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 future.planning@torbay.gov.uk 
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David Watts 
Chairman  
Paignton Neighbourhood Forum  
Weston Villa 
34 Totnes Road 
Paignton TQ4 5JZ 
 
 
 

Date:  30 May 2017 
 

 
Dear Mr Watts 

 
Paignton Neighbourhood Plan, Pre-Submission Consult ation Draft 
 
Thank you for preparing the pre-submission Consultation Draft of the Paignton Neighbourhood 
Plan and suite of supporting documents.  These clearly represent a great deal of time, effort and 
dedication by the Neighbourhood Forum.  
 
As has been set out a number of times previously, Torbay Council has a number of overarching 
concerns. The Draft Neighbourhood Plan does not make site allocations and is therefore not in 
general conformity with the Adopted Torbay Local Plan (2012-2030).  In addition, the 
Neighbourhood Plan appears to seek to re-assess Torbay’s objectively assessed need, with a view 
to reducing housing numbers or postponing development on some sites until after the Local Plan 
review in 2020.  In the Council’s view this is likely to be tantamount to promoting less development 
than required by the Local Plan, contrary to paragraph 184 of the NPPF. 
 
Notwithstanding these concerns, the Neighbourhood Plan is clearly written and concise.  I have  
included a detailed table of comments at appendix 1, which builds on David Pickhaver’s comments 
sent by email on 16th March 2017 relating to Draft Version 14-2 of the Plan.   Key points that I 
would alert the Forum to are;  

• That the Plan would be significantly more legible if accompanied by a Policies Map;  
• Some policies, particularly some Local Green Spaces conflict with development aspirations;  
• The restriction of occupation of town centre dwellings in PNP13 (c) will impact on viability 

and the delivery of town centre regeneration.  
• As a general point, the phrasing “Proposals that prevent...will not be approved” may be 

better phrased in the positive i.e. “proposals that achieve...will be approved”.   This would 
be more in line with the NPPF (especially paragraph 14).  

 
The Torbay Development Agency (TDA) will be submitting comments on behalf of Torbay as a 
landowner and development agency. This letter is on behalf of Torbay in its role as local planning 
authority.  Other Council departments may wish to provide additional comments.  
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However, I would highlight that a need has been identified for two primary school sites in Paignton, 
although the site currently being considered for one of these schools is within the Brixham 
Peninsula Neighbourhood Plan area.  
 
Objectively Assessed Need  
 
The Neighbourhood Forum was extensively involved in the Torbay Local Plan Examination.  It is 
fair to say that the Forum was a principal advocate of lower, or more phased, growth than 
promoted in the Local Plan. You presented extensive evidence to the Inquiry, as is of course your 
right to do.  In considering the evidence, the Inspector assessed that Torbay’s full objectively 
assessed need was around 11,000 - 11,500 dwellings between 2012-30 (Inspector’s 
Examination Report  October 2015,paragraph 34); and that the policy-on requirement was 8,900 
dwellings ( Inspector’s Report, paragraph 41).  Whilst the Inspector expressed some doubt about 
the Council’s Economic Strategy; he rejected an approach that restricted homes until jobs had 
been delivered (paragraph 27). 
 
The Draft Neighbourhood Plan acknowledges the Local Plan requirements for homes and 
employment space (p10-11); but the following text in paragraphs 3.10 et seq. suggests a 
skepticism on the part of the Forum about the level of housing need in Torbay. This is expanded 
upon in Appendix 4 (pages 23-29) of the Basic Conditions Statement and section 2 (pages 6-19) of 
the Supporting Evidence document.   Whilst the housing trajectory at Table A4.2.12 of the Basic 
Conditions Statement sets out a housing trajectory, it seems to postpone the delivery of some sites 
for reasons un-related to infrastructure.  These include sites already allocated in the Local Plan 
under Policy SS2. 
 
It is appreciated that the Forum’s view is honestly held. However, we would respectfully point out 
that the Neighbourhood Plan is not a re-run of the debate about overall housing requirements that 
took place through the Local Plan.  This was the subject of a full consultation process and a 
resolution provided by the Inspector’s Report dated October 2015.  There is a requirement for 
Neighbourhood Plans to support the strategic development needs set out in the Local Plan and to 
plan positively to support local development (NPPF 16, 184 and Planning Practice Guidance 
(PPG) 41-004-20140306).  
 
