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 | File Person /Organisation Consultee

ID No.

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
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APPENDIX 6

Re-profile of Modifications & Annex 2 Housing Tables

Palicy 551/ Table 4.3 / Policy 11, Policy 12

Part 5 - Strategic Delivery Areas - A policy framewaork for Neighbourhood Plans

Torquay - Tables 5.2/54 /56 and 7.1
Paignton - Tables 5.8 /5.10/5.12 and 7.1
Brixham - Tables 5.14/5.16/5.18/and 7.1

Policy Estimated delivery year Total
0-5 6-10 11-15 15-20
2012-17 2017-22 2022-27 2027-32
SDT1 - Torquay 860 1,131 1,043 1,001 4,005
SDP1 - Paignton 842 872 864 957 3,535
SDB1 - Brixham 173 197 323 117 810
Total Torbay 1,875 2,200 2,200 2,075 8.350
Policy | Estimated delivery year Total
0-5 6-10 11-15 15-20
| 2012-17  2017-22 2022-27 2027-32 |
.TORQUAY &ukti
SDT1 - Source of housing
SDT2 - Town Centre & Harbour
* Torre Marine 75 75
* SHLAA deliverable urban 178 214 55 444
* Other siles 6+ 75 74 140 289
Zlown-HellCacBadk 1]
Llomporence-Sireat 0
Llewestinion-Lass 0
L ] 0
2 Shaddon-Hill 0
* Meoadfost-CarFark 0
SDT2 75 250 288 195 808
SDT3 - Torquay Gateway
* Scolits Meadow a0 65 155
* Edginswell 140 200 210 550
* SHLAA dgliverable urban 19 19
* Other siles 6+ 23 23
SDT3 113 224 200 210 747
SDT4 - Babbacome/St.Marychurch
* Babbacombe/St. Marychurch 28 127 100 255
L Staps-Cross-Rlaying-Riald 0
ZlhilcotGlose 0
SDT4 | 28 127 100 0] 255
SHLAA sites elswhere in SDTH 447 205 100 27 1,023 |
» Slandor Park Maldencombs 0
SHLAA sites elswhere in SDT1 | 447 205 100 271 1,023 “
Windfalls 197 325 325 325 1,172
Total Torquay SDT1 | 860 1,131 1,013 1,001 4,005
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Govsmm‘r Omcn

FOR THE SOUTH WEST
18996. The Examination in Public into lhe Structure Plan review commenced on 16
September 1297. Contrary to the inference in paragraph 12.23 of the Inspector's
report, the local plan has not yet been placed on deposit and this is unliksly to cccur
in the near future, because of the campiications of the Borough Council becoming a
Unitary Autharity in 1888.

8.  The Secretary of Stata has noted the arguments of the applicants and the
Tarbay Boroygh Council that the statutory developmont plan is out-of-date and that
for the purposes of this decislon, greater weight should be aftached to the provisions
of the emerging Structure Plan Review and draft Local Plan. However, he agrees
with the Inspector that while the approved and adopted plans predate the Issue of
recent key national and reglonal policy. guidancs, including PPGs 1, 4, 7,/ 13 and
RPG10, their key aims and policies’ nevertheless remain relevant today. The
emerging plans are clearly up-to-date but remaln at an early stage and, In the case
of the draft Local Plan, with no early prospect of reaching deposit.  Therefore, for
the reasons .sat gut more fully in paragraph 14 below, the Secretary of State fully
supports the Inspector's conclusion that these plans should not camy. significant
weight for the purposes of this decision.

g, The Secretary of State has taken full account of the relevant guidance in
Planning, Palicy Guidance Note (PPG) 1 "General Policy and-Principles®, PPG Nate

4 "Industrial and Commercial Develupment and Small Firms", PPG Note 7 ~The
Countryslde Environmental Qualty ‘and ECOI'IOITIIC and Social Develapment" PPG
Note 9:'Nature Conservation”, PPG Note 12 "Development Plans -and Regional
Planning: Guidance®, PPG Nota 13 “Transport" and to the advice in the Regional
Planning Guidance for the Saouth West (RPG10) issued in 1994,

MAIN ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

10. As indicated By the Inspector, the central consideration in the determination
of this application is whether the economici need for the development outweighs the
environmental, landscape and .other poiicy o bjections. = The Secretary of State
considers that the matters set out in the call-in letier of 24 July 1996, as re-stated by
the Inspector n paragrap‘l'u 12:3 of ‘his report, provide a useful framework for
considering the proposal. These are reproduced below for ease of reference;-

() the relationship of the proposals to national, regional, strategic and 'local
planning pallcy Includlng the impiications far the ‘employment development
strategy for Torbay;

