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VIABLE   

16th November 2012

Planning Services
Plymouth City Council
Civic Centre
Armada Way
Plymouth
Devon PL1 2AA

Dear Sirs,

Derriford & Seaton Area Action Plan (DSAAP) – Addendum to the 
Sustainability Appraisal

Thank you for presenting the opportunity to make representations on the Addendum to the 
Austainability Appraisal.

Viable Plymouth Ltd has an interest in this matter as it wishes to see the airport re-opened and is 
interested in becoming the airport operator and an airline operator serving Plymouth.  Our 
particular interest is therefore directed towards the sustainability issues relating to Sutton Harbour 
Holdings (SHH) proposals to redevelop the airport land.   

We consider the Sustainability Appraisal report to be sound and that it provides a satisfactory 
description of the reasons supporting the Area Action Plan.

We consider the Sustainability Appraisal submitted by SHH to be unsound because it contains 
material errors omissions and bias.

Please find attached a report that sets out our representations.

Yours faithfully,

W R Crocker

Viable Plymouth Ltd

Viable Plymouth Limited
Pryn Court, The Millfields, Plymouth PL1 3JB

Tel: 0845 116 3137 www.viable.org.uk
Registered in England No. 07865000
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Executive summary
• The Sutton Harbour Holdings (SHH) Sustainability Appraisal is 

fundamentally flawed because it fails to assess the irrevocable 
consequences of the loss of airport infrastructure through the 
redevelopment the Airport land for non-aviation use  

• The loss of the transport infrastructure provided by Plymouth Airport will 
result in a loss of opportunity to future generations and is therefore 
contrary to the fundamental principles of sustainability

• SHH's Sustainability Report fails to assess the sustainability of the SHH 
District Centre proposals against the other competing sites identified 
within the AAP boundary or taking into account the effect of the loss of 
the airport when in comparison to the Seaton Barracks option.

• The Sustainability Report submitted by SHH in support of their proposals 
tries, but fails to disguise the fact that the SHH proposals are a market 
lead development that is contrary to the strategic sustainability objectives 
of the Core Strategy.

• Plymouth City Council's (PCC) Sustainability Appraisal assesses the 
SHH proposals as an alternative site for a new District Centre and 
concludes that other locations are more sustainable.  We agree with PCC's 
conclusions

• PCC have considered an alternative, entirely market lead approach to the 
development of the Derriford-Seaton area and rejected it.  This is because 
it could prejudice the investment climate of the City Centre and therefore 
reduce the City Centre's contribution towards the sustainable development 
of the city as a whole.  We agree.

• PCC assert that continuation of the use of the site as an airport is the most 
sustainable long term use of the Airport land because it is consistent with 
the Core Strategy.  We agree.

• The Core Strategy considered the strategic sustainable development 
issues of the city as a whole and the objectives of the Core Strategy 
development process would be undermined by SHH's attempt to assess 
the sustainability of a strategic infrastructure site through the Area Action 
Plan.  SHH's approach to this should be rejected.
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Methodology
1. The purpose of a sustainability appraisal is to appraise the social environmental and 

economic effects of a plan's strategies and policies to test whether proposals are the best 
possible to promote sustainable development.

2. An essential part of sustainability appraisal is therefore the assessment of options and the 
comparison of options to determine which is the most sustainable.

3. In determining which are the best options, Plymouth has adopted a set of objectives and 
appraisal criteria against which options can be assessed.  

4. The primary objective of a sustainability appraisal of an AAP must be that the strategies and 
policies of the AAP should be consistent with the strategic sustainability objectives of the 
city as a whole.  

5. For Plymouth this is set out in the Sustainable Community Strategy which was developed by 
Plymouth's Local Strategic Partnership.  The Core Strategy (CS) forms an important element 
of the implementation of this strategy by controlling and facilitating sustainable 
development to meet the objectives of the Sustainable Community Strategy.

6. The Core Strategy sets out six strategic objectives against which the delivery of change 
intended by the DSAAPshould be managed.  These are:

• Place shaping
• Delivering jobs and services
• Delivering homes & communities
• Delivering shops & services
• Improving connectivity and permeability
• Natural environment enhancements

7. The six objectives of sustainability appraisal against which proposals should be assessed at 
the AAP level are:

• Improve health, well being and community safety
• Support communities and neighbourhoods that meet people's needs
• A diverse and thriving economy that meets people's needs
• A well connected city that meets people's needs for access to places and services with least 

damage to communities and the environment 
• Maintain & enhance the quality of the city's built & natural environment 
• Minimise consumption of natural resources

8. A sound development proposal at the AAP level would therefore meet the following tests:

a. Be consistent with the Core Strategy to ensure sustainability at a strategic level
b. Score well against the six strategic delivery objectives 
c. Score well against the six sustainability objectives 
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9. Therefore an objective test of sustainability to apply against the SHH proposals to redevelop 
the airport would be to compare the performance of the SHH proposals against the proposals 
put forward in the DSAAP which are to maintain the Airport land as an airport and to 
accommodate the development proposed by SHH on another site (or sites)

Sustainability appraisal of the use of Airport land as an airport 
vs use as a District Centre

10. Appendix 1 sets out this means of appraisal in the form of a table comparing the two 
options.  This evaluates for each of the 

11. The SHH proposals meet only one of the sustainability objectives (in regard to the provision 
of housing) and fails to meet 10 objectives  This is largely due to the significant negative 
consequences of the loss of the Airport.

12. The proposal to keep the Airport land for an airport ready for resumption of air services and 
locating the District Centre on one of the other sites within the APP boundary meets 10 of 
the 13 sustainability objectives with the other 3 being neutral.

13. On the basis of this assessment the SHH proposals are clearly far less sustainable than the 
option proposed in the DSAAP.  

Comparison of the sustainability of SHH proposals vs those of 
alternative sites for a District Centre (DC)

14. There are three competing sites for the location of the Derriford & Seaton District Centre. 
The SHH Sustainability Appraisal only makes an assessment against the Seaton Barracks 
site and then only against the sustainability criteria, not against the AAP delivery objectives 
and the need for consistency with the CS.  In so far as the SHH appraisal goes, it shows no 
clear sustainability grounds for a preference for their proposal over the Seaton Barracks site. 
However their assessment disregards the very obvious drawback that the use of the Airport 
land necessitates the loss of the airport with a whole range of negative consequences for 
sustainability and achievement of AAP objectives.

15. Viable does not want to be drawn into comparison with the other optional sites for a DC 
only to state that any of them would, by the same analysis, be shown to be clearly more 
sustainable than the SHH proposal.
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PCC's Derriford Sustainability Appraisal October 2012

Assessment of its soundness

16. Our conclusions agree with those of Plymouth City Council that the SHH proposal is less 
sustainable than that proposed in the pre-submission draft of the DSAAP.  Therefore we 
consider the Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal to be sound.

17. We would also draw greater attention to a number of pieces of evidence mentioned by the 
City Council in their Sustainability Appraisal Addendum that are worthy of closer 
examination:

Mackay Vision

18. The Mackay Vision clearly recognises the importance of the Airport to Plymouth.  It 
proposed a vibrant city firmly on the European network.  The loss of the Airport would 
render the city less vibrant and certainly not on the European network.

Local Economic Strategy

19. The Plymouth Local Economic Strategy 2006-2021 and beyond amongst other things 
demands:

• A highly competitive city, well recognised and branded on the global economic stage
• A city with a balanced, diversified and knowledge intensive business base
• A city region with well connected and inclusive communities
• A city with an adaptable and skilled workforce which is constantly learning

20.  None of these objectives are consistent with the increased isolation and peripherality that is 
a consequence of the loss of the Airport.  The plan is also a long term one, which means that 
short term decisions with irrevocable consequences should not be taken where they can be 
avoided.

Effect on City Centre investment 

21. The Airport land, if allowed to be redeveloped, could be too large a scale and undermine the 
pre-eminance of the city centre within the Core Strategy.  The objective of the DSAAP is to 
optimise growth of that area of the city but not to prejudice the investment climate of the 
City Centre.

The loss of economic value and increased journey times

22. The Yorke report identified the economic value to the city of an expanded airport and 
reduced journey times. 
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Appendix 1

Sustainability Objective
Test compliance 
Yes/No/Neutral ?

