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Core Strategy Key Changes to the Preferred 
Options: summary report 
 
Introduction 
 
The purpose of the Core Strategy Key Changes to the Preferred Options 
document was to summarise the key findings from newly completed 
background studies and to highlight any potential changes to the Council’s 
Preferred Options arising from these studies. It focused on the key areas of 
employment and shopping needs, transport and the long term implications for 
northern Plymouth, but also put forward a brief summary of the Council’s 
position in relation to environmental and social matters. 
 
For each section the key changes document summarised the main issues 
raised by the Sustainability Appraisal and the issues raised by the public 
consultation for the Core Strategy Preferred Options document. A full account 
of the Preferred Options public consultation is presented in the Summary 
Report of Preferred Options Consultation held in July 2005 and is available on 
the Council’s website. 
 
This summary report brings together the comments made during the Core 
Strategy Key Changes to the Preferred Options consultation, April 2006.  In 
total, 125 representations from individuals and organisations were received – 
many of whom commented on several issues within this document. 
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Employment – Key changes 
 
Revised PO14 
 
Three comments were received expressing support for the City Council’s 
strategy for employment land provision based on the Employment Land 
Review’s recommendations (as set out in Para 2.23). 
 
A comment was made that recognition must be given to the need to provide 
adequate housing to support the forecast increase in employment.  
 
The ‘spatial planning interventions’ (listed in Para 2.15) received a couple of 
supportive comments – in particular for the recognition of the role of extended 
schools and for learning infrastructure and better higher education facilities, 
although one comment was that an interventionist approach is only necessary 
where 'market led' solutions can not be stimulated. 
 
There was support for recognition of the need to provide for small and 
medium sized businesses in appropriate locations (Para 2.16); support for 
revised PO14 Point 7 (to support the development of tourism, leisure and 
creative industries) and support for creating strong synergies between City 
Centre, university and waterfront. 
 
It was noted in another comment (in relation to Para 2.22 point 1) that any 
replacement employment sites must be located near to existing public bus 
stops so as to reduce car travel and avoid a culture of 'subsidy dependence' in 
public transport. Similarly, another comment requested that the location of 
new employment sites and identified expansion opportunities should be 
considered in relation to proximity to the trunk road network and sustainable 
transport objectives.  
 
There were three supportive comments for the proposal in revised PO14 point 
4 to promote complementary economic development at the City Centre and in 
the Derriford area. There was a further support for the proposal to strengthen 
the City Centre as the core location for new office development. However, this 
support was conditional on the nature and scale of any retail development at 
Derriford serving no greater than a district centre function and not threatening 
or undermining the City Centre's vital role as a regional shopping centre. 
There were two supports for the proposal to radically improve transport links 
between Derriford and the City Centre. One suggestion was for an elevated 
shuttle monorail system to be built between Derry's Cross and Derriford, with 
some intervening stops.  
 
One comment noted that the total requirement for employment land to 2016 
and beyond (set out in Para 2.24 Point 1) is not consistent with the figures set 
out in the draft South West Regional Spatial Strategy (SWRSS), and that the 
figures should be amended upwards accordingly (as advised in PPS12). 
Another comment expressed concern about the low level of employment land 
proposed, as any constraint in availability of employment land at the front end 
of this process will frustrate long term aspirations for growth. 
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A concern was expressed that revised PO14 should provide disaggregated 
employment land requirements for subdivisions of the city, particularly for 
Area Action Plan districts. Another similar comment was that revised PO14 
should be amended to encourage a good geographical spread of employment 
sites across Plymouth, rather than focusing on a few large existing sites, in 
order to contribute to the strategic objective (Para 2.23 point 3) of providing 
employment opportunities in each neighbourhood. One comment, however, 
expressed support for recognition of the contribution of employment land to 
building sustainable linked communities but warned that the provision of 
employment close to homes in each neighbourhood must not be at the 
expense of delivering new and affordable homes in sustainable locations. One 
suggestion was that point 2 of revised PO14 should include a reference to 
Langage employment site, even though it is outside the authority's area, as it 
is integral to Plymouth's economy. 
 
A concern was that some of the matters identified in PO14 do not appear to 
be strategic and do not clearly reflect the strategic statements in Para 2.22. It 
was suggested that the criteria in PO14 should be placed in the more detailed 
Policies DPD. 
 