(I the suitability of the site for the proposed development, including the likely
impact on the environment and landscape and on the local highway network;

(iii) the implications of the proposed development on the loss of high quality
agrcultural'land;
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GovVERNMENT OFFICE

FOR THE SoutH WEST
long-term constralnt embodied In the statutory development plan. Both these
elements and the cument proposal have been the subject of many abjections which
nesd to be properly debatad through the development plan process. He agrees with
the Inspector that to permit this proposal now would effectively pre-determine
decislons about the scale apd location of future employment pravision. in Torbay,
both at a strategic level and site-specific level, leaving few other options for
consideration. He therafore concludes that there is a soundly based objection an
the grounds of prematurity which would only be outwelghed by the most compelling
easa ar grounds of need.

, 15. The third factor of concern relates to the loss of high-grade farmiand*and the

. acknowledged adversa impact on :an existing farmholdiqg On the- information
available, the Secretary of State agrees with the lnspechr that there is some doubt
that the sequential approach advocated in PPG7 has been undertaken sufficlently
rigorausly. He notes, however, that' MAFF's original objectlon was subsasquently
withdrawn, i rLthe light of the econoniic arguments in support of the development and
he concludes that this objection should only camy welght if the case on grounds of
rieed Is not made aut.

16.  In considering the heed and |ustlfication for the proposed development, the
Secratary, of State has had full regard to the facts that the Torbay area has serious
economic problems, that the site lies within an area where Regional Sslective
Assistance and ERDF Objective 5(b) grants are avsilable, and that it is national and
ragional policy to encourage employment in.such areas. He has no doubt that the
proposal would make a weicoma contribution towards the creation of much-needed
jobs and the dlveralﬁtaiion of- Torbay's econamic base and he has given due welght
to the strength of suppnrt for the project from the' local planning authority and several
] regional development agencies

17. The Inspector has analysed the economic argumenb in support of the
scheme In considerable detail in paragraphs 12.77 t0 12.106 of his report and on the
basis of the evidence beforg.him, the Secratary of State finds no;reason.to reject his
canciustcns This site, at more than 30 ha, is much larger than the recognised
mlnirnurn critical mass needed for a business park of this kind and it is generally
accepte‘d that there are no cther sites of this size and quality :avalilable in Torbay.
Howaver, in the light of the amount of employment land already Identified, allocated 3
and capable of being brought forward, the Secretary of State accepts the Inspector's
conclusicn: that thera [s no compelling case on either qualitative or quantitative
grounds for tha aarly releasa of this major green-fleld site. In reachlng thIs view, he
‘has noted your clients" confirnation that the availabifity of grant aid is not essential
for the viab Llrty of the project and is thersfora satisfied that this factor should not
weigh heavily in support of the urgent release of this site. Furthennocre, given the
lack of evidence of any market demand fram major inward investors, and the
identified shortcomings of the sits for this purpose, as compared with betier-placed
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PLANNING AFFEALS UNDER S'BCHON‘R AND CALLET.IN PLANNING AFPLICATIONS UNDER
SECTION 77 OF THE TOWNAND COUINTRY PLANNING ACT 1990

MBU@MWAMUNDERWEM CALLED-INLm BUILLDING
CONSENT APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 12 OF TEE PLANNING (LISTED BUILDINGS AND
CONSERVATION AREAS) ACT 1990,

RIGEITOCHAWGBTEBDEC[BIGN

. Undumpmﬁﬂmormzuomarmmdcmmmmﬁtmmma of the Planning

(Listed Buildings mcmmmmssc. a persoa who Islgm'iwadhylhn decizion given in'ths
mmyhgmmmkmmuqmﬂlﬁbymappﬁuﬁm,mdomﬂmmw .

Mymnd:upmwhkhsmhmlppﬂnﬁnnmbcmduhﬂmmm

m lhnt!hndmﬂmxsnntwiﬂﬁnihepmofﬂumahuh, lim.SuaunyofSnuhns
exceeded his powes); or - )

[§3] &nwofﬁurdnvm:thwmtbmmpuedwuh.mdthonppﬁmﬁ
interests bave bmubstznﬁ:uym]ndiudbyﬂwrnﬂmbmmply

The"nlwmtrequumcnn mdeﬂndhsmzssdmmmaymmemmofﬁemwﬂu
Tribunals and Inquiries Act 1971, or any,enactment replaced thersby, mdthumquirmum of mny orders,
regulations mmlnmndamdnmma.mwwwuf&nwmpwbymm Ihaelnchxd::

-Fwwmwmmmmrmmmwrm (Appnls) (an
Repnseuhﬁm Procedure) Regulations 1987 (SI 1987 No 701);

mwmmmmwmmmmamm ﬂuTmlnanumy
MWM)MIM(SHMNUMB).