The Local Plan Inspector’s findings are relatively recent.  However, the subsequent 2014 based 
DCLG Household Projections (published in 2016) indicate a slight increase from the 2012 based 
projections (to 8,200 additional households over the Plan period).  Moreover, the recent Housing 
White Paper “Fixing our broken housing market ” clearly seeks to build more homes and sees 
Neighbourhood Plans as a mechanism for increasing housing supply (paragraph 1.41-4).  The 
purpose of this paragraph is not to re-open the debate about the Local Plan’s housing requirement, 
but to set out that it is too early to assume that a review will reduce numbers in the face of a clear 
Government intention to increase housing supply.  Moreover, the Council would not support a 
phasing of housing sites if this is not related to the provision of Infrastructure (which is the basis for 
the assessed phasing in the “SD” policies in the Local Plan).  Such a rationing of sites is unlikely to 
accord with the Local Plan’s growth strategy, or the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development.  
 
Site Allocations  
 
The above concerns lead to a related point that the Neighbourhood Plan is not making site 
allocations.  The Local Plan relies on neighbourhood plans for the allocation of housing and 
employment sites shown in Appendix C of the Local Plan.  This is set out in Policies SS1 and SS13 
of the Local Plan for housing, and Polices SS4 and SS5 for employment.  I acknowledge that the 
word “identify” in Policies SS1 and SS13 would have been better drafted as “propose/allocate”.  
However the context of the Policies is clear that the Council looks to neighbourhood plans to 
provide certainty on sites for years 6-10 of the Local plan (i.e. 2017-22). This context is also 
provided by Polices SDP1, SDP2 and SDP3 of the Local Plan. 
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The Local Plan Inspector clearly expected that Neighbourhood Plans would contribute towards 
Torbay’s housing supply and noted that if Neighbourhood Plans are not put in place then the five 
year supply position will be uncertain (paragraph 47, 49 and 56 of the Inspector’s report).  The 
Inspector indicates that the disadvantages of not having a five year supply should not be 
underestimated.  Because the Neighbourhood Plan does not make site allocations, I am afraid that 
I must reiterate the objection that it is not in general conformity with the strategic policies of the 
Local Plan, and promotes less development than the Local Plan, contrary to Paragraph 184 of the 
NPPF.   
 
The Neighbourhood Plan does show the “identified sites” from the Local Plan Appendix C in part 7 
and Appendix 2 of the Supporting Evidence.  However this is unlikely to be sufficient to meet the 
Local Plan requirements or provide sufficient certainty that these sites are deliverable within the 
definition of footnote 11 of the NPPF.  In the Council’s view, this could be remedied relatively easily 
by making these sites clear proposals and identifying them on a policies map.   The Council has 
carried out HRA screening of these sites and is satisfied that mitigation measures can be put in 
place to avoid them requiring Appropriate Assessment (please see Appendix 2).  Should the 
Forum need to identify additional or alternative sites, the Council has offered to assist with the 
additional HRA/SA work that would be required.  This may be necessary, as I note that some of the 
Local Plan Appendix C sites are designated as Local Green Spaces in the Draft Neighbourhood 
Plan (e.g. PLGS 20 Oldway Mansion Gardens and PLGS 05 Queens Park).  
 
If the Forum chooses to maintain its current position, then the Independent Examiner will need to 
consider whether a lack of site allocations renders the Neighbourhood Plan incapable of being 
made.  If the Examiner does agree with the Forum that the Neighbourhood Plan cannot be 
required to allocate sites, this is likely to leave Torbay without a five year housing land supply.  The 
Forum will be aware that the Supreme Court has now provided a definitive view on the impact of a 
lack of five year land supply (Suffollk CDC vs Hopkins Homes ( [2017] UKSC37).  In addition I 
would point out that the protection provided by the Written Ministerial Statement of 12th December 
2016 will not apply if the Neighbourhood Plan does not allocate sites for housing. 
 