The need to relocate some existing businesses (as stated in revised PO14 
point 10) was noted and the comment made that it may also be desirable to 
encourage local businesses to expand into larger, purpose built 
accommodation, designed to meet the needs of modern business.  
 
A couple of comments expressed concern over revised PO14 point 10 
(identify locations suitable for relocation of ‘bad neighbour uses’). The 
identification of sites for 'bad neighbour' uses was considered to be 
premature. In particular, there was concern over the reference to Coypool as 
a potential bad neighbour use site at Core Strategy level. It was felt that other 
options should be considered and the suggestion was made that Coypool 
could play a much more important part in delivering sustainable linked 
communities by being recognised as an employment site with opportunities for 
mixed use development incorporating housing, affordable housing and small 
business units as identified in the Employment Land Review. It was felt that 
Coypool is unsuitable for bad neighbour uses given the close proximity to 
residential areas and its access via a retail area. It was also noted that Imerys 
have not made a formal decision to relocate current operations at Coypool.  
 
Revised PO15  
 
Two comments in support of this preferred option were received. One was 
supportive of the recognition that some traditional employment sites will need 
to be de-allocated where there is a clear over-supply. The other stated that 
where employment sites are no longer able to support the needs of modern 
business/industry, such sites should be considered for a mix and range of 
uses. 
 
There was a concern expressed about the second sentence (applicants 
should demonstrate that there is no likely prospect of market interest in the 
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employment site). It was felt that it should not be up to the applicant but the 
City Council to demonstrate the site's non-viability. Another similar concern 
was that this sentence appears to set a presumption against developing 
employment land for other purposes (and also appears to conflict with the 
findings of the Employment Land Review). 
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Shopping 
 
Six comments were received in support of the strategic objectives and 
preferred options for shopping. Five comments related to the Shopping Study. 
One expressed concern that the appendices of the Shopping Study were not 
publically available for a large part of the consultation period. A second 
questioned whether the City Council revised its Core Strategy Preferred 
Options for retailing prior to the key evidence base being properly consulted 
upon and finalised, and questioned whether all of the data has been put into 
the public domain? A third requested a new shopping study immediately, 
while a fourth supported the need for a revised shopping study by 2011, but 
felt that the existing one needed to be substantially amended. A fifth 
representation requested that Para 3.8 point 1 be amended to state that the 
limited potential capacity for significant new shopping provision until after 
2011 does not refer to new retail floorspace already committed, for example 
Drake Circus and the retail warehouse permission at the former Western 
National Bus site at Laira Bridge.  It also requested that 'bulky goods' be 
defined. A sixth comment supported the council's goal for shopping but 
objected to some of the strategic objectives for achieving it. 
 
Targets  
 
Seven comments were received expressing concern over the shopping 
targets (set out in Para 3.10). One questioned why there was no target for 
convenience retail provison in Plymouth. Two comments expressed the view 
that the targets should be revised upwards as they do not reflect the true 
capacity for comparison goods in Plymouth. One commented that the capacity 
figures should be quoted as being in addition to already committed retail 
floorspace. The other two comments expressed the view that the targets are 
too high and do not reflect the Shopping Study’s Interim Final draft, but have 
been increased significantly without any explanation.  
 
Another comment suggested that the targets should be part of 'upper-case' 
policy [PPS6 Paras 2.15-16] and that the size of the proposed new centres in 
Devonport, Weston Mill and Derriford (Para 3.10 point 3) should be quantified 
(in sq.m. floorspace). 
 
New shopping centres  
 
There was one comment in support of new shopping provision to meet the 
needs of sustainable communities, including Plymstock Quarry, but there was 
an objection to the lack of a Revised PO19 setting out the City Council's policy 
for the location of local needs shopping. One comment requested that PO19 
should provide clear guidance as to how the location and content of new 
centres will be assessed, plus phasing guidance. Another comment requested 
that retail centres must be required to be highly accessible by range of 
transport modes, and that district and local centres should be of a scale to 
meet day to day needs only. 
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There was a concern expressed in two comments that new centres should 
only be delivered where the City Council has exhausted all potential 
opportunities to improve existing centres and that improvements to existing 
centres should be prioritised over the designation of new centres. One 
comment suggested that there should be a wider distribution of retail provision 
throughout the city, including more retail development either side of the A38 to 
attract out-of-town shoppers. Another concern expressed was that Sherford 
should have its own retail provision, so that its residents don't have to travel 
into Plymouth. 
 
