
Email sent from Forum Chairman on 22 October 2018 at 09:55 
to Mr Elliot Jones, copied to Chloe Jones of Boyer Planning  
 
 
Subject - Land North of Totnes Road, Collaton St Mary - Presentation 
 
Dear Mr Jones 
  
Our sincere thanks to you and your colleagues for the presentation made at the meeting in 
Collaton St. Mary. 
  
Attached is a draft note of the meeting which hopefully is a fair summary of the key points 
raised. 
  
If you have any comments on the accuracy of the draft, can you please let me know by return. 
  
Yours sincerely 
  
David Watts 
Chairman, Paignton Neighbourhood Plan Forum 
http://www.paigntonneighbourhoodplan.org.uk/ 
Tel: 01803-523434 
  
The Forum consists of volunteers from our local community who give their time to help make 
our town a better place.  This email and any attachments are intended for the named 
recipient(s) only and may contain information that is confidential or privileged.  If you have 
received this email in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete this email. 
  



Note of Meeting 
 
Re: LAND NORTH OF TOTNES ROAD, COLLATON ST MARY 
 
Meeting date and place: 
 
Monday 1 Oct 2018, 6 to 8pm in the Parish Rooms, Collaton St Mary, Paignton. 
 
Purpose: 
 
1. Presentation on behalf of Bloor Homes to the Paignton Neighbourhood Forum and Ward 
Councillors on the draft proposals. 
 
2. About 40 people on behalf of the Forum were in attendance including: David Watts (PNF 
Chair), Mike Parkes (PNF Secretary), Cllr Chris Robson (Blatchcombe Ward), Cllr John 
Thomas (Blatchcombe Ward),  
(JT offered apologies on behalf of Cllr David Thomas who was on holiday). 
 
3. The Bloor Homes representatives comprised 6 people led by Elliot Jones (EL) of Boyer 
Planning. Handouts of the Presentation slides had been placed on alternate audience chairs. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
4. EL started promptly on time and used a power point presentation to introduce the outline of 
the evening. Subsequent presenters from his team used the slide presentation to provide 
further detail. 
 
5. EL welcomed everyone to the meeting and stated that the evening was to inform the Forum 
and referred to a slide listing the topics that would be covered: 
 

o The Application Site. 
o Planning Policy Context. 
o Background Context. 
o Technical influences to the design of the draft proposals. 
o Summary & Conclusions 
o Q&A Session. 

 
6. Referring to an aerial photograph of the area, the site boundary was marked by a coloured 
line. Bloor Homes hoped to build 150 units on the lower slopes and leave the rest of the land 
farmed by a tenant farmer. He said that the application was considered to be in line with the 
Local Plan (LP), the Master Plan (MP) and the Paignton Neighbourhood Plan (PNP). 
 
7. He referred to Policy SS2, SPD 3 and 3.3 of the LP and pointed out that certain schemes 
could be brought forward early. The extent of the development in and around Totnes Road 
was for c.460 homes overall. They were seeking to build 150 in this particular area of 10 
hectares. PNP 24 was mentioned and the need for any development not to detract from the 
landscape. 
 
8. He pointed out that Bloor Homes had been interested in the site since 2012. 
 
9. They had met with officers of the local planning authority (LPA) in Feb 2018 and felt that 
meeting was supportive although their plan had been revised after some of the Council’s 
feedback. 
 
Landscape 
 
10. Referring to ‘Landscape matters’, they regarded as important that hill (over 95m) should 
not be covered and the Kings Ash slope should be retained. The Church was also regarded 
as important and no development would take place on the adjacent lower slopes. 
 



Ecology 
 
11. Matt Jones (MJ) of the team next presented on the Ecology of the area. He explained that 
his team had been involved in a desk study of the area since 2013 and that survey work 
would finish this month (Oct). He acknowledged the badger sett that was on the site and 
would be consulting with key stakeholders e.g. the Council Ecologist and Natural England 
(NE). They would produce an Ecological Impact Assessment and identify mitigation 
measures. He pointed out that no dormice or bat roosts on site have been found. However, 
he said that it was an important feeding area for the Greater Horseshoe Bat (GHB) which had 
European protection and that the strategic flyway went through the site. He mentioned that 
Cirl Buntings and slow worms had been found on site. 
 