Permanently lose airport and 
implement the SHH proposal

Retain airport & build on 
an alternative site within 
the AAP boundary

Consistent with Core Strategy No.  The loss of the airport will be 
contrary to the CS 

Yes.  The CS seeks to 
implement improvements to 
the airport

Place shaping
To create a place where people 
want to live, work and visit by 
promoting change that
complements existing uses, 
creates a positive sense of 
identity and supports the 
formation
of sustainable linked 
communities.

No. The closure of the airport has 
damaged Plymouth's reputation as 
a place to live due to its 
peripherality.  It has also resulted 
in poorer rail services through 
overcrowding due to 
displacement.  Dependence on 
other regional airports has 
damaged the City's business 
investment prospects and lead to a 
greater sense of a community in 
decline 

Yes. The benefits of a new 
heart for Derriford can be 
achieved on an alternative 
site and the return of the 
airport to activity will create 
a strong boost to the 
confidence of the city, 
encourage investment and 
generate a renewed sense of 
pride in the City.

Delivering jobs & services
To support Derriford’s role in 
securing the city’s long term 
economic and social well-being
through the development of 
strategically important 
employment sites for health, 
industry
and offices, as well as education 
services.

No.  The loss of the airport has 
damaged the City's reputation as a 
destination for business 
investment .  This has made it 
more difficult to enable the 
development of jobs and services. 
The loss of helecopters operated 
for Flag Officer Sea Training from 
the airport could ultimately 
damage number of jobs provided 
in the city by the Royal Navy.

Yes. The positive benefits of 
a new District Centre for 
Derriford and other 
developments in the AAP 
area will create jobs and 
services.  The 
recommencement of air 
services will encourage 
optimism in the city 
encouraging new investment 
in all parts of the city.

Delivering homes & 
communities
To accommodate substantial 
development at Derriford in a 
way that helps deliver decent
and affordable homes, supports 
a diverse and inclusive 
community, ensures easy access
to jobs and services and creates 
a place where people want to 
live.

Yes. The Airport land could 
deliver new homes.  However the 
loss of the airport will reduce the 
appeal of Plymouth due to its 
peripherality and lack of 
investment.  This will increase the 
difficulty of attracting migration 
to the city which is a key objective 
of the Mackay vision.  The 
declining economy make make 
homes less affordable. 

Yes.  The recommencement 
of air services will boost 
confidence in the city.  The 
development  of new homes 
in the Derriford-Seaton area 
will deliver affordable 
housing and a confident city 
with an improving economy 
will help affordability.
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Delivering shops & services
To deliver a major new District 
Centre for the north of 
Plymouth which will be a key
component of the vision to 
create a ‘new heart for northern 
Plymouth’, transforming the
character of Derriford into a 
significant urban centre, 
addressing deficiencies in the 
city’s
existing convenience goods 
shopping provision, while 
serving the Council’s wider
sustainability and economic 
objectives.

No. The Airport land is not at “the 
heart of Northern Plymouth”, it is 
too far North and not near the 
“centre of gravity” of Derriford, 
which is located near the Derriford 
roundabout 

Yes.  Alternative District 
Centre locations are available 
in locations more spatially 
coherent with the centre of 
Derriford.

Improving connectivity and 
permeability
To improve the way Derriford 
functions as a network of 
interconnected places that 
positively
brings people together, enabling 
them to move around easily in 
the most sustainable way.

No. The Airport land is not at “the 
heart of Northern Plymouth”, its it 
too far North and not near the 
“centre of gravity” of Derriford, 
which is located near the Derriford 
roundabout.  Citywide 
connectivity has been degraded by 
the closure of the airport.

Yes.  Alternative District 
Centre locations are available 
in locations more spatially 
coherent with the centre of 
Derriford. 
Recommencement of air 
services from the airport will 
improve the city's 
connectivity.

Natural environment 
enhancements
To deliver high quality Green 
Infrastructure assets in 
Derriford that provide 
important quality
of life benefits, increases the 
value of the area, connects to 
the sub-regional green network
and ensures important wildlife 
sites are enhanced.

No. The airport land provides an 
area of open space and is of some 
benefit as a green corridor.

Neutral.  The retention of the 
airport land as an airport will 
retain green space.  However, 
the resumption of air services 
will increase noise.  However 
the extension to the runway 
will help to mitigate the 
noise impact through the use 
of more modern and quieter 
aircraft

Improve health, well being 
and community safety

No.  The closure of the airport to 
all air traffic has resulted in the 
loss of a landing facility for air 
ambulance, search and rescue and 
organ donor flights.

Yes.  The availability of the 
airport will enable faster 
access to health services for 
emergency services and 
enhance access to Derriford 
hospital's regional specialist 
services.
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Support communities and 
neighbourhoods that meet 
people's needs

No.  Convenient access to a local 
airport is an important community 
need for the whole city and it's 
subregion, including its business 
and academic communities.

Yes.  A DC located on one of 
the alternative sites would 
provide community services 
without the loss of air 
services.  A DC in a more 
central location would also 
be in better proximity to 
more people including 
employees.

A diverse and thriving 
economy that meets people's 
needs

No.  The loss of air services has 
been damaging for the economy 
and investment in the city.  Skilled 
employees are less likely to locate 
themselves in the city.  

Yes, the construction of a 
new DC at the heart of 
Derriford and the resumption 
of air services would provide 
a boost to economic 
confidence in the city.  The 
development of a thriving 
Derriford centre close to the 
existing science parks will 
encourage skilled 
employment.

A well connected city that 
meets people's needs for 
access to places and services 
with least damage to 
communities and the 
environment 

No.  Clearly the loss of the airport 
would result in a much less well 
connected city 

Yes.

Maintain & enhance the 
quality of the city's built & 
natural environment

Neutral. However the loss of the 
green space of the airport land 
would be an adverse effect

Neutral

Minimise consumption of 
natural resources

Neutral Neutral

Summary: Yes                1
No                 10
Neutral          2

Yes              10
No                 0
Neutral          3
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Please make any comments....

Dear Sir Please find attached English Heritage's comments to the Addendum to the SEA for Derriford
and Seaton AAP. re: Sustainability Appraisal Derriford and Seaton AAP 2006-2021 - October
Consultation and the Sutton Harbour Holdings PLC master plan for the airport land Thank you for the
opportunity to comment upon the above documents. We are aware that the aim of the addendum to
the Sustainability Appraisal Derriford and Seaton is to provide clarity on what alternatives have been
considered during the development of the AAP. Upon reviewing the document, along with the evidence
base and the pre submission AAP, English Heritage is unsure what alternatives have been looked at
that set out the indicative configuration and boundaries of the Seaton Neighbourhood that abut the
Derriford Community Park to the north of the Bowden Battery? In particular we are however unsure
what work was undertaken to define the setting of the Bowden Battery and whether this was factored
into the development options? We recognise that the Glacis is intended to be incorporated in the
Derriford Community Park as part of the strategic green infrastructure and it is evident that work was
undertaken to understand the Palmerston forts, their uses and significance, but what of the wider
setting? Did for example this or other work or evidence help define the northern extent of the community
park that abuts the indicative boundary line for the Seaton Neighbourhood? We would appreciate
clarity on this point. Concurrently we have also been asked to consider the Sutton Harbour Holdings
PLC master plan for the airport land that was identified as an alternative development site. From
English Heritage?s perspective the site appears to have little residual heritage interest apart from the
fact that the site existed as an airfield since the 1930s. It contains no designated heritage assets albeit
there are a number of Grade II buildings located around it. We therefore offer a qualified preference
for the airfield, offering no objection to its use as proposed in principle, subject to a detailed assessment
of surrounding heritage assets their significance and setting.Yours sincerely
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Our ref:   

Your ref: 

 

7th December 2012  

 

 

 

BY E-MAIL 

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

 

Sustainability Appraisal – Derriford and Seaton Area Action 

Plan 
 

Introduction 

 

I write on behalf of my client, the Co-operative Group (‘the Co-op’) to submit 

representations to the addendum report consultation for the Derriford and Seaton Area 

Action Plan (‘the AAP’) Sustainability Appraisal (‘SA’).  The Co-op has submitted 

representations to recent consultations on the AAP document itself and the contents of 

this letter expand upon the Co-op’s concerns over the soundness of the AAP. 