; AmmwummmmwmhmmmmhuMmmmmm

hkmgmywﬂnn. kkmumhuwm,mumynppﬂnﬂmhqwhmuppﬂldedmumn#be

RIGHT TO INSFECT DOCUMENTS

Usder the provisions of Rule 17(3) of the Town and Country Plaoning (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 1992, any

pmmwhuhumvdumpyoflhshspmﬂupcnmyapplybﬁmSeqmyofsmhwrlth;wlhﬁﬁ
wuhdbhhﬁﬁuw&mmhmnmnyufhspuﬁngmydmmw
to the report. Such' docoments ete are listed in = appendix to the repare. . Any spplication undar this provisien
ﬁuﬂdhmth&emmwﬁchh&mmmwmmw:nmm

shcwnun&-dmﬁﬂmhmmmmmmm)whmhhmbm
mmspm Atﬁsmmmumum
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GovERNMENT OFFICE
FOR THE SOUTH WEST

Gouldens Solicitors
22 Tudor Street Room 517
LONDON

EC4Y QJJ

Your Ref:-AT.dp.677097
Our Ref:-SW/P/5183/220/4

Date:2{ October 1997

Dear Madam

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING AGT 1980 - SECTION 77

APPLICATION BY SIR ROBERT McALPINE LTD

OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION FOR BUSINESS PARK AND ASSOCIATED
DEVELOPMENT

SITE ON LAND AT WHITE ROCK, SOUTH QF WADDETON INDUSTRIAL
ESTATE, BRIXHAM ROAD, PAIGNTON, DEVON

1. | am directed by the Secretary of State for the Environment to say that
consideration has been given to the report of the Inspector, Mr S J Pratt BA (Hons)
MRTPI, who on 25 Februaiy to 4 April 1997, held 2 public local inquiry into your
cllents’ appilcahon for outline planning permission for the 'erection of a Business
Park development, comprising the erectlon of units for employment: purposes within
Classes B1, B2 ahd B8 of the Town and Country Planning, (Use Classes) Order
1987, together \mth assaociated hphmy and landscaping works and the creation of a
balancing pond on v'land at White'Rock, south of Waddeton Industrial Estate, west of
Brixham Road, Paignton, Devon.

2. The application was made to Torbay Borough Council and the Secretary of State
directed in pursuance of his powsers under Section 77 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990, that it be referrad to him for decision instead of being deait with
by the loéal planning authority.

INSPECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION AND SUMMARY OF THE DECISION

3. A copy of the Inspector's report is attached, He recommended in paragraph
12.124 of his report that, in view of the considerations expressed in paragraphs 12.5

PAGE 82

Al



http:feferteci.tD



http:app/jcaijc.ir
http:applia.bl
mailto:a~rd@r.,r;e
http:OOVERNa.tM

Govnmuwr OFFICE

FOR THE SOUTH WEST
1986. The Examination in Pubiic into the Structure Plan review commenced on 16
September 1997. Contrary to the inference in paragraph 12.23 of the Inspector's
rapart. the local pian has nat yet been placed on deposit and this is uniikely to occur
in the near future, because of the complications of the Borough Council bacoming a
Unitary Autharity in 1898.

B. The Secretary of State has noted the arguments of the applicants and the
Torbay Berough Council that the statutory development plan is out-cf-date and that
for the purposes of this decision, greater weight should be attached to the provisions
of the emerging Structure Plan Review and draft Local Plan. However, he agrees
with the Inspector that while the approved and adopted plans predate the Issue of
recent key national and rgjglonal poilcy, guidance, including PPGs 1, 4, 7, 13 and
RPG10, their key aims and pojicies’ nevertheless remain relevant todsy. The
emerging plans are clearly up-to-date but remain at an early stage and, in the case
of the draft Local Plan, with no early prospect of reaching depesit. Therefore, for
the reasons set out more fully in paragraph 14 below, the Secretary of State fully
supports the Inspector's conclusion that these plans should net carry significant
weight for the purposes of this decision.

g. The Secretary of State has takeq full account of the relavant guidance in
Planning_ Policy Guidance Note (PPG) 1 "General Policy and Principles”, PPG Nate

4 "Industrial and Commercial Development and Small Firms", PPG Note 7 "The
Countryside - Environmental Quallty and Economic and Social Development’, PPG
Note 9 "Nature Canservation”, PPG Note 12 "Development Plans and Regional
Planning Guidance®, PPG Note 13 "Transport" and to the advice in the Regional
Pianning Guidance forthe South West (RPG10) issued in 1994,

