site should not be 
relied on to deliver homes and should be struck out. 

Churston Golf Course 

6. 	 As regards the allocation of Churston Golf Course the Forum has concerns the site is totally 
undeliverable. The recent upholding at appeal of now the 5th planning refusal over a 40 
year period to relocate the clubhouse afld golf holes (APP/X1165/A/13/2205208 on 3 Feb 
2015) is demonstrable evidence of the historic undeliverability of the s.te. 

7. 	 Close scrutiny of the Inspector's findings shows that it is highly un l"kely that any further 
application could come forward to relocate the clubhouse and golf holes which would be 
acceptable in planning terms as regards the impact on protected species, traffic and 
landscape. Accordingly the Forum believes this site should not be relied on to deliver 
homes and should be struck out. 

St Marys Bay 

8. 	 As regards the allocation of St Marys Bay the Forum notes the February 2015 HRA Site 
Appraisal Report does not consider the site. As it is assumed to deliver 50 units and is 
therefore clearly an important site for the Forum it is unclear why. The Forum believes this 
information being available for public inspection is required before this site can be relied on 
to deliver homes. This has not happened. 



ii) 	 Proposed Community Infrastructure levy 

9. 	 The Forum is unclear how the Cll will work for the whole Forum area. The document sets 
out that 25% of money raised will be passed to the Town Council which is welcome. 
However, as the Forum includes a wider area than just the Parish boundary the Town 
Council would need to be able to spend part of this money outside its boundary and in 
areas to which it has no democratic accountability if the Churston, Galmpton and 
Broadsands area is to receive any of the funds. It is unclear how it can do this so further 
discussion is welcome. 

10. 	 The preference for the Forum on sustainability grounds has been for the development of 
more smaller sites as opposed to fewer larger sites. In this context we have paid attention 
to the fact that the draft appears to be proposing that Cll will be levied on smaller schemes 
only and not on larger schemes for which reliance will continue to be placed on Section 106 
agreements. 

11. 	 We understand that the draft charging schedule appears to be proposing that brownfield 
sites of fewer than 15 dwellings and Greenfield sites of less than 11 dwellings will be 
charged a Cll levy at £70 per sq. m., while for larger sites the levy will be zero. If 
understood correctly, the logic of this appears to be at odds with wanting to encourage the 
development of brownfield sites before Greenfield as the priority and the Forum would 
welcome further discussion. 

12. 	 As regards the 75% of Cll contributions retained by the lPA, if it is the intention of the 
Council to use Cll funds collected to enable the release of funds already committed to the 
link Road to be allocated to other items, the Forum would welcome further discussion on 
the projects that this would involve. It would be a worthy Agenda item for the local Plan / 
Neighbourhood Plan Reference Group Chaired by the Council which, disappointed to 
highlight, has not met for more than a year despite requests by the Forum. 

Yours sincerely 


Adam Billings, 

Forum Vice- Chairman 


Enclosures: 

Appendix 1 - Secretary of State determination on the Whiterock site 


Copies to: 
Elected Mayor Oliver and all Torbay Councillors, 
local Plan Inspector, via the Programme Officer. 
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Maidencombe Residents' Association 
CourtHouse 

Rock House Lane 
Maidencombe 

Torquay 
TQ14SU 

Mr A Gunther 
Strategic Planning 
Torbay Council 
Electric House (2nd Floor) 
Castle Circus 
Torquay 
TQ13DR 

12 March 2015 
Dear Mr Gunther, 

Torbay Local Plan 

Schedule of Proposed Main Modifications to the Local Plan 


The Maidencombe Residents' Association (MRA) is a properly constituted body representing 
almost 50 households in Maidencombe. The MRA wishes to record its strong objection to 
Modification Reference MM14, which calls for Sladnor Park to be a committed development site 
for 25 dwellings. 

The justification for our objection is as follows: 

1. 	 Erection of dwellings will have an adverse impact on a Site of Special Scientific Interest. 
Sladnor Park is listed as such. 

2. 	 There will be at minimum disturbance to, and most probably destruction of habitat for Cirl 
Bunting, Barn Owl, Slow Worm, and Horseshoe Bat among other species of special 
interest. 

3. 	 The drainage infrastructure for Maidencombe cannot accommodate this development. 
The additional treated waste water from the effluent of 25 dwellings would accumulate in 
the area below the Village Green. The hydrodynamics of the combe are such that 
treated water collects in this area. which already becomes waterlogged from time to 
time. The outflow runs through a culvert to the bottom of the cliffs. This culvert 
occasionally overflows, and the likely increase in frequency of overflow will lead to 
increased, dangerous erosion of the cliffs above the beach. The effluent from any 
development in Sladnor Park must be routed to the main sewer on Teignmouth Road by 
Brunei Manor. 

4. 	 The topography of the area is such that moist air can be trapped on the slopes resulting 
in excessively heavy rain. On these occasions, flooding occurs in the lower part of Rock 
House Lane. Construction of dwellings, associated removal of trees, and surfacing of 
the access roads and driveways will result in unacceptably high levels of rainwater run­
off that will exacerbate this flooding problem. It will also exacerbate erosion of the cliffs 
as all the outflow from the combe runs through the culvert mentioned above. 

5. 	 The increased water load from points 3 and 4 above could raise the level of the water 
table in Maidencombe. Most of the properties in Maidencombe rely on septic tank 
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· 
drainage, so if the water table rises this could result in reverse flow from septic tanks and 
the associated health risks. 

6. 	 Both the construction project and the associated waste/storm water load could disturb 
the hydrodynamics and potentially destabilise the slopes in Maidencombe. There are 
numerous springs in Maidencombe, and there may even be an aquifer under Sladnor 
Park. The MRA is concerned about the possible impact on the foundations of a number 
of historic buildings. 

7. 	 There are road safety concerns with the additional volume of entry/exit of traffic on the 
A379 Teignmouth Road. There a numerous bends in the A379 through Maidencombe, 
and the exit from Sladnor Park already has poor visib·lity. 

8. 	 This development is at variance with stated Council Policy to preserve the village 
community of Maidencombe. There are approximately 40 properties in the main hamlet, 
and the addition of 25 dwellings could overwhelm the community, especially with regards 
to services such as mains water and broadband, the latter already being unacceptably 
slow. 

9. 	 The MRA is concerned that any construction in Sladnor Park will lead to 'development 
creep'. An initial development of 25 dwellings could be used to justify further tranches of 
25 dwellings so that developers can make a viable return on their investment. Such 
development would destroy the rural characteristic of Maidencombe that make U an 
amenity for Torbay. 

We ask that you remove Sladnor Park from Appendix 0, Table 2. 

Please let me know if you have any questions or need further information. 

Yours sincerely, 

Dr R L Harder 
Secretary 

Cc: CUrs R Hill, P Addis, St Marychurch Ward Partnership 
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Campaign to Protect Rural England

III - www.cpredevon.ot B.uk . 

Spatial Planning From : CPRE Torbay 
Torba)' Council 
Electric House Reply ; 
Castle Circus 
Torquay 17 Mar 2015 
TQ13DR 

Proposed Torbay Plan Modiflqtlon 

We ,hert: the concarn$ e)Cpressed by Pais ntcn NP across many of the issues that have been raised. 
We b~ncve that further chanse$ to the modif1catlons are necessary to make the local Plan sound 
and capable or nt4!8ratlon wlth the 3 Neighbourhood PI~ns We. do not support housing numben 
any ireilter than 8,300 dwelUng.5. Indeed CPRE Torb.ay flu sraye concems about ItIc cxtra numbe-r 
of d~Jllngs proposed to ba imposed on Torbay and our reasons are brfeRy 5et out iI~ follOW): 

a. The Churston 1/18 Golf CO\Jrse site should be removed from the local Plan as d'SCU5S~ with 
the planni". Inspector. This Is not avallab'e Jand. The Golf CJub has faUed In findins ill site to MOVI! Its 
club house-to. See Appeal deelsion no..APP/X1165/A/13/2205208 3 Feb 2015 

b. Continued low net milratlon Into th , bay a~ (Onflrmed by ONS ('lures Feb 2015. This 
confirm, fower population growth than previously assumed.. 

c~ Major environmental constraints h .. IJe not been full" id4tntifled: includIng South Hems SAC, 
5515, AONB, AGLV and grades 1,2 and 3 agric:u'tural land and rich ca'careousgrassl.ancls.• 

d. Im1)ortant Bio-dlversitv lneludins European protected spedes Greater Horseshoe sats~ Clr' 
Buntlng and 'rl!!d book' bIrds and plants. A fuU and.-:omprehensive HRA has not bectn carried ~t. 
Thts is contrary to requirements of Natu.ral £n~a"d and European Law fer protected spedes. It fs not 
pO$sible to Clscertaln If there would bG Ink vsi8ftHicant l ffed without a compl~ted HRA. Deferring 
,his asse:»mant to I po,ltlon cfepencflCmt on mttJaation cannot be assJSsed as deliverable and 
effective without an "RA. 

I. _ • JI .... 
- "' - . . ... ... - ... ...... ~ _-..11 . .... .. __ 11 " __1 ... _ . 
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Campaign to Protect Rural Ens and 
www.cpredevon.org.uk 

Spatial Planning From : CPRE Torbay 
Torbay Council 
Electric House Rep1y : 
Castle Circus 
Torquay 17 ar 2015 
Ta130R 

Propmed Tocbay Plan Modiflqtlon 

We shere the concerns ~)(pr4!'.ssed by Paasnton NP auoss many of the issues that have been raised , 
We b~lic:ve that further C"hunSe:o to the modifications are nec~ssary to make the lotal Plan sound 
and capable or rn tearaUon wIth the 3 Neighbo-umoocl PIDns~ We dl) not support housing numbe1S 
any greater than 8~3()0 dwellings. Indeed CPRE Torbay tlu srlye concerns about the extra number 
of dwellings proposed to be imposed on Torbay and our reasons are br':erty :set out ilS follows.: 

a. The ChW'ston 1/18 Golf Course Slte should be removed from the Local Plan as d~5CU'Sed with 
th~ plann'nl inspector. This Is not avallab'e l4ind. The Gol' Club has farJed I" find;ns is sUe to moVI! its 
club house to- See Appl!a1 dKision no.APP/Xl165/Al13/2205208 3 Feb l015 

b. Continued low nClt mi,ratian Into the bay as confirmed bV ONS IigurM Feb 2015. This 
connrm~ lower populiltlon growth thlln previously assumed. 

c. Major environmentat corutrctlnU halJe no-t been Fullv ide-ntlfled: tndudiD8 South Horn, SAC, 
SS'5~ AONB, AGLV and BJildes 1,2 and 3 iIIgric:u,tura' land and rich calcareousgfassl.ands. 

d. Important Bio-divers'ty including European protected species Greater Horseshoe B.ats, etr. 
Bunting and 'rl!d book" birds and plants. A fun andJ;omprahensive HRA has not been carried 01J t .. 

This is contrary to requilements of Natural £nl~a"d and' European law for protected spedes It /s not 
pouible to ClKortJln If there would bo a I1lce1y sisnilkant ffect without a completed HRA. Oefertins 
this iSsessment tl) a po,ltlon dependent on mitlsitlon cannot be assessed a~ d@.I\lerable and 
effective wlrthout an "AA. 