Derriford 
 
There were three comments in support of the proposal for a new District 
Centre for Derriford (as set out in Para 3.9 point 5 and Para 3.10 point 3). One 
request was that the Council should promote a ‘town’ centre at Derriford 
rather than a ‘district’ centre and that Para 3.9 Point 9 (to direct long term 
growth) should be revised to omit  'post 2021'. Two other comments also 
requested that PO16 and PO19 be revised to refer to 'Town' as well as City 
Centre, district/local centres etc. to reflect the allocation of Derriford as a town 
centre. 
 
A suggestion was made that the new centre at Derriford should be delivered 
immediately as there is clearly the capacity to support such a centre and it 
should not be left until the end of the plan period. Another comment was 
supportive of the new centre at Derriford as long as the scale of any new 
foodstore within this centre does not undermine existing local centres, 
including Southway and Crownhill. 
 
A number of concerns were expressed, however, over the proposals for a new 
district centre at Derriford. One comment was that a District Centre at 
Derriford would not achieve the local authority's vision for Plymouth. Another 
argued that there is no need for long term retail development at Derriford. 
 
Six representations expressed concern over the damaging effect that the new 
centre at Derriford could have on the City Centre’s role as a regional shopping 
centre. Because of the long lead in times required for any major schemes in 
the City Centre, a major development of comparison retail at Derriford could 
threaten further retail development and investment in the City Centre after the 
completion of Drake Circus. One comment pointed out that the Shopping 
Study does not support Derriford as a location to accommodate major retail 
growth in the long term but urges considerable caution on the part of the City 
Council so as to protect the City Centre as a regional shopping centre. 
 
One comment expressed concern that the informal interim public consultation 
at Derriford corresponded poorly with the consultation on the key changes to 
the Preferred Options.  
 
Weston Mill  
 
Eight comments were received in relation to the proposed new food store at 
Weston Mill (Para 3.9 point 4). One view was that a new local centre in 
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Weston Mill should only be allocated after all suitable, available and viable 
sites in St Budeaux have been investigated. A second comment expressed 
concern over the negative impact that the proposed new retail store in Weston 
Mill would have on St Budeaux. A third comment expressed concern that a 
freestanding foodstore at Weston Mill appears to conflict with guidance in 
PPS6 (Para 2.1). The proposal should state how this store should differ from 
St Budeaux District Centre, and why it cannot be provided at St Budeaux or 
Devonport.  
 
Two comments expressed support for additional food retail provision, 
particularly in western Plymouth, but considered that provision can be made 
through upgrading/extending existing facilities in existing centres which serve 
an existing local catchment. It was considered that this has not been given 
adequate consideration within the Core Strategy Key Changes document. The 
view was that all Local Centres in Western Plymouth should be protected. 
 
A sixth comment questioned why, if permission for a foodstore at Weston Mill 
was recently refused, does a store continue to be promoted by the City 
Council? 
 
A seventh view was that the proposed store at Weston Mill needs to be of 
sufficient size to be competitive with existing stores outside the area which are 
in a size range of 3,000 - 4,000 sq m. A small store of 1,000 sq m would not 
meet the identified deficiency and would more directly compete with St 
Budeaux district centre. 
 
A final comment highlighted that it is essential that the supermarket is served 
by the bus service network at no additional cost. Changes to highway 
arrangements to and from the new store should be built with buses primarily in 
mind.  
 
Friary Retail Park 
 
The proposal to redevelop the existing Friary retail park for non retail uses and 
provide an alternative retail warehouse location on the Laira Embankment 
(Para 3.9 point 8) received two supportive comments. One stated that given 
the strategic importance of the Friary Retail Park to the Eastern Corridor 
proposals, the location of an alternative retail warehouse site on the Laira 
Embankment should be identified. It requested that the Preferred Option 
document confirm Laira Embankment as the preferred location for the 
consolidation and extension of retail warehouse floorspace. Another comment 
raised no objection to retail warehousing on Laira Embankment as long as it 
does not have an adverse impact on the City Centre.  
 
