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c/o 34 Totnes Road 
      Paignton 
      TQ4  5JZ 

 
16 July 2019 

By email to: Cllr Swithin.Long@torbay.gov.uk 

Torbay Council 
Town Hall 
Castle Circus 
Torquay 
TQ1  3DR 
 
Dear Councillor Long 
 
Council meeting 18 July 2019 
Agenda Item 14: Disposal of Little Blagdon Farm, Collaton St. Mary & Preston 
Down Road 
 
I am writing to you as the Cabinet Member who I understand will be expected to present the 
above report to the Council meeting on Thursday 18 July 2019. 
 
My reason for writing on behalf of residents is because of deep concern about the report 
which it is noted was not available to the Cabinet meeting on 9 July because it was 
published only yesterday (15 July 2019).  Consequently the report does not carry a 
recommendation from the Cabinet as do other important reports on the same Council 
meeting agenda. 
 
Deep concern exists for the following reasons: 
 
Little Blagdon Farm 
 
The report does not mention the planning application submitted by Council officers on the 
day of the Elections and Neighbourhood Plan Referendum.  There are currently 107 letters 
of objection to the application.  This includes from the Neighbourhood Plan Forum as 
attached. 
 
If the Council decides on Thursday to dispose of the land for development it is difficult to 
see how this would not amount to pre-determination of the planning application and 
complete disregard of objections raised by the community not yet considered by Planning 
Committee. 
 
Preston Down Road 
 
The same situation exists at Preston Down Road.  The report admits the site is not 
allocated for development in the Local Plan or Neighbourhood Plan.  We have found the 
LRF bid to Government proposed 150 dwellings on the 4 hectares of Greenfield involved 
(Bid Summary page 74 and Application Form page 1).  This number and resulting density 
greatly exceeds any figure previously considered, is out of keeping with the bungalow 
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density adjoining and can be expected will generate legitimate planning objection from the 
community when a planning application is submitted. 
 
Again it is difficult to see how a decision to dispose of the land beforehand and especially a 
site unallocated would not amount to pre-determination of a proposal that would be a 
departure from the adopted Local Plan and Neighourhood Plan and pre-emption of the 
Local Plan Review by the Council about to take place.. 
 
In addition, the report does not mention that page 76 of the officer bid to Government states 
there would be community engagement in the Autumn of 2018 (which never happened), a 
planning application submitted in January 2019 (which never happened) and a planning 
decision in April 2019 (which never happened).   None of the consultation timetable 
submitted in the LRF bid has been complied with.  
 
Other concerns 
 
The report says the award was accepted by the Council on 14 March 2018 following the 
agreement of the Elected Mayor and Group Leaders (para 2.3).  It has not so far been 
possible to find a copy of the Elected Mayor’s decision confirming this or if it was subject to 
any call-in procedure or any other recorded approval by elected Members available for 
scrutiny at the time. 
 
In response to a Freedom of Information request in January 2019, Council officers have 
refused to supply copies of the monitoring reports required by Government under the LRF 
terms for both sites.  It is claimed release of these would not be in the public interest.   Nor 
has any attempt been made to meet the request by supplying partially redacted 
information.   The complaint is currently under 2nd stage internal review by officers prior to 
likely referral to the Information Commissioner and Local Government Ombudsman.   Again 
there is no mention of this in the Council report. 
 
Reference in the report to the 5 year housing land supply is similarly premature.  This is 
currently the subject of public consultation by the Council until 4 August 2019 and if less 
than 5 years supply exists does not prevent refusal of planning applications where 
sustainable development would fail to be achieved in accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and adopted development plans 
 
In conclusion, it is of concern that Councillors are seemingly being 'bounced' by officers into 
making a premature decision without proper time and sufficient information for 
consideration. 
 
It is also very difficult to see how a sensible capital receipt can be delivered against such a 
background or affordable housing provided satisfactorily in such locations so devoid of 
supporting amenities that will be needed by the future occupants. 
 
We ask for these concerns to be considered by the Council before a final decision to 
proceed with disposal is made.  We also ask for full Council to be the final decision maker 
on the terms of any disposal instead of by delegation given the concerns raised. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

David Watts 
Chairman, Paignton Neighbourhood Forum 
 
Enclosure: Forum objection to Planning Application P/2019/0478 
cc all Torbay Councillors 
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c/o 34 Totnes Road 
      Paignton 
      TQ4  5JZ 

 
6 June 2019 

By email to: planning@torbay.gov.uk 
Torbay Council 
Planning Department (FAO Case Officer Miss Emily Elliot) 
Tor Hill House 
Castle Circus 
Torquay 
TQ2  5QW 
 
Dear Miss Elliot 
 
Planning Application P/2019/0478. 
Proposed demolition of nine disused farm buildings and construction of new 
vehicular access, Little Blagdon Farm, Totnes Road, Paignton TQ4 7PW. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to give the Forum’s views by no later than 12 June 2019. 
 
