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c/o 34 Totnes Road 
      Paignton 
      TQ4  5JZ 

 
3 November 2015 

By email to 
Pat.Steward@torbay.gov.uk and future.planning@torbay.gov.uk 
Torbay Council 
Spatial Planning (FAO Pat Steward) 
2nd Floor, Electric House, Castle Circus 
Torquay 
TQ1  3DR 
 
Dear Pat 
 
Re: Torbay Local Plan and Inspector’s Report 
 
Thank you for your letter of 22 October 2015.  As requested, I am meeting with David Pickhaver on 5 
November 2015. 
 
I also confirm that the Forum will be discussing the Inspector’s Report on 19 November 2015 
following which I hope to be able to answer your question.  Your letter will also be circulated. 
 
In the meantime, having finally received the Inspector’s Report, I agree the emphasis is now on 
delivery.   This of course also includes moving forward on those matters which the Inspector has left 
to be resolved as “editorial changes” before the modified Plan can be Adopted by the Council. 
 
I refer in particular to the following. 
 
Housing tables and policy text 
 
At paragraph 30, the Inspector addresses the point about the various discrepancies between the plan 
period and housing numbers, and decides: 
 
“The housing tables and the related policy text will need to be amended as an editorial matter to take 
account of the points made in this paragraph” (my underlining) 
 
Very helpfully to us all, the Report now settles that the plan period is 18 years from 2012 to 2030 and 
a quantum total of 8,900.  For monitoring purposes the settled reference also clearly relates to 
municipal years throughout the tables.   Paragraph 44 also confirms that year 1 is 2012/13 and the 
first five year period ends in 2016/17 as per Policy SS12. 
 
So far so good. 
 
However, the RMM “housing tables” for edit also include those in Part 5 of the Plan, not just Table 
4.3.   As you know, the trajectory finally approved of 400 / 460 / 510 is quite different to that in Part 5 
as shown below: 
 

Table 4.3 Part 5 Tables – Estimated delivery periods 
 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-18 

9,040 2,247 3,057 1,897 1,803 
8,900 2,000 2,300 2,550 2,050 

 

  

PAIGNTON NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUM 
• Blatchcombe 
• Clifton with Maidenway 

• Goodrington, Roselands & Hookhills 
• Paignton Town 
• Preston 
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Paragraph 45 speculates that this difference might be due to a shortfall in the first 3 years of the Plan, 
and then helpfully deals with this in the 5 year supply calculation in paragraph 46.  It does not resolve 
the significant difference beyond this. 
 
Thus logically, at paragraph 61 the further statement is made: 
 
 “….although it is a matter for the Neighbourhood Forums working with the Council to finally resolve 
how much housing is allocated to the three different neighbourhood plan areas, it is clear that there 
could be a problem with identifying sufficient medium and long term housing land.” 
 
Obviously, and very understandably, there is no draft yet of the editorial changes the Council will be 
making to the tables before Adoption in order to comply with the Inspector’s Report. 
 
Making a pro-rata change to Table 4.3 should not prove very difficult, but I appreciate is much less 
straight forward in respect of the Part 5 Tables.  The addition of Churston within the total of 8,900 
also causes a small ripple across the tables that paragraph 61 above adequately allows to be 
resolved in discussion between the Forums and Council working together. 
 
A meeting of the Reference Group is the obvious way of doing this easily, and quickly, and can be 
used to mop up any further matters that will help move the Neighbourhood Plans forward.  
 
To help make progress, by way of example, the attached tables illustrates the difference for each 
Neighbourhood Plan area, assuming the allocation between the three Neighbourhood Areas remains 
the same overall, as in Table 4.3, which personally I think is a reasonable situation to assume. 
 
As you will see, the difference is very important in respect of years 6-10 that the Neighbourhood 
Plans are expected to include.  In the case of Paignton, the submitted RMM site total for years 6-10 
is 1,337 but is 830 with the approved trajectory.  
 