 

As noted in the introductory sections of the SA, there is a need to show how reasonable 

alternatives have been considered during the AAP process.  Of particular interest to the 

Co-op is the process which has been followed in drawing up plans for the proposed 

district centre.  We note that the October 2012 SA provides two options for the delivery of 

shops and services in Derriford: a major district centre or a centre whose focus is on 

meeting local needs.  In themselves, these options appear reasonable.  However, little 

further information is provided to explain what these options contain or how they have 

been assessed by the City Council through the Core Strategy and/or AAP process. 

 

Indeed, upon further reading of the documentation referred to on page 50 of the 

October SA document, it is clear that alternative options have not been properly 

considered by the Council and the information which has been used to inform the AAP is 

outdated. 

 

We outline our concerns over the SA assessment process below. 

 

Planning Services 

Plymouth City Council 

Civic Centre 

Plymouth 

PL1 2AA 

 

Direct Dial: 0117 988 5334  

matthew.morris@gva.co.uk 



 

gva.co.uk 

 

The Core Strategy 

 

The October 2012 SA makes it clear that the choice between the role of the district centre 

at Derriford was considered through the Core Strategy.   

 

The proposal for a new district centre at Derriford emanates from Policy CS07 of the Core 

Strategy.  The policy makes reference to a new foodstore and other retail facilities, 

although paragraph 7.35 of the supporting text makes it clear that details of retail 

floorspace have not been set and would be considered at a later date. 

 

The key evidence document for the proposed Derriford district centre in the Core 

Strategy was the 2006 Plymouth Shopping Study (‘the 2006 study’).  The recommendations 

of the study note that “Ideally, a food store would be of such a type and format as to 

cause limited, if any, trade diversion on existing local convenience stores e.g. Southway, 

Crownhill etc…..”.   

 

The 2006 study did not provide a detailed assessment of impact of a new foodstore at 

Derriford and instead recommended that such an assessment be made as proposals 

come forward.  Nor did the 2006 study consider any options in relation to size and content 

of the district centre.  However, it is clear from Section 10 of the 2006 study that the effects 

of a new foodstore on Southway and Crownhill were of particular interest/concern. 

 

Therefore, the October 2012 is factually incorrect to suggest that the Core Strategy has 

considered alternatives for the planned district centre, as the key evidence base 

document for the district centre is silent on this issue. 

 

It is also important to note that the 2006 study is relied upon by the October 2012 SA as 

the first piece of evidence supporting the planned new district centre yet the 2006 study 

did not provide any meaningful analysis to confirm that there was a need for new retail 

facilities in Derriford and instead relied on a 2004 study by CBRE which refers to 

improvements in local convenience shopping provision for Derriford. 

 

The 2007, 2009 and 2011 District Centre Reports  

 

On three separate occasions during 2007-2011, the City Council commissioned Cushman 

and Wakefield (‘C&W’) to prepare reports dealing with the planned new district centre at 

Derriford.  All three reports are referred to by the October 2012 SA as providing evidence 

for the AAP. 

 

However, it should be noted that none of these reports deal with the alternative options 

covered by the October 2012 SA report and therefore we fail to see how the C&W reports 

can be relevant to the SA process.  Moreover, the expenditure capacity and financial 

impact data has been superseded by a more recent retail study (see below). 

 

 



 

gva.co.uk 

 

 

The 2012 Plymouth Retail and Centres Study (‘the 2012 study’) 

 

No doubt, the City Council will rely on the 2012 study as containing an assessment of the 

impact of the foodstore within the planned new district centre.  This updates the 

assessments made by C&W between 2007-2011. 

 

However, the 2012 study takes rather surprising and illogical approach to the assessment 

of impact and the scale of retail floorspace in the planned district centre.  First, no 

alternative options are considered and, for this reason alone, the 2012 study cannot be 

used to support the SA.  Second, should be noted that the impact assessment carried out 

in the 2012 study is based upon a quantum of floorspace which was set by the 2011 Pre-

Submission draft AAP.  The references to retail floorspace within the 2011 Pre-Submission 

draft were taken from the 2007, 2009 and 2011 district centre studies undertaken by C&W.  

These documents contained assessments of need and impact which adopted historic 

data from the 2006 study.  However, the 2012 study makes it clear that it supersedes the 

2006 study and it will noted that the retail floorspace capacity forecasts in the 2012 study 

are significantly different to the 2006 study.  The 2012 study freely admits this difference. 

 

We therefore have the extraordinary situation where the 2012 study is testing a level of 

retail development in Derriford which it itself does not support. 

 

On this basis, not only does the latest evidence base fail to consider the options outlined 

in the October 2012 SA, it is also based on retail floorspace data which is outdated and 

unrepresentative of the current situation in Plymouth. 

 

It is also relevant to note that the impact assessment in the 2012 study fails to cover the 

defined centres which were highlighted by the 2006 study as being relevant to the 

consideration of acceptability of a new foodstore at Derriford (i.e. Crownhill and 

Derriford). 

 

We trust that these representations, which highlight that the Council has not properly 

considered all reasonable options for the planned district centre at Derriford, will be taken 

into account before the AAP is submitted to the Secretary of State.   

 

If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 
Matthew S Morris BSc(Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

Director – Planning, Development & Regeneration 

For and on behalf of GVA Grimley Ltd 
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1 Introduction 
 

 

1.1.1 This report has been prepared in response to the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Addendum Report for 
the Derriford and Seaton Area Action Plan (AAP), October 2012 (hereafter referred to as the 
‘Addendum Report’).  This response has been prepared on behalf of Sutton Harbour Holdings plc and 
relates to the proposal to allocate the new Major District Centre as envisaged by the draft AAP on land 
at the Former Airport Site (FAS).  This in the longer term, can link into a larger substantial development 
across the FAS which is all previously developed land.  It is envisaged that subsequent phases of 
development at the FAS may need to be allocated through the future single Plymouth Plan in order to 
meet identified needs.  The site affords the opportunity to deliver a highly sustainable major mixed-use 
development.  

1.1.2 The Addendum Report includes an appraisal of five reasonable alternatives for the Major New District 
Centre (MNDC). The appraisal is presented at Table 3.6.1 in the Addendum Report and the results 
discussed at pages 58 to 59 of the Addendum Report.  

1.1.3 The appraisal of reasonable alternatives for the location of the MNDC is welcomed.  The appraisal will 
help demonstrate compliance with the SEA Directive.  However, it is considered that the appraisal has 
not provided an objective assessment of the alternatives, including the FAS.  The purpose of this report 
is to provide a response to the Addendum Report to help ensure that the AAP is consistent with all 
relevant Regulations and Directives and can therefore be found sound.  

1.1.4 In responding to the Addendum Report WSP has not sought to undertake its own assessment of each 
of the five locations against each of the SA objectives, rather we have sought to highlight 
inconsistencies and inaccuracies in the appraisal.  Areas of agreement are also acknowledged.  This 
report also draws on material from the earlier submission made on behalf of Sutton Harbour Holdings 
that was made at the request of PCC that provided an SA of the FAS. 

1.1.5 Section 2 of this report goes through each SA objective in turn and a conclusion is provided in Section 
3. 

1.1.6 This appraisal is written in the context that non-viability and closure of the airport has been robustly 
tested by a number of independent bodies, prior to satisfaction by the Council at its Cabinet Meeting on 
23 August 2011.  The airport subsequently closed in December 2011 and its CAA licences have been 
revoked. 

1.1.7 The site constitutes previously developed land and should therefore be considered for redevelopment. 
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2 Observations on the Addendum SA 

2.1 Introduction 

2.1.1 This section begins by commenting on the general approach to the SA of the reasonable alternatives. 

Observations on the SA Addendum are then provided below under each of the SA objectives and 

criterion. 

2.2 Approach to the assessment 

2.2.1 The SA includes the notation ‘neutral or no impact.’ There are a number of instances where the 

assessment does not make it explicit whether the performance of sites is considered to be neutral 

across this objective, i.e. they all perform the same or there is no impact.  The terms ‘neutral’ and ‘no 

impact’ are clearly mutually exclusive.  It is recommended that the final SA matrix includes notation to 

make it clear whether the performance of sites against relevant criteria is considered to be neutral or if 

no impact is anticipated. 