In paragraph 49 of the Examination Inspector’s Report, the Council confirmed its intention to 
prepare site allocation documents if Neighbourhood Plans did not allocate sufficient sites.  In 
addition, Policy SS13 of the Local Plan considers a range of measures that the Council will need to 
adopt in order to maintain a 5 year housing supply.  
 
Policies Map 
 
Whilst the Neighbourhood Plan is generally a well set out and legible document, its legibility is 
significantly constrained by the lack of a policies map.  This point relates in part the Council’s wish 
to see site proposals. However it also relates to the wider usability of the Plan, which currently 
requires one to read through the entire document to ascertain what polices are relevant to a 
specific site.  The Neighbourhood Plan is for use by the general public and as a development 
management tool.  The Plan should assist applicants, case officers etc, and where sites are 
particularly complex, there is a risk that key policies may be overlooked.  
 
Accordingly, the Council strongly urges the Forum to produce a policies map to be included in the 
Plan. The Council continues to offer assistance with the additional mapping work at a fixed price of 
of £1,000, which is a discounted rate representing the cost price.  
 
Detailed Comments on Policies  
I have set out detailed comments on the Neighbourhood Plan policies in Appendix 1 to this letter. 
They are confined to the upper case Policies, although the issues noted above also apply.  I 
recognise that the Government has given significant latitude to neighbourhood forums in setting 
neighbourhood plan policies (e.g. set out in PPG 41-001-21040306). Accordingly, the bulk of these 
comments are intended as advice rather than as objections.  I have sought to make it clear where 
the Council objects to the Plan in the main text of this letter above.   
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As I have acknowledged, the Neighbourhood Plan is well written, which reflects the huge effort that 
the Forum has put into the document.  Whilst the Council must object that the Neighbourhood Plan 
cannot be made (adopted) in its current form, the issues are in my view capable of resolution.   
 
There are a number of aspects which I feel would benefit from further discussion.  With this in 
mind, I would like to offer the opportunity of a workshop style event with a couple of Forum 
Members and members of my team.  We have carried out a workshop with Torquay and Brixham 
Peninsula Neighbourhood Forum members which we thought, and I believe they did too, was 
helpful to both parties.  It helps us to understand why certain policies are included and what the 
intention of the policy is, and if necessary we can have an open discussion about how it might be 
improved upon. 
 
Once the consultation responses to the Neighbourhood Plan have been considered, and the plan 
amended where appropriate to take account of those comments, as a Forum you may also find it 
useful to undertake a ‘Health Check’ service which is available through the Neighbourhood 
Planning Independent Examiner Referral Service (NPIERS).  Further details are available from 
NPIERS (npiers@rics.org).  In our view using an independent examiner to undertake a Health 
Check before submitting a plan will give you an insight as to whether the draft plan meets the basic 
conditions and can give you the confidence to proceed. 
 
I look forward to working with you to continue advancing the Paignton Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
Yours sincerely,  
 

 
 
Adam Luscombe  
Team Leader, Strategy and Project Delivery 
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Appendix 1 Detailed Comments on Paignton Neighbourh ood Plan Policies  
 
Policy  Comment  

 
General phrasing  As a general point, the Council would suggest that policies should be worded 

positively i.e. “permission will be granted where….” Since this is more in 
accordance with the Presumption in favour of sustainable development.   

PNP1 More Jobs  Support the positive emphasis of this policy.  Under Point C the employment 
sites should be allocated. 

PNP1 More 
Homes  

Note the overarching comment above.   The Council would prefer a reference 
to a housing target retained at point (e). Under Point (e) Housing sites should 
be allocated. 

PNP1 Point F: 
HMOs 

Support the intention and wording of point (f).  As a point of information, the 
Article 4 Direction on Class C4 HMOs has not been implemented and would 
not in any event affect large HMOs (which need planning permission). 
 
It is noted with thanks that the wording of point (f) has been amended in line 
with earlier suggestions,  

PNP1 (h) and (i) Keeping jobs, homes and retail in balance is supported; but it may not be 
practical to review accurately on an annual basis, particularly as NOMIS 
figures are several years behind the present.  Annual Survey of Hours and 
Earnings data may not be particularly accurate at a small area level.  
 
As noted above, the policy should not be used to ration housing delivery for 
reasons other than infrastructure constraints.  