,... ... . ...... .. .... .. - _. ... __.... .., 
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e. Lack of sewer capacity. Torbay has an antiquated single pipe system which is liable to flood 
in bad weather. This can lead to overflow of sewers, uncontrolled water run-off and contamination 
of land or water. There are already serious health and safety factors which until addressed override 
developers' rights to demand access to the sewerage network. 

f. Flood risk and potential pollution and waste water disposal to the marine environment and 
MCZ. 

g. No Foul Drainage Assessment has been carried out which gives CPRE considerable concern 
about protection and erosion of the fragile Environment. 

h. Lack of infrastructure. Road grid lock and chaos particularly during Summer holidays and 
School or work time runs in particular Brixham Peninsula and Totnes Road through Collaton St.Mary. 

i. No provision for funding or enlargement of Torbay Hospital which has been on Black Alert 
winter 2015. This is not sustainable particularly with an ageing population and busy holiday resort. 

j. Loss of food security. We believe this is a highly risky strategy at this present time of world 
unrest, terrorism, mass movement of refugees and current threats of a new cold war. 

k. Reduced availability or quality of natural resources including water and agricultural land. 

I. Severe loss of quality Tourism due to over development of greenspace, landscape change 
and visual intrusion. Visitors come to Torbay to enjoy the natural environment, beaches, walks and 
open space - not to drive through housing estates. Torbay is reliant on jobs in Tourism attracting 
visitors to enjoy and explore the natural greens pace and see numerous species of flora and fauna. 

m. Loss of amenity, loss of privacy, dark skies and tranquillity. 

n. The additional housing proposal for Whiterock is totally inappropriate. The Secretary of 
State's appeal decision in 27 Oct 1997 (attached) concluded th~t: the land lies within the AGLV 
forming part of the high ground around Tortiay whIctfhelps protect Its fandscape setting and that of 
the AONB, the visual impact of the surrounding areas including Galmpton, Cornworthy and 
Di!i.isham is a case of prime cqnsideration, the negative impact ori the"Environment and implications 
of a development causing loss of high grade agrlcu ftura I land. Your attention is also drawn to Para 8, 
Para- lO and Para 12. In summary, we believe that the proposal to build additional housing on 
Whiterock remains as fundamentally unsound now as the S.o.S. concluded in 1997. 

Devon 

The Campalsn to Protect Rural Ensland exists to promote the beauty, tranqulllty and diversity of rural England 
hv pnrnurAalna thp c;lIc;tJlln"h(p 111;10 nf IRnti Anti nthpr natllral rpc;n(JrrP'l: In tnwn Anti rnllntrv. 
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e. Lack of sewer capacity .• Torbay has an antiquated single pipe system which is liable to flood 
in bad weather. This can lead to overflow of sewers, uncontrolled water run-off and contamination 
of land or water. There are already serious health and safety factors which until addressed override 
developers' rights to demand access to the sewerage network. 

f. Flood risk and potential pollution and waste water disposal to the marine environment and 
MCZ. 

g. No Foul Drainage Assessment has been carried out which gives CPRE considerable concern 
about protection and erosion of the fragile Environment. 

h. Lack of infrastructure. Road grid lock and chaos particularly during Summer holidays and 
School or work time runs in particular Br~xham Peninsula and Totnes Road through Collaton St.Mary. 

i. No provision for funding or enlargement of Torbay Hospital which has been on Black Alert 
winter 2015. This is not sustainable particularly with an ageing population and busy holiday resort. 

j . Loss of food security. We believe this is a highly risky strategy at this present time of world 
unrest, terrorism, mass movement of refugees and current threats of a new cold war. 

k. Reduced availability or quality of natural resources including water and agricultural land. 

r. Severe loss of quality Tourism due to over development of greenspace. landscape change 
and visual intrusion. Visitors come to Torbay to enjoy the natural environment, beaches, walks and 
open space - not to drive through housing estates. Torbay is reliant on jobs in Tourism attracting 
visitors to enjoy and explore the natural greenspace and see numerous species of flora and fauna. 

m. Loss of amenity, loss of privacy, dark skies and tranquillity. 

n. The additional housing proposal for Whiterock is totally inappropriate. The Secretary of 
State's appeal decision in 27 Oct 1997 (attached) concluded that: the land lies within the AGLV 
forming part of the high ground around Torbay which'helps protect its landscape setting and that of 
the AONB, the visual impact of the surrounding areas including Galmpton .. Cornworthy and 
Dittisham is a case of prime consideration, the negative impact on the Environment and implications 
of a development causing loss of high grade agricultural rand. Your attention ;s also drawn to Para 8, 
Para·10 and Para 12. In summary, we believe that the proposal to build additional housing on 
Whiterock remains as fundamentally unsound now as the S.o.S. concluded in 1997. 

Devo 

The Campaign to Protect Rural England exists to promote the beauty. tranquUlty and d'verslty of rural England 
hv ,.nl"t\lIr~alna th,. ~lId~ln~h(.. IlUO nf I"nrt "nrl nth,.r n"tund r~url"_ In tnwn "nrt I""" "trv. 
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o. No ell funding for any areas 2I1OUnd TOlhay elCcept Paisnton Prlmuy Schoollnd tha South 
Devon Unk ROCId. Thoro Is no funding for mitiaatlon to countEll"ict m3ssiY~ dCtVClopments being 
Imposed on nolahbouring ilros and ctroslon ofquDllty of life. 

CPRE does support hDU5~re but In the right place. We str0rtlly objett to the piecemeal development 
Of rarse sites fO( many of the reasOlls listed. Torbav suffers from Jade of emproyment ind hIS a 
demographically higher alelng poptllation compounded by a clim.ate sultable for retirees. Our 
members are very unhappy with the type of developments whJch are presenttv be-Ins built on 
C)revioLls Greenfie4d sites. around Whlterock. A much bettor deslsn pproach Is required. In our 
opjnion the housctS Iro soun. u, blilnd and have no 'SI'MO of pPKc". They could be ~JhJated on any 
outer City uea anywhe-r& in the UK.. There 1.1 no character, b'lsplraUOfl, detail, locaf stonework or 
anythin,s that creates a f<Kill Totbav or Dtwn feat1.l re. Torbiy needs to attract Tourism to th area 
but will kn cur opinIon be sorely damased If we loso so much wlued and fortUe groenspace for mass 
housing in areas that hive severe envlronmatltal constraints. 

YOUtS Sincerely 

Caro'~8ox 
Chairman CPRE Torbay 

The Campaign to Proteet RlJral EnIfAnd eJ.iSU to promote the be~uty, tranqulLtty and dlYl!fSlt)' a. rutal (nglAnd 
~ tneour1llrtll th., w.lOlnab~., ~ of land and ether n&tutid tmovfcn ,,, town and <W'tr}. 

RtihlOntd Chlot)' No. 24'l17 .... 
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o. No ell rUflidlng fOlr any 8r!ll aroond Torbay elCcept Palsnton Primary Schoo' and tho South 
Devon Unk Road. Thoro 1$ no fundina for m~tisatlon to counteract mas5ivc davcfopment5 being 
imposed on nel,hbovring ilreas and ctroslon ef qUDllty of Ife. 

CPRE does support hous~ng but In the right place. We stro~lly objeCt to the piec~meal development 
of rarge sites for many of the reasons listed. Torbav suff~rs from 'ack of empfoyment and his a 
demographeally higher Ilelna population compounded by a d _m.te sultable for rethees. OUr 
members are very unhappy with the type of de\le'opments whleh are pres.enttv belns built en 
orevious Greenfield sites around Wldterock. A much bottor doslS" approach Is, requlrecf. tn our 
opjnion the houses aro soull.u, bland and have no ~s~nso of pFKa'. They could be ,rtUlted on any 
outer City area anywhere In the Uk. There Is no character. iMplratkm; detai(, local smnework or 
anyth~"' that creates a focal TOfbav or Devon feature, Torbay needs to attract Tourism to the area 
but willln our opinion be sorely damilBed If we lose so much valLled and fertlte greenspClce for m~5S 
housing in areas that have severe envlrcnmentJl constraints. 

Yours sincerely 

CQIO~BlIx 

Cho;rmon CPRE rotbay 

The c.tmp'lgn to ProtKt Rural fIIg,land e-...tsu to promote the be~tJ1.v. tranqullttyand dIYenlty 01 NtP lni\and 
b<y tMG'Ufall fII thlP ,,,na ' blIP I.oW of land end WtC!l' B&iUf'" ' ftO'.Ircn In t.ow1t and <0t.Il\11'. 

Rltlnered Chant)'~. ,45317 

www.cpredevon.org.uk
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~,J ,-, ' '" - I­1 ~ . YourRet~Y~~l§.?~O~~ t ; 
r. '_'..,. O~r Ref:~~ffl/~1Q~~O!4 
t 

• 1- r ~ 1 Date:aOdober 1997 
.. • - - 'P,!r,

" f-~ 
,.. ' \ I'

I ~ 

, .I •. h\ 
'I 

r ~' 

If'~' . 
1 

1. I arp d;reded by. Hi! §ei:retarY ·of s~ ~far the 'grivlrOflJ"Iiept to say th@.t 
I 1«;:;~j1slde~ant ~i1!$ .$t.ihJ1Nefl to the rep,or;t 9-f ,the' lnsp~r, Mr. S J p~tt ~ (Hans) 

MRTPh ~o gp ~, Fiil;1i¥ary \9 4 APnl 1$.97, held a pubic lo~1 imqyJry Iftl9 Y9ur 
clientS! app.ii~~n fc;fr' outlifii p1anl'lihg p~rmlssiQj'I fOr th. ~ ~ori" Of a Bu~lrj.,ss 
~a~ d,~qpr!1eJ1t, C:;QIJ1'p'riSll)s the emetlon of '='!lits\fpt .•mploYItt.rtt·>pu~Os~ Within 
9tassesi'~1, B2 ~nd ·B8 ~ th, TOwn and Country Frlan"lpg. (Clslf G_~) qtd~r 

'19~71 !agett]f1!r WiU1h~3iQ~t~j·~h~y and lan9scapii'l9 wo~ an~ ih.e ~~on of a 
D~~ncin~g poli~ on-tlilnq at y.JhitEfRDck. soLith qfWaddeton Inqu~!ll E$~,~ of 
Brbqlarn Ro_c::t, P@igi1tt,ln, ,pevotl. ., ~ 

1 

2. THe ~pp(l~on l~ rrt@~e to Tor!lay ~~ro~9h Council ~"d the~Sec~fy aflStitB 
di~ in pUj'Jusnca of his ~ei's under Section 77 ef the ToWn anc;l C;oufttry 
Plsflning Act 1990, 1t1at it b$ feferteci.tD him fer d~sl~" lri'~ea~ af baire d~alt With 
by the local'p~hning ,.uthDrit¥. ~ ~. . • 

INSP~CTQR'S ~Q_.PAtjQN AND s~MMARv t;JF. THe DE(;I~IQN 
1 

3. ~ CS?P-y Of :~~. fn~p~~~ i'&P.t;Jrt is ~~~~! _~e ~mt"~~ lri p~~~pp 1 
1~.·'24 of hl![i repol1ttiat, 10 Viiw Qfthe col1slCle~ons expresseg In paragraphs 1~5 . 