2.2.2 All sites are treated on an equal footing in the appraisal matrix but the Council’s own SA (at pages 58 

and 59) makes it clear that there are real issues in terms of the ability of some sites to deliver the 

MNDC. This fact needs to be better reflected in the appraisal.  Failure to do this gives a false appraisal 

of the effects that can be anticipated from allocating the MNDC at the locations considered and their 

ability to deliver the positive effects that are anticipated.  The effects (or outcomes) arising out of the 

decision to allocate the MNDC at each location are what the SA should focus on.  If the location cannot 

deliver the MNDC the appraisal should recognise that and the associated consequences in terms of 

failure to achieve the relevant objectives and in some cases the fact that sites would work against the 

achievement of some objectives.  The consequences of allocating the MNDC on a site that cannot 

deliver it would include: poorer access to health facilities and other facilities, the need to travel by car to 

meet daily needs, failure to contribute towards housing needs etc.   

2.3 Improve health and well being 

2.3.1 All sites are assessed as neutral/no impact across this objective.  As noted above the assessment does 

not make it explicit whether the sites are neutral across this objective, i.e. they all perform the same or 

there is no impact.   

Improve health and support healthy lifestyles 

2.3.2 The planning system can provide opportunities to encourage healthy lifestyles and improvement to 

health through a range of factors including: 

■ Encouraging walking and cycling by providing attractive environments for active forms of travel 
and a mix of land uses that lends itself to travel by these modes; and 

■ Providing opportunity to access healthy and nutritious food. 
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2.3.3 In relation to the second bullet point, a study (Rose and Richards, 2004) found a positive association 

between proximity to supermarkets and fruit and vegetable intake among low income households.  

While other research (Zenk et al, 2010) found that low-income neighbourhoods have significantly 

poorer access to supermarkets.  

2.3.4 Policy DS16 of the AAP makes provision for a new foodstore (7,000 sqm gross) and a further 

5,000sqm of floorspace for other retail units (with no unit exceeding 5,000 sqm net).  

2.3.5 The FAS can accommodate this development.  Given the importance of foodstores to healthy lifestyles 

it is suggested that both locations should score positively against this criteria.   

2.3.6 The FAS has the potential for good access to the proposed Community Park and other green links, as 

well as being immediately adjacent to the publically accessible swimming pool and sports hall complex 

at University College ‘Marjon’  This will also contribute towards supporting a healthy lifestyle.   

2.3.7 The FAS Masterplan notes that all local residents will be able to travel easily by foot, cycle or public 

transport into the district centre (if located at the FAS) because the routes are either level or only gently 

ramped and the Centre is adjacent to a public transport hub.   

2.3.8 A positive score against this criterion is therefore considered justified.  Other sites should be similarly 

scored if they could deliver the MNDC within a reasonable timescale and accommodate a foodstore 

and other retail units and also have good accessibility to the Community Park. 

Reduce health inequalities 

2.3.9 Ensuring good access to health and other facilities is a key way of helping to reduce health inequalities. 

2.3.10 Planning and access for disabled people: a good practice guide (DCLG, 2006) seeks to encourage 

inclusive design and access.  About 20% of the population in the UK have a disability.  Older people, 

families with children under the age of five, carers and the friends and relatives who accompany people 

with disabilities will also benefit from inclusive design. The guide identifies the factors that influence 

inclusivity as: 

■ The location of the building on the plot; 

■ The gradient of the plot; 

■ The relationship of adjoining buildings; and 

■ The transport infrastructure. 
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2.3.11 Clearly some of the above factors are relevant at the detailed planning stage but gradient and access 

to transport are more strategic in nature. 

2.3.12 The FAS Masterplan confirms that all local residents will be able to travel easily by foot, cycle or public 

transport into the district centre (if located at the FAS) because the routes are either level or only gently 

ramped and the Centre is adjacent to a public transport hub.   

2.3.13 A positive score against this criterion is therefore considered justified for the FAS.  If the Council 

considers that other sites perform equally well against this criterion the SA should make this explicit. 

Reduce anti-social behaviour, crime and fear of crime 

2.3.14 The provision of a mix use of uses could help reduce anti-social behaviour and fear of crime by 

providing natural surveillance. 

2.3.15 Provision of Closed Circuit Television and facilities such as a police contact point are examples of 

measures that are neutral across alternate locations.   

2.3.16 The SA for the AAP (February 2011) assessed the performance of Policy DS 17 as neutral against this 

criterion.   

2.3.17 It is considered that the opportunity to create a mixed use development at the FAS for example 

residential above retail, community hub and event venue could help encourage activity over a longer 

period in the day and justifies a positive score against this criterion.  

2.3.18 If the Council considers that other sites perform equally well against this criterion the SA should make 

this explicit. 

2.4 Support Communities and Neighbourhoods that meet people’s 
needs 

Help provide a suitable mix of housing that is available and affordable for everyone 

2.4.1 The AAP identifies the potential to accommodate high density residential development, integral to the 

new District Centre, providing some 250 dwellings, with at least 75 affordable housing units and 50 

dwellings will be built to Lifetime Home Standards, delivering a mix of tenure and housing types to meet 

a wide range of needs. 

2.4.2 The FAS masterplan provides 250 housing units, with the requisite affordable and Lifetime Home 

Standard requirements within phase 1 and identifies that the site is of sufficient scale to accommodate 

at least an additional 1100 dwellings, which would be built in phases as the District Centre develops 

(The Derriford Study for Sutton Harbour Holdings, Addendum 2 August 2012). 

2.4.3 Provision will include apartments above retail thus providing vitality and natural surveillance around the 

clock and also helping to contribute to a range of housing needs.  

2.4.4 The SA Addendum suggests that all sites could make a positive contribution towards this objective 

(note that the score is not recorded as neutral).  However the SA then rightly notes that 

viability/deliverability constraints on some sites (b2, b3 and b4) could impact on the extent to which this 

is realised.  This conclusion is supported and should be reflected in other parts of the assessment that 

do not explicitly make this conclusion (for example the objectives around health).   
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2.4.5 The FAS should be identified as making a strong positive contribution to this objective to differentiate 

them from other sites, this is the approach taken in relation to the next appraisal criteria relating to the 

delivery of community facilities.  

Supports the delivery of a full range of community facilities 

2.4.6 The Addendum Report assesses Seaton Barracks and the FAS as making a strong positive 

contribution towards achievement of this objective, with other sites making a positive contribution.  The 

score for the FAS is supported.  

2.4.7 Policy DS16 of the Draft AAP sets out the requirements for the Major District Centre. The range of uses 

are as follows (the AAP also identifies the quantum of development, where relevant): 

■ Retail; 

■ Commercial; 

■ Residential; 

■ Public Transport Interchange; 

■ Community infrastructure (including health centre, primary school and library); and 

■ Energy Centre. 

2.4.8 It is understood that the aspiration for a 2 form entry primary school is not deliverable at Seaton 

Barracks due to the site constraints and topography.  The SA matrix should make this explicit.   

2.4.9 The FAS illustrative masterplan has followed the requirements of the AAP with regards to the provision 

of community facilities and includes a 2 form entry primary school, easily accessible to a significant 

proportion of the existing population as well as the proposed District Centre and the new community, 

including further education provision (as part of Marjon), retail, leisure and residential. It is envisaged 

that the new school will be collocated with a local ‘community hub’, which has the potential to 

incorporate a community hall, library, crèche and health centre.  

2.4.10 The FAS scheme is judged to make a strong positive contribution towards achievement of this criterion.  

Given the ability to deliver a Primary School within the district centre at this location it is clear that the 

FAS performs better against the criterion than Seaton Barracks, which cannot accommodate a Primary 

School.  We believe the FAS is the only site that can deliver all the component parts of a MNDC. 

2.4.11 The SA needs to make it clear if the issue with other sites is their ability to deliver a narrower range of 

facilities and/or doubts about the ability to deliver the MNDC in the timescales envisaged or at all, if the 

latter two apply then assessing sites as positive gives a false impression of the anticipated effect in the 

event that the MNDC was allocated there.  If the MNDC does not materialise neither will the anticipated 

benefits.    

Gives everyone access to local opportunities for learning, training, skills, knowledge and 
culture 

2.4.12 University College of St Mark & St John ‘Marjon’ is a Higher Education facility situated between the 

FAS, to the north and Tamar Science Park to the south. The University College runs undergraduate 

and postgraduate programmes. The facilities form a single campus for an academic community of 

approximately 5,000 people, including student accommodation on site.  Proposal DS 10 of the AAP 

identifies that Marjon’s role as a sub-regionally important education facility will be strengthened by 

enabling the provision of additional facilities. 
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2.4.13 The SA for the AAP notes that the opening of facilities at Marjon for wider community use responds 

constructively to SA Objective for Supporting neighbourhoods that meet peoples needs', and the 

potential residential development on this site could help integrate (in urban design terms) the college, 

and the facilities it can provide, with the rest of the Derriford neighbourhood. 