The Forum objects to the proposal because it: 

• fails to accord with the Torbay Local Plan adopted by the Council in December 
2015 

• conflicts directly with the Collaton St Mary Masterplan adopted by the Council as 
Supplementary Planning Guidance for the area in February 2016 

• departs from the Paignton Neighbourhood Plan approved by Referendum in May 
2019 

 
The reasons for coming to this view are as follows: 
 
1) Fails to accord with the Torbay Local Plan adopted in 2015. 
 
The Local Plan expressly states it is based on a ‘plan monitor and manage’ approach, not 
‘predict and provide’ (LP 7.5.10) and will be monitored annually with overall Reviews every 
5 years (due now).  To ensure only sustainable development occurs, the Local Plan 
requires net growth in job provision of 5,500 to be achieved within Torbay from a base of 
59,000 in 2012 alongside housing growth allowed.  The published information (Office of 
National Statistics) shows there has been no net growth in jobs in Torbay since 2012 even 
though additional housing has been permitted and built.   
 
The Local Plan recognises that housing need in Torbay is due to assumed net inward 
migration, not natural increase.  We are in year 8 of the adopted Local Plan and a clear 
imbalance now exists between lack of job growth and housing allowed which means new 
residents having to find work outside Torbay contrary to the sustainable development policy 
at the core of the Local Plan and national planning policy. 
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Curtailing further release of greenfield land and encouraging re-use of brownfield land has 
now become a critical priority of the Local Plan to ensure any remaining land is not 
squandered having regard to the recognised limited environmental capacity for further 
development that remains. 
 
This is why the Local Plan Inspector noted in his Report (para 41): 
 
“Detailed monitoring and review are important considerations in the development plan 
process and the Council is committed to regular reviews of the Plan.  There will be ample 
opportunity to increase housing numbers if justified by jobs growth.  Alternatively it may be 
necessary to reduce housing numbers over the plan period if the Council's job growth 
strategy is less successful than hoped.  At the present it is regarded as sensible and 
pragmatic to plan for 8,900 additional dwellings over the plan period." 
 
In sharp contrast, the proposal fails to accord with the prevailing situation and seeks to 
advance yet further greenfield development when the clear evidence shows there has been 
no increase in net job growth since 2012.  Also without satisfactory evidence being 
presented in the application to justify the continuing detriment that will result to securing 
affordable housing in particular from key brownfield locations in more sustainable locations 
such as redevelopment of Crossways in the town centre. 
 
In consequence, the proposal fails to accord with: 
 
Policy SS1 – as it will not result in a step change in economic performance;  
Policy SS2 – as it does not result in landscape and biodiversity integration required; 
Policy SS3 – as it does not meet the requirement of sustainable development; 
Policy SS6 – as it does not provide strategic transport improvement; 
Policy SS7 – as it does not provide ecological/environmental improvement as required; 
Policy SS8 – as it does not contribute positively to natural assets as required; 
 
2) Conflicts directly with the Collaton St Mary Masterplan adopted in 2016 
 
The purpose of the Masterplan adopted by the Council has been to end the piecemeal 
approach to development that Collaton St Mary has suffered for decades.  At the heart of 
the Masterplan is the need for a more cohesive approach based on creating a village centre 
to end the current lack of facilities. 
 
Accordingly, the Masterplan adopted expressly states it is based on the approach of 
‘development radiating outwards from the village centre’ (p.23). 
 
The proposal does not accord with this.  Three access points are shown on the adopted 
Masterplan to serve 350 homes on the south side of Totnes Road.  The access points being 
at ‘Woodlands’ located first from the village centre, then at Little Blagdon Farm, and a third 
from the site of Torbay Motel to the west. 
 