Annex 1 to PNP1 Local Green Spaces, Rural Character Areas and the proposals for Local 
Food are substantive issues and consideration should be given to whether 
they would be better placed in their own policies rather than an annex to 
PNP1.  
 
The designation of Rural Character Areas is a sensible way of providing a 
level of protection less than LGS to wider rural character areas.  
This Policy should be considered in the Light of Local Plan Policy C1 and 
development considered suitable to the ‘Countryside area’. Reference to the 
Torbay Landscape Character Assessment  would be helpful.   
 
The Rural Character Areas policy should not impose a level of protection akin 
to a “green belt” and the comment above about positive phrasing of policies in 
relevant.  
 
Local Green Spaces  (LGS) have a weight akin to green belts (NPPF 78) and 
should therefore be used sparingly.    LGS should not be applied to land that 
has development potential.  
 
The Torbay Development Agency will comment specifically on LGS that 
impact on Council landholdings.  Oldway Mansion’s designation as a LGS 
conflicts with proposals for the site.   
 
There is a slight difference in protection afforded to LGS in this Policy verses 
other Policies e.g. PNP9 Victoria Park point (a) 
 
With these caveats, the policy wording for LGS is sensible.    
 
The intention of the additional text on local food production and agriculture in 
is supported. It is noted that the wording has been re-phrased to relate largely 
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to matters that require planning permission.   
 
Point (a) Little Blagdon Farm appears to conflict with the adopted masterplan 
for Collaton St Mary. You will also need to ensure that the additional 
allotments proposed in c) are deliverable. 
 
Whilst the intention behind point (d) is noted, it is likely to encounter legal 
difficulties. It may also militate against the aspiration in the NPPF and 
Housing White Paper to expedite development.  
 

Annex 2  The issues covered in this Annex are substantial and may be better placed as 
separate policies rather than an Annex.  
 
Design: The intentions of this section are supported. They need to be 
proportionate to the scale of the proposal.  
 
Biodiversity and Treescape  Seeking net biodiversity gains is supported.  
The Forum should consider the viability impacts of the required residential 
facilities, but this is intended as a general observation and not an objection to 
this policy.  
 
Residential facilities (including low carbon sectio n).  The intention of 
these criteria is supported.  Again, a general comment, the Forum should 
consider the impact on development viability.  
 
Criteria (O) Homezone design is in principle supported, but where possible 
applications should make provision for sufficient off street parking (Local Plan 
Policy TA3 refers).  
 

Annex 3  The emphasis on sustainable drainage is supported.  Given the importance of 
the issue of surface water, consideration should be given to whether it should 
be a dedicated policy rather than an annex.  

PNP2 Support the positive tone of the policy.   Reference to improving permeability 
between thee Garden Town, seafront and Old Town is supported.   

PNP2-11 The inclusion of design led policies for town centre locations is supported.  It 
is recommended that you liaise with the TDA/Council  to ensure that these 
help deliver Policy SDP2 and town centre masterplan.    
 
The Council is likely to support funding of some urban realm proposals 
through CIL, should s106 prove to be an inadequate funding mechanism.  
The Regulation 123 list would need amending to include specific items. The 
Forum may also consider including some urban realm items to spend the 
Neighbourhood Portion of CIL on.   

PNP4 (i) No objection to the long term aspiration to relocate the Vue cinema from the 
Esplanade. Consideration should be given to whether the location should be 
to a town centre location. 

PNP5 and PNP6 Particularly support the intention to bring the  Paignton Picture House back 
into use, improve links to the seafront and make more of Torbay Road’s 
potential.  

PNP7 Victoria 
Square  

Whilst the intentions of this policy are supported, it should not prejudice more 
comprehensive redevelopment schemes should proposals arise for 
redevelopment.  
 
Policy PNP7 (b). The Council would prefer this to refer to a proper review of 
parking, rather than requiring equivalent replacement of parking.  Both 
Victoria Square and Crossways car parks are under-utilised and provide a 
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poor visitor experience. A reduced size car park which provides a more 
pleasant environment may well meet the objectives of PNP7.   
 