2.4.14 The AAP also identifies the opportunity for training at Derriford Country Park a focus for outdoor 

learning, with an emphasis on wildlife, food production and farming. The Park will include opportunities 

for Forest Schools, and formal and informal training in countryside management, horticulture and other 

skills associated with the management of the natural environment. 

2.4.15  The Addendum Report assesses all sites as making a positive contribution towards this objective. 

2.4.16 The significant opportunities afforded to integrate Marjons with any development on the FAS, direct that 

the FAS should make a strong positive contribution towards this criterion.   

Provide a range of opportunities for people to work locally 

2.4.17 The AAP sets out aspirations in terms of the nature and quantum of development to be provided in the 

MNDC with the aim of achieving a balance between jobs and economically active people in the local 

area.  

2.4.18 The Addendum Report assesses all sites as having a positive outcome against this objective.  

2.4.19 The Derriford Study Sutton Harbour Holdings plc Addendum 2 - Comparison Matrix North West 

Quadrant / Seaton Barracks / Crownhill Retail Park, August 2012 notes that the later phases of 

development of the Seaton Barracks site would require demolition of a number of viable existing 

business units, so there is a potential negative effect associated with the displacement of existing 

businesses and jobs, depending on how relocation of any existing occupants was managed.  This 

should be acknowledged in the matrix.   

2.4.20 The FAS Masterplan (August 2012) demonstrates that it can accommodate the commercial 

development envisaged for the new district centre as set out in the AAP and is also judged to have a 

positive effect against this criterion.  There are no negative effects as the non-viability of the airport has 

been confirmed by the Council and subsequently closed and CAA licences revoked. 

2.4.21 The extent to which other sites could truly deliver these benefits will depend on their ability to deliver 

the MNDC and this should be reflected in the matrix. 

Provide access to open space/green space for sports, play and informal recreation 

2.4.22 The Addendum Report assesses the FAS as making a positive contribution to this objective.  Other 

sites are assessed as neutral/no impact – it is not clear which applies.  

2.4.23 The salient point here is the extent to which those living and working in the MNDC will have access to 

open space/green space. 

2.4.24 The FAS provides access to the proposed Community Park.  The proposed Community Park link is via 

a new linear park extending through the Marjon campus into the FAS site. This is illustrated on the 

Ultimate Phase on page 36 of the Derriford Study Masterplan for the FAS (Aug 2012) - adjacent to 

academic and energy centre building blocks numbered 20.  It will provide safe, easy and relatively level 

access: by the MNDC users and residents into the Community Park; by University students to the 

Community Park and in the opposite direction to their new residences within the masterplan; and by 

primary school pupils on to the Marjon sports pitches. In addition, access to the Community Park can 

be gained across Miller Way via Rogate Road via existing footpaths and pavements 
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2.4.25 Furthermore, the wider FAS offers unique opportunities to deliver new public open /recreation space.   

In addition the FAS is close to sports facilities at Marjon.  The FAS currently creates a barrier to 

permeability and accessibility for residents to the north. Redevelopment of the site provides an 

opportunity to overcome this.  The SA matrix could also acknowledge this as another benefit of the FAS 

proposals.   

2.4.26 The assessment of the FAS as making a positive contribution to this objective is supported. 

Help provide opportunities for participation in local action and decision making 

2.4.27 The Addendum Report assesses performance against this criterion as neutral/no impact – it is not clear 

which applies but it is assumed to be neutral in this instance. 

2.4.28 Performance against this objective is less dependent on the location of the MNDC; it will be influenced 

more by how the centre is managed. Earlier comments about other sites ability to truly deliver the 

MNDC apply equally here. 

2.5 A diverse and thriving economy that meets people’s needs 

Support business and enterprise that will improve the quantity and quality of jobs within the 
city 

2.5.1 The Addendum Report identifies all sites as making a positive contribution to this objective. 

2.5.2 The Masterplan for the FAS demonstrates that the employment aspirations for the MNDC, set out in the 

AAP, can be met.  The FAS is therefore judged to have a positive effect against this criterion.  The 

FAS, unlike Seatton Barracks, is nearby and therefore beneficial not only to the large employment 

population around the Derriford Hospital campus but also to a large existing employment community off 

Plymbridge Road at Estover Road and Thornbury Road. This should be acknowledged in the SA.  

Earlier comments about other sites ability to truly deliver the MNDC apply equally here. 

2.5.3 In the longer term the FAS provides the opportunity to provide accommodation for social enterprises (a 

key component in PCC’s Corporate Plan for 2010-2015).  These could be located in the Community 

Hub and could also benefit from proximity to the MNDC.  

Support the development of a skilled workforce and increase levels of economic participation 

2.5.4 Planning can contribute to the development of a skilled workforce by providing space for employment 

uses with good physical links to higher and further education establishments. 

2.5.5 The Addendum Report identifies all sites as neutral/no impact against this criterion.  It is not clear which 

is considered to apply. 

2.5.6 It is considered reasonable to score the FAS as strongly positive because of its accessibility (with new 

employment accessible to the wider area) helping to encourage economic participation.  Proximity to 

the Marjon could also help encourage development of a skilled workforce as it offers a range of part 

time and distance learning courses that will be attractive to those already in employment. 

2.5.7 Earlier comments about other sites ability to truly deliver the MNDC apply equally here. 



 

 
 

 
 

 

Project number: 34864    
Dated: December 2012 12 | 38  
Revised:     

Encourage local enterprise and support markets for local labour, goods and services 

2.5.8 The Addendum Report identifies all sites as neutral/no impact against this criterion.  It is not clear which 

is considered to apply. 

2.5.9 The FAS is judged to have a positive effect on this criterion because of its accessibility to existing 

residential areas. 

2.5.10 Earlier comments about other sites ability to truly deliver the MNDC apply equally here. 

Reduce the vulnerability of the economy to climate change 

2.5.11 This criterion is understood to be about vulnerability of the economy to climate change and so is 

focussed on adapting to future climate change (rather than mitigation). 

2.5.12 The Addendum Report identifies all sites as neutral/no impact against this criterion.  It is not clear which 

is considered to apply. 

2.5.13 The majority of the FAS has a low flood risk.  However a small area of the site may affect risk to the 

Forder Valley. Conversely Seaton Barracks is entirely within the Forder Valley flood risk zone. 

Discharge of surface water from the FAS will be carefully managed through the implementation of 

SUDS, where water would drain away to the Plym Valley. The former runways will be utilised as linear 

parks which will incorporate SUDs throughout the site.   

2.5.14 The SA should provide more information on the performance of each site against this objective, 

including which flood risk zone they are in.  

2.6 A well connected city that meets people’s needs for access 

Reduce the need / desire to travel by car or air 

2.6.1 The Addendum Report assessed other sites as making a positive contribution against this criterion and 

the FAS as having a negative effect.   

2.6.2 It seems wrong to assess sites that are known to be unable to deliver the MNDC as making a positive 

contribution to this objective.  If the MNDC did not materialise on these sites, and the Council clearly 

accepts this as a genuine prospect, it will lead to people having to travel (probably by car) to access 

other centres – so there would be a negative effect/outcome in relation to this objective.   

2.6.3 The conclusion that the FAS is away from the centre of gravity is strongly objected to for the reasons 

set out below.   

2.6.4 Furthermore, the Addendum SA fails to recognise the potential of the remainder of the FAS to 

contribute to longer term growth in the area over this Plan period and beyond.  This should also be 

taken into account when deciding where the centre of gravity for the area is. 