Concern was expressed, however, about this proposal being included in the 
Preferred Options document. It was suggested that it should be deleted and 
the general proposition on retail warehouse location in PO16 be maintained 
as the council's key policy in this respect. 
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One comment was that the reference to existing retail warehouse locations in 
the final paragraph of PO16 should be clarified to also include locations that 
are committed.  
 
A concern about transport was raised. It was noted that the A379 is a busy 
road and therefore any retail development must include bus bay refuges so 
that operators can provide a safe and adequate service. Consideration should 
also be given to how pedestrians access any such development when 
alighting from buses on the other side of the road to the development. 
 
Revised PO16 
 
There were three comments in support of revised PO16. Concern was 
expressed, however, about revised PO16 point 1 (meets a proven need). Two 
comments noted that there is no requirement in PPS6 for retail development 
in recognised centres to demonstrate need. The requirement to demonstrate 
need only relates to non-allocated edge of centre and out of centre sites. 
Another comment was that need should be expressed in qualitative and 
quantitative terms. 
 
Concern was also expressed about Point 2 (the sequential test). One concern 
was that it should make reference to impact on existing centres. Another 
concern was that criterion 3 (sites well served by a choice of means of 
transport) should be amended to take full account of locations where planned 
improvements to transport infrastructure are proposed, such as in the vicinity 
of Laira Bridge.   
 
A further concern was that Point 3 onwards of PO16 should be deleted, as the 
Council's preference should be for sites which satisfy the key policy tests as 
set down in PPS6 which may, or may not, be in existing retail warehouse 
locations. Another comment requested, however, that additional text be added 
to the last paragraph of revised PO16 to ensure that in assessing sites for 
new retail warehouse development full consideration has been made to the 
impact on the highway network and the promotion of sustainable transport 
objectives. 
 
Revised PO17 
It was suggested that revised PO17 (the City Centre) should quantify the 
amount of new retail development desired and should be phrased in terms of 
'proposing' or 'providing' rather than 'supporting' new retail development. 
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Transport 
 
Two general comments were made on the key changes to transport 
document. One noted that telecommunications policy has not been included, 
while the other requested that criteria-based policies be included in the Core 
Strategy that highlight the key transport issues to be assessed in the 
consideration of planning applications. These should include reference to the 
impact of development on the highway network and promotion of sustainable 
transport. 
  
Transport Strategy, Objectives and Targets 

Nineteen comments were received on the overall strategy, objectives and 
targets. Three comments were in support of the strategy and objectives. 
Three comments expressed concern that a) the strategy is unimaginative, b) 
that it does not give enough importance to public transport and c) that it does 
little to reduce car dependency while another questioned how it will be funded. 
Another comment suggested that the link to the Draft RSS (Section 4.4) could 
be made more explicit in the background section (Para 4.2). A further general 
concern was that the strategy is not ‘green’ enough and will not reduce 
Plymouth’s ecofootprint or greenhouse gas emissions.  

One comment pointed out that all transport proposals included in the Core 
Strategy must have a reasonable prospect of being implemented in the plan 
period (see PPS12, Para B14). Linked to this was a comment that routes and 
sites should not be safeguarded unless they are subject to proposals likely to 
be realised during the plan period or unless there are other special 
justifications (see PPS12 Para B14). Another comment would like to see 
strategic principles for maximum parking standards set out as a benchmark. 

There was a concern expressed about the impact of proposed developments 
in the Eastern Corridor, Langage, Derriford, Southway and Plymouth Airport 
on the A38 Corridor. It is important that these do not impede traffic flow or 
affect safety on the A38. There was also concern over the lack of reference to 
the need for pedestrian access to the waterfront from the Barbican to Millbay 
and Stonehouse. Another concern expressed was that the strategy fails to 
consider the needs of through traffic in gaining access to the west of the city 
and the dockyard while a further comment was that the strategy seems to 
focus on movements in and out of the city, conflicting with strategy elsewhere 
such as that of a bipolar city. It is essential that  there is effective movement 
between all the major neighbourhoods. 