I appreciate of course that there is a degree of merit in a bit of wriggle room by over provision of site 
identification.  However, in this instance the Inspector has very helpfully accepted the provision for 
years 6-8 in the 5 year assessment at paragraph 46.  Thus 3 of the 5 years for years 6-10 have not 
only been identified but also accepted by an Inspector. 
 
Additionally, he has agreed at paragraph 41 that there will be ”ample opportunity to increase the 
housing numbers if justified by job growth”.   As you know, job numbers have actually gone down 
from the 2012 monitoring base of 59,000 and currently stand at 57,200.  I need not refer further to 
what the rest of the paragraph says. 
 
Conversely, you may feel that another way of dealing with this is for agreement to be re-confirmed by 
the Council in a letter from you that all of the Tables in Part 5 are exactly what they say in the 
heading as being “Estimated delivery periods” and continue not to be intended as inflexible. 
 
As you will appreciate, the way this aspect is to be taken forward will be an important matter for the 
Forum to take into account at the meeting on 19 November.  Your considered reply beforehand 
would be most helpful so that I can circulate it either before or at the meeting. 
 
Monitoring 
 
Now that we know the Inspector has confirmed the basis on which the housing provision has been 
constructed (7,550 DCLG+1,350 ‘Buffer’) the table attached has also been prepared to help us with 
monitoring which I hope is useful.   Please do let me know if it contains any errors. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
David Watts, 
Forum Chairman 
 
cc. Mike Parkes, Forum Secretary 
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SUMMARY     
   Part 5 Tables – Estimated delivery period  
  RMM4 RMM9, RMM10, 11 and RMM12  

  
Table 

4.3 
0-5 6-10 11-15 16-19 

 
 Sites 2,850  911  883  491  563   
 Windfalls 1,105  197  325  325  258   

Table 5.2 SDT1 Torquay 3,955  1,108  1,208  816  821   
 Sites 3,440  859  1,337  543  698   
 Windfalls 850  121  260  260  208   

Table 5.8 SDP1 Paignton 4,286  980  1,597  803  906   
 Sites 545  93  187  213  50   
 Windfalls 245  66  65  65  52   
Table 5.14 SDB1 Brixham 790  159  252  278  102   

 Sites 6,835  1,863  2,407  1,247  1,311   
 Windfalls 2,200  384  650  650  518   

 Total 9,040  2,247  3,057  1,897  1,829   

   Totals do not sum due to rounding  
        
Becomes  Total 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-18  
  2012/30 2012/17 2017/22 2022/27 2027/30  
  18yrs 5yrs 5yrs 5yrs 3yrs  
 Sites 2,725  550  685  790  700   
 Windfalls 1,170  325  325  325  195   

Table 5.2 SDT1 Torquay 3,895  875  1,010  1,115  895   
 Sites 3,290  690  830  950  820   
 Windfalls 935  260  260  260  155   

Table 5.8 SDP1 Paignton 4,225  950  1,090  1,210  975   
 Sites 545  110  135  160  140   
 Windfalls 235  65  65  65  40   
Table 5.14 SDB1 Brixham 780  175  200  225  180   

 Sites 6,560  1,350  1,650  1,900  1,660   
 Windfalls 2,340  650  650  650  390   

 Total 8,900  2,000  2,300  2,550  2,050   

  Rounded to nearest 5  
        
  Total 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-18  
  2012-30 2012-17 2017-22 2022-27 2027-30  
  18yrs 5yrs 5yrs 5yrs 3yrs  

 A 6,415  1,520  1,850  1,880  1,165   
 B 1,135  270  330  330  205   
  7,550  1,790  2,180  2,210  1,370   
 C 1,350  210  120  340  680   
 # 8,900  2,000  2,300  2,550  2,050   

 Source: DCLG (Feb 2015) Tables 406 (Torbay UA) & 415 (Components) 
Rounded to nearest 5 

  A = 85% for net inward migration if jobs grow 
  B = 10% if household size reduces & 5% unattributed 
  C = Additional "Buffer for economic growth" (LP Inspector - para 32) 
  # = Policy SS1 total approved by Inspector as "sensible and pragmatic" (para 41) 
 