2.6.5 A lot of work has already been undertaken on behalf of Sutton Harbour Holdings to demonstrate that 

the FAS is a suitable location for the MNDC.  This work has focussed on: 

■ The role of a District Centre; 

■ The catchment area of a District Centre at this location; 

■ Whose needs the District Centre is aimed at meeting; and 

■ The performance of different locations. 
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2.6.6 This work is reviewed below but reference should also be made to the following documents: 

■ The Derriford Study Sutton Harbour Holdings plc Masterplan for the Former Airport Site, AWW 
(August 2012).  This includes consideration of the FAS as a location for a new centre in Section 4 
‘ Sustainability Framework’  

■ The Derriford Study Sutton Harbour Holdings plc Addendum 2 - Comparison Matrix North West 
Quadrant / Seaton Barracks / Crownhill Retail Park, AWW (August 2012).  This includes a 
comparison of the Seaton Barracks, NWQ and Crown Retail Park sites and the FAS, including an 
analysis of residential areas with 1.5km isochrones; 

■ Revised Pre-Submission Draft Derriford And Seaton Area Action Plan 2012 Representations On 
Behalf Of Sutton Harbour Holdings, Montagu Evans (August 2012).  This includes discussion of 
the above in the context of Seaton Barracks, the NWQ and the FAS; 

■ Appeal By Wharfside (Regeneration) Devon Limited Site At North West Quadrant, Derriford 
Road, Plymouth Planning Proof Of Evidence Of Will Edmonds (August 2012).  This includes 
discussion of the above in the context of the NWQ site and the FAS; and 

■ Proposed North West Quadrant Development Planning Inquiry, Transport Statement On Behalf of 
Sutton Harbour Holdings PLC, Peter Evans Partnership Ltd (August 2012).  This includes 
analysis of the population within 800m of the FAS and NWQ sites. 

The role of a District Centre 

2.6.7 The National Planning Policy Framework does not define the role and composition of a major district 

centre. The former Planning Policy Statement 4 (Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth) 

December 2009 defined a district centre as follows: 

“District centres will usually comprise a group of shops often containing at least one supermarket or 
superstore, and a range of non-retail services, such as banks, building societies and restaurants, as 
well as local public facilities such as a library.” (Annex B). 

The catchment area of a District Centre at this location 

2.6.8 The Retail Statement of Common Ground for the appeal by Wharfside (Regeneration) Devon Limited 

Site At North West Quadrant, Derriford Road, Plymouth (dated 18 July 2012) states that: 

“The catchment area has yet to be agreed, but the main areas of influence for the foodstore are zones 
3, 4, 5 and 6 as set out in the 2012 Plymouth Shopping Study ” (Paragraph 6.2). 

 

2.6.9 Figure 4.1 in the representations to the Revised Pre-Submission Draft AAP (August 2012), submitted 

on behalf of Sutton Harbour Holdings by Montagu Evans is an extract from the 2012 Plymouth 

Shopping Study showing this catchment area. 

2.6.10 This extensive catchment area includes the existing district centres of Roborough, Estover, Transit Way 

and St Budeaux and also the two new proposed district centres at Derriford and Weston Mill. Given the 

stated objectives of the proposed MNDC to provide a new ‘heart for the north of Plymouth’ and the 

importance of it not competing with the city centre, Evidence submitted to the NWQ inquiry by, Montagu 

Evans  on behalf of SHH demonstrates that this is not an appropriate catchment area. The catchment 

area that has been identified in the Retail Statement of Common Ground does not, therefore, 

accurately seek to define the area that the centre is intended to serve. 

Whose needs is the District Centre aimed at meeting? 

2.6.11 The evidence base prepared in support of the draft DAS AAP (Report on Proposed New District 

Centre, Cushman and Wakefield LLP January 2011) identifies that the role of the proposed major new 
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district shopping centre would be principally to serve the shopping, leisure and community needs of the 

following (paragraph 9.15): 

■ Existing local to sub-regional residents (particularly in walkable ‘gap’ areas to the north at 
Southway, and west at Whitleigh; and driveable ‘gap’ areas of Eggbuckland); 

■ Local business needs (predominantly to the east of the A386); 

■ Local institutional needs such as health and education (all to the east of the A386); 

■ Passing tourism (including some airport related trade); and 

■ Planned business and residential areas within the Derriford ‘gap’ area. 

2.6.12 Having regard to these needs, Montagu Evans consider that, in order to deliver a sustainable 

community, the most important need is that derived from the daily needs of local residents. It is the 

local residential population from which the primary expenditure will be derived. 

2.6.13 The residential areas within which there is currently a deficit in the provision of district centres have 

also been identified by Montagu Evans, see Figure 4.3 in the representations to the Pre-Submission 

AAP. 

2.6.14 Figure 4.4 in the representations to the Pre-Submission AAP demonstrates that a new district centre 

located at the FAS would relate well to existing centres. The relationship of the Seaton Barracks to 

existing centres is shown on the same Figure.  A similar exercise was undertaken for the NWQ site 

(see Figure 6.4 in the Planning Proof of Evidence of Will Edmonds for the Appeal by Wharfside 

(Regeneration) Devon Limited Site At North West Quadrant, Derriford Road, Plymouth, August 2012). 

The relationship between these sites and existing centres is not as good when compared to the FAS. 

2.6.15 Various analysis of the catchment population the FAS would serve relative to other sites have also 

been undertaken in support of previous representations. 

2.6.16 The Institute of Highways and Transportation publication ‘Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on 

Foot’, which state that 800m is the maximum acceptable walking distance to a district centre.  Table 2.1 

below demonstrates the catchment population within 800m of the FAS and Seaton Barracks.  Table 2.1 

shows that the FAS has a significantly greater existing walking catchment than Seaton Barracks and 

they have broadly the same walking catchment if the AAP residential predictions are brought 

forward.  Whilst not shown in the table, when recognising the potential of the FAS to contribute to 

longer term growth in the area in this plan period and beyond, the FAS has a significantly greater 

walking catchment. 

Table 2.1: Catchment population within 800m 

 Existing and permitted 

residential coverage (i.e. 

approved applications) 

Plus potential AAP 

residents 

Totals 

Seaton Barracks 700 2950 3650 

FAS 2100 2550 4650 

Source: Revised Pre-Submission Draft Derriford and Seaton Area Action Plan 2012 Representations on Behalf 

of Sutton Harbour Holdings, Montagu Evans August 2012 

2.6.17 ‘Towards an Urban Renaissance’ the report of the Urban Task Force from 1999 identified a 1.5km 

radius as being an appropriate catchment area for a district centre).  Work undertaken in support of 

earlier representations demonstrates that the residential coverage is significantly greater for the FAS 

than the NWQ site, see Table 2.2 below: 
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Table 2.2: Residential Coverage including proposed residential development at the FAS 

Centre of Isochrones/1.5 

km radius 

% residential coverage 

within isochrones 

% residential within 

1.5km radius 

NWQ 44 39 

FAS 56 45 

Source: Planning Proof of Evidence of Will Edmonds for the Appeal by Wharfside (Regeneration) Devon 

Limited Site at North West Quadrant, Derriford Road, Plymouth, August 2012). 

2.6.18 The FAS is uniquely positioned to make best use of and contribute to the success of the George 

Junction Park & Ride Bus Terminus. The Park & Ride offers 22 minute trips to the city centre every 15 

minutes from 6.30am to 7.30am, then every 12 minutes. The terminal building provides customers with 

toilet and shower facilities and refreshment vending machines and is manned from 6.15am to 6.15pm 

daily. In turn, this service provides regular services to Plymouth Railway Station (approximately 5.5km 

from the FAS).  This affords significant opportunities for linked trips.  There is also opportunity that the 

Park & Ride can become a terminus for other bus routes with good access to the FAS.  

2.6.19 In accordance with the AAP, the FAS will provide strong pedestrian and cycle links over the A386 to 

ensure that local demand originating from the west of the Site can choose sustainable modes of travel 

such as walking and cycling. The Site itself will also be highly permeable to pedestrians and cycles, 

with strong north/south and east/west links. It is anticipated that these routes will be of easy gradient for 

centre users particularly cyclists and those with children and babies in pushchairs, and motorised 

wheelchairs owing to the FAS being relatively flat. Cycle routes will, where possible, be separated by 

markings, barriers or different routing from pedestrians. 

2.6.20 It is therefore concluded that the FAS will make a strong positive contribution to this objective and the 

performance of those sites that cannot deliver the MNDC should be downgraded to negative, 

recognising that failure to deliver the FAS would result in the need to travel in order to access other 

centres – any other conclusion would be wrong.   

Help everyone to access basic services easily, safely and affordably 

2.6.21 The Addendum Report assesses four sites as having neutral/no impact and the NWQ site and FAS as 

negative.  The Addendum Report acknowledges that the FAS can be accommodated within the existing 

highway network.  The FAS is however assessed as negative because of its location away from the 

centre of gravity.  This point is fundamentally flawed as has been considered above and in the 

evidence already submitted in relation to the AAP and inquiry into the NWQ site.  