MAIN ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

]
10.  As indicated by the Inspector, the central consideration in the determination
of this application is whether the economic: need for the development outweighs the
environmental, landscape and other policy chjections. The Secretary of State
conslders that the matters set out in the call-in letier of 24 July 1996, as re-stated by
the Inspector in paragraph 12.3 of his report, provide a useful framework for
considering the proposal. These are reproduced below for ease of reference:-

() the relationship of the proposals to national, regional, strategic and local
planning palfcy including the implications for the employment devalopment
strategy for Torbay;

(ii) the suitabiiity of the site for the proposed developmant, including the likely
impact on the environment and landscape and on the local highway network;

(iii) the implications of the proposed development on the loss of high quality
agricultural land;
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FOR THE SOUTH WEST
long-term mnstralrtt embodied In the ststutory development plan. Both these
elements #@nd the cutrent proposal have been the subject of many objections which
need to be properly debated through the development plan process. He egrees with
the Inspector that to permit this proposal now would effectively pre-determine
decisions about the scale and location of future employment provision in Torbay,
both at a strategic level and site-specific levei, leaving few other options for
consideration. He therefore concludes that there is a soundly based objection an
the grounds of prematutity which would anly be outweighed by the most compelling
cas#& onrgrounds of need.

15.  The third factor of concem relates to the loss of high-grade farmiand*and the
acknowiedged adverse impact on an exsting farmholding. Qn the: information
available, the Secrstary of State agrees with the Inspector that there is some doubt
that the sequential approach advocated in PPG7 has been undertaken sufficlently
rigorously. He notes, however, that MAFF's original objectlon was subsequently
withdrawn, in the light of the economic arguments in support of the development and
he concludes that this objection should only carry walght if the case on grounds of
need is not made out.

16. In considering the need and justification for the proposed development, the
Secretary, of State has had full regard to the facts that the Torbay area has serious
economic problems, that the site lles within an area whera Regional Selective
Asslstance and ERDF Objective 5(b) grants are available, and that it is natlonal and
regional policy to encourage employment in such areas. He has no doubt that the
proposal would make a welcome contribution towards the creation of much-nesded
jobs and tha dlversiﬂcaﬁon of Torbay’s economic base and he has given due weight

to the strength ‘of suppott for the project from the [ocal planning suthority and several
regional development agendes

17. The Inspector has analysed the economic arguments In support of the
scheme In considerable detail in paragraphs 12.77 to 12.106 of his report and on the
basis of the evidence beforg him, the Secretary of State finds no reason to reject his
conciusions. This site, at more than 30 ha, is much larger than the recognised
minimum critical mass needed for a business park of this kind and it is generzally
acceptet that thera are no other sites of this size and quallty available in Torbay.
Howaver, in tha light of the amount of employment land aiready Identified, allocated 7
and capable of being brought forward, the Secretary of State accapts the Inspector's
canclusion that thers is no compelling case on sither qualitative or quantitative
grounds for the early releasa of this major green-field site. In reat:hing this view, he
‘has notad your clients’ confirmation that the availabfity of grant aid is not essential
for the viability of the project and is thersfore satisfied that this factor should not
weigh haavily in support of the urgent release of this site.  Furthermnors, given the
lack of evidencea of any market demand from major inward investors, and the
identified shortcomings of the site for this purpose, as compsarad with better-placed
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PLANNING AFPEALS UNDER SBCHON 78 AND CALLED-IN PLANNING AFFLICATIONS UNDER
SECTION 77 OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1950

LISTED BUILDING CONSENT APFEALS UNDER SECTION 20 AND CALLED-IN LISTED BUILDING
CONSENT APFLICATIONS UNDER.'SBC.'I'ION 12 0F ‘l'HE PLANNING (I.ISTED BUILDINGS AND
CONSERVATIUNAREAS) ACT 1950 :

RIGHT TO CHALILENGE 'mB DECISION

el 3 WMWMOEW”SOEMTMMMPMA& lMurSecdm&B otﬁu?lmmns

(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1590, a persan wha i3 aggrisved by the decision given in'the
sccompaaying letter mey seak o have It quashed by an application, mads to the High Comt. - -

f : Thamdiupmwhi:hmhmappﬁaﬁmmb;mmutthmn.m

@ mmdmrmnmtwimmapamofuwm(mu, ﬂ:gSaﬂumyomehns
exceeded his powers); or -

@) thumyofﬂurdwntmqmmuhnnnthanmpﬂdwﬂh,md&uppﬁmﬁ
mterests have bmnbshnﬂlllypnjmﬁeedhytbn&ihnbmpiy