I 
_ .• #I .. 
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to 12.117, yo~r di.~e ap~n~onl~r aUtrme platjning"pennis&jah should be ~fused. 
For the ~sons given be{f;lW. #le S~ry of ~~~pts pis re~mmendatfan 1
~nd ~eS yqur crr.nts' app,~on. . I 

MATrERS ARISING 
- 't - - r" I 

4. Tnt;! $ecn!taty'ot,. S~ ncitSS frOm patagraph:~ of the I~~r''!i Report th~t. I 

dUflng the pr~nquiiY ~J1g~ your cRantS cOit~ th~t, ttJetr ~pplica1i~n, would I 
Igomprise pri1J~iily Glass B~ u~~ Pmlsib!y some 1'2 us~ ~~ no C~ ~8. ~, 

@~ set aut in t!"ie g~$J.1!lal c!pplfcap~". ,He has, therefore, cdnsfd~ y~r clients' 
appn~~f1 an th~ b.~. 

5. F,ollowing the c1~e bf the pubRc inquiry, 1 th!! SacrebIfY Of State received a 
num~ of further ~resenf:i:jtions in relation to 1I1e pmpQsalS an~ coph;!s ~f th~ 
are attached. FC!f' ease of ~eren~. ~ey are recOrd:ed In ~ Sche94le attach~ to 
this letter at Appendix A. 1P.1s carrespond~nce ~ nO.t cal1slde~ t9 I'ilise a~y 
Is~ue req~JrtdSj ~~ce baCk. to 'the partl~. either unri'er toe Town and Couritry 
Planning Onq~f~'7 Pracedun:1 R~les 1992. or u¥er the rul~ of ~tiJraJ ju~~ 
before PrtJceec:tl~ to ,his daoslpn In .thIs case. The SBC(emry of stale dQe! not. 
propose to ~eal In de~U With every Issue raised in tJ:1e correspondence b~ ~1I 
rapresen~tiDns received have been taken into accou~ by the S~ry of state In 
ac~ing his ~on. 

I• . , 
t , lPOUcv. CQ~$IJ;J~:nQNS \', 

t I I'1 (i. ~edion 54A: r:# tf'ie Town and Coui:1,1ry Plannjng Act 1990 (Introduced by,sectir;;nI 

26, of.ttf1~, Plann,"g ~nq ~p,nsatiori Act 189:1) '~!Jir~ tf)e Secrets'ry of state to 
deter;mlhe ttlls apjiil~ti~m In 'a~rd@r.,r;e Wjth me peVeiqpm,nt pl~n ","less materi~' 
cansldata~Qns inCfJaim, ~el"NJU. In this case.~ the ~ory ~~opmant PlSn 
applia.bl, to th~app/jcaijc.ir) site C9mprises the apprpv~ Devon c.oUJItY St(u~ure 
Plan, In~rparaJ!rig '. the Am ~tIOn (da~ 9 J~1y 1~81), the Secong ~It@ra~pn 
(da~q 17 July 1.91%9). ~nd to,- Tt1lri:l Alte~9n (d_ 10 M~1'9h 199~)t the Torbay 
'-o~1 Pla~ (@:';fq~~ 23 JLb' 1991) and the Landscape PoUty AreaS Lac;:al P'~I)' 
(app,r'aviid in 1~~ ~~~~fe_ ' f,1l U190). ' In adEfftior1. the ~'Hams ~ocaJ Pl2in 
(adapted hi Api'll 1996) ~ers the ~~ 'adjoin ng th~ 21ppl~Qn sitl, 1nc;ludlng 
parts of the ."CoUJ'Iti'Y$lde J:linge" ~a. The plan ' to wt'licl'\ ,e~o.n 54A appHas is 
the ~pj:)foved or adcp,ted d'l!~opment plan far an are~ and not any' ~rj~ pJan wh4=O 
may exist. , 

I 

7. In g~termlning this ~ppUcatian. the S~cretary at State has al$~ ~n IntQ . 
a~unt. ~i mll~~1 ca~sideril~qns. thl!' reJevant pRwfsfoos at ~e Devon Caunjy 
Structure Plan Fust R'l!Vl~ wfllCh ~pJ~ on deP9S1! on ~ Nov~er 1996 anq 
"the Torbay Borough LdcarPlan COr,1Su~on Drift Wh~ was publish~ en 29 Ju,y 

http:app/jcaijc.ir
http:applia.bl
mailto:a~rd@r.,r;e
http:OOVERNa.tM
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QgVIB.NMiNT OmcI 
FOR. ,. §P'lI'H WEST _ 

19~. The Examil"!~ol'l in P\JbHc i~iltt~ s~~n: Plan ~~iew cqmrn.nced _~" 16 
September 1 ~97. Coi"ltnlry to ~e I~ce In parag~ph 12.23 of th§! Insp~r~ 
report. the laeal plan • not: Y.8t ~een p"c;a~ Oil d~~ft and this i! W1likely to occ;yr 
in the nearfutur8, be~~ of th~ camp"~oos at the eotquSJh Cc;auncil becamin~ a 
Unitary Authority in 1998. 

, 
8. Tf.1e Secretary Qf. $tit& h~ noted ~e argum~ at th~ apRllcants and 1tJ. 
1iorbay BordWh Cc;tuncjl tti8t the ~ry ~ev~pffien~ plin is o~-cif~ate and 1ft'at 
for th. purposes of th1a.decisIQn •. g~weight Should b! a~ch~;to the p~icnis 
of the emergmg StructiJr9 Plan R"". and ~ratl '-aeal Plan. However. ti~ agraes~ 
~ t~. In~pedor that whOe tJi,. .Pp~ ang IlIqopted P.l-~ p~ate tf1e I¥ue of 

.. . 	~m key national and ~Ional poQay g'ulda::ri~, tnClugJ~ PPGs ~, ~, 7/ 13 an~ 
RPq~0, th..ir key!!.~ ~' poU~ I]EMI~P~ t ~In (e,viant tQday. The 
emefging plans are cteanv UP.-t~~te SUi ~~Iil • @n ~ .ge and, In f.he'C!!I.H 
er ~e draft·Local Pla~, wttti no eiHy,p~ at nmchll1g ~!POstt 11:(e~fore, for 

I the rea;;ons .set Qut mOll;! fuDy fp~~rag~1:a 1~' befaw. tija ~eCretiiCY'Of State fuUy 
, sUPp'ci'ts till!! Ins~ctor'1 co-ncij.iSign ~ these p~iis si1oL~~ nbt c;:arTf significant 

weight·fcir the purpOseslof this d~n. 1 t r . 	 ;< 
5 	 ~ 

9. The Secretary of State has takelJ, fUll account 6f' the i'alavant guidance in 
PlsnnJng: Pollcy GUlda,n~ Note (PPG) 1",General Policy 4t1d;rrincip.les": 'PP~G· N~ 
4o"lndtf$ial and C~mmercial Oevelopment an,d" Small ~~~"I peG, Note 7 "llie 
Cou~ttySlqe ~ ~rCnmen~' qua~ 'and Ecdnomic and S~I Oeve~pment" t pp~ 

I ~o..te 9 "N~ture ~n~pn'\ , pp~ N,cte 12 1'DaveloP
l
Tent Plans .an~. Regional 

Pl8nnirig GUida,need
, PPG Nqte 13 "Trtinspori"i Bn~ to tHe advJe:e In the Regfon~1 

PiS~nln~. GL,litfance forth~ SoUth West (RP~10) issued ill 19~4. ~1 , 

MAlNII~UE$ AMp c;QN§I~ERAtlO,.s 
~ I 

• I 	 I I I 

10. As indicated by the fn8p.~r, ~e ~l COIi$i9~tiDfI in the d~Jtion 
.1 of- ~thIs appllcatlan JS Wh~"'_l!C9namlc neeq fgr,Uje ~.,vjlop""nt D~lghs 1"' 

,enVironrneJ$l. r~dscap@ ~r)d I~r pa.~ 9bJ!Cti~$.. 'The ~~tary, q1 ~ 
1 • cons~@ts that the mauer.,s.et o,qt in'.th,e calf:oip letter ~~4 ~u~ 1~961 ~~~y(' the }n~~r In p,~g.raP!l '1~~ ~ hi' rep9rt. pro~d~ ~ W]8fu1 frameWork for 

~n~l~ering the proposal. TheSe are reprbQuCed belo, ~r'~e'of referen~;-
• 

\ (i) the' r:elatf~n:ship of the PrCp~aJa to riational, r,egianai, stra~fc and Ilo~ 
planning pQlf~. inclUding the hflp~=nIoos fah t~e 'employmer1i'-=developmerit 
strategy far Torbay: ­

I 

(11) the s~itab~ ~ tJle • for ~a pra~ deyelaprrjent. in¥ing the b ....elY 
Jmpa~ an the en'fl1011m.nt ~nd linasc;ap~ arid on !ha [aeal highway network; 

). .. 
(iii) th~ implications qt' ~ pr'Qpos8Cl deverqp.m~nt Qn the loss of tilgh quall,ty 
agric;4lturaJ' Ia"~: ­

• t 

. \ 

I 
t 
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(iv) the need and justift~~n for the prOpased development; and 

(v) ahy h~~ry planning cqo.ditian5 ,-"d agrearriems which may b. 
appropriate. 	 < 

, . 
11. After veiy carerQl consldll@tfan of ~n the a~nable evidence, the, SecretarY of 
State agrees wlth the Insp~i"s cOnclusionS, on eaCh of these mak1 isSl!1!I& attcI,

i
would add the fcllilwtng comments. 	 ' 

-. i 	 ­

12. In ba!sllcing the envlroMlental and vls,~allmpBrt oftll~ propo~1 ~galnst th'e 
ecOnomiC: j~~n fer the ~evBlqpment, tt,e Secrabuy of ~~te ~ a~chl!S .... . 