2.6.22  In terms of accessing services both locally and those further afield, the A386, which runs adjacent to 

the FAS, provides the primary route southwards into Plymouth City Centre and northwards to open 

country-side beyond Derriford. The A386 is a singularly important route through Devon northwards to 

Tavistock and Okehampton and eastwards over Dartmoor to Moretonhampstead. As such, the FAS is 

well located for those who need to travel further afield.  

2.6.23 The FAS is close to Marjon; Virgin Health Gym; The Nuffield Hospital; Derriford Hospital; Tamar 

Science Park; The Peninsula College of Medicine and Dentistry; a polyglot of employment units in and 

around the North West Quadrant and further southward the Plymouth International Medical and 

Technology Park. All these would benefit from access by a network of roads, footpaths and cycle-ways 

to deliver a balanced sustainable new urban neighbourhood on the FAS. 
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2.6.24 The land uses adjoining the Site can be considered as four zones, occupying the segments between 

the A386 and the B3432 Plymbridge Road/ Southway Drive. These roads intersect next to the Park & 

Ride transport hub and provide excellent access to a large part of Derriford and the Northern District.  

2.6.25 The MNDC provides an opportunity to help everyone access basic services easily, safely and 

affordably.  Given that the FAS has a larger catchment population within 1.5km it is judged to perform 

better against this objective than other sites, identified as making a positive contribution to this criterion.    

2.6.26 In view of the above the FAS should therefore be identified as having a strong positive contribution to 

this objective. 

Make public transport, cycling and walking easier and more attractive 

2.6.27 The Addendum Report assesses other sites as making a strong positive contribution to this objective 

and the FAS is assessed as making a negative contribution.  The sole reason for the negative score is 

the ‘centre of gravity’ argument.  This has been discussed above under the objective to ‘Reduce the 

need / desire to travel by car or air’ as has been shown to be flawed. 

2.6.28 In terms of the FAS proposals the quality of the environment in the Derriford area is enhanced 

significantly by the green corridors accessible from most neighbourhoods, offering recreational activity 

and high quality visual amenity. There are formal footpaths running from, for example, Brest Road 

eastwards to Blunts Lane through the Bircham Valley Local Nature Reserve. This area is planned to be 

extended and enlarged to form the Derriford Community Park. The West Devon Way is a short walk 

from the east of the site. 

2.6.29 It is proposed that a green corridor be introduced from the Marjon site to the Primary School with the 

intention of creating mutual availability to the playing fields between both institutions; and secondly, 

access is gained to the new Community Park by the community in and around the new centre. 

2.6.30 There is an excellent green route which leads up from the Bircham Valley up to the Marjon campus and 

which could very easily connect the FAS with the Park.  

2.6.31 The FAS is therefore judged to make a positive contribution to this objective. Those locations that the 

Addendum Report accepts cannot deliver the MNDC as envisaged or in the required timescale should 

be assessed as having a negative effect.  If the MNDC fails to materialise it will clearly make walking 

and cycling less attractive because of the increased in distance to access other district centres. 

2.7 Maintain and enhance the quality of the city’s built and natural 
environment 

Avoid areas of high flood risk and reduce the vulnerability to flooding 

2.7.1 The Addendum Report assesses all sites as being neutral or no impact. 

2.7.2 The earlier SA for the AAP indicates that it will not give rise to specific issues in relation to flood risk. 

However, it is recommended that the AAP could do more to contribute to the reduction in existing 

flooding problems within the area. It has been identified that the Seaton Barracks site falls within an EA 

critical drainage catchment area which has been identified as being at risk of surface water flooding. To 

enable the AAP to respond positively to flooding, the SA recommends that proposals within susceptible 

areas recognise the issue and should include criteria to address the risk. The Seaton Barracks site has 

been assessed to have a neutral effect in the SA of the AAP.   
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2.7.3 The majority of the FAS is classed to have a low flood risk.  However a small area of the site may affect 

flood risk to the Forder Valley. Discharge of surface water from the site will be carefully managed 

through the implementation of SUDS and water will drain to the Plym Valley. The former runways will 

be utilised as linear parks which will incorporate the SUDs throughout the site. There will also be the 

potential for onsite water retention. The FAS is therefore assessed as having a positive contribution 

towards the achievement of this objective.  

2.7.4 The final SA should include more information on other sites, for example the flood risk zone in which 

they sit. 

Maintain and enhance historical building, structures, monuments and remains of 
acknowledged importance 

2.7.5 The Addendum Report assesses all sites as having neutral or no impact against this criterion, 

2.7.6 Policy DS03 Historical Assets of the AAP requires development proposals to relate and be sensitive to 

Derriford’s historical assets.  

2.7.7 The AAP emphasises the need to value the past to enable it to be part of the future. The FAS does this 

by recognising the importance of the former airport runways within site, which offer an opportunity to 

create linear parks which link adjoining valleys and community. They will form ‘green’ fingers 

throughout the site. As a whole, the FAS proposals will be sensitive to their surroundings by not 

affecting views such as the setting of Crownhill Fort or Bircham and Forder Valleys. Instead, they will 

create their own sense of place with an overall site hierarchy. The FAS is therefore assessed as having 

a positive effect in relation to the above criterion.  

Provide for a high quality urban environment with highest possible standards of urban design 

2.7.8 All sites, with the exception of the FAS are assessed as making a positive contribution to this objective 

in the SA Addendum Report.  The FAS is assessed as neutral/no impact in the Addendum Report. How 

can it be that a site that will not deliver the MNDC (such as the NWQ) is assessed as making a positive 

contribution to this objective?    

2.7.9 To ensure proposals enhance the character and quality of an area, whilst improving the way it 

functions, the SA for the AAP requires any development to be of high quality urban design. Although 

the SA has found that the Seaton Barracks site performs positively in relation to this criterion, the site is 

constrained by landscape features and topography. There is also no evidence of footbridge links or 

equivalent measures to reduce severance of the A386; as a result the site does not allow for good 

connectivity with surrounding residential areas. These factors limit the ability to create a District Centre 

to match the ambitions contained within the AAP.   

2.7.10 The AAP identifies the opportunity for Derriford to act as the northern gateway into the City and locating 

the major District Centre at the FAS provides an opportunity to provide a ‘Gateway statement’ in the 

major District Centre through provision of a high quality landmark and iconic gateway marking the 

northern entrance to the city and arrival at Derriford.   

2.7.11 The FAS will be designed according to CABE’s advice on Urban Design and will increase the 

connectivity of communities with other areas throughout the site using the former runways as linear 

parks. Where the Seaton Barracks site is restricted in terms of landscape features and topography, the 

FAS is relatively flat and will not be constrained by size. The former runways will be utilised for the 

implementation of a network of services and will also provide the public with access to the wider 

countryside. Within the centre, a network of streets will be defined by buildings built up to the street 

edge with courtyards for parking and deliveries. These buildings will be designed to take account of the 
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micro-climate and will include protection from rain, wind and low level solar glare. The FAS can deliver 

a District Centre which has sufficient critical mass and links in an effective way with the existing 

community.  

2.7.12 The FAS should therefore be assessed as having a positive effect and the results for other sites need 

re-visiting to reflect issues around deliverability. 

Protect and enhance biological and geological diversity 

2.7.13 The Addendum Report identifies all sites, with the exception of the FAS as neutral or no impact, with 

the exception of the FAS which has a negative effect. 

2.7.14 The AAP SA has identified potential impacts upon the Forder Valley green space and biodiversity as a 

result of new highway infrastructure. Policy DS04 Green Infrastructure within the AAP aims to 

safeguard and integrate existing ecology by ensuring that proposals contribute to ecological networks 

and provide green links throughout and adjacent to the site. To meet the requirements of the AAP the 

Seaton Barracks site will maintain a strategic network of trees and hedgerows. However, this 

maintenance will mean that connectivity between various site areas will be difficult to increase and 

enhance without adversely affecting the site’s ecology. The Seaton Barracks site has been assessed to 

have a neutral effect in the February 2011 SA and the SA Addendum Report. 

2.7.15 The FAS site is not a SSSI and has no species that require protection. The site is a previously 

developed site and has little ecological value. However, there is the potential to greatly enhance 

ecology and biodiversity throughout the proposal using the former runways as green fingers which will 

provide new links into the Derriford Community Park. On this basis the FAS is assessed to have a 

positive effect on biological and geological diversity. 

