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c/o 34 Totnes Road 
      Paignton 
      TQ4  5JZ 

          
         24 April 2017 
 
By email to plymouthplan@plymouth.gov.uk 
 
Planning Services 
Plymouth City Council 
Ballard House 
Plymouth 
Devon 
PL1 3BJ 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
Plymouth and South West Devon Joint Local Plan Regu lation 19 Consultation 
 
I write to inform you that our Neighbourhood Plan Forum considered the above 
consultation Plan at the Forum meeting on 20 April 2017. 
 
As you may be aware from your partner South Hams District Council, our Pre-
Submission Draft of the Paignton Neighbourhood Plan is currently out on consultation 
in accordance with Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulation 
2012. 
 
The proposed Joint Local Plan has therefore arrived at a moment in time that is quite 
helpful. 
 
The overall Strategy 
 
The Forum welcomes and supports the overall approach taken in the Joint Local Plan 
of focusing the proposed growth on Plymouth and achieving thriving sustainable towns 
and villages. 
 
However, some of the proposed policy wording does not meet one or more of the 
‘soundness’ tests required by NPPF182 (Appendix 1 enclosed for ease of reference): 
 
1. Provision for new homes (Policy SPT3) 
 
The Plan proposes “at least” 26,700 dwellings (Policy SPT3) 
 
No trajectory per annum is specified, nor evidence presented that demonstrates a 
higher number than 26,700 is deliverable within the South Hams Special Area of 
Conservation in particular. 
 
As worded, the proposed Policy is not ‘justified’, ‘effective’ nor ‘consistent with national 
policy as required by the ‘tests’ of NPPF182. 
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As a minimum Modification: 
 
a)  the words “at least” need to be deleted 
 
b)  include a build rate number for each 5-year milestone to enable ‘effective’ 

monitoring of the Plan delivery of a sustainable outcome. 
 
2. Provision for employment floorspace (Policy SPT4 ) 
 
The Plan proposes “at least 312,700 sq.m. of employment floorspace” equating to 
approximately 82 hectares of land for around 13,200 jobs (lower case paragraph 3.34) 
 
No trajectory per annum is specified, nor is evidence presented that demonstrates a 
higher provision than 82 hectares is deliverable within the South Hams Special Area of 
Conservation in particular. 
 
No Policy wording link of any kind is made between Policy SPT3 or SPT4 that will 
ensure a sustainable balance between jobs and homes delivery is achieved. 
 
No definition is given of the base job number that the provision of 13,200 will be 
monitored against, nor is confirmation given that the number identified of 13,200 is a 
net growth in jobs.  The term currently used in the Plan of “additional” jobs has no 
meaning without confirmation of the base number that it will be monitored from to 
ensure the growth is a net addition. 
 
As worded, the proposed Policy is not ‘justified’, ‘effective’ nor ‘consistent with national 
policy as required by the ‘tests’ of NPPF182. 
 
As a minimum Modification to ensure ‘effective’ monitoring and sustainable outcome: 
 
a)   the words “at least” need to be deleted. 
 
b)   add a sentence that confirms the objective is to enable the net addition of 13,200 

jobs from a base of 197,000 in 2014 (Plymouth 131,000; South Hams 44,000; 
West Devon 22,000)* source: ONS/Nomis self employed and employed. 

 
c)   specify the net job growth number expected to be achieved for each 5-year 

milestone in each of the three component parts of the Plan Area. 
 
d)   confirm in the Policy wording that makes it clear homes growth will be adjusted 

downwards if job growth fails to be achieved. 
 
3. Protecting and enhancing biodiversity and geolog ical conservation (Policy 

DEV28) 
 
The Policy states “Development should support the conservation, enhancement and 
restoration of biodiversity across the Plan Area.”  Additionally, Map 2 (Biodiversity) 
does not match adequately the strategic flight paths in particular of the South Hams 
Special Area of Conservation defined by Natural England in relation to the protected 
species of Greater Horseshoe Bats.  Additionally, point 3 of the Policy states that 
development which would impact on biodiversity will not be permitted “unless the need 
for and the public interest benefits of the development outweigh the harm, including 
any harm to the integrity of the ecological network”. 
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Use of the word “should” in the Policy is not ‘effective’ and the definition used of “public 
interest” fails to be ‘consistent with national policy’ as required by the ‘tests’ of 
NPPF182. 
 
As a minimum Modification to ensure ‘effective’ monitoring and sustainable outcome: 
 
a) replace the word “should” with “will be required to” 
 
b) replace the words “public interest” with “national interest” 
 
c)  add the word “and” after criteria 3) v to clarify that all criteria of sub policy 3 apply 
 
 
I trust the above is sufficiently clear as to the reasons for the Forum’s concern and how 
they can be resolved by Modifications to the Plan. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
David Watts 
 
Chairman, Paignton Neighbourhood Plan Forum 
 
 
c.c.   Mike Parkes, Forum Secretary 
 
 
 
 
Enclosure: 
Appendix 1 – NPPF182 for ease of reference.
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Appendix 1  – National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)182: 
 
 
 

Examining Local Plans 

182.  The Local Plan will be examined by an independent inspector whose role is 
to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with the Duty 
to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is sound. A 
local planning authority should submit a plan for examination which it 
considers is “sound” – namely that it is: 

● Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy 
which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and 
infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from 
neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent 
with achieving sustainable development;  

● Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when 
considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate 
evidence; 

● Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on 
effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; and 

● Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery 
of sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the 
Framework. 

 
 

-------------- 


