
    
 

 
 

 
Schools and services for children and young people ● social care and housing ● recycling, waste 

disposal and clean streets ● community safety ● roads and transportation ● town planning ● 
tourism, harbours and economic regeneration ● consumer protection and licensing ● leisure, 

museums, libraries and arts  

If you require this in a different format or language, please contact me.  

Please reply to: Spatial Planning 

2
nd

 Floor, Electric House, Castle Circus, 

Torquay, TQ1 3DR 

 
 

 

My ref: PS/dp 

Your ref:  - 

Telephone: 01803 208811 

Fax: - 

E-mail: Pat.Steward@torbay.gov.uk 

 future.planning@torbay.gov.uk 

Website: www.torbay.gov.uk 

 
David Watts 

Chairman  

Paignton Neighbourhood Forum  

Weston Villa 

34 Totnes Road 

Paignton TQ4 5JZ 

 Date: 12
th

  November 2015 

 

 
Dear David  

 

Re:  Torbay Local Plan and Inspector’s Report 

 

Thank you for your letter of 3
rd

 November 2015 replying to my letter of 22
nd

 October.  I welcome your 

agreement that the emphasis must now be on delivery.  

 

I note that you have met with David Pickhaver to discuss housing trajectories and related matters.   I 

understand from David that Paignton Neighbourhood Forum intends to submit a Neighbourhood Plan to 

the Council by, or very shortly after 31
st

 March 2015.   However, there would appear to still be some 

difference between the Forum and the Council about the interpretation of the Inspector’s report in respect 

of identifying development sites.   

 

We are in agreement that the Inspector’s report requires the Council to provide around 8,900 new homes 

over an 18 year Plan period 2012-30.  I note that the Inspector’s Table 4.3 and the Part 5 SD Policy Tables 

add up to 9,040 dwellings (due to Churston Golf Course), although these will need to be adjusted slightly to 

account for 18 years of windfalls and other editorial matters.   I intend to keep editorial changes to these 

tables to a minimum, and agree with the interpretation that these are estimated delivery periods that are 

intended to be interpreted flexibly (subject to the caveat below).    

 

We have also noted that the numbers in the trajectory at paragraph 45 (and Policy SS12) come to around 

8,380 dwellings, which is 520 fewer than the headline 8,900 required in paragraphs 30 and 41.   I consider 

this to be something that can be addressed as an editorial matter, as stated in paragraph 30 of the 

Inspector’s Report.   

 

I have set out below what the Council considers to be a reasonable interpretation of this trajectory, based 

on meeting the 520 dwelling shortfall in the second half of the Plan period, i.e. post 2022/23, rounded to 

the nearest 5 dwellings.    This trajectory is similar to yours, although it brings forward slightly more housing 

in years 11-15 of the Plan period.   This table does not take into account the impact of the NPPF 5%, which 

will slightly increase the requirement in the early years.  

 



 

 

 

Plan 

Years Financial Years Torquay Paignton Brixham Torbay  

1-5 2012/13-2016/17    890    965 150 2,005 

6-10 2017/18-2021/22 1,020 1,110 170 2,300 

11-15 2022/3-2026/7 1,275 1,385 210 2,870 

16-18 2027/8-2029/30     770     830 130 1,730 

      

 Total  3,955 4,290 660 8,905 

 

I must stress that this is a minimum trajectory required by Policy SS11 to ensure that the Plan is on course 

to meeting the overall requirement set by the Inspector, and to ensure that a rolling five year supply of 

deliverable sites is maintained.   

 

As noted above, the SD Policy tables set out in Appendix 1A of the Inspector’s Report will be included in 

section 5 of the Plan with minimal amendments for updating etc.  These are based on the pools of sites 

identified in the SHLAA and elsewhere and the anticipated timeframe in which they will be promoted.  On 

this basis there will inevitably be differences between the trajectory above and the Part 5 tables.  I 

anticipate these differences will be relatively minor.  

 

 Sites must not be held back simply to ration supply to the trajectory set out above.   Any attempt to ration 

supply would not be within the spirit or intent of the Inspector’s Report and is likely to be perceived by the 

Council and development industry as delaying tough decisions on contentious sites.  The emphasis for the 

Council and the Neighbourhood Forum should now be upon delivery and specifically on addressing 

infrastructure and other matters to ensure that sites are delivered in a sustainable way.   

 

As set out in my previous letter, the Local Plan has been the subject of extensive debate and consultation. 

My colleagues and myself have given a lot of thought to how the Inspector’s Report should be incorporated 

into the final version of the Local Plan and as you are aware, his findings are binding upon the Council.   On 

this basis I do not see the need for, or value of, a Neighbourhood Plan Reference Group to discuss Local 

Plan housing figures.   

 

The Reference Group may have value in discussing progress of the Neighbourhood Plans.  However given 

the extremely tight deadline set for the Forums to prepare Neighbourhood Plans, I would suggest that plan 

preparation should be the focus of your efforts.   

 

I hope that this is of assistance and sets out the Council’s position clearly.  

 

Yours sincerely,  

 

 
 
Head of Spatial Planning  

 

c.c.   Mike Parkes, Secretary, Paignton Neighbourhood Forum  

 Paignton Ward Members  

 Brixham and Torquay Neighbourhood Forum Chairs  