PNP8 Crossways Whilst the intentions of this policy is supported, it should not prejudice more 
comprehensive redevelopment schemes of these sites should proposals arise 
for redevelopment.  
 
Consideration should be given to making the policy more flexible to allow for 
a range of potential regeneration options for Crossways. For example, critera 
(a) could relax the retention of primary and secondary frontages if this 
achieved a more successful redevelopment.  Criteria (c) could seek to retain 
the pedestrian link where possible. 
 

PNP9 Victoria 
Park  

Noted.  See general comments about LGSs above.  

PNP11 Old Town  Policy is supported. In particular the improvement of accessibility and 
permeability through sustainable modes of travel is supported.   
The list of financial contributions at (a)-(f) will need to be sought in 
accordance with the CIL Regulations Test of Lawfulness.   
 
The use of contributions to help fund urban realm improvements is supported. 
The note above about providing flexibility between S106/CIL/Neighbourhood 
Portion is relevant here, subject to the need to avoid “double dipping of s106 
and CIL.   

PNP10  Queens 
Park 

Noted. It is no surprise that the Forum do not wish to promote this site for 
development (PNPH17), but you will need to show how housing can be 
provided in general conformity with the Local Plan (see main comments).   

PNP12 Getting 
Around  

Support policy.  This encourages permeability between the seafront, Garden 
Suburb and Old Town and is fully supported.    
 
Thank you for reinserting “separated” in criteria (d) (rather than 
“autonomous”).  

PNP13 Housing 
Opportunities  

Fully support the provision of housing opportunities in the town centre.  
 
It may be an issue for the development industry, rather than the Council, to 
comment on in detail, but point (c) restriction of first occupation to local 
residents or employees may not be supported at Examination, for example if 
it goes beyond the scope of the NPPF.  It may be more appropriate to require 
a proportion of homes to be provided as starter homes to people living in the 
area for 5 years or with other strong local connections.  It is appreciated that 
the St Ives High Court Ruling is relevant. However it is not clear whether an 
equal justification exists in Paignton.  In any event, criteria (c) will impact on 
the viability of town centre development.  
 
There is also a potential anomaly of imposing more stringent occupancy 
conditions on town centre housing than elsewhere, given that town centres 
are generally sustainable locations for housing.  
 
The inclusion of criteria (d) on flood risk is fully supported.  
 

PNP14 Core 
Tourism 
Investment area  

Support thrust of Policy PNP14. The Council considers that the policy strikes 
a fair balance between allowing flexibility in the use of accommodation, whilst 
safeguarding the holiday character of the area.   
 
I note that Criteria (b) has been amended to incorporate a “reasonable 
prospects test”, which is supported.  



8 
 

 
The boundaries of the Neighbourhood Plan CTIA are wider than for the Local 
Plan and encompass some of the areas formerly designated as Principal 
Holiday Accommodation Areas (PHAAs) in the former Torbay Local Plan 
1995-2011.  
 
To avoid confusion Policy TO2 of the Local Plan, I would recommend that the 
area is renamed, for example to Paignton Seafront Holiday Area or similar.  
 
However, I consider that the policy is in general conformity with Policies TO1 
and TO2 of the Local Plan.  
 

PNP15 Flood 
and Sea 
Defences  

Support 

PNP16 Victoria 
Street  

Support 

PNP17 Transport 
Gateway 
improvement 

Support 

PNP18 
Supporting 
Independent 
Traders 

This policy would be better titled “ Supporting the Vitality and Viability of the 
Town Centre”.  Whether traders are local or not is unlikely to be a material 
planning consideration, and the policy wording refers (correctly) to retail use 
rather than the user.  
 
The intention of this policy is supported, however the policy may need to be 
clarified to specify what the Forum view as primary and secondary facilities, 
possibly in the explanatory text.  I consider you probably mean Primary: A1 
Shops; Secondary: A2, A3 and compatible D1 and D2 uses (etc).   
 
Consideration should be given to allowing as wide a range of uses as 
possible to enable the town centre to remain viable and vital in the face of the 
threats facing town centres.   

PNP19 
Safeguarding 
open countryside 

Support in principle.  See comments on PNP1 Annex 1. The policy will need 
to be consistent with Local Plan Policy C1, and provide a level of protection 
proportionate the landscape character or other strategic considerations such 
as maintaining green wedges etc.  