The "relevant requirements” mmmsmmadmmmmmammngﬁammm
Tribunals, and Inquiri=s Act 1971, or any enactinent replaced thereby, and the reqiirements of eny oédars,
regilatinns mmmmmm«mmummmbymm These includs:

'Pornppuhdﬁcidedbyﬂnwﬂmwd.ﬁnTmdemkyleins(Appnh) (Wriden
Representations Procedurs) Regularions 1987 (ST 1987 No 701); g

) leppeusmdmﬁudwyﬂnhwsdnddsd&ﬂwh;abwhany ﬂuTowudeounn-y
Hlnnlng auquh-lsl’rnndutu)nuhs 1992 (ST 1992 No 2038).

i Apmwhn&hhhmyhnmdsﬁr:hﬂmm;ﬂm@mmﬁﬁndwmkup!umm
taking any action. Itisupmmtbmhawm ﬂmnynppuadnnmqmshmuppaldedswummbe
made to the High Court within g 2 : =

RIGHT TO RYSPECT DOCUMENTS
Usder the provisions of Rule 17(3) of the Tawn and Cowntry Phwuing (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 1992, any
whohumvedu.cnpyaﬂhhpmﬂupmmyapplyb&c&umyafsmhwdﬁngwktﬂns
wubqf&auhuf&emﬁmhﬁmhmmnfwmydmmuw
to the repost. Such documents etc are Hated in an appeadix to the report. - Any spplication under this provision
wummmmnmwmm&mm issued, quoting the Depariment’s refirsacs atanber
shcwnunthdmmkﬁudsﬂmghdﬁnmdﬁn:ﬁnmmﬂnﬁuhotﬁs)whuitisprnpmdtnmlks
dnmpecuuu. Atmsmmmumum
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GOVERNMENT OPFICE
EOR THE SOUTH WEsT

Gouldans Salicitors
22 Tudor Strest Room 5§17
LONDON

ECaY OJJ

Your Ref:-AT.dp.877097
Our Ret-SW/P/5183/220/4

Dats;-Z October 1887

Dear Madam

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 4980 - SECTION 77

APPLICATION BY SIR ROBERT MeALPINE LTD

OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION. FOR BUSINESS PARK AND ASSOCIATED
SITE ON LAND AT WHITE ROCK, SOUTH OF WADDETON INDUSTRIAL
ESTATE, BRIXHAM ROAD, PAIGNTON, DEVON

1. | am directed by the Secretary of State for the Environment to say that
consideration has Been given to the repart of the Inspector, Mr S J Pratt BA (Hons)
MRTPI, who on 25 February to 4 April 1997, held a pubgg: local inquiry inte your
clients’ agplicauun for outline pianning pemmission for the' erection &f a Business
Park development, comprls]ng the erection of units for emplayrg‘ent purposes within
Clzsses B1, B2 ahd BE of the Town and Counby Plarini ng, (Use Classes) Order
1987, together with associatad hpMy and landscaping wudcs and the creation of a
balancing pond on land at Whits'Rock, souith of Waddeton Industrial Estate, west of
Brixham Road, Paignton, Devon.

2. The appllcaticn was made to Torbay Borough Council and the Secretary of State
directed 'in pursuance of his powers under Section 77 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990, that it be referrad to him for decision instead of hamg dealt with
by the local planning authority.

INSPECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION AND SUMMARY OF THE DECISION

3. A copy of the Inspector's report is attached. He recommended In paragraph
12.124 of his raport that, in view of the considerations expressed In paragraphs 12.5
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FOR THE SOUTH: WEST
to 12.117, your clisnts' application for outline planning permiesion should be refused,
For the reasons given below, the Secretaty of Stale accepts his recommendation
and refuses your clients' application.

MATTERS ARISING

4.  The Secretary of State nctes from paragraph.3 of the Inspector's Report that,
during the pre-inquiry meeting, your clients confirmed that their application would
comprise primarily Class B1 uses with possibly some B2 uses but no Class B8 uses,

as set out In the original application. He has, thersfors, considered your cﬂents'
application on this basis.

5. Following the close of the pu_blic inquiry, the Secretary &f State receivéd a
number of further representations in ralation to the proposals and coples of thess
are attached. For easa of raferance, they ars recorded In the Schedule attached 1o
this letter at Appendix A. This correspondence was not considered to raise any
issue requiring refarence back to the parties, either under the Town and Country
Planning (Inquiries Procedure) Rules. 1982, or under the rules of natural justice
before procedding to his decision in this case. The Secretary of State does not
propase to deal in detall with every lssus raised in the cofrespondence but all
representations received have been taken into account by the Secretary of State in
reaching his decision.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