'sub~f1ti~1 waplght tal the 1'1"4 ta pr8seNe-~ high Iquidity ofth. Qart Valley AONB. 
as ~ne of.th8 finest fiverine lands~ in the cOu"!I:Y. He ~c:e8pts ~the JnsPecb?~~ 

,I: f 

1 	 apprajsal that the d~v.lopment Itself ,and the ~ ~fi1nslve areas of woOdland 
i 	 p"~g. env~ged woul~ haVe 1I sIgnificantly adVerse and I whbUy unacceptable 


~~I!II irhpact lj~n the AONB, the A~lV and ~e sLlrrpunding courrtrYside, desp~ the 

laRger term s~enfry9 effects of the Iands~1ng ~d mitigation J measures. In the 


t • 	 SecretalY afSta_~ VieW, this harm and the Ca'1sequent conflict with the landsc;ape 
protlictlon· poUCfeS of the statutory development ph!~n and Vfflh national poRc;y

t. ... '" ~.'t! ..-- 40 _ _ " ,.... '3 	 III 

guidance iri PPG7. represents the most ~rflpeJling ofthe "arious objections raised 
!D!tie p.rtJposadasvebpment 

• ,. 	 , . I 

13. The Secretary of state considers there are. thrae furttier factors weighing 
It,' I .. -	 ... f i

;5Jgainst the scheme. The fir&! ~f these relates tD 1J1mSport pancy considerations. He 
s~plpl;irts ~~~ In~ectors reservations about tile PerlPhe"!l'Iacatfc;m of the appll~~~I, 

I , ~ite fot alqevelopmsnt w~ifh. wil! ~ a major geQ.~~~of ~I dl;lmand.. BecaUse of . 
I~ jr'~~lblJlty by .ether modes of tr:arspart al1~ its p,o&iti!;ln at the south~~ 
~fW.".of ~e Ring ~~d, ~n ~s far 'aide at the b~~ S@s,.hEt Is ccncem~ ·that 

, ,the develoPIJl~ntwauld ras~ b~ a grpwth rather tJ:Ian '. cOntaiiime~ gf car tJ;avel ~r:!d ~ 
as ~~Ch would ,fail ,to accord with the .,a~ves of PP~13 af1!:i ~e principles of ~ 
s~stalnable davelap~nL Furthermore,- While ~e acceP.ts that the package ' of 

, ! 	 me~iures Tagreed with ,the hlg~ authcrjty wo.uld enable the mL highway 
~ I ofiltwork to ~asb tHe ttafftc ft~SI he shares ~e Inspector's a;.nce'm abOut the 

If1lPact of the aijd1tio".~ traffic 9~ted by the-aevel9p~nt on the wider rOa~ . 
network, s.nd es~ecially on the unimpril,!ed sections of the TortJay Ring ROad. on 
~I~ a det;ision by ttie Secretary of state la sjni'awaHed. • , 

14. ' Sacondiy, having regard to tlie advice tIn paragraph 47 "f pPG1, the 
Secretary of state Is ~~~~ about the impUcations. of the development far the 
eme.gl,.g d",elopment plan ~ far employment In ~arbay. This major prOposal 
is ~Qut dC?ubt a cajrtral plank of the erriarglng ~otnic d~elopm~jstta~ for 
TortJay. whiCh Is based on 1he need to broaaen the economic base to offset th~ .. 
.... IL.' 	kL' 1 i - • 

decline In '.the tourism and fishing Industries and to create a substantial number of 
new jabs. I'But. asi tJ1Ei lmipectar ~ints a~ the eme,.girig stra~ anet' proposed. 
Javef of employment rancf P'Yvi?~ represent a mafor shift ~ from 1I1e strategy of 

• I 

http:acceP.ts


r . 
" 	 2~/J.B/i9'37 ~8: B~ Bli7-ge819~ 

09V2R.NMDfr 0mca 
POR. THE SCn.Tlli Wur 

lDf1~fm cCn~ ~I;"od~ ' rn, tfi, ~ry ~@v~""ht Plat}. eoy, lhase 
eIi!m~ and the ~nt Pf'9Pasal have ~ ttie ~bjed of-"IIIny OI3~B which 
nae~ to be properly d~~ thrgugh ~ davelOpmentpl;p1 prq..... Me ag~with 
the ' ln,pectar'th~f to ~it this proposal now would effect~ pfi.i.detarrhjhe 

, 	 dedsllons ~bQ~ 01" s~, aO,d 1~~ti9r'1 I;If {uJure emploYrilS,nt provIsion.In Torb~y. 
both at ~ ~MJc; I,,~ aild s.apecific l.;yel, leaving ~ other aptlons f9r 
con~ig~oii. He theretOja ~hcludes tfJB! there if , squn(iw ba~ ot;Jjectf9,O on 
th. Qlal#tds of ~rityWhich WDulH ~ly ba o~h~ by the moitCQmpelDng 
case-ail: -·raumrs~neecr. 	 .- - _ . 9 _ • , .. . . .. 
1~. ~ thlfd factOr of 9=ltacem relates to tie Iq. ~~~radef@rmt~~ tHe 
a~edgeCI aqvB1S8 tmR.llI~ on ran existing, f@mlholc#ng. On 1ha- informati9n 
ayailabl~, the S~ry df'Sbite agreea WiU:! ~ I~p;ctar'that ~e la sarne doubt 
ffip! the sec(LJ~~1 approach advocated ,In PPG7 h~ ~een undertak,," suftlcJantIy 
rlgQFOI:IS!y. H!! nota. h~r, thar MAfPs onglnal objection was ~ubsequ~ 
with~rawn, ih.1he lig~ Of the eco~ arguments lri support of the dM.loprnent.8hd, 

t J he cOi1d~d1is that this oblectJcih should oi1Iy carry Weight If the case on gra&nds of 
~ . need Is nat ~de out... 

16. In .cOnsidering
f \hS heed and JustIfICatior- fer the proposed dt\!v~pmant. the 

Secretary of Sf!1teJh~, ~acf tUO regard to ~ facts that the TorbfiY a~ has: seriOus 
,economic 	PI'Q,~rris,}ti~ ~ site n~ within an a~ \wh~ RegIOnal Selective 
Assl~nce ar-CI ERDF Objective 5(b} g~nbs are available, and ,o,at it Is national and 
regional p,oliey .to· encoura*ge ~mp~ in lsu~ areas., He hE.l!l·ha _doutit ~ the 
proposal .~ld m)lka ~_w.lcOi1)~ cqntnbUCfon tawaids the ~an of rri~-i1Hd~ 
Jobs .,d··tI}a cny~lftcatron of.1"c~~ys et=onomlc base anp he ti§s given dua wf!llght 

• 	 to th~ strength 9f sup.port fOr th~ prdjec:t from the Iccal pifnning ~uthority an~ several 
regional d,velopp1ent ag!'id~. . 1 . . . 
17. The ~napeclor) has analys~' the 8CQn~1J1Ic @l'9~m~ntS In support of the 
sCheme In co~l!IlIbta d~ In paragraphs '2.77 to '12.10~ Qf'h~ ~rt and On the 
~asis qf1,he eviqence ~fo", him, the ~~tary'af s • .finds "9l:reason.to reJ~ his 
cCr;ldu,ian8. Th~ site, !!- more th~ ~ ha, is muCh larger th2[ln the ~n~ 
mfnimUl'T! ~~~niHid~ for a ,~~tI" pR of thIS klnq spa it Is g.n~,,11y 
\~Ptel:l ~t ~era ~no other sftes Of this size an~ Q14sllty ; ~~pabl. In Torbay. 
Hawaver. in the light ofjha limpu~ of employment IancI already identified •• ~Jloi:ated 
and ca~le Of aelng brpuglit forwahr, the ~ of S~ aCQJpts the 1 ~lpectOr's 
conclus[cn that bra IS ha COmpeIJng ~ on 'Hf.t" q~ qr quantitative 
g~nds forthe~lrallI~ aftt1l•. rmpJar~~ SIta. In ,..chlng this vieW, hlr 
'HaS' floted ~ur cfienb'tctJnfirmatian that the aYaflabiflty af grant .'I!f ~ nOt essential 
far ~e viatiuity ~f th~ prOject and is *"tmrfora sa~e4 ttiat this, factor sh9~fd nat 
weigH ~vUy 11'1 ~pport of the urgent raJ,ase of thls site. Furthermore. giv," the 
I~ck Qf ev~enca Of· any market demilnd from malor ,"ward InVestarS. arid the 
ldentIfiBd stu~l'tcr;Imirig. ofthe ,ita ~r this purp~, B!S campa~ wftti better-pl8ced 
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locations elsewJiere in the region. the &;Icretary of ~~mal",:cancemed at the ' 
pfDSpec;t of; such an enviranmetrtaUy se~e site ultirhately being developed, 

j despile the' ~est effcrts' of your ~~nlB, witf6 mo!' ~ditlonat busIn~s ~d industrial 
. t USes, VlNch,would simply nstpl2!c:e ~ 'existing identified sites. 

. . - " ; .... 
SUMMARY OP. CONCL\JSIO"$ 

, . 
,18. t-Ia:m;Si very carefully ytetghed alii tHe cbJ,~n. to th, ~eme against the 
. case that has ~_n ad~nCedi in ~rrris of ~ and ~en~fits for the local economy. 
thfJ S~ Ofstate Is npt P-Irsuad~ tJ:Iat this proJed rapresents so vital an 
element In the .olution to Torb8ya particulSr ehonomic needs as to o.utwelgh the 
hann arising fiQln Its visual and 8rmranmental imp'-a~ ana the conflict With the 

· p~f1cipl~ ' ofthe. pran.ted systetn. ' 
\ ~ . 

F.oRIIiAL CEC~ION 
~ 

fs. For the \ reasons given above an~ bY. ~ 'f'sp~or. th~ Secretary of State 
hereby refuses to grant cOnsent for your cllentsl appBcatlon. 

RIGHT TO CHALLENGE 'ft I j '. . " 
t ' , 

:iO. l A separate riota Is attach~ settfng, out th.e drt=u.mstahces In Which the vaUdlty ~f 
the Secretary p( S~·5 d~on maY be challenged by mai:dng an appncatlon to the 
High Col.irtl~in e weeks cftlie date afthis letter.. . , 

" 

21. A coPy af this~ fatter h~ been" sent to Torbay ~orcugti Council and to all the 
I , <;Ift'ler parties who appeared at tHe pUbliC; lOcal InqliJfy~ 

Youis faithfully 
• 10 

I 

J ! 
I 

MRS EL ~RITCIiARD 
Auth~1 by the 'S~ry of sta~ for the Envlranm~ 
to sign In: that behalf ­

I 
I 

• J 
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@lFaoevonml Campaign to Protect Rural England la www.cpredevon.org.uk 

Spatial Planning From: CPRE Torbay 
Torbay Council 
Electric House Reply: 
Castle Circus 
Torquay 17 Mar 2015 
TQ13DR 

Proposed Torbay Plan Modification 

We share the concerns expressed by Paignton NP across many of the issues that have been raised. 
We believe that further changes to the modifications are necessary to make the Local Plan sound 
and capable of integration with the 3 Neighbourhood Plans. We do not support housing numbers 
any greater than 8,300 dwellings. Indeed CPRE Torbay has grave concerns about the extra number 
of dwellings proposed to be imposed on Torbay and our reasons are briefly set out as follows: 

a. The Churston 1/18 Gotf Course site should be removed from the Locat Ptan as discussed with 
the planning inspector. This is not available land. The Golf Club has failed in finding a site to move its 
club house to. See Appeal decision no.APP/X1165/A/13/2205208 3 Feb 2015 

b. Continued low net migration into the bay as confirmed by ONS figures Feb 2015. This 
confirms lower popUlation growth than previously assumed. 

c. Major environmental constraints have not been fully identified: including South Hams SAC, 
SSls, AONB, AGLV and grades 1,2 and 3 agricultural land and rich calcareous grasslands. 

d. Important Bio-diversity including European protected species Greater Horseshoe Bats, Cirl 
Bunting and 'red book' birds and plants. A full and comprehensive HRA has not been carried out. 
This is contrary to requirements of Natural England and European Law for protected species. It;s not 
possible to ascertain if there would be a likely significant effect without a completed HRA. Deferring 
this assessment to a position dependent on mitigation cannot be assessed as deliverable and 
effective without an HRA. 

