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c/o 34 Totnes Road 
      Paignton 
      TQ4  5JZ 

 
         15 November 2013 
By email to: pat.steward@torbay.gov.uk  
Senior Service Manager 
Spatial Planning 
2nd Floor, Electric House 
Castle Circus 
Torquay 
TQ1  3DR 
 
Dear Pat 
 
Re: Paignton Neighbourhood Plan 
 
I must say how very disappointed I was to receive your letter of 11 November 2013. 
 
On the last page you ask for the Forum to identify a further 1,300 dwelling sites in 
addition to the 3,018 supported at the Forum meeting on 19 September 2013.  The 
main reason for this being indicated elsewhere in your letter that the Planning 
Inspectorate (PINS) still wish to see all sites identified in the proposed Local Plan for a 
full 20 year period. 
 
Your letter will therefore be included with the Agenda for the Forum meeting next week, 
together with a copy of this reply, to help ensure transparency and hopefully no room 
for misunderstanding. 
 
I will refer to your other comments in the order they are raised in the letter. 
 
1)    For the avoidance of any doubt, there has been absolutely no change in the 
situation.  You were present at the Forum meeting on 19 September 2013, and also of 
course at the Reference Group meeting the following day attended by DCLG when I 
reported the outcome.   In short, the Forum agreed with the Sub Group conclusion that 
there was likely to be community support for the 3,018 dwellings identified in the 
detailed schedules we discussed and that further Greenfield land should not be 
allocated at this time.  Thus it is not correct to take the view that the Forum is saying 
one thing and doing another.  The schedule includes the list of those sites that have 
not been supported for allocation at this time, as well as those that have been 
supported.   With regard to the draft Agreement referred to, all three Forum Chairs 
made the position very clear at the Reference Group meeting on 20th September that 
there is no need to set out ‘roles and responsibilities’ in an Agreement to satisfy PINS.  
The legislation does that already, and the commitment to producing a Neighbourhood 
Plan for our respective areas has not changed.   On the contrary, as you know, there is 
very real concern in the community that the impasse between the Council and PINS 
could prevent an up to date Development Plan being put in place for possibly a further 
year and is not a situation any of the three Forums wish to see.  One of the main 
concerns was the effect the draft Agreement would have in preventing the 
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Neighbourhood Plans from proceeding in advance of the emerging Local Plan to help 
fill the vacuum apparently being created by PINS if this is not resolved soon.  As you 
acknowledge later, the Forum has made clear it wishes to see the Local Plan proceed 
to deposit stage as quickly as possible, and to continue with the spirit and actuality of 
twin tracking between the LP and NP with each informing the other as we proceed.   I 
will return to this later below. 
 
2)   I’m grateful to see in print your support for the 3,018 dwellings.  This is most 
helpful.  We agree that much more clarification is required from South West Water 
regarding the sewerage issue.  The problems that arose in Collaton St Mary last 
autumn, and more recently with the sewer collapse in the Town Centre in Torbay Road 
are evidence to warrant concern that the system is more fragile and constraining than 
implied in the Infrastructure Delivery Study the Council published in January last year.  
It is good to see there is also agreement on the need to examine this further in the 
Masterplanning work proposed for post 2023.  With regard to the last bullet point here, 
no one has said the 5 year major review involves starting the Local Plan again every 5 
years.  The problem continues to be, as discussed at our meeting, that the Forum still 
does not know what the Local Plan policy wording will be regarding the major review 
details, and that it will definitely include downward review of site requirement as well as 
upward.  You were good enough to confirm this has not been resolved. 
 
3)    No concern has been raised by the Forum at any time regarding the Council’s 
wish to base the Local Plan on a 15 to 20 year period.  However, your attention was 
drawn at the meeting to the fact that NPPF 47 and 157 do not require the LP to define 
every site for the whole period.  NPPF 47 is quite clear in requiring in effect a rolling 5 
year period of defined sites achieved through deliverable sites for the first 5 years, 
developable sites or broad locations for years 6-10 and where possible for years 11 to 
15.   If PINS continue to insist on all sites being defined for the full 20 year period, it 
will be clear this is not a requirement flowing from the NPPF.  In contrast, the Forum 
has given its support for sites that you acknowledge provide a 10 year strategy which 
means this provision will have been the subject of at least 2 “major reviews” before 
year 11 is reached. 
 