Two comments related to targets (Para 4.29). One noted that the freight target 
(from the Preferred Options document Para 14.5) looks optimistic and 
suggested additional targets such as rail patronage/service growth and leisure 
coach service growth to support sustainable tourism objectives. The other 
comment noted that the requirement for development to be within 400 metres 
of a bus stop should specifically apply to residential and commercial 
development. 
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PO24 

Two comments related to PO24 (connections to the wider world) although this 
Preferred Option is not revised in the key changes document. One comment 
wondered why there is no mention of the coach station for intra-regional 
connectivity, as the Coach network carries significantly more passengers than 
the Airport. The other pointed out that the Preferred Option should identify 
what spatial developments are proposed, specifically or generically, otherwise 
it should be deleted. 

HQPT  

Nine comments were received relating to the proposed HQPT network 
(diagram on p23). One comment was supportive of the HQPT strategy, 
particularly of the proposed improvements to the northern corridor and 
Derriford. 

Three comments referred to the impact of the HQPT network on existing 
communities. One expressed concern that the strategy places too much 
emphasis on serving the transport needs of new communities rather than of 
existing suburbs. The Transport Strategy diagram fails to show connections to 
large existing communities such as Plymstock, Radford and Hooe for whom 
existing public transport options are poor. Another requested that urgent 
consideration is given to priority bus measures to serve Marsh Mills, The 
Embankment, Prince Rock and Exeter Street. A third comment expressed 
concern that target travel times to Derriford Hospital from Plymstock of 30 
minutes cannot be achieved unless there is a big improvement to the road 
network and public transport. 

Three comments expressed concern about the type of HQPT proposed. One 
comment questioned what a new era busway is (Para 4.14 point 1) and 
argued that HQPT will require its own track/road space. Another expressed 
concern that the current bus service/public transport system is expensive and 
ageing and hoped that a radical new concept will be introduced. Two were 
concerned that HQPT is a second best option and a step down from a mass 
transit network. They felt that this is not acceptable if Plymouth is to become 
one of Europe’s most vibrant waterfront cities. 

One comment expressed concern about the diagram on p23, and suggested 
that it would be better to show the proposals on a map. It noted that most of 
the network will not be subject to development or spatial change during the 
plan period to 2016. 

PO25 

One comment related to PO25 (although this is not revised in the key changes 
document). It noted that Point 1 of PO25 (reducing the need to travel and 
improving accessibility) should be expanded to give some sense of what this 
means in concrete terms. It suggested that a cross-reference to PO7 or the 
CABE publication 'By Design'  would be helpful. In relation to Point 3 
(designate and safeguard land to support the creation of a HQPT network) it 
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noted that proposals should only be included in plans if there are reasonable 
prospects of their implementation in the plan period (PPS12, Para B14). 

 
The Eastern Corridor 
 
Several comments were received relating to the proposals emerging out of the 
Eastern Corridor Study. Fifteen comments related to the Eastern Corridor 
Study and the strategy for the Eastern Corridor more generally. There was 
one comment in support of the strategy, particularly in relation to transport 
proposals for Plymstock Quarry. It was noted that the Plymstock Quarry 
development will provide contributions to improve bus services in the locality. 
These will be upgraded over time to improve the public transport network 
serving Plymstock Quarry and the City Centre. 

Several comments raised strategic issues relating to the Eastern Corridor. 
One wondered why the study did not consider the impact of traffic from 
Wembury, Yealmpton and Brixton. Another felt that no consideration has been 
given to traffic movements from Elburton and Plymstock. One comment 
requested that the Council prepare an Area Action Plan for South Plymstock 
where transport problems are just as bad. A further comment argued that all 
developments on the edge of Plymouth, including Sherford, should be under 
the control of one authority.  

Other comments raised concerns about the Eastern Corridor Study. One 
comment complained that the Eastern Corridor Study and the Core Strategy 
Key Changes lacks substance because insufficient background work has 
been done. A similar comment was that the Eastern Corridor Study contains 
many omissions and glosses over practical issues connected with the HQPT 
due to inadequate research. Another comment complained that the delays 
and costs associated with the Eastern Corridor and Eastern Gateway studies 
cannot be justified. A further complaint was that the study puts forward vague 
promises but no concrete proposals. A final concern was over the cost of 
implementing the Transport Strategy.  