The Campaign to Protect Rural England exists to promote the beauty, tranqulllty and diversity of rural England 
by encouraging the sustainable use of land and other natural resources In town and country. 

Registered Charity No. 245317 

www.cpredevon.org.uk
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e. Lack of sewer capacity. Torbay has an antiquated single pipe system which is liable to flood 
in bad weather. This can lead to overflow of sewers, uncontrolled water run-off and contamination 
of land or water. There are already serious health and safety factors which until addressed override 
developers' rights to demand access to the sewerage network. 

f. Flood risk and potential pollution and waste water disposal to the marine environment and 
MCZ. 

g. No Foul Drainage Assessment has been carried out which gives CPRE considerable concern 
about protection and erosion of the fragile Environment. 

h. Lack of infrastructure. Road grid lock and chaos particularly during Summer holidays and 
School or work time runs in particular Brixham Peninsula and Totnes Road through Collaton St.Mary. 

i. No provision for funding or enlargement of Torbay Hospital which has been on Btack Alert 
winter 2015. This is not sustainable particularly with an ageing population and busy holiday resort. 

j. loss of food security. We believe this is a highly risky strategy at this present time of world 
unrest, terrorism, mass movement of refugees and current threats of a new cold war. 

k. Reduced availability or quality of natural resources including water and agricultural land. 

I. Severe loss of quality Tourism due to over development of greens pace, landscape change 
and visual intrusion. Visitors come to Torbay to enjoy the natural environment, beaches, walks and 
open space - not to drive through housing estates. Torbay is reliant on jobs in Tourism attracting 
visitors to enjoy and explore the natural greenspace and see numerous species offlora and fauna. 

m. loss of amenity, loss of privacy, dark skies and tranquillity. 

n. The additional housing proposal for Whiterock is totally inappropriate. The Secretary of 
State's appeal decision in 27 Oct 1997 (attached) concluded that: the land lies within the AGLV 
forming part of the high ground around Torbay which helps protect its landscape setting and that of 
the AONB, the visual impact of the surrounding areas including Galmpton, Cornworthy and 
Oittisham is a case of prime cOJ1sideration, the negative impact on the Environment and implications 
of a development causing loss of high grade agricultural/and. Your attention is a/so drawn to Para 8, 
Para 10 and Para 12. In summary, we believe that the proposal to build additional housing on 
Whiterock remains as fundamentally unsound now as the 5.0.5. concluded in 1997. 

Devon 
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o. No Cll funding for any areas around Torbay except Paignton Primary School and the South 
Devon link Road. There is no funding for mitigation to counteract massive developments being 
imposed on neighbouring areas and erosion of quality of life. 

CPRE does support housing but in the right place. We strongly object to the piecemeal development 
of large sites for many of the reasons listed. Torbay suffers from lack of employment and has a 
demographically higher ageing population compounded by a climate suitable for retirees. Our 
members are very unhappy with the type of developments which are presently being built on 
previous Greenfield sites around Whiterock. A much better design approach is required. In our 
opinion the houses are soulless, bland and have no 'sense of place'. They could be situated on any 
outer City area anywhere in the UK. There is no character, inspiration, detail, local stonework or 
anything that creates a local Torbay or Devon feature. Torbay needs to attract Tourism to the area 
but will in our opinion be sorely damaged if we lose so much valued and fertile greenspace for mass 
housing in areas that have severe environmental constraints. 

Yours sincerely 

Carafe Box 
Chairman CPRE Torbay 

The Campaign to Protect Rural England exists to promote the beauty. tranqutUty and diversity of rural England 
by encouraging the sustainable use of land and other natural resources In town and country. 

Registered Charity No. 245317 
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By hand 

Spatial Planning (FOA Pat Steward) Collaton Defence 

Torbay Council Collaton St Mary' 

Electric House (2nd floor) 

Castle Circus 

Torquay 

TQ13DR 


20th March 2015 

Dear Mr Steward 
1. Proposed Modifications to the submitted Torbay Local Plan 
2. Proposed Community Infrastructure Levy 
3. Proposed Local Validation List 

These are the combined views of Collaton Defence League and Collaton St 
Mary's Residents Association acting in combination and in common ("The 
Combination") on the above proposals published by the Council on the 9th 

. February 2015 for response before 9am on the 23rd March 2015 and apply 
both in respect of Main Modifications and Additional Modifications (where 
appropriate to this letter) that occurred between the Drafts published by the 
Council on the 8th January 2015 and those published for formal consultation on 
the 9th February 2015 including the corrections published only on the Council's 
website on the 1ih February 2015. The views of The Combination, its position 
in respect of the above -headed matters, and its conclusions reached with 
regard to the above are as follows: 

1. In General 
a. 	 The Combination wishes to place on record that it is wholly in 

agreement with and endorses and supports unequivocally the views 
of and the conclusions reached in respect of the above by Paignton 
Neighbourhood Forum and as/to be submitted in writing by said 
Forum to you by 9am 23rd March 2015 and as/to be copied to the 
Local Plan Inspector by the Programme Officer. 

b. 	 We contend that it is apparent and evident that there has been an 
insufficient and unacceptable lack of an appropriate comprehensive 
and accommodating initiative on the part of the Council to date to 
engage with and involve our Community in generating a Local Plan 
that would and should meet and serve the Community's realistic 
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needs and aspirations as opposed to just promoting the Council's 
perceived Housing Growth agenda so as to genuinely and 
democratically seek to avoid the creation of such a significant 
disparity between the aims of the local Plan submitted by the Council 
and those of the Neighbourhood Plan as currently exists. In our 
considered opinion and experience the Council's retrospective so­
called Masterplanning exercise was and is a cynical, futile and costly 
attempt to mask this fundamental flaw in the preparation of the 
local Plan and consequently places at issue its "soundness". 

c. 	 The Combination would want to support a local Plan with suitable 
modifications that will secure a 5 year supply of housing land to 
protect against speculative Developers and avoid unplanned, 
unsustainable and unwanted housing development so far as to best 
protect our finite countryside in Torbay .For the Council to place its 
full weight behind future development predominantly on brown-field 
land as a crucial barrier to unsustainable development. The Campaign 
for the Protection of Rural England is on record as estimating that 
there is already sufficient eXisting brown- field land in this Country to 
provide for more than a million new homes in the UK and in our view 
Torbay Council in its local Plan should point the way in its use of our 
extensive local stock of brown-field land and the recovery of existing 
housing stock to meet the future housing needs of our Bay whilst 
protecting the best of our precious countryside and farmland. 

2. 	 In relation to Collaton St Mary and its environs 
a. This letter is intended to build upon and add force to the contentions 
made to you by COL both in its letter to you of the 3rd April 2014 with 
accompanying Representations of even date therewith and its follow up 
letter to you of the 7th April 2014 with accompanying further 
Representations (copies attached with this letter for ease of reference) 
all of which The Combination fully endorses and by way of affirmation of 
same in respect of the above incorporates by way of direct repetition 
and reference in this letter. 
b. In respect of your proposed Modifications as above we consider that 
these still fail to address the vital matters and issues of Critical 
Infrastructure and its deliverability in our area and the essential need 
for an Infrastructure Delivery Plan and integral Cll Schedule, the detail in 
respect of which is fully expressed to you by Paignton Neighbourhood 
Forum in its above- referred to letter to you on point (without which it is 
like wanting to fly to the Moon but without knowing by what form of 
vehicle you are going to travel there in, how you are going to meet the 
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cost of getting there and what you will find if and when you should 
eventually get there). To add to this and add force to this we enclose a 
copy of the Quad UCL Infrastructure Seminar, John Rhodes 21st June 
2013, which sets out a road map recommended to be adopted by Local 
Councils for the planning and delivering of local infrastructure, and also, 
by way of an example, an extract from Sunderland City Council's lOP of 
April 2013, particularly paragraph 3, which makes for interesting reading 
and in our opinion fully supports our contentions to you on point. 
c. In 2010 the Council commissioned an organisation called Enderby 
Associates (presumably to assist the Council in its preparation of its Local 
Plan) to produce a Landscape Character Assessment of Torbay. 
Especially of relevance to Collaton St Mary, Blagdon Valley and Yalberton 
areas are pages 65-68 and in respect of Collaton St Mary and Blagdon 
Valley pages 65-66 from which we quote "The area is particularly 
sensitive to any new development 11 et aL..... and its recommendation is 
to" Conserve" - (We trust that you will recall that this Assessment had 
some significance in the Council's decision to refuse the recent Taylor 
Wimpey Planning Application for a large scale housing development on 
land lying to the north of the A385 Totnes Road at Collaton St. Mary , 
commonly known as the" Car Boot Sale Field."). Why then, we 
conjecture, would one not reasonably ask in light of this did the Council, 
apparently, for whatever reason known only to itself, choose to ignore 
such a significant Assessment of our area and appear to fly in the face of 
it and in its local Plan decide to designate our area and its green fields 
and spaces as a significant substantial Housing Growth Area?1 
To quote the journalist Simon Jenkins of The Spectator in his recently 
published Saturday Essay (full copy enclose d)­
Rural England is "under assault" .......... The IIculprit" is the Coalition's 
planning policy, drafted by a "builders' ramp" comprised of Taylor 
Wimpey and others .Their most successful tactic to date has been the 
"hijacking of the housing crisis", which they claimed could only be ended 
"by building in open country". Much nonsense is spoken about this 
"crisis". We are told that 250,000 new houses are needed each year, but 
that figure "takes no account of occupancy rates, geography of demand, 
migration of housing subsidy". The truth is that England's housing 
occupancy and urban densities are low. The answer to our rising 
population lies in towns where the jobs and services and we must talk 
about the beauty of the English countryside and our responsibility to 
protect it." Praise be for Nimbys". 
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Paignton Neighbourhood Forum goes some way and in detail to 
addressing the above issues in its above-referred to letter to you, which 
we fully support and endorse. 

d. 	That there is an insufficient, in fact no, explanation given as to why in 
the Modifications there is a re-designation of the proposed Housing 
Growth Area as previously referred to in the Local Plan but now as 
North and West Paignton "including Collaton St. Mary". We would 
respectfully ask for an explanation as to the reason for this apparent 
step- change in the re-designation of our area as now being an 
"included" one. 

Finally, please know this, that it is the position of The Combination, that 
despite the recently proposed Modifications submitted by the Council to 
the Planning Inspector in respect of its submitted Local Plan, that the 
Local Plan in its present form and content remains and will be found to 
be NOT "sound". As such The Combination will continue to contest and 
to test this with the utmost vigour and rigour. 
We 

Local Plan Inspector, via the Programme Officer 
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By hand COlLATON DEFENCE lEAGUE 

Torbay local Plan (FAO Pat Steward) 

Strategic Planning Team 

Spatial Planning 7th April 2014 

Torbay Council 

Electric House (2nd floor) 

Castle Circus 

Torquay 

TQ13DR 


Dear Mr Steward 

Torbay Local Plan 

Following our covering letter to you of 3rd April 2014, enclosing 
Representations, please find enclosed further and additional Representations 
and submissions to be attached thereto and included therewith and to be 
forwarded to the PINS Inspector together with the same. 