PNP20 Great 
Parks 

Support  

PNP21 White 
Rock and nearby 
areas.  

Support in principle.  Employment may also come from smaller employers as 
well as major organisations.  This policy should be read in the context of the 
comment that the Local Plan Inspector rejected a rigid phasing of new homes 
to follow increases in jobs numbers.   

PNP22 Western 
Corridor 

The encouragement of active travel is fully supported.  The Policy 
Explanation should recognise that the Western Corridor is also a key highway 
network. 
 
The replacement of “autonomous” with “separate” cycle paths is supported.  
 

PNP23 Yalberton 
to Blagdon Valley 

No objection, subject to this not encroaching on Future Growth Areas in Local 
Plan Policy SS2/SDP3. 

PNP24 Collaton 
St Mary Village 

This Policy should not conflict with the realisation of Policies SS2 and SDP3 
of the Local Plan, as well as the adopted Masterplan.   The area would 
benefit from being indicated on a Policies Map.   

PNP25 Clennon 
Valley 

Support policy, but it should make reference to providing sport and 
recreation  facilities as well as tourism facilities.  
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Criterion (a) could refer to the ecological value of the waterway.  

PNP26 Clifton 
with Maidenway 

Support 

PNP27 Preston  The Torbay Development Agency, acting on behalf of Torbay Council’s 
assets will provide detailed comments on Oldway Mansion, and are likely to 
raise objections to point (b).  
The range of facilities in points (c) and (d) are supported, but may require 
some form of additional funding.   
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Appendix 2 Paignton Housing Sites Habitats Regulati on Assessment 
 
Site  Category  European 

site 
affected  

Outcome of the 
screening 

Mitigation / 
avoidance measures  

Is AA 
required?  

PNPH1-
PNPH6 

B N/A No negative effects N/A No  

PNPH7 C2 South 
Hams SAC 

The site lies within the 
sustenance zone and 
a strategic flyway for 
GHBs and, without 
appropriate design 
and mitigation, is 
likely to have a 
significant effect on 
the integrity of the 
South Hams SAC 
both alone and in 
combination with 
other projects. 

Greater horseshoe bat 
Mitigation objectives 
for Great Parks should 
be implemented as 
recommended by the 
HRA Site Appraisal 
Report of Torbay 
Local Plan Strategic 
Delivery Areas 
(Proposed 
Submission Plan) 
2014. 

No  

PNPH8 B N/A No negative effects N/A No  
PNPH9 – 
PNPH22 

C2 Lyme Bay 
and Torbay 
Marine 
SAC  

Development in flood 
risk areas.  
The level of growth 
could potentially have 
negative impacts on 
water quality from 
contaminated run-off. 

The Local Plan 
Policies W5 and ER2 
restrict development 
that could have 
negative impact on 
the Lyme Bay and 
Torbay Marine SAC. 

No  

PNPH23 C2 South 
Hams SAC 

The site lies within the 
sustenance zone and 
a strategic flyway for 
GHBs and, without 
appropriate design 
and mitigation, is 
likely to have a 
significant effect on 
the integrity of the 
South Hams SAC 
both alone and in 
combination with 
other projects. 

Greater horseshoe bat 
Mitigation objectives 
for Yalberton 
Industrial State should 
be implemented as 
recommended by the 
HRA Site Appraisal 
Report of Torbay 
Local Plan Strategic 
Delivery Areas 
(Proposed 
Submission Plan) 
2014. 

No  

PNPH24 
and 
PNPH25 

C2 South 
Hams SAC; 
and 
Lyme Bay 
and Torbay 
Marine 
SAC 

Development that 
results in loss of semi-
natural vegetation 
and/or introduction of 
new light sources in 
Clennon Valley 
should be subject to 
HRA. 
 