12. Because foraging areas were important, hedgerow removal would be minimised together 
with other mitigation measures proposed. Appropriate low lighting would be a key 
consideration. A 20 metre buffer zone would be needed around the badger sett. Ecological 
design would be done in consultation with the LPA and Royal Society for the Protection of 
Birds (RSPB) to whom financial contributions would be made. 
 
Transport 
 
13. John Lloyd (JL) of the team gave a presentation on Transport matters. He emphasised 
the importance of cycle corridors and footways. He felt that the removal of the present zebra 
crossing and replacement with a nearby more modern version would improve safety and 
visibility. In answer to several comments from the floor, the location of the Stoke Road 
junction was pointed out and the traffic difficulties experienced . There were several 
interjections mainly pointing out that this area was already recognised as a black spot. He 
confirmed that they had taken into account current traffic survey data that included LPA 
assessments of projected traffic flow for all new local development areas at e.g. Yannons 
Farm and Jackson’s land etc. 
 
Drainage 
 
14. Another team representative, then gave a presentation on ‘Drainage’. He acknowledged 
that flooding had occurred in Kings Ash Road at the lower end and along Totnes Road and 
that every effort would be made to ‘infiltrate’ water onsite via a SUDS approach using holes 
deep enough to prevent ground saturation.  From the floor it was pointed out that the whole of 
Torbay was a Critical Drainage Area and flooding in Totnes Road was not due to blocked 
drains beneath the highway as appeared to be claimed. When asked to whom the team had 
been discussing matters with at SW Water, the reply was, the SW Development Services 
Team. 
 
Design 
 
15. EJ presented on ‘Design’ in place of an absent team member.  He re-emphasised that 
there would minimum removal of hedgerows and that the land to the East would be retained 
as agricultural land and would be let to a tenant farmer. This area would benefit from 
landscape enhancement works. The proposal would be for 150 units and be a mix of 1 to 4 
bedroomed houses: some for commercial market with about 30% “affordaable”. The decision 
to increase the number from the MP advised 70 to 150 had been made on financial 
considerations because 70 shown in the adopted MP was considered by Bloor Homes to be 
unviable.  
 
Q&A SESSION 
 
16. DW welcomed the team as Chairman of the Forum.  He referred to earlier Forum contact. 
On querying ownership of land EJ confirmed that Bloor Homes didn’t own it but had an option 
to purchase.  The team considered the LP and MP housing numbers for area were only 
indicative and that Council Officers in February 2018 were supportive. DW explained the 
background to the LP and MP and how the proposals being presented were in conflict.  They 
repeated that in their view the LP and MP were purely indicative and that Officers were 



happy; moreover, they as developers had to consider the ‘critical mass of development’. DW 
explained how matters had ‘moved on’ since February 2018. 
 
17. DW expressed concerns with the proposed junction.  Account needed to be taken of the 
fact that the A385 is a Primary Route including conflict with the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) as the access seemed likely to cause ‘severe’ congestion. 
 
18. There was also a conflict with the PNP and its designated Rural Charater Area boundary 
(RCA). 
 
19. On Ecological matters DW pointed out that considerations are far more extensive than the 
displayed highlighted ‘red area’.  The Plymouth and SW Devon Joint LP Examination was 
taking far longer to resolve and proposed changes to the South Hams SAC 2010 Planning 
Document had stalled. He further pointed out that the LP made it clear that there should be no 
development until the whole area of Collaton St Mary (CStM) had been considered. They 
replied that an ‘in-combination Assessment would be contained in their report but reaffirmed 
the survey only covered the proposed site. 
 
20. On Drainage, DW drew attention to the point that the whole of Torbay uses a Victorian 
‘single pipe’ system and that Brockenbury treatment works is not a conventional treatment 
works and discharges 100% treated water into the sea. There was evidence to show that SW 
Water do not know where all the old pipes are in CStM. Residents experience 
sewerage/flooding even during dry periods. In response the team maintained that SW Water 
had reported that they thought there was a foul water pipe at Tweenaway and they 
considered there was sufficient capacity. The team was told from the floor that SW Water is 
currently unable to find the precise cause of flooding in CStM. Referring to a 2009 Supreme 
Court Judgement, DW reminded the Panel that the LPA will have to be satisfied at the time of 
application. Their reply was that all the required information plus anything additional would be 
submitted at the time of any Outline Application. DW felt that because they were seemingly 
not taking points on board after such a long time, then theirs might prove to be the 3rd 
unsuccessful application in the area. 
 