Yours Sincerely 

Collaton Defence league. 
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Collaton Defence League 

Further Representations on the proposed Torbay Local Plan 

6th April 2014 

Further tal and as an adjunct tal but also to be consideredl where relevant, 
independently from our initial Representations of 3n:1 April 2014 we make 
the following additional representations:­
1. We contend that the Local Plan in not having as part of it the requisite 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan per se and of itself automatically fails to comply 
with the Duty to Cooperate and as such should be rejected upon 
Examination on this ground alone. 
2.Notwithstanding and in addition to this contention we say that such 
cooperation and consultation thatTo~bay Council may seek to demonstrate 
has taken place prior to submission of the Plan will be shown and found to 
be insufficient and insupportable to satisfy and fully meet and comply with 
the said Duty. 
3.As indicated} a number of Local Plans so far submitted by other Local 
Planning Authorities have failed upon Examination because of a manifest 
failure to show a sufficient or in fact any compliance with the said Duty ,and 
which also leads into the need for an LPA to evidence their cooperation 
and consultation with cross border Authorities (in the present instance 
applying this analysis in respect of the Torbay Local Plan, to South Hams 
District Council, Teignbridge District Council and Devon County Council 
upon important infrastructure and environmental impact issues having a 
clear cross border impact and effect, both physical and financial) leading to 
such vital outcomes as Joint Policy Statements to accompany the submitted 
local Plan on such important and acknowledged matters as tran~port, 
highways} environmentl ecology and tourism ;and with other bodies such as 
the Campaign for the Protection of Rural England and the Environment 
Agency upon such vital matters for our Locality, in and around Collaton St 
.Mary, Yalberton and Blagdon} as transport, the protection and 
enhancement of our valuable finite Landscape and ecology and village/rural 
identity and structure ;and with public and private infrastructure providers 
such as South West Water, upon such vitally important issues for our 
Community in the Western Zone as traffic congestion and pollution} 
existing serious flooding problems and increased flooding risks from any 
further development and forecast Climate Change effects; and universally 
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acknowledged profound mains/trunk sewerage difficulties deficit and 
provision- so as to work up and to cost out with these other parties, 
providers and bodies and to publish with the Local Plan the policies and 
decisions actually arising out of these so -called co-operations and 
discussions alluded to in their Statement of Compliance and Engagement 
submitted by Torbay Council with their Local Plan to carry forward their 
Core Strategy for growth expressed in their submitted local Plan. In support 
of this contention as source materiel please see 
www.meetingplacecommunications.com/news-events/three-Iocal­
plans;Vale of White Horse Consultation Draft March 2013-Local Plan 2029 
Part lTopic Paperl Duty to Cooperate &Cross border issues; also PAS ­
Making Strategic Planning Happen. 
There has to be an actual lOP in place in order to make it happen I 
Mere talking with and writing to other parties is not making policy happen 
as is an intrinsic requirement of a Loc~1 Plan submission) I 
See also for this­
www.5windon.gov.uk/ep.planning/forwardplanning/ep.planning.local­
Swindon Local Plan Pre-submission Document in which is contained­
"Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

Key 
Drivers Economy " Pol~ 11 Oemog~phy 1E~" 1 

~r--.-.j::::!-...J7 ::::!-...J7 ~ 
Identification of InLastructure need 

Infrastructure Needs Model 

Physlcallnrrastructure Social infrastructure 

-Transport -EdUcation and Community 

-Affordable Housing -Green Space and Leisure 

-waler, Energy and 
Was1e 

-capital Funding 

-Revenue Funding 

-Economic DeVelopment 

lementation 

-GrantsIGrowth Point Funding 

·S106lgeements and ell 

1.37The Infrastructure Delivery Plan was published alongside the Proposed 
Submission draft of the Local Plan in 2009.ln effect, together with master 
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planning work ,it forms an implementation plan for the Local Plan, quantifying 
,where possible, the types and cost of service infrastructure and facilities 
required to support new development and new communities .The Plan 
required a significant level of dialogue with infrastructure providers ,in both 
the public and private sectors ,to determine requirements and needs. This 
dialogue was held through workshops and infrastructure focus groups as well 
as correspondence. The lOP could not have been developed without close co­
operation with infrastructure providers .That collaboration has provided a 
greater understanding of the cost of delivering development to the 
specifications required by the evidence base and Strategy. 

1.30 The Green Infrastructure Strategy was published in 2009 ........•. .lt sets 
out to: prioritise the planning ,development of and investment in green 
infrastructure in Swindon to 2026; present a shared vision for the strategic 
green infrastructure network across Swindon and reach into neighbouring 
areas...ln doing so ,it has been essential to collaborate with key 
stakeholders within and outside of ~he Borough Council area and to link in 
with other strategies and plans ....... to cover the full range of green 
infrastructure related issues including biodiversity ,health ,and so on." 
We contend that for their own reasons Torbay Council have chosen not to 
do this to the requisite level or competence to comply with their Duty. 

We contend that Torbav Council seeking to have an engagement with the 
Community and infrastructure providers after, but not before, the submission 
of the Local Plan and the provision of an lOP, by way of Masterplanning on its 
own, just does not work and exposes the deficiency and shortfall in their Plan. 

4.Finally, and significantly and out of concern for local democracy and 
transparency, and against secrecy of real motives, we would point'out 
emphatically that while Collaton St.Mary and the Western area is in the Local 
Plan and its Core Strategy for Growth as the most significant area for this 
projected Growth during the life of the Plan, subject to the resolu,tion of 
identified and acknowledged serious and significant, expensive to resolve, 
infrastructure and services and utilities difficulties and obstructions to 
development ,unlike with other Community Partnerships in the Paignton 
Neighbourhood of Torbay ,there has been a paucity of consultation, 
dissemination of facts and information to and discussion with the populace of 
Collaton St. Mary and the Western Area at large-no caravan events and 
travelling roadshows or shop centred presentations and exhibitions for US just 
a telling silence. We ask has this been a deliberate ploy on the part of the LPA 
to keep our Neighbourhood Community ignorant of the facts and the real 
agenda towards our valuable landscape?ln this, it is significant to note that in 

3 



... 

.' 

the Torbay Council's aforesaid Statement of Compliance in its section headed­
"Informing and engaging residents and other persons carrying on business in 
the area"- no mention whatsoever appears in respect of our particular 
significant and important (to us and the Core Strategy of the Plan which we 
fundamentally disagree with as it seeks to apply itself to our Community) part 
of the Area .In point of fact so concerned had we become about this tragic and 
worrying state of affairs as we witnessed it developing over time that we took 
it upon ourselves to write to the Deputy Lord Mayor on behalf of our 
Community requesting that our Community be offered the same courtesy and 
necessity of communication as the other communities in the Torbay area had 
received from the Council(as evidenced in the above Statement of 
Compliance)but received no response and therefore our Community received 
no such requisite Communication and Consultation prior to the submission of 
the Plan .Subsequently we are now being offered, after the fact, a "Master 
planning" drop-in event .This is too little and too late and is an unacceptable 
state of affairs and again we would cOQtend supports our contention of an 
apparent breach of their Duty to US under the Localism Act by Torbay Council. 
We attach with this Representation a copy of our said letter to the Deputy Lord 
Mayor which was hand delivered by one of our activists to the Connections 
offices of the Council at Castle Circus Torquay on the 4th March 2014. 

CDU014. 
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Collaton Defence League 


Representations on the proposed Torbay Local Plan 


3rd April 2014 

1. 	 We contend that the local Plan is currently intrinsically unsound as it is 
deficient in not having as part of it the requisite Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan. It contains reference to an Infrastructure Delivery Study 2012 ( but 
now out of date in certain salient respects) as part of its evidence base 
(Winchester District Council in their Local Plan make many references to 
their Infrastructure Study 2011 but they still have in place with their 
local Plan the requisite Infrastructure Delivery Plan) -the Study should 
lead to the Plan. There isn't one. Furthermore, where practical, 
Community Infrastructure levy (appropriate after March 2014 in place 
of Section 106 tariffs) should be worked up and tested alongside the 
local Plan (NPPF 175) with a Cll Policy document and a Charging 
Schedule attached to it. 

a. 	 Infrastructure and Development Policy should be planned at the 
same time to ensure deliverability of both infrastructure and 
development (NPPF 177) where appropriate and affordable. A 
wide ranging definition of infrastructure to support the 
development of an area. logically, Cll levels, infrastructure 
planning and the local Plan should be one process. One 
examination rather than two. Local Plans may not be sound unless 
the financing of infrastructure is robust. Local Plans should set out 
a positive deliverable vision; plan infrastructure and development 
together; commit to an Infrastructure Delivery Plan; take 
proactive responsibility for delivery. 

(Source: Quod - Planning and Delivering local Infrastructure- UCl 

Infrastructure Seminar John Rhodes- 21 June 2013) 


b. 	 The NPPF stresses the need to ensure that sites identified for 
development must be acceptable sites and the scale of 
development identified in a local Plan should not be subject to 
such a scale of obligations, standards and policy burdens that 
cumulatively threatens the Plan's ability to be developed viably. 
The NPPF also requires that local Plans meet the objectively 
assessed needs for their area, and are deliverable and realistic. 
Plans that do not take full account of these requirements are 
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therefore at risk of failing to be found sound when examined. 
"This viability advice recognises that there are significant 
challenges for planning authorities seeking to make plan policies 
that both provide for acceptable development and avoid placing 
unrealistic pressures on the cost and deliverability of 
development...Plans may be aspirational but be realistic ,and 
should ensure that the impact of policies when read as a whole 
should be such that the plan is deliverable....strike a balance 
between the policy requirements necessary to provide for 
sustainable development and the realities of economic 
viability...The NPPF indicates that wherever practical Cll charges 
should be worked up and tested alongside the local Plan.At local 
Plan level viability is very closely linked to the concept of 
deliverability. In the case of Housing ,a local Plan can be said to be 
deliverable if sufficient sites are viable to deliver the Plan's 
housing requirements over the Plan period...The primary role of a 
Local Plan viability assessment is to provide evidence to show that 
the requirements set out in the NPPF are met. That is that the 
policy requirements for development set out within the Plan do 
not threaten the ability of the sites and scale of that development 
to be developed viably .Demonstratably failing to consider this 
issue will place the local Plan at risk of not being found sound on 
examination.(Source: Viability for Testing local Plans-Advice for 
planning practitioners-local Housing Delivery Group ,Chaired by 
Sir John Harman June 2012). 
Reference the above we would contend that the lack of an 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan is fundamental to the local Plan being 
found to be unsound upon examination. 
c)"local Plans must be supported by an Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan...Our Core Strategy was prepared and adopted before this 
was a requirement .... We are also required to produce a Draft 
Regulation 123 List which sets out the types of or specific 
infrastructure projects we will spend Cll revenues on."(Source: 
Epsom& Ewell Planning Policy Sub-Committee Report Summary 8 
May 2013) 
d)"lt is essential that there is sufficient infrastructure to support 
new development...infrastructure in this context means the 
facilities ,services and installations required to support 
development .This includes infrastructure related to transport 
,drainage ,waste ,education, health, social care ,leisure and 
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community uses ,emergency services and utilities. "An 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan is essential to draw out the main 
infrastructure requirements that will be required to ensure the 
Local Plan policies are delivered in a timely and sustainable and 
affordable practical and realistic fashion. It should specify the 
projects, funding, phasing ...... "to support this. it is important that 
local planning authorities understand district-wide development 
costs at the time Local Plans are drawn up."(Source : Vale of 
White Horse Infrastructure Delivery Plan Consultation Draft March 
2013} 

2.Without .a robust and viable Infrastructure Delivery Plan, as the 
evidence of deliverability of such, the Local Plan's projected 8000­
10000 additional homes by 2031 or earlier is not shown to be 
sustainable .A lower figure of 3000-4000 homes during the same 
period has of itself a better prospect of being shown to be 
sustainable if it can be shown to be appropriate affordable and 
deliverable. 