6. Saction 54A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1880 (introduced by seetion
26 of the Planning and Compensation Act 1851) requires the Secratary of State to
determine this application In accordance with the deveiopment plan uriless materdal
considarations indicats. otharwiss. in this case, the stattitory dsvelopment plan
applicable to the, application site comprises the approved Devon Counly Structure
Plan, incorporating the First Alteration (dated 8 July 1987), the Second Alteration
(dated 47 July 1888) and the Third Alteration (dated 10 March 1884), the Torbay
Local Pian (adopted 23 July 18917) and the Landscape Policy Aress Local Plan
(approved in 1885 and reviewed in 1980). ' In addition, the South Hams Local Plan
(adopted in April 1888) covers the areas adjoining the application site, inc!udlng
parts of the "Countryside Fringe” area.  The plan to which section 54A applies is
the approved or adopled development plan for an area and nict any draft plan which
may exist,

PASE

7. In detarmining this application, the Secretary of State has also taken into

account, as material considerations, the relevant provisions of the Devon Caunty

Structure Plan First Review which was placed on depoesit on 8 November 1986 and
the Tarbay Boraugh Local Plan Consuitation Draft which was publishad on 29 July



http:riICI!fvacf.la
http:appllcaU.on

23/19/1997 1@:81  ©117-3981986

GovERNMENT OFFICE

FOR THE SOUTH WEST
1996. The Examination in Public into the Structure Plan review commenced on 18
Septemnber 1897. Contrary to the inference in paragraph 12.23 of the Inspetior's
report, the local plan has not yet been placed on depasit and this is unlikaly to occur
in the near future, becausa of the camplications of the Borough Council bacoming a
Unitary Authority in 1888.

8. The Secratary of State has noted the arguments of the spplicants and the
Torbay Borough Council that the statutory development plan is out-of-date and that
for the purposes of this decision, greater weight shouid be attached to the provisions
of the emerging Structure Plan Review snd draft ‘Local Plan. However, he agrees
with the Inspector that while the approved and adopted plans predate the issue of
recent key national and regional pellcy,guidance, including PPGs 1, 4, 7, 13 and
RPG10, their key aims and policies nmm\elesa remain relevant today. The
emerging plamaradaartyw-‘m-dstebutmma!n atsnaanystageand in the case
of the draft Loeal Plan, with no early prospect of reaching deposjt. Thersfore, for
the reasons .set out more fully in paragraph 14 below, the Secratary of State fully
supports the Inspector's conclusion that these plans shuuld nat carmry significant
weight for the purposes of this decision.

g, The Sacretary of State has taken full account of the relevant guidance in
Planning Policy Guldance Note (PPG) 1 "General Policy and Principles”, PPG Note
4 "Industrial and Commercial Development and Small Firms", PPG Note 7 "The
Countryside - Environmental Quallty and Economic and Social Development”, PPG
Nots 8 "Nature Ccnsarvahun" PPG Note 12 "Development Plans rand Regional
Planning Guidanca®, PPG Note 13 *Transport” and to tha advice in the’ Reglenal
Planning Guidancs for the South West (RPG10) issued in 1884,

MAIN ISSUES AND CONNDERATIONS

10.  As indicated by the Inspector, the central consideration in the determiration
of this application is whether the economic need for the development oumalghl the
environmental, landscape and .other poficy objections. The Secretary of State
considers that the matters sat out in the call-in letier of 24 July 1996, as re-stated by
the [nspector in paragraph 12.3 of his report, provide a ussful framework for
considering the proposal. These are reproduced below for ease of reference:-

(1) the relatienship of the proposals to national, regional, strategic and 'lacal
planning palicy, inciuding the impiications for: the employment development
sirategy for Torbay;

() the suitability of the site for the proposed developmant, including the likely
impact an the environment and landecape and on the local highway network;

(i) the implications of the proposed development on the loss of high quality
agricultural land;
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(iv) the need and justification for the proposad development; and

‘, (v) sny necsssary planning condiions and agreements which may be
appropriata.

11. After very careful consideration of aff the avafiable evidence, the Secratary of
State agrees with the Inspector's conclusions on each of these main issues and
would add the following comments.

