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c/o 34 Totnes Road 
      Paignton 
      TQ4  5JZ 

 
         20 January 2017 
 
By Email to Planning@torbay.gov.uk 
Torbay Council 
Spatial Planning (FAO Mr Scott Jones) 
2nd Floor, Electric House 
Castle Circus 
Torquay 
TQ1  3DR 
 
Dear Mr Scott Jones 
 
Planning Application P/2016/1372 
Proposed variation of Conditions P1, 34 and 35 of P/2014/0947, Devonshire Park 
(formerly Nortel site), Land off Brixham Road Long Road, Paignton, TQ4 7BE. 
 
The Forum considered the above application at a meeting on 19 January 2017.  The 
Forum objects to the proposed variations of the previous consent on the following 
grounds: 

1) Variation of condition P1 (omit reference to the Masterplan) 

The substitute layout proposed is materially different to the consent previously granted 
and will result in overdevelopment for the following reasons: 

a) The boundary of key components has been changed.  The northern boundary 
of the retail portion has been extended into the residential area, and western 
boundary into the business units area.  At first sight the change appears 
marginal.  However, closer examination reveals that the layout for business use 
and residential will be compromised and result in a cramped development. 

b) Only two vehicular access points are shown in place of three previously 
granted (and not reserved).  Because the western boundary of the retail portion 
has been moved, it will cause a further reduction in space for business space if 
a third access is to be added later, and severe delivery goods vehicle 
congestion if no further access is added. 

c) The much reduced ‘Banjo’ turning area behind Unit ‘D’ is not of a sufficient size 
to take the vehicles that will need to use it to service the retail units.  It will 
cause use to be made of the car park circulation space by HGV deliveries in a 
wholly detrimental manner. 

d) No indication is given of delivery servicing space or circulation for the proposed 
Unit ‘E’ A3.  Again this will cause movement conflicts within the car parking 
area not previously involved. 

e) The landscape strip along the main Long Road frontage has been reduced and 
when combined with the proposed A3 Unit ‘E’ will create a very poor visual 
impact not previously a problem in the Masterplan approved. 
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2)  Variation of condition 34 (to vary the minimum size restriction)  

 The proposed variation materially changes the consent previously granted.  The 
consent makes it clear that no retail unit is to have a floorspace at ground floor 
level of less than 929 square metres and must not be sub-divided into smaller retail 
units.  The variation proposed conflicts directly with this and materially departs from 
the consent support for bulky goods retail space that would not conflict with the 
vitality and viability of the town centre.  The reason for the proposed variation 
appears to be to accommodate Unit ‘B’ that remains speculative space.  In view of 
the layout problems already referred to above (P1) the speculative space needs to 
be used to resolve the overdevelopment concerns identified. 

Additionally, it is noted that the proposed replacement layout shows Unit ‘D’ 
occupied by ‘M&S’ which is usually associated with Marks & Spencer.  If so, a food 
or non-food use of the unit would be in conflict with the conditions of the previous 
consent which the Forum considers would require a separate application that 
included a formal retail impact assessment and sequential test. 

 

3) Variation of condition 35 (restriction on concessions) 

 The proposed variation conflicts with the clarity of the consent granted which 
already enables a café/coffee shop concession to sit within the much larger 
floorspace of a retail operator.  As proposed, the variation wording conflicts 
materially with the consent granted because it would allow a retail unit operated by 
a single retail operator to be sub-divided for use by multiple retailers.  This would 
conflict directly with the intent of the consent granted and reason for the restriction. 

 

Yours sincerely 
 
David Watts 
 
Forum Chairman 
 
Cc Mike Parkes, Forum Secretary 