3 The Local Plan states(1.1.6) that West Paignton is identified as 
a sustainable location for growth .50 called West Paignton -in 
reality the Collaton 5t .Mary ,Blagdon ,Valberton and Western 
Corridor area -is currently part of the Countryside area and 
designated in the Adopted Local Plan as incorporating Areas of 
Great Landscape Value. We contend that the unilateral 
redesignation of these areas in the proposed Local Plan as a 
Growth Area is undemocratic( contrary to the Localism Act) 
unjustified, unsustainable and wrong in Law (seeking without 
lawful authority so to do to change a designated 
rural/agricultural area to an urban one). Furthermore, it is in 
any event putting the proverbial cart before the horse when 
without an Infrastructure Delivery Plan with the Local Plan to 
establish the viability of delivery of growth in such areas the 
whole exercise is peremptory, presumptuous and 
inappropriate. 
4.The topography of so-called West Paignton,in reality the 
areas defined above,with its numerous steep rolling hills 
leading to a valley bottom ,numerous fields/ water meadows 



· . 
.' 

aquifers Isoakaways and watercourses and recent and past 
history ofserious flooding precludes any major housebuilding 
projects without major infrastructure investigation and works 
to seek to overcome these serious strictures upon future 
development in the area .Any exacerbation of the already pre­
existing flooding problem and flood risk in the area is wholly 
unacceptable and contrary to the NPPF principle ofsustainable 
development. Without an Infrastructure Delivery Plan that can 
refute this basic obstruction and objection to future 
development in the area the references in the Local Plan to the 
area as being appropriate and suitable for growth is unsound. 
Conclusion: 
The proposed Local Plan is not suitable for Adoption without a 
viable Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 
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By hand COLLATON DEFENCE LEAGUE 

Torbay local Plan (FAO Pat Steward) 
Strategic Planning Team 
Spatial Planning ~it\ April 2014 
Torbay Council 
Electric House (2nd floor) 
Castle Circus 
Torquay 
TQ13DR 

Dear Mr Steward 

Torbay Local Plan 

Please find enclosed the formal Representations of the league on the 
proposed Local Plan submission. 
A local Plan should plan positively for the development and infrastructure 
communities need .... local Plans should be aspirational but realistic..•.. Plan 
positively for the development and infrastructure required in the area to meet 
the objectives, principles and policies of the National Planning Policy 
Framework .... Identify land which it is genuinely important to protect from 
development, for instance because of its landscape and! or environmental 
and! or tourism value ....contain a clear strategy for the environmental 
enhancement of the area (Source: The Campaign to Protect Rural England). 
Spatial planning must have a delivery plan and be based on evidence .. 
Your Authority have chosen to entitle your local Plan "A landscape for 
Success" and in our reading of it the content and context of your Plan to have a 
greater emphasis on Growth rather than Landscape. In our view you seem to 
see our beautiful and precious finite landscape in Collaton and the Western 
Zone of our Bay solely as an avenue (Corridor) and vehicle for your unilaterally 
chosen particular definition of Growth in the Bay, namely overwhelming and 
unjustified housing growth. 
Our stand is that this is intrinsically wrong as a local Plan has to be realistic, 
deliverable and sustainable in its overall aims and objectives. Our precious 
Nationally recognised landscape must not be sacrificed upon the altar of 
unrealistic growth aims that are not robust or sound and cannot be realistically 
costed, deliverable or sustainable for the overall Community good in terms of 
infrastructure restrictions and deficits, environmental impacts from prOjected 
climate change, increased traffic congestion and air pollution, flood risk and 
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flooding (particularly relevant to the Collaton area) loss of ecology and damage 
to tourism ( the life blood of our Bay) and not least excluding our unique 
topography in the Collaton St Mary Western Corridor Valberton and Blagdon 
areas which seriously and severely impacts upon all of these other vital issues. 
For all of these unavoidable reasons we the League cannot support (and do 
fundamentally object to) your Local Plan in its present form, direction and 
content and fully endorse and would reiterate in its entirety Paignton 
Neighbourhood Plan Forum's Representations on your proposed Torbay local 
Plan dated 27th March 2014 as submitted to you .In addition to this, we go 
further in order to shed light upon what we consider to be fundamental and 
unacceptable deficits and THE FLAW in your Local Plan and these we set out in 
our enclosed Representations intended for serious consideration and action 
upon by your Authority and the PINS Inspector. 
Please treat this letter as also forming part of the attached Representations. 

Yours Sincerely 

Collaton Defence league. 
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as r c 
a 

April 2013 

JanetJohnson 
Deputy Chief Executive 
Sundertand City Council 
P.O Box 102 
Civic Centre 
Sunderland 
SR27DN 
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This paper is one of a series of background papers, which supplement and support 
Sundertand's Core Strategy Preferred Option consultation. The paper will further 
evolve as we move to the point of submission and examination on the Core Strategy. 

Contents 
1. Introduction 
2. What is Infrastructure? 
3. Purpose of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
4. The Context for the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
5. Future Growth in Sunderland 
6. Funding Mechanisms 
7. Physical and Environmental Infrastructure 
8. Social Infrastructure 
9. Green Infrastructure 
10.Strategic Sites 
11.Condusion 
12.Appendix 1 Key Diagram 
13. Appendix 2 Stakeholders 
14.Appendix 3 Infrastructure Analysis 
15.Appendix 4 Strategic Sites 

1S.Appendix 5 Infrastructure Delivery Plan Schedule 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (lOP) identifies the physical, social and green 
infrastructure needed to support and underpin Sundertand's growth through to 2032. 
It forms part of the evidence base for the Local Development Framework. 

1.2 The lOP is set in the context of the city's long tenn vision and growth plans, 
and desaibes what infrastructure is needed and how, when and by whom it will be 
delivered. It is accompanied by an Infrastructure Delivery Schedule (Appendix 5). 

2. What is 'infrastructure'? 

2.1 There are 3 broad categories of infrastructure, physical, social. and green 
infrastructure. Wrthin this context the delivery plan will identify the infrastructure 
requirements for the following infrastructure areas: 

Physical & environmental Infrastructure: 
• 	 Transport, 
• 	 Utilities induding - water supply and treatment, sewer treatment, foul and 

surface water sewerage, flood management, power generation and 
distribution, telecommunications. waste tjisposal 

Social Infrastructure: 
• 	 Health, emergency services, education, sports and indoor leisure, community 

and cultural facilities 

Green InfraatrUcture: 
• 	 Public & private greenspaces. induding play pitches, allotments, cemeteries, 

amenity greenspaces, woodlands and sustainable drainage systems- to 
promote health &wellbeing and enhance biodiversity. landscape character and 
flood risk management 

Within this context the Infrastructure Delivery Plan will indude: 
• 	 Infrastructure needs and costs 

• 	 Phasing of infrastructure development 

• 	 Funding sources 

• 	 Responsibility for delivery 

• 	 Infrastructure requirements of any strategic site in the core strategy 

3. Purpose of the lOP 
3.1 The Core Strategy seeks to plan for sustainable growth; provide housing land 
for over 15.000 dwellings up to 2032 and 81 ha of employment land. This is 
supported by proposals for accessible and sustainable transport; enhanced city 
centre and local centres and a range of high quality green space aaoss the dly. 
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3.2 Sunderland's future sustainable growth and development depends on the 
timely funding and delivery of supporting infrastrucb.Jr8 that reflects the scale and type 
of development and the needs in the locality; without it new development maybe 
delayed and! or there could be unacceptable adverse socia., economic or 
emnronmental impacts on existing infrastructure. 

3.3 A key consideration for the emerging Sunderland City Council Core Strategy 
wiU be ensuring the avanablllty of sufficient infrastructure to serve the needs of the 
existing community and to meet the needs of new development, thus meeting the 
Council's vision and strategic priorities for the city ·'Sundertand wiH be a welcoming, 
internationally recognised city where people have the opportunity to fulfil their 
aspirations for a healthy, safe and prosperous future; a prosperous city. a health city, 
a safe city, a learning city and an attractive and indusive city. Without planning for 
necessary infrastructure. the visions of the city will not be achieved. 

3.4 The Core Strategy is seen as a means of orchestrating the necessary soaal, 
physical and green infrastructure required to ensure sustainable communities are 
aeated. New housing, employment or other development alone, do not create 
sustainable communities; there is a need to provide supporting infrastructure 
induding utilities, transport, schools. health. leisure services and energy. Improving 
the provision of local infrastructure is essential:to the aeation of thriving. healthy. 
sustainable communities. 

3.5 To fulfill that role and to be found 'sound' the evidence supporting the Core 
Strategy must identify the infrastructure required to deliver the strategy and who will 
provide it. where and when. The lOP is key to this and will be submitted along side 
the Core Strategy for examination. 

3.6 The lOP wiU also establish the various funding mechanisms available for 
infrastructure delivery, where known at this stage, Including developer contributions 
which can have a significant role in helping to deliver infrastructure across the City. 
Funding can will change. particularly in the current economic dimate therefore the 
lOP WiH continue to be an iterative process. 

3.7 Through the lOP the Council should be able to co-ordinate Infrasb"Ucture 
providers and the delivery of infrastructure requirements focusing on 'making better 
places' in Sundertand. The preparation of this Infrastructure Delivery Plan provides 
an opportunity to identify smarter ways of working, reduce any duplication and 
capitalise on the potential for making savings with limited impact on service d.elivery. 

Stakeholder Consultation 
3.8 Preparing this lOP has involved a range of partners, agendes and service 
providers from both public and private sectors. These organisations have supplied 
information on their own plans, which through the Infrastructure Delivery Plan will in 
turn help shape, their strategic process and investment decisions. Given that the Core 
Strategy plans until 2032 and stakeholder organisations operate to different time 
horizons there is a challenge with aligning infrastructure requirements. 
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INTRODUCTION 

• Policy principles 

• Resources, responsibilities and delivery 

• A joined up approach? 