12, In balancing the environmental and visual impact of the proposal against the
economic justification for the development, the Secretary of Stats 'attaches
' .gubstantial waight to the need to presetve the high quailty of the Dart Valley AONB,

as one of the finest riverine landscapes In the country. He acoepts the Inspector’s
appraisai that the development itself and the very extensive areas of woodland
planting. envisaged would have a significantly adverse and wholly unacceptable
visual impact ‘'on the AONB, the AGLV and the sumounding countryside, despite the
longer term screening effects of the landscaping and mitigation measures . in the
Secretary of State's view, this hamr and the consequent contlict with the landscape
protaction policies of the siatutory development plan and with national policy
guidanee in PPG7, represents the most cpmpelfing of the various objections reised

-—— = e

to the pmpoud'a‘avabpme:t

13, The Secretary of State considers there ara thrae further factors weighing
against the scheme. The first of these relates to transport policy considerations. He
supports the [nspector's reservations about the peripheral location of the application
sita for a'devaiopment which will be a major generator; of travel demand. Because of
fts inaccessibility by cther modes of transport and its position at the south-west
extrernity .of the Ring Road, an tha fer side of the built-up area, he is concerned that
the develcpment would resultin a growth rather than a’'containment of car travel and
as such 'would fail to accord with the ohjectives of PPG13 and the principles of
sustainable development. Furthermore, while he accepts thet the package of
measures agread with the highway authority would enable the jocal highway
neiwark to ahsurbﬂzetrsﬂ!cﬂwa he shares the inspector's concem sbout the
impact of the addjtional’ traffic generated by the.development on the wider road
network, and especially on tha unimproved sections of the Torbay Ring Road, ‘on
which a dacision by the Secratary of State Is stil| awalted.

14, = Secondly, having regard to the sdvica in paragraph 47 of PPG1, the
Seoretary of State is concemed about the implications of the development for the
emerging development plan strategy for smployment in Terbay. This mejor propasal
is without doubt a cantral plank of the emerging economic development strategy for
Terbay, Whichisbasednnﬂ'lenudtobmﬁdenmeemmmlcbaseboﬂsetﬁw
. decline ifi‘the tourism and fishing industries and to create a substantial number of
| new jobs. 'But, as the Inspector points out, the emerging strategy and proposed
level of employmant land provision represant a major shift away from the strategy of

4
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long-term conetraint embodied in the statutory development plan. Both these
elements and the curent proposal have been the subject of many objections which
nead to be properly debated through the development plan process. He agrees with
the Inspector that to permit thia proposal now would pre-detarmine
decisions about the scale and location of future employment provision In Torbay,
both at a strategic level and site-specific level, leaving few other options for
consideration. He thersfore concludes that thers is 8 soundly based objection an
thegmmdsofpratmtutiy'whbh would only be outwelghed by the most compeliing
casa orr grounds of need.

: 15.  The third factar of concem relates to the loss of high-grade farmiand‘and the
acknowiedged adverse lmpact on 'an existing fapmphoiding. On the: information
avaflable, the Secratary of State agrees with the Inspactor that thers is some doubt
that the sequantlal approach advocated in PPG7 has been undertaken sufficlantly
rigorously. He notes, however, that MAFF's original objection was subsequently
withdrawn, ll'Lﬂ'le light of the economic arguments In support of the developmeant and
he mncluda that this objection should only camry weight rr the case on grounds of
need is not made out.

16.  In considering the nead and ustification for the propesed devalopment, the
Secretary, of State has had full regard to the facts that the Terbay area has serious
economic problems, that the site fies within an area whems Reglonal Selective
Assistance and ERDF Objectiva 5(b) grants are availsble, and that it is naticnal and
regional policy to encourage employment In such arsas. He has no doubt that the
proposal would make a welcoma contribution towards the creation of much-needed
jobs and the diversiiication of Torbay's ecanomic base and he has given due weight
to the strength of support for the project from the local planning asuthority and several
regional development agencies.

17.  The Inspector has analysed the economic arguments in support of the
scheme in considerable detall in paragraphs 12.77 to 12.108 of his report and an the
basis of the evidence beforg, him, the Secretary of Staie finds no reason.to reject his
conclusions. This site, at more than 30 ha, is much larger thai the recognised
minimum critical mass needed for a business park of this kind and it is generally
accapteti that thera are no other sites of this size and qualiity avaliable in Torbay.
However, in the light of the amount af employment land already identifled, allocatad 7
and capable of being brought forward, the Secretary of State accepts the inspector's
conciusion that thers s no compelling casa on sithar qualitative or quantﬂaﬂve
grounds for the éarly release of this major green-field site. In reaching this view, ha
‘hes nated your ciients’ confirmation that the availabifily of grant aid is not essential
for the viability of the project and is thersfore satisfied that this factor should not
weigh heavily in support of the urgent release of this site. Furthermore, given the
lack of evidence of any market demand frorn major inward investors, and the
idantified shortcomings of the site for this purpose, as compsred with better-placed

5
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locations eisewhers In the region, the Sacratary of State remsins concemed at the
prospect of such an environmentally sensitive site ultimately being developed,
despilte the bast efforts of your clients, with more traditional business and industrial
uses, which would simply replaca the axisting identified sites.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

18. Having very carefully weighed sil the objections to the schema against the
casa that has been advanced in tamms of need and benafits for the local aconomy,
the Secretary of Stats Is not persuaded that this project represents so vital an
element [n the sciution to Tarbay's particular aconomic needs as to outweigh the
harmm arising from s visual and environmental impact and the conflict with the
principles of the plan-lad systam.