In sharp conflict with the Masterplan, the application perpetuates a piecemeal approach and 
is based on unsatisfactory information for the following reasons: 
 
Traffic Impact – Totnes Road is an ‘A’ route that provides the main commercial and holiday 
traffic link between Torbay and all areas to the west.  The issue of unsatisfactory access 
impact on Totnes Road traffic has been a reason for refusal of other proposals nearby in 
previous years.  The importance of the link has not diminished, as evidenced when traffic 
tails back from Tweenaway junction, especially during the holiday season.  
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The submitted application assumes a level of vehicular traffic generation based on very 
limited days information from locations in Cambridgeshire and Sussex.  It states no 
comparable information could be found anywhere in South West England.  It further states 
the assumption has been made that less than 75% of the dwellings would be houses.  The 
generated data is then mixed with very limited duration traffic count data for an out of 
holiday season period along the main highway of Totnes Road.  It is not felt the resulting 
information is sufficiently robust on which to grant a planning approval. 
 
Landscape Impact – all existing trees are shown to be removed from the north side in order 
to accommodate the assumed level of turning movements.  No replacement landscaping is 
proposed which conflicts directly with the Masterplan objective of enhancing the landscape 
character of the area as required also by the approved Neighbourhood Plan (below). 
 
Habitat Impact – the habitat survey is more than 3 years old and relates only to part of 
Collaton St Mary.  It fails to meet the requirement of Local Plan Policy SS2 and NC1 and 
does not address satisfactorily the ‘in-combination’ assessment required of all other project 
sites in the vicinity to accord with the requirement of the Habitat Regulations. 
 
The Habitat Regulation Assessment of December 2015 which accompanies the adopted 
Local Plan expressly states that no application must be approved until it is categorically 
proven that there will be no adverse impacts on protected sites (LP HRA 9.1.6). 
 
The application fails to meet this requirement.  Instead it refers to reduced recordings of 
protected species from the last survey baseline.  No reference is made to the removal of 
extensive areas of undergrowth by the Council earlier this year and livestock transfer that 
contributed to the sustenance zone importance of the area.  The application fails to address 
the need to protect and enhance the protected species. 
 
3) Departs from the Paignton Neighbourhood Plan approved in 2019  
 
As supported by the Council in November 2018, the approved Neighbourhood Plan requires 
in all parts of the Neighbourhood Area a balanced delivery of growth, biodiversity 
enhancement, satisfactory infrastructure provision and securing sustainable development 
by job led growth and housing provision being kept in balance. 
 
The proposal departs from the following policies of the approved Neighbourhood Plan: 
 
Policy PNP1 – as it will impact on protected species of a European protected site; 
Policy PNP1(a) – as removal of the trees fails to value the existing treescape as required; 
Policy PNP1(c) – as it fails to include new tree planting; 
Policy PNP1(i) – as it fails to show how surface water will be accommodated satisfactorily; 
Policy PNP22 – as it fails to make provision for separated cycling and pedestrian pathways: 
Policy PNP24 – as it does not accord with the adopted Masterplan as required (see above). 
 
In conclusion 
 
The application is required by law to be decided in accordance with the statutory 
development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  The proposal does not 
accord with the development plan and there are no material planning considerations where 
the benefit would outweigh the harm caused. 
 
The Forum notes with concern the proposal was submitted by officers on behalf of the 
former Council after the local elections on 3 May 2019 and before the new Council coalition 
administration came into being. 
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From enquires made it is understood the application is felt to be necessary to meet the 
requirement of a Land Release Fund award by Central Government.  Given the implications 
arising from the proposal it is of concern to the community that no prior formal approval to 
submit the current application seems to have been obtained from elected Members of the 
former Council nor from the new administration. 
 
Request made on behalf of local residents under the Freedom of Information Act and 
Environmental Regulations for related monitoring reports has so far met with refusal by 
officers because it is considered they are not in the public interest to release.  This 
response is currently being reassessed by officers prior to likely reference to the Information 
Commissioner and Local Government Ombudsman in view of the response so far given and 
considerable delay in receiving a reply to the formal requests to date.  
 
In conclusion it is felt by the community there are fundamental problems with this 
application that go beyond the conflict with the approved development plan for the area and 
the application should be withdrawn, or refused, because: 
 

• the proposal perpetuates an unjustified and piecemeal release of Greenfield land to 
the detriment of sustainable development; 

 
• the proposal undermines the ability to secure redevelopment of underutilised 

brownfield land in more appropriate locations such as Crossways in the town centre 
that is more able to provide for housing needs in a significantly more sustainable 
location; 

 
• the access proposed can be provided more appropriately as part of a 

comprehensive application if and when the required Local Plan Review has 
confirmed release of the land would be justified.  

  
Yours sincerely 
 

David Watts 
 
Chairman, Paignton Neighbourhood Forum 
 
 