• Recipe for improvement 



--- ---

ACHIEVING POSITIVE PLANNING 

r----- ----- --~ 

• Local ~Ians should set out a positive, -----­
~.. ----" < ­

deliverable vision 

• Plan infrastructure and develo~ment together~ 

0· Commit to ~n infrastructure de~n71 ' 

• Take proactive responsibility for delivery 



NPPF - A SOLID FOUNDATION 


• 	 NPPF puts positive planning through Local Plans at the 
heart of the planning system 

• 	Proactively drive and support sustainable economic 
development to deliver the homes, business and light 
industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places 
that the country iieeds (para 17) 

• 	 Work with stakeholders to assess the quality, capacity 1/ 
and need for the full range of infrastructure {162} 

• 	 Ensure there is a reasonable prospect that planned /) 
infrastructure is deliverable in a timely fashion (177) 

t Quod 



ell - A NEW OPPORTUNITY 

. 
• 	 Cll was introduced in 2010. It allows local authorities 

to raise funds from developers undertaking new 
building projects to fund a wide range of infrastructure 
that is needed to support the development of the area 

• 	 ClG expect the leyy to raise an estimated additional £1 
billion per annum by 2016 

• 	 Local authorities must first adopt a Charging Schedule 
setting out rates per sqm for net new floorspace 

• 	 Section 106 tariffs will not be appropriate after March 1/ fI f 
2014 ~ 

Quod
t 
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PREPARING LOCAL PLAN~ 
-.---.---.-.---.-...--.~~ 

.7	The evidence base should include an 
Infrastructure Study, consistent with the NPP \~ 

• Infrastructure and development policy should I'· k 
be planned at the same time to ensure N,/ 
deliverability ofboth infrastructure and 
development (177) 

• Local plans must be positively prepared to 
meet objectively assessed infrastructure 
requirements (182) 

t 	

Quod 
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ell RISKS AND ell REFORMS 


• High levels of ell risk viability 

• Closer scrutiny required at Cll examinations 

• Strategic sites may have particular difficulty 

• Reforms require a focus on delivery of key sites 


• No right of appeal against ell charge 

• Greater scope for exceptions, but still no appeal 


t 

Quod 



OBSTACLES TO DELIVERY 

• Cll cannot be paid in kind with infrastructure 


• Payment in kind now the subject of consultation 

• Authorities' list ·of infrastructure is illustrative 

• May be tightened but still discretionary 

• Cll is produced separately from the Local Plan 

• Integrated working encouraged 

.; 
• 

\' 

~ . Quod 



WHAT INFRASTRUCTURE WILL BE 
t. 

DELIVERED? 

• A wide ranging definition of infrastructure to ( ~ 

support the development ofan area --­
------------~-----------------

• All authorities can show a substantial funding 
gap 

• Discretion to focus on political priorities 

• Ability to change priorities 

• No obligation on utility providers to engage 

• No obligation to spend or deliver 

.. 
Quod 



PLANNING AND DELIVERY TOGETHER? 

• Where practical, elL charges should be worked 1'1' N, 
up and tested alongside the Local Plan (175) ,~ 

• Show and explain how the rates will contribute 

towards the implementation of the Local Plan 

(ell Guidance para 8) 

• logically, Clll~vels, infrastructure planning /) ~ 

and the local Plan should be one process . ~b 


• Could ell be a policy of the local Plan? Ii J-­

'.. 
Quod 



Cll AS PART OF THE LOCAL PLAN 


l\j	 ,~• 	 local Plans may not be sound unless the IJ ~'--­
financing of infrastructure is robust 

• 	 local Plans could increase the scale of the 
development to raise funds for necessary ' 
infrastructure 

~. 

• 	One examination rather than two 
• Allow planning appeals against ell in exceptional 

circumstances 
• 	Enable authorities to balance ell, infrastructure \ )Iill: 

and affordable housing 

f 	

Quod 
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- Nothing has so bUgllted this 
debate as tJle.,pretence that rural 
plabnl'i\ehas c8used the 'houslnR 
Crlsls·. idea tbat a sbmtage at 
urban housing can be solvet:l In 
the areenfteldSofMlddleEngland
is absurd. ~t developers - and 
many poUticians - implY
that anyone who defends rUral 
Britain is be1ng callous towards 
the homeless. , 
"It Js a total ftctlon there la 

.<no land settle­

st1rlIDg AC,Iumru n!Celltly 
del:l1iJred there was space
550,000 new houses in crowded 
London alone. 

I have visited every corner 0 
EngtandmqrtlmeattbeNatIonal 
TrUst. NotbJrig was 80 ~ 
as to drive &cl'088 miles or \Jiban 
dereliction, boBl'ded up' high 
streets and vandalf8ed ho~ 
estates, only to emerge moo the 
countryside and bulldozed llelds 
and huge BovIs. PersJmmon and 
Bamltt estates. -, ­

Such settlement sprawl means 
loDgcommutes.ltcOnaesta roads 
and demands investment In new 
shops, scbools 8~~~:r~~JaWe should be urban 
densitiesL.!'ot ,reducing them. 
Most Brinsh town centres are 
stm. bunt to a height of three to 
tour storeys. Most European 
towns are seven to efght stOreys.
'1'b1s Is unsusta!nab1e Waste. 

Rural Britain does not hold the 
key to.housing policy, only to 
housinC profit for developers.
The fierce defence ot tbelr 

envtroni by those~1lVe1n,the 
countmdde caliSeem seUIsh. But 
thle~JJoqobl ,o O:f.=tng is not to
dictate wliO iWtiere: 'It is to 
ggard the ubllc iDterest.

'!bel ~p c:1earJlvaluestbe rural
Jan~and wants It JJrOf;ected 
forfta ~t. But wDat la true 
oftbeC01JIlt:rlI'8ldeJs true oflandm 
generaL AsMarkTwaJn88id: 'Tbe;y 
-are not maldnglt any more.' 

For the past 50 years, we have 
relied on a poUtfc8l consensus to 
KU81'd rural Brltaln. Itwas sacrt­
Ilced ,only" by some- overridmg 
naf;106aJ gOod; suchuanewtown, 
moto~ or airport. Since the 
Coal1tloDs d~ that has 
no longer Z~~ are at
iheUU!1'CY much as 
InSlc1lv.'Greece orSpain.

JIlniSt;8rs clalmto bage 'empow­
ei:ed'local people to stOPthi!1. 
but in many cases the1 cannot. u 
.uothJng c:l;UInpa, the result will 
be- 8'"lilra1 ,Britabi contlned,to 
national parka' and National 
Trust ptopert!es. -­

agJoomy scene. 
'~'WlJI8 tile landscape' would 

be no great task. Ba evezy fleld Is 
on a Whitehall computer. It 
would protect for an tune the 
bulk. of the countr:vslde, whose 
scenic quallties Brltona clearly
want preserved.
It could also flee tor develop­

ment tens ofthousands oracrea Of 
land of no landscape value. ThlS 
mfgbt relieve at leaSt some oftbe 
current pressure on gteeD belts. 
~s, these areas need some revi­
sion, but at present no one truata 
any1niDistei to reassign tbe belts, 
knOwing tbat the sU2titest relaxa­
tionwould just see them vanish. 

We must hope tbat one ~~ 
Britaincan recover ft:om tbls pbll­

~=!'n:~tts 
At ~:l:Jent, defending the 

coun e la a lonely business. 
Wben I hear Government mJnls­
ters and lobbyfata abusingthose 
defenders as Nimbys, I can 
onlY ratse a glass and cry: 'God 
staDd"upfor~' 

~--------------------------,---------------

http:loDgcommutes.lt
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i) Proposed Modifications to the submitted Torbay Local Plan 
ii) Proposed Community InfrastructureLevy; 
iii) Proposed Local Validation List. 

Stoke Gabriel Parish Plan Group support in full the response from the Paignton 
Neighbourhood Forum, i.e. both the letter and appendices. 

We are specifically concerned by the proposal to allocate Land South ofWhite 
Rock (T756b), should this be needed, as this is adjacent to the border of our 
parish. 

Should this green field site be allocated for development there will be a negative 
impact on Stoke Gabriel. 

Of particular concern are :­

The impact on the Yalberton Valley Catchment Area, already severely 
compromised by developments already granted permission, 

The impact on the South Devon AONB and landscape character, as also identified 
by South Hams District Council in the Duty to Co-operate Statement, 

Road/traffic and transport issues particularly as the existing infrastructure is 
already inadequate. Stoke Gabriel is set to increase by some 70 additional 
dwellings. Again, SHDC has expressed concerns, too, 

SHDC is in the process of preparing its Local Plan. While no specific sites in our 
parish have been identified as suitable for development at this time, Stoke 
Gabriel Parish Plan includes a number of paragraphs citing the importance of the 
landscape and green fields surrounding Stoke Gabriel, and the need for the 
village to retain a green buffer zone between it and Torbay, 

While South Hams and Torbay comprise separate housing market areas as 
defined in the 2007 ETHMA, the proximity of Stoke Gabriel to Torbay has 
implications which have not been adequately addressed. 

Torbay Council's reasons why this site should not be allocated for development 
are as set out in doc. TC/4. We support these in full. 

Helen Kummer 
For Stoke Gabriel Parish Plan Group 

22.3.2015 
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23 March 201 

I 

Pickhaver. David 

From: Helen 
Sent: 
To: Planning. Strategic 
Subject: Torbay Local Plan Modifications response 
Attachments: PPG Torbay LP mods.docx 

For the attention of Pat Steward. 

I attach a response to proposed modifications to the Local Plan on behalf of Stoke Gabriel 
Parish Plan Group. 

Yours sincerely, 

Helen Kummer 
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Pickhaver. David 

From: KEVIN BEGLEY 
Sent: 23 March 2015 
To: Planning, Strategic 
Subject: Objection For Planing Permission at Steps Cross Watcombe 

• 	 I would like to make an objection to your proposed planning application based on the points below 

• 	 The lack off local facilities for the youth of the area 
• 	 The impact on the community ofWatcombe 
• 	 More traffic in the area there are 3 schools within 100 yards of the proposed site 

• 	 We here at Watcombe Wanderers Football Club have been gradually growing the club since 2008 when we only started 
with one team we now currently have 3 adult teams and will have 5 youth teams running next season, we are a 
community based club who look to put as much back into the community ofWatcombe as possible by providing the 
local youth in the area with regular exercise learning them the quality of a good team spirit and giving them something to 
focus on to keep out of trouble. 

• 	 Within our catchment area we really only have two options Steps Cross or King George V playing 
Fields, we currently use King George V but with the club growing year on year we will soon be out growing this 
facility and will require more pitches to support the growth of the club. 

• 	 70 More houses 100 more cars 3 schools within 100 yards of proposed application don't really need to say any more 

• 	 we were made aware early last year that the local council had a feasibility survey produced on all of 
the local sports facilities in the Torbay area after reading a copy of the report we discovered the local 
facilities we currently use at King George V are deemed as unfit to play football on. at this point we got hold of the local 
council and Devon FA and had a meeting on 16th July 2014 with lan WiIliams (Torbay Council) & Coos French (Devon 
County FA) to discuss this matter. it was proposed to us as King George V had a covenant on the area we would be 
beller backing the council to gain funding to have two level football pitches at steps cross since this meeting we have 
made many attempts to to have further meetings with the council and Devon FA regarding this matter to no avail. 

• 	 Moving the club forward we are looking to secure our own facilities ideally at Steps Cross as this is 
close to the catchment area who support the club so we can progress the club to the next level of the 
football ladder level 7. 

we currently have 150 members ofour club who take regular exercise twice a week we promote family fun days Zumba Classes 
and get as many of the local community involved in all the activities we promote we need to keep as many green spaces available 
as possible 

look forward to hearing from you 

Regards 

Kevin Begley 
Treasurer 
Watcombe Wanderers FC 
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