FORMAL DECISION

19. For the reasons given above and by the Inspector, the Secretary of State
hereby refuses to grant consent for your cllents' appiicaticn.

RIGHT TO CHALLENGE .

20.' A sapsrats nots is aftached setting aut the circumstances in which the validity of
tha Secretary of Stata's decision may be challenged by making an application to the
High Court Within 8 wesks of tha dats of this latter.

21, A copy of this letter has been sent to Torbay Borough Council and to all the
other parties whe appearsd at the public local inguiry.

Yours falthfully

MRSEL PRITCHARD
Authorised by the Secretary of State for the Environment
to sign in that bahsif :

PACE
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TORBAY COUNCIL
AFCI0 g WL
Sl recnl 19 MAR 2015

Spatial Planning (FOA Pat Steward) Collaton Defencef.@guc:/ '

Torbay Council Collaton St Mary’s Residents Assoc.
Electric House (2™ floor) —
Castle Circus

Torquay

TQ1 3DR

20™ 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 gth
February 2015 for response before 9am on the 23" 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 8" January 2015 and those published for formal consuitation on
the 9™ February 2015 including the corrections published only on the Council’s
website on the 17™" 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 23" 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



Z

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. tn 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.

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 CDL both in its letter to you of the 3™ April 2014 with

accompanying Representations of even date therewith and its follow up
letter to you of the o 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 CIL 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




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 21* 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 IDP 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 “ 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?!

To quote the journalist Simon Jenkins of The Spectator in his recently
published Saturday Essay (full copy enclosed)----

Rural England is “under assault”.......... The “culprit” 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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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 contend 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 4™ March 2014.

CD12014.
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Collaton Defence League
Representations on the proposed Torbay Local Plan

3" 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 CIL 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, CIL 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



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 CIL 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 CIL revenues on.”(Source:
Epsom& Ewell Planning Policy Sub-Committee Report Summary 8
May 2013)

d)”It 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



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 .So called West Paignton —in
reality the Collaton St .Mary ,Blagdon ,Yalberton 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





















3.2 Sunderland's future sustainable growth and development depends on the
timely funding and delivery of supporting infrastructure 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 social, economic or
environmental impacts on existing infrastructure.

3.3 A key consideration for the emerging Sunderland City Council Core Strategy
will be ensuring the availability 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 ~'Sunderiand will be a welcoming,
intemationally 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 leaming city and an attractive and inclusive 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 social,
physical and green infrastructure required to ensure sustainable communities are
created. New housing, employment or other development alone, do not create
sustainable communities; there is a need to provide supporting infrastructure
including utilities, transport, schools, health, leisure services and energy. Improving
the provision of local infrastructure is essential to the creation 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 IDP is key to this and will be submitted along side
the Core Strategy for examination.

3.6 The IDP will 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 climate therefore the
IDP will continue to be an iterative process.

3.7 Through the IDP the Council should be able to co-ordinate infrastructure
providers and the delivery of infrastructure requirements focusing on ‘making better
places’ in Sunderland. 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 delivery.

Stakeholder Consultation

3.8 Preparing this IDP has involved a range of partners, agencies 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.












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 needs (para 17)

* Work with stakeholders to assess the quality, capacity / /
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)




CIL— A NEW OPPORTUNITY

* CIL 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 levy to raise an estimated additional £1
billion per annum by 2016

* Local authorities must first adopt a Charging Schedule
setting out rates per sgm for net new floorspace

* Section 106 tariffs will not be appropriate after March | /
2014 ~
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PREPARING LOCAL PLANS>

Infrastructure Study, consistent with the NPP
* Infrastructure and development policy should;

(_17 The evidence base should include an F(} oL

be planned at the same time to ensure
deliverability of both infrastructure and
development (177)

* Local plans must be positively prepared to
meet objectively assessed infrastructure
requirements (182)
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WHAT INFRASTRUCTURE WILL BE
DELIVERED? :
NG

* A wide ranging definition of infrastructure to ( —
_Support the development of an 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




PLANNING AND DELIVERY TOGETHER?

[

* Where practical, CIL charges should be worked ||
up and tested alongside the Local Plan (175) {/ -

* Show and explain how the rates will contribute
towards the implementation of the Local Plan
(CIL Guidance para 8)

* Logically, CIL levels, infrastructure pIanning? / %@
and the Local Plan should be one process

* Could CIL be a policy of the Local Plan? ||+
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