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This document reports emerging evidence as of 30th Sept 2026.  It is not a final investment plan and does not commit the Board to particular projects.


1. Summary
	The clearest message so far
People value their communities, coast and countryside. They also want everyday life to feel safer, cleaner, better connected and more welcoming, with more opportunities and places for children, young people and communities to meet.



This interim report draws on three separate strands: 296 valid, non-duplicate digital survey responses; 158 paper questionnaire pairs from 20 scanned PDF batches; and a discussion with 11 Paignton Academy students. The strands have not been added together because the evidence does not confirm that every participant is distinct.
Strong emerging themes
More activities, safe spaces and affordable opportunities for children and young people.
Safer neighbourhoods, with action on crime, antisocial behaviour, drugs and intimidating behaviour.
Cleaner and better maintained streets, roads, paths, green areas and public spaces.
Better transport, safer roads and crossings, and easier walking, cycling and wheelchair access.
Improved parks, play areas, sport and recreation, alongside protection of valued green space.
Stronger community hubs and local places where people can meet, take part and reduce isolation.
Better access to shops, jobs, skills, health services and other everyday facilities.

2. How people took part
	Method
	Period
	Where / who
	Evidence volume
	Status

	Digital survey
	12 August to 30 September 2026
	Online responses
	296 valid responses after exclusions
	Verified for counts; thematic coding is indicative

	Paper questionnaires
	8 September 2026 in the batch filenames
	Eight named event/location groupings
	158 questionnaire pairs across 20 PDFs
	Provisional: handwriting needs manual checking

	Paignton Academy
	Date not stated in the source note
	11 students aged 13 to 15
	11 participants; 3 within the boundary
	Verified session note; small targeted group







Evidence note: Digital survey file; paper batch inventory; Paignton Academy engagement note.
Paper questionnaire coverage
	Location / event
	Questionnaire pairs

	Berry Acres
	14

	Collaton St Mary
	3

	Crafty Fox
	16

	Foxhole Community Centre
	43

	Great Parks Community Centre
	43

	Lidl Estate / White Rock
	10

	Old Farm Surgery
	4

	Pennine Pop
	25



3. Who responded to the digital survey
The profile below describes the digital strand only. It should not be read as the profile of everyone who took part in the wider engagement.
Age profile
	Age group
	Responses
	Share
	Relative level

	Under 11
	2
	1%
	Very low

	11-15
	2
	1%
	Very low

	16-24
	11
	4%
	Low

	25-34
	31
	10%
	Lower-middle

	35-44
	41
	14%
	Middle

	45-54
	56
	19%
	High

	55-64
	66
	22%
	Highest

	65-74
	58
	20%
	High

	75+
	26
	9%
	Lower-middle

	Prefer not to say
	3
	1%
	Very low


How to read this table: the final column gives a simple guide to the relative size of each age group in the digital survey. “Highest” marks the largest age group.

Older adults are strongly represented: 150 responses, around 51% of the valid digital sample, came from people aged 55 or over. Only 15 responses, around 5%, came from people aged under 25.
Connection to the area
	Connection selected
	Responses
	Share of valid digital responses

	I live here
	252
	85%

	I work here
	49
	17%

	I regularly spend time here
	53
	18%

	I volunteer here
	16
	5%

	I run a business here
	12
	4%

	I study here
	3
	1%

	I do not live in the area
	6
	2%

	Other
	8
	3%



People could select more than one connection, so these percentages do not add to 100%. Most digital respondents said they live in the area.
Broad postcode pattern
	Broad postcode group
	Responses
	Share

	TQ3 family
	162
	55%

	TQ4 family
	101
	34%

	Other / not stated
	33
	11%



	Participation gap
The digital survey includes relatively few children, teenagers and young adults. The Paignton Academy session helps, but further youth engagement would strengthen the evidence. The data also does not provide a complete picture of disability, ethnicity, household type or income.



4. What people value
Five positive ideas recur across the digital responses and are also visible in the paper material:
	What is valued
	What people describe

	Community and neighbours
	Friendly people, community spirit, volunteers and trusted local organisations.

	Coast, countryside and green space
	Beaches, views, countryside, wildlife, parks and access to nature.

	Local community assets
	Community centres, schools, shops, churches, the library, Paignton Zoo and local groups.

	Place identity
	Village character in Collaton St Mary, established neighbourhood ties, and pride in Paignton.

	Practical access
	Some residents value existing shops, road links, buses, rail links and proximity to services.