Development in flood 
risk areas.  
The level of growth 
could potentially have 
negative impacts on 

Mitigation measures 
should include: 
provision of landscape 
buffers between 
development and 
areas of semi-natural 
vegetation in the 
valley; control of light 
spill; mitigation for the 
loss of potential 
foraging and 
commuting habitat to 
ensure retention of 
connectivity along the 

No  
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Site  Category  European 
site 
affected  

Outcome of the 
screening 

Mitigation / 
avoidance measures  

Is AA 
required?  

water quality from 
contaminated run-off. 

valley; retention, 
where appropriate, of 
features through 
development that are 
likely to be used by 
GHBs; and developer 
contributions towards 
the provision of 
bespoke purpose-built 
roosts in appropriate 
locations along the 
valley. 
 
The Local Plan 
Policies W5 and ER2 
restrict development 
that could have 
negative impact on 
the Lyme Bay and 
Torbay Marine SAC. 

PNPH26  South 
Hams SAC 

Brownfield site lies 
within the GHBs 
sustenance zone. 
Without appropriate 
design and mitigation, 
it is likely to have a 
significant effect on 
the integrity of the 
South Hams SAC 
both alone and in 
combination with 
other projects. 

GHBs survey would 
be required to inform 
the HRA process. 

No  

 
 
Paignton Employment Sites  
Site  Category  European 

site 
affected  

Outcome of the 
screening 

mitigation measures  Is AA 
required? 

PNPE1 – 
PNPE5 

C2 Lyme Bay 
and Torbay 
Marine 
SAC  

Development in flood 
risk areas.  
The level of growth 
could potentially have 
negative impacts on 
water quality from 
contaminated run-off. 

The Local Plan 
Policies W5 and ER2 
restrict development 
that could have 
negative impact on the 
Lyme Bay and Torbay 
Marine SAC. 

 

PNPE6  C2 South 
Hams SAC 

Development of 
Yalberton Industrial 
Estate is likely to 
cause increased 
disturbance and/or 
severance of the 
linear features through 
the estate, or of the 

Greater horseshoe bat 
Mitigation objectives 
for Yalberton Industrial 
State should be 
implemented as 
recommended by the 
HRA Site Appraisal 
Report of Torbay 

No  
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Site  Category  European 
site 
affected  

Outcome of the 
screening 

mitigation measures  Is AA 
required? 

wooded margins, 
would therefore be a 
‘likely significant 
effect’ 
(LSE) that would 
require HRA. Detailed 
GHB surveys will 
therefore be required 
to inform the HRA 
process. 

Local Plan Strategic 
Delivery Areas 
(Proposed Submission 
Plan) 2014. 

PNPE7 C2 South 
Hams SAC 

Development of 
Claylands is likely to 
cause loss of some 
semi-natural woody 
vegetation and is also 
likely to increase 
levels of disturbance 
e.g. through increased 
level of light. 
Development may 
also represent a future 
barrier to GHBs 
commuting in and out 
of the Clennon Valley 
in an east-west 
direction (and vice 
versa) over the 
A3022. 
A detailed GHB 
survey will be required 
to inform the HRA 
process. 

Retention of the 
wooded margins and 
control of light spill 
from new development 
will be required to 
mitigate for likely 
effects GHBs. The 
amount of semi-
natural habitat to be 
retained should be 
informed by detailed 
bat surveys – that 
should also establish 
whether a local flyway 
should be retained 
through or around the 
site to enable 
movement back and 
forth across the A3022 
to the west 

No  

PNPE8  C2 South 
Hams SAC 

Development of White 
Rock employment site 
is likely to cause loss 
of some potential 
foraging habitat within 
the SAC Sustenance 
Zone and also loss or 
disturbance to 
hedgerows likely to be 
used by locally 
commuting GHBs. 
A detailed GHB 
survey will be required 
to inform the HRA 
process. 

By following a similar 
approach of sites that 
have granted approval 
in this area, it should 
be possible to provide 
adequate mitigation 
for new development. 
This should be 
informed by full 
detailed bat surveys 
(consistent with NE 
SAC guidance) and 
should address 
adverse effects arising 
from loss of roosts, 
foraging habitat and 
likely local flyways and 
commuting routes. 
The provision of such 
measures should be 
designed to be 
consistent with the 

No  
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Site  Category  European 
site 
affected  

Outcome of the 
screening 

mitigation measures  Is AA 
required? 

four principles set out 
in the Local Plan 
Policy NC1. 

 