Twenty one comments expressed concern about the proposal to route the 
HQPT route from Sherford to Plymouth across the southern edge of King 
George V playing fields (Para 4.17). Concern was expressed over the loss of 
the playing fields and the detrimental impact this will have on the local 
community. Several comments questioned whether provision would be made 
for replacement fields, and if so where these would be and when they would 
be provided. One felt that replacement provision is not acceptable in return for 
the loss of the playing fields while another argued that replacement provision 
must be in Plymouth and not South Hams. 

Some suggestions were made as to how the new route could be laid out. One 
suggestion was for a tunnel underneath King George V playing fields. Another 
suggestion was that the route follow the north side of the playing fields 
adjacent to the quarry to avoid dividing the playing fields up. A third comment 
noted that it is not clear where the southern boundary of the King George V  
fields is, so it is not clear where the route would go. It suggested realigning the 
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route to the northern boundary instead. One comment questioned whether the 
resources needed to deliver this route will be available? 

One comment suggested that the King George V playing field could become 
the focus of a 'Sports Hub' for the East of the city well ahead of Sherford.   

Finally, one comment expressed concern that a link road through King George 
V playing field will be dangerous to children. 

Three comments were received raising concerns about the impact of new 
development along the Eastern Corridor on traffic on the A379. One 
expressed the concern that traffic congestion will be compounded by HQPT 
sharing existing roads and having a priority lane. Another questioned how 
traffic from Moorcroft Quarry will be affected by the extra traffic volume?  
 
Ten comments related to the proposal to provide an extra westbound land on 
Laira Bridge (Para 4.18). Most of these expressed concern about the capacity 
of the Bridge to cope with extra traffic. Two felt that the addition of a single 
extra lane on Laira Bridge will not be sufficient to cope with extra traffic, and 
that a new bridge is needed. Another suggested that two additional lanes on 
Laira Bridge are needed. One stressed that measures must be taken to ease 
the Laira Bridge bottleneck soon. Two comments suggested that the old 
railway bridge could be used to save widening Laira Bridge. One of these 
suggested that developers could pay to upgrade the old bridge for use by 
buses. 

Fourteen comments related to the traffic impact of new development in the 
Eastern Corridor on neighbouring areas. One comment expressed support for 
the proposal for a new link road to relieve pressure on Hele's Terrace (Para 
4.18). There was concern about the upgrading of a southern route from Laira 
Bridge to the City Centre through Cattedown. The view was that the new route 
will not relieve congestion but instead create a rat-run. The majority of 
dwellings in this area have no off-road parking facilities which creates a 
potentially fatal conflict between pedestrians, parked cars and traffic.  

There was much concern over the traffic impact of the Eastern Corridor 
proposals on residents of Plympton and Plymstock. It was felt that traffic 
measures must be put in place before the Sherford development begins. A 
particular concern is the need to safeguard the character of the Plympton St 
Maurice Conservation Area. There is also concern that the travel needs of 
existing communties of Plymstock and Plympton are ignored.  

There was also concern about the traffic impacts of the Sherford 
development. There was concern that a rat-run will develop along Sherford 
Road between Sherford and the A379 Elburton Hotel roundabout. One 
suggestion was that Sherford Road should be used for buses only to avoid 
future congestion/overuse. A request was that as many trees and hedgerows 
as possible along the edge of the A38 be preserved and new ones planted to 
limit vision and suppress traffic noise to the Sherford development. 

Thirty three comments were received regarding the proposed new HQPT 
route between Deep Land and the City Centre via Sherford. Many of these 
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related to the timing and proposed route for the HQPT. One comment 
disagreed with the proposed interim alignment HQPT route (shown on the 
diagram on p25) and suggested that the new route from Haye Road to Laira 
Bridge should be built as soon as possible so as to be operational from the 
start of Sherford. Other comments also emphasised the importance of having 
the HQPT route in place before Sherford is developed. Another comment, 
however, suggested that in order to have an HQPT service from the outset the 
route should follow the A379 using existing road capacity rather than Haye 
Road. There was concern that Haye Road is unsuitable for a HQPT 
interchange. Instead, there should be a bridge or a tunnel to segregate the 
bus way from road traffic. A further suggestion was that the HQPT route 
should continue through to Plymouth Central Railway Station. 
 