This matters because engagement is not only asking what is wrong. Residents are also identifying assets to protect, improve and build on.
5. What people say needs to change
The themes below are based on a structured reading of the digital text, supported by recurring points in the paper returns and the Academy session. They overlap. A single response can support several themes, so the report does not rank them by adding mentions together.
Children and young people
Residents repeatedly ask for youth clubs, safe places to meet, better play areas, affordable sport, skate or bike facilities, music and supervised activities.
Evidence pattern: All three strands. Especially prominent around Foxhole, Great Parks and among Academy students.
Board consideration: How can the Board involve young people directly in designing provision that is safe, affordable and sustainable?
Safety and antisocial behaviour
People describe concern about crime, drugs, intimidating behaviour, vandalism, speeding and feeling unsafe. Many ask for visible policing, wardens, lighting or CCTV.
Evidence pattern: Strong in the digital survey and paper returns, including Foxhole and White Rock.
Board consideration: Which changes are within Pride in Place, and which require a joint plan with police, housing providers and other services?
Clean, cared-for places
Residents want less litter, fly-tipping, dog fouling and weeds, with better roads, pavements, verges, hedges and public spaces.
Evidence pattern: Neighbourhood-wide digital theme and recurring paper theme.
Board consideration: Could visible early improvements build trust while longer-term priorities are developed?
Transport, traffic and access
Bus frequency and routes, traffic congestion, speeding, crossings, parking, paths, cycle links and wheelchair access appear often.
Evidence pattern: Across the area, with distinct local concerns in Kings Ash, Collaton St Mary, White Rock and Great Parks.
Board consideration: Which barriers can be addressed locally, and which need transport, highways or developer investment?
Parks, play, sport and green space
People want better play parks and recreation, but also want valued countryside, wildlife and open space protected.
Evidence pattern: All three strands, with different emphasis by place and age.
Board consideration: Can improvements increase use and safety without losing the natural character people value?
Community hubs and connection
Residents ask for community centres, social spaces, local events, cafes, activities and places that reduce loneliness. Some areas feel they lack a community heart.
Evidence pattern: Especially visible in Collaton St Mary, Berry Acres, White Rock and Great Parks paper returns.
Board consideration: Should the programme strengthen existing assets, create new provision, or use a mixture of both?
Everyday opportunities and services
People mention jobs, skills, affordability, local shops, town-centre quality, GP and NHS dentistry access, mental health support and services closer to home.
Evidence pattern: Strong in the digital survey; some elements appear in paper returns.
Board consideration: How should the Board distinguish projects it can lead from issues it can influence through partners?
6. Differences between places
The paper evidence gives a useful local lens, but it is not ready for exact comparison. The points below are qualitative and should be checked against the scanned forms before publication.
	Place
	Provisional pattern

	Foxhole
	Strong community organisations and spirit; requests for youth provision, safer play, cleaner spaces, road maintenance and action on antisocial behaviour.

	Great Parks / Queen Elizabeth Drive
	Value placed on the community centre and neighbours; recurring requests for buses, better parks, youth activities, community facilities and maintenance.

	Collaton St Mary / Pennine Pop
	Village and countryside identity; concern about traffic, crossings, development pressure, infrastructure and the lack of a clear community heart or hub.

	White Rock / Lidl Estate
	Quiet neighbourhood and neighbours valued; concerns about policing, parking, infrastructure and limited places for children and community activity.

	Berry Acres
	Semi-rural character and green space valued; requests for a social hub, local facilities, play space, trees and better community connection.

	Old Farm Surgery / Crafty Fox
	Value placed on local services and community organisations; requests include accessible routes, transport, youth activities, health access and better maintenance.



	Do not over-read local differences
The number of paper forms differs greatly by location, from 3 at Collaton St Mary to 43 each at Foxhole Community Centre and Great Parks Community Centre. Differences may reflect where engagement took place as much as different community views.



7. What children and young people told us
The Paignton Academy session involved 11 students aged 13 to 15. Three were from within the Pride in Place boundary. Their contribution is therefore useful targeted evidence, not a representative youth survey.
A youth club and safe, supervised places to meet.
Affordable sport, an under-16 gym, multi-sport space and better play areas.
A skatepark, climbing, DJ and music facilities, and activities that reduce time spent on phones.
Better lighting and improvements around Foxhole shops.
Bus shelters, seats and clearer information about bus times.
More wildlife, planting and fruit trees, alongside litter and dog-waste facilities.
Wheelchair access to parks and safer cycling opportunities.
These points are supported by wider digital and paper themes about youth provision, parks, sport, safety, buses, access and cleaner public spaces. The specific facilities should still be tested with a wider and more diverse group of young people before they become proposals.
Evidence note: Paignton Academy engagement note, read alongside digital and paper engagement.
8. What we should not overlook
Accessibility: uneven pavements, missing or poor dropped kerbs, inaccessible play equipment, parking on pavements and difficult routes affect disabled people and those with limited mobility.
Fairness between neighbourhoods: some respondents are concerned that their area will receive less attention than Foxhole or Great Parks.
Different needs by age: younger people ask for activity and safe space, while some older residents emphasise buses, seating, health access and social connection.
Green space and development: some residents prioritise protection of countryside and wildlife, while others focus on new facilities and affordable housing.
Town-centre concerns: although much of the programme area is outside central Paignton, respondents often raise shops, parking, safety, homelessness and the appearance of the town centre.
Ideas outside direct programme control: policing, NHS dentistry, planning, council tax and major highways changes may require partners or other funding routes.
9. Gaps and next steps
Manually validate the 158 paper questionnaires against the scanned images, prioritising unclear text and any quotation proposed for publication.
Create a single cleaned dataset with source, place, age band where supplied, final themes and confidence status.
Carry out more engagement with children and young people, disabled residents, working-age adults and other groups not well described by the current data.
Test the emerging themes separately in each neighbourhood rather than assuming one area-wide solution.
Separate issues the Board can fund, issues it can influence with partners, and issues outside the programme scope.
Report back to residents in simple language, showing what was heard, what changed as a result and what cannot be taken forward.
10. Questions for Board discussion
Does this interim picture match what Board members are hearing in their communities?
Which communities or groups are still missing or under-represented?
Which themes need more evidence before they can become priorities?
Which issues are suitable for Pride in Place investment, and which need action by other organisations?
How should children and young people remain involved in designing and testing ideas?
How will the Board balance benefits across different neighbourhoods and generations?
How will residents see a clear line from what they said to the choices the Board eventually makes?
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