4)    The Forum has constantly supported the jobs led growth strategy proposed by the 
Council but we return again to not knowing what the Policy words will say in the 
deposited Local Plan about additional housing provision if the 5 yearly major review 
finds that job growth has failed to materialize.  It must not be forgotten this is what 
happened over the last 10 years - long before the current recession took hold.  The 
Forum remains very concerned that Torbay does not become a dormitory town that 
must rely upon the provision of jobs elsewhere – or worse still becomes an area of 
second home provision that fails to achieve the economic success and vitality we all 
want to see within the Bay.  This will be contrary to the principles of sustainability in the 
NPPF and is not the strategy anyone has indicated we are all striving to achieve.  The 
Forum has made it clear why it is felt caution is needed in defining sites for 8-10,000 
additional homes within a 20 year period.  Those who believe more should be provided 
must equally show why that view is justified with the evidence in support.  As 
NPPF153 says – Local Plans should be aspirational but realistic. 
 
5)   I’m grateful to you for recognizing here again the sewerage infrastructure question.  
We seem to be agreed that without this question being addressed the issue of 
securing sustainable development is very much in doubt. 
 
6)   It seems to me unlikely that the Forum would have any concern about the Local 
Plan including a plan that shows where the 3,018 dwellings are located for at least the 
first 10 year period.  If the Local Plan includes any further specific sites beyond this 10 
year timeframe it is of course for the Council to make that decision, no doubt bearing in 



Page 3 of 4 

mind the point raised above that the NPPF only expects specific sites to be defined for 
the first 5 years, or 10 year period at most. 
 
7)    Forgive me for stating the obvious, and for repeating the position in previous 
discussions but the draft Agreement was not a document that any of the Forum Chairs 
felt it right to sign, could not be legally binding, and there is no requirement for any 
Forum to conform to an emerging Local Plan when producing a Neighbourhood Plan.   
In short the DCLG representative saw the point that PINS would not be convinced by 
the existence of such a document.  I can only suggest you remind PINS of what the 
NPPF actually says about specific site identification beyond year 5. 
 
8)    Please refer again to 1) above.  The Forum support on 19th September for 3,018 
homes, and repeated again at the Reference Group meeting the following day, also 
includes the list of sites beyond year 10 that it is not agreed should be allocated at this 
time.  As discussed at our meeting, apart from the issue of need to do so, the nature of 
Paigntons sewerage network seems to be that all of the sites are subject to the same 
sewerage question mark.  As you will recall, there is concern a trunk sewer may be 
needed to overcome the capacity issue that applies to any further provision whether in 
the town centre or western area.  If you look closely at the schedule of sites, it includes 
all of those which the community has given majority support to in the results of recent 
community engagements.  Your last sentence here is not correct. 
 
9)    In a nutshell, the emerging Local Plan is relying on an increase in inward 
migration to justify an ‘aspiration’ of 8-10,000 additional homes.  The Forum is 
concerned that both demographic and market indicators point to a much slower rate of 
growth as being more ‘realistic’. The annual ‘windfall’ element is the figure you 
provided and which the SHLAA update has supported.  Hence it is the same 
justification as the Local Plan will be using.   So forgive me if I express difficulty in 
agreeing with your comment regarding this.  Again you treat the draft Agreement here 
as being an agreed document.  It is not.  Hence at no time have I ever stated, nor 
could I, that it is the document the Forum is working to.  The Forum is very committed 
to producing the Neighbourhood Plan, and you clearly agree the support the Forum 
has given for 3,018 for at least the next 10 years is a significant amount.  For the 
period beyond 2023, there is value in working together on the proposed ‘Masterplans’ 
and hopefully this will occur once the consultant appointments have been made. 
 
10)   I can only repeat the point about what the NPPF actually says regarding the issue 
of specific site identification for each of the time periods.  It must of course be for the 
Council to decide how it will deal with the concerns PINS have raised. 
 
11)  Thank you for sharing your thoughts about how you think the Council may decide 
to proceed with the Local Plan.   
 
12)  When the Forum considers your request next week for an additional 1,300 sites to 
be identified and “greyed out” you will understand why there may be difficulty in 
agreeing to support this in the absence of any draft of what the ‘major review’ policy 
wording will be.  
 
On one final matter that you raise, there is no requirement for a Neighbourhood Plan to 
be in general conformity with an emerging Local Plan, and DCLG has never advised 
that there is.  Nevertheless, in keeping with the parallel tracking and partnership 
approach the Forum has given support for sites that you acknowledge provides a 
strategy for the first 10 years.  In response, we have been led to believe the Council 
will include in the major reviews the ability for downward adjustment as well as an 
upward one.  This has enabled the twin tracking approach to move forward, but I am 
concerned may now have been placed in jeopardy by the stance of your letter. 
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Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
David Watts 
Chairman, Paignton Neighbourhood Forum 
 
 
 
c.c. 
Cllr David Thomas, Deputy Mayor and Executive Lead; 
Alan Hill, Forum Vice Chairman 
Mike Parkes, Forum Secretary 
 