One comment queried whether there will be stops planned on the HQPT route 
at Elburton and where these would be. Another questioned whether a HQPT 
route can be built on an old railway line, but there was also the view that this 
was an excellent idea. One comment pointed out that the former railway line 
at Billacombe is rich in biodiversity. A further comment expressed concern 
that the proposed HQPT route only serves Sherford whereas it should serve 
Elburton and Plymstock as well. It is felt that the timetable for implementing 
the HQPT route is unrealistic. 
 
There was a concern that the proposed route of the HQPT would breach a 
noise screen bond at Moorcroft Quarry, open up views of the quarry to the 
public and require modification to a retaining structure for quarry silt storage. It 
was also requested that Billacome Brook should be referred to as it will be 
intersected at two separate locations by the HQPT route. 

Several comments related to the need for better public transport in 
surrounding areas. Some highlighted that Plymstock and Elburton do not have 
a HQPT route, and that the existing bus service is very bad. Another comment 
was a request for more emphasis on building better transport links between 
neighbourhoods – e.g. creating links from all parts of Plymstock to Plympton, 
Langage, Newnham, Estover and Derriford. In particular, a request was made 
for a direct bus service from Plymstock to Derriford Hospital. 

Twelve comments were received regarding proposals for a new Park & Ride 
site at Deep Lane Junction to serve both the City Centre and Derriford (Para 
4.17). Three comments raised concerns over the feasibility of the proposed 
Park & Ride. One commented that it will not cater for traffic entering the city 
from the South Hams or Plymstock. Another wondered how successful Deep 
Lane Park & Ride would be given the performance of the George Park & Ride 
so far. A third was concerned that public transport interchanges will 
discourage bus travel if passengers are required to change buses on short 
journeys. 

Other comments related to other potential Park & Ride sites. One 
recommended a  Park & Ride at Yealmpton to cope with extra traffic. Another 
expressed concern that despite the promise that a Park & Ride on the A379 is 
not contemplated at this time, the long term threat is still there. Similarly, one 
comment was opposed to a Park & Ride at Elburton Villa playing fields at any 
stage in the future. However, another comment was that there is no reason 
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why the provision of a Park & Ride facility on the A379 should be a 'long term 
aspiration' (Para 4.17) when the reality is that resources are available for its 
early implementation at a suitable location between Elburton and Brixton. It 
suggested that an additional Park & Ride on the A379 should be provided in 
the vicinity of Rodger's Garage. 

Plymouth Airport 
 
Six comments were received in relation to proposals for Plymouth Airport 
(Para 4.23 – 4.27). Two supported the proposals. One of these commented 
that the Airport runway extension should be carried out immediately so that 
Plymouth does not lose this vital link to the UK and European mainland 
destinations. 

One comment pointed out that the Airport cannot realise its potential because 
of limitations imposed by the terrain and built environment. Another requested 
that the Core Strategy include a policy setting out conditions to protect 
residents from noise and pollution levels caused by the airport.  

There were two comments expressing concern about the proposed runway 
extension. One argued that would lead to the closure of Plymbridge Road 
between the George Hotel and Wrigleys and affect some domestic properties. 
There would also be major safety concerns for surrounding areas. The other 
was concerned about emissions from larger aircraft and the absence of 
anywhere safe to land in Southway in the event of engine failure. 
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Derriford and Seaton 
 
There were six comments relating to the revised PO47 (the vision for Derriford 
and Seaton). One comment suggested that the first bullet point be revised to 
read: "a strong, vibrant new residential community with a well-mixed range of 
housing provision including social housing". Another would like to see an 
indication of the size and mix of the retail/commercial components in the 
proposed new district centre. 
 
One comment welcomed the emerging economic strategy for a bi-polar 
economy with a secondary centre at Derriford and supported the longer term 
vision for its growth into a larger centre. It also welcomed the location of the 
new centre incorporating Windsor House and adjoining reservoir to the south. 
However, it urged that the new centre be designated a ‘town’ centre rather 
than a ‘district’ centre. A similar comment noted that a district centre at 
Derriford is insufficient to enable a bi-polar strategy to succeed and is unlikely 
to achieve the envisaged high quality architecture. It supported the need for a 
new town centre in Derriford and particularly a major new foodstore. 
 
There was a concern expressed over the apparent extension of the proposed 
housing area since the preparation of supplementary planning guidance for 
the site in 1996/1997.  There was support, however, for high density 
residential uses to complement the existing and future employment and health 
related developments. It was suggested that densities higher than 55-65 
dwellings per hectare could be appropriate. It was also requested that key 
worker accommodation be provided within new residential development.  
 