21. Roger Bristow (RB): from the floor expressed concerns as to why it was perceived there is 
a housing need when 5,000 jobs had been lost in the area over recent years and there were 
currently 2,000 less jobs than at the start of the LP period. RB therefore questioned who could 
afford these houses, especially when there were nearly 2,000 houses that had been up for 
sale for over 6 months in the Torbay area. The team replied that Council Officers had 
previously indicated that the development could be brought forward and that 30% of the units 
would be affordable homes and that the LP Examiner had agreed the housing figures. DW 
said that the examiner had also stated that if the job growth goes down then it would be 
appropriate for the housing numbers to go down and made reference to the NPPF regarding 
sustainable development. EJ for the team said that the reality was that this site had been 
allocated for housing.  Several residents then made points regarding: landscape, school 
places, village character, loss of parking, and visual intrusion etc. 
 
22. DW: Suggested that Bloor Homes should consider why the previous Taylor Wimpey 
application had stalled, including with its design density. There was a need to follow the MP 
and PNP without which there could be no Forum support. 
 
23. RB: Pointed out that originally the number of proposed houses in the MP was 800 which 
was then reduced as a result of the LP Examination to 460 which include the areas of the 
motel brownfield site, the BMW Ocean site and ‘Taylor Wimpey site’. This latter application 
site is shown for 40 units in the MP which was later increased to more than 90 and has 
stalled. EJ accepted that RB might have a valid point. 
 
24. Regarding the A385, RB pointed out that there was no dedicated right turn into the site. 
He went on to enforce the point that the road was classed as one of the most dangerous 
roads in Devon - the team said that they weren’t aware of this. Another from the floor spoke of 
his CCTV capture of 6 accidents within recent weeks. The resulting congestion stretched 
back to Windy Corner. 



 
25. Cllr JT: Felt that having listened to concerns raised and responses made that the 
proposals were not sufficiently ready for consideration. 
 
26. Cllr CR: Pointed out that the Parkers Arms junction was ‘lethal’ and that he also foresaw 
problems with the proposed new crossing seemingly not addressed. 
 
27. Richard Parish (RP): From the floor expressed concerns regarding an extra 300 vehicles’ 
effect on the current pollution levels. 
 
28. DW: Felt that matters relating to HRA and traffic had not been resolved satisfactorily. 
 
29. RP:Pointed out that new developments in Totnes were already adding to traffic problems. 
 
30. From the floor it was pointed out that the schools and hospital were at capacity. EJ 
explained that Section 106 money could used to address these capacity issues and that the 
amount would be determined by the total number of houses they would build. 
 
31. Cllr CR: Indicated if the application succeeded, he would want to see parking and 
dropping off zones at the local school. EJ responded that these type of concerns would be 
commented upon by the relevant agencies as any application would have to go before e.g. 
the NHS Trust, Social Care, Education etc. 
 
32. Sam Moss (SM): Expressed concerns regarding the SAC/strategic flyways. He also had 
concerns regarding light emissions, especially due to new houses being built on the slope of 
the land. The team indicated that such issues would be addressed by the time of the 
application. 
 
33. DW: Asking about the timescale, EJ indicated that the team was aware of LPA staffing 
capacity issues and, this considered, thought that they could be on site by 2020/21. House 
sale prices had not been calculated but 30% would be affordable homes. 
 
34. SM: Raised a query regarding local food production, allotments and preservation of old 
orchards. He was told by EJ that such matters would be addressed at a later stage in the 
process. 
 
35. Carole Box (CB): From the floor asked which Planning Officers had been consulted in 
February 2018 and she was informed by EJ it was two officers from strategic planning, Mr 
Pickhaver and one other who’s name he could not remenber. 
 
36. EJ: Concluded the meeting on time at 8pm and confirmed that local residents would be 
consulted via a separate consultation in due course. 
 
37. DW: Thanked EJ and his team for inviting the Forum representatives to the presentation.  
The point was made that the PNF was the largest membership in the country hence the 
number of representatives present. He expressed concern that some of the Forum’s earlier 
comments had not been picked up about the size of site and development numbers 
proposed.  EJ asked when they had been sent and DW referred to the email exchange in 
June when arrangements were being made for the meeting. He had, therefore, little choice 
but to say it was likely that the PNF would not be supporting the application and trusted that 
the application would be accompanied by a consultation statement that reflected the concerns 
raised by the Forum.  
 
 
 

_____________________ 
 