One comment expressed support for office development to support the bipolar 
economy - particularly for medical related office based technology and 
knowledge industries, building upon the existing medical and science related 
clustering in the Derriford area.  
 
Four comments related to transport matters. One comment stressed the 
importance of providing a HQPT network. Another stressed the need for the 
transport strategy for Derriford to include a new multi-storey car park, a bus 
interchange immediately outside the hospital and a new road link through the 
Forder Valley. A further comment stated that the new centre must be located 
on existing commercial bus routes to avoid additional costs, and asked where 
the new hub for buses would be located – at Derriford Hospital or the new 
district centre? A final comment expressed support for the pedestrian and 
movement links incorporated in the masterplan to support the reconfiguration 
of Derriford Hospital. 
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Environment 
 
Three comments were received relating to the new preferred option (Para. 
6.18). Two comments were concerned that it is too vague. One of these 
suggested that general criteria-based policies for assessing applications 
should be located separately in a Policies DPD. The other commented that 
the new Preferred Option gives little confidence that policies will be drawn up 
to offer maximum protection to existing green space. However, another 
comment requested that this Preferred Option be worded carefully so as not 
to preclude any green space development.  
 
One comment expressed concern over the absence of proposals for new 
parks, green corridors and wildlife areas such as a green linear park for 
pedestrians and cyclists. 
 
Three comments expressed concern over the revised PO29 point 7 relating to 
flood risk. There was concern over Para 6.13 and the statement that each 
separate development should be considered on an individual basis with 
regard to flooding. It was also noted that in areas at risk of flooding or within 
problem catchments connection to mains drainage would not be appropriate 
because of flood risk and water quality concerns. It was requested that direct 
reference be made to sustainable means of surface water management, e.g. 
SUDS (Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems). It was felt that as long as the 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment has not been subject to SA/SEA this section 
of the Core Strategy will not be sound. Another comment was that the new 
criteria for assessing flood risk appears to be inconsistent with PPG25 (Paras 
27-34). The priority message should be that development should not occur in 
high flood risk areas. The strategy should set out a strategic spatial framework 
according to the extent of risk and overlap with regeneration areas. Land at 
high risk should be identified in the key diagram. A similar comment 
expressed concern that it is not appropriate for development/regeneration to 
occur in flood risk areas. 
 
One comment referred back to the original Preferred Option 29 and made a 
number of comments on it. It suggested that Para 18.6 Point 2 (to conserve 
and enhance biodiversity) should identify priority habitats (and species if 
appropriate). It also suggested that Para 18.7 Point 2 (to ensure there is no 
net loss of biodiversity) should include targets for priority habitats. In relation 
to Para. 18.6 Point 3 (to reduce the consumption of non-renewable resources) 
it was suggested that this needs to be more realistic – can absolute 
consumption be reduced if the city is growing? The objective should state 
whether this means reducing consumption per head or per household. 
Similarly, PO29 Point 4 (seeks to reduce the consumption of non-renewable 
resources) was felt to be unnecessarily tentative. It must say how a reduction 
in resource consumption will be achieved through spatial planning other than 
prioritising development on brownfield sites. There was a concern that PO29 
points 1 and 2 (safeguard green spaces and cases where greenscape can be 
developed) appear to conflict. The suggestion was that the strategy should 
provide the strategic basis for deciding whether development on green space 
is allowed, based on an open space study. Finally, it was suggested that 
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PO29 Point 6 (seek to protect people and the environment) should be 
reworded to read  ‘to protect ….. from polluting emissions' (and noise if 
necessary). 
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Community Health, Safety, Well Being and Social 
Inclusion 
 
One comment was received on this section which was unchanged since the 
Preferred Options stage. This made several recommendations, including the 
suggestion that PO32 (crime and design) be moved to the design section; the 
view that inclusive planning could be incorporated into other sections of the 
strategy and the suggestion that PO33 (accessibility) and PO34 (child-care) 
be moved to more appropriate parts of the Core Strategy. It also noted that 
PO35 (Lifetime Homes) is repetitive of the housing section of the Core 
Strategy and that PO36 (places of worship) is not strategic and should be left 
to subsidiary DPDs. 
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