Protect and enhance local landscape and green space 

2.7.16 The Addendum Report identifies all sites as having a neutral effect, with the exception of the FAS, 

which is identified as having a strongly negative effect because it will involve development of an area 

that is green in character. 

2.7.17 The SA for the AAP requires proposals to be sensitive to existing green spaces and support the long 

term sustainability of such assets.   

2.7.18 Previous submissions to the AAP identified that views surrounding the FAS will not be affected by its 

redevelopment. The scheme will create its own sense of place and will utilise views of Dartmoor which 

will give a connection to nature whilst being within the District Centre. Green space will be enhanced 

through increased permeability to recreational areas. The proposal is therefore assessed as having a 

neutral effect. 

2.8 Minimise consumption of natural resources 

Reduce non-renewable energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions 

2.8.1 The Addendum Report suggests that all sites are neutral or no impact against this objective. 

2.8.2 Strategic Objective 1 and DS05 of the AAP recognise the importance of delivering a CHP / district 

energy network.  Policy DS05 in the AAP proposes an integrated Combined Heat and Power and 

District Heating and Cooling (CHP/DH) network for the Derriford and Seaton area.  The AAP 
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Sustainability Appraisal (February 2011) has identified that the implementation of a proposal may lead 

to an increase in carbon emissions associated with the growth of energy use across the AAP.  

2.8.3 The FAS supports the AAP’s aspirations and will deliver CHP energy centres to provide a 

comprehensive sustainable energy network through local power generation. There is potential for the 

energy centre to be owned by an Energy Supply Company. The former runways provide routes for the 

‘easy’ implementation of new infrastructure required as part of energy centres. The proposal is fully 

committed to the aspiration of connecting to an existing or proposed District Energy Network in the 

locality to bring forward low and zero carbon energy supply and distribution. The proposals will allow 

the possibility for onsite renewables and adaptation changes for future renewables. The proposal is 

assessed as making a positive contribution towards this objective. Allocating the MNDC on a site that 

cannot deliver it could impact on the delivery of a district heating scheme in line with the AAPs 

aspirations, this should be reflected in the SA matrix. 

Reduce water consumption 

2.8.4 The Addendum Report identifies all sites as neutral or no impact in relation to this objective. 

2.8.5 PCC’s sustainability appraisal framework suggests that proposals should consider the impact on water 

supply, where designs which consider grey water recycling will be supported.  

2.8.6 The design of the FAS would incorporate measures to reduce water consumption through the use of 

grey water where appropriate. The proposals include a rain water harvesting network which would be 

provided on-site and could deliver a potential flag-ship scheme.  

Minimise consumption and extraction of minerals 

2.8.7 The Addendum Report identifies all sites as neutral or no impact in relation to this objective. 

2.8.8 The SA for the AAP suggests that proposals should make the greatest possible use of old material in 

new construction, providing for reuse and recycling.  

2.8.9 There are also measures that could be undertaken to preserve soils and utilise materials on site, 

including having a Soil Management Plan which can be an important part of ensuring soil sustainability.  

Without such a plan there is a risk of losing, damaging or contaminating valuable soil resources.  

2.8.10 The FAS has no known workable minerals underlying it and could therefore help achieve this objective 

but has been assessed as neutral, consistent with the assessment in the Addendum Report.   

Reduce waste 

2.8.11 The Addendum Report identifies all sites as neutral or no impact in relation to this objective. 

2.8.12 Policy DS10 of the AAP also states that consideration should be given to making provision for the 

integration of waste storage areas and recycling facilities into the development.  

2.8.13 The FAS proposals will include an on-site waste digester plant with reed-beds and a recycling centre. 

The proposals should therefore be assessed as having a positive effect on this criterion. 

Minimise land, water, air and light pollution 

2.8.14 The Addendum Report identifies all sites as neutral or no impact in relation to this objective. 
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2.8.15 PCC’s sustainability appraisal framework looks for proactive measures to address localised air quality 

issues. 

2.8.16 The FAS has been previously developed and there is no suggestion that the development as proposed 

would lead to any degradation in land quality. The proposal makes us of an existing brownfield site. 

The use of SUDs throughout the site will reduce surface water runoff.  

2.8.17 The sustainability appraisal framework encourages proposals to improve strategic cycling and walking 

networks. Within the FAS, all local residents will be able to travel easily by foot, cycle or public transport 

throughout the site and to surrounding areas west of the A386. Pedestrian and cyclist will be able to 

use the former runways as links to the District Centre from surrounding areas. Although vehicular 

movements may be generated, a site wide Travel Plan will be implemented and will advocate the use 

of public transport and cycle/pedestrian routes. These measures will minimise the transport related 

emissions from the centre. 

2.8.18 Light pollution at the FAS will be minimised through sensitive design of the development and ensuring 

light fittings used do not result in glare are directional in nature.   

2.8.19 The FAS could therefore have a positive effect against the objective. 

2.8.20 In those instances where a site could not deliver the MNDC there is clearly potential for more journeys 

by car and this could impact on air quality.  This should be reflected in the SA matrix. 

Justification for Preferred Alternatives 

2.8.21 Page 58 of the Addendum Report states: “With the exception of alternative b5 (Plymouth airport), 

there is little overall difference in the sustainability performance of the different district centre options. 

Those differences that do exist relate primary to the likelihood of a scheme coming forward that 

provides sufficient financial viability to meet affordable housing and community infrastructure needs.”   

2.8.22 This conclusion fails to recognise that the physical ability of sites to accommodate the full suite of 

uses identified in Policy DS16 of the Draft AAP is a key factor. 

2.8.23 The conclusion also fails to recognise that a MNDC allocated at some of the alternatives might never 

materialise, even though later commentary makes this clear: 

■ The Addendum Report states in relation to the South West Water Site (b2): “a development of the 
kind being promoted within the AAP would not be delivered, at least within a reasonable 
timescale.” 

■ On the Crownhill Retail Park the Addendum Report states: “this site is clearly undeliverable within 
a reasonable timescale and is no longer being actively promoted by the landowner through the 
AAP process.” 

■ In relation to the NWQ the Addendum Report states: “The North West Quadrant site (option b4) 
initially appeared to be a favoured site in the event that the western sites could not deliver, 
subject to resolution of issues identified in the evidence base, particularly in relation to 
accessibility and ability to grow. However, as time has gone on, no evidence has been 
forthcoming that a district centre proposition that meets the AAP’s high aspirations can be 
accommodated on the site or delivered in reality. Indeed, there is a current outstanding appeal in 
relation to refusal of planning permission for a development which is presented as forming phase 
1 of a new district centre. The Council’s position on this proposal is that it fails to meet both 
criterion set out in paragraph 6.12 above. It has therefore never been taken forward as a 
preferred site in any of the AAP policy documents.” 
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2.8.24 It is suggested that the amended SA Report includes a short summary table making it clear whether 

each of the sites considered can: 

■ physically accommodate all of the uses envisaged in Policy DS16;,  

■ provide a financially viable scheme; and 

■ deliver the MNDC within the timescale envisaged in the AAP.   

2.8.25 These factors are all relevant to the SA and should be considered before the sites are assessed in 

the SA matrix.  At the moment the matrix in the Addendum Report fails to capture the environmental, 

economic and social consequences of allocating the MNDC on a site that cannot deliver it.    

2.8.26 In relation to the FAS the Addendum Report concludes: 

“The Airport site (option b5) is not considered by the Council as a realistic or appropriate option for 

the district centre given that it is situated away from the centre of gravity of the Derriford area and it 

would not deliver the regeneration benefits that would arise out of a development at the heart of the 

disparate and low density commercial sites to the south of Derriford junction. In addition, the Core 

Strategy proposal is that the site continues in airport related use, and it has no basis upon which to 

divert from that strategic policy position through this AAP”. 

2.8.27 Previous evidence submitted on behalf of SHH as referred to above in support of the allocation of the 

MNDC at the FAS clearly demonstrates that the site is in the right place to perform the functions of a 

MNDC.  It does this using published benchmarks on the catchment area for District Centres. The 

development of the FAS will deliver regeneration benefits by re-using previously developed land.   

2.8.28 The Addendum is incorrect in saying that the airport should continue in Airport use, The arguments 

against this stance are set out in earlier representations to the AAP and have been fully supported by 

the Council as explained at Paragraph 1.1.6 above. 
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3 Conclusions 
 

3.1.1 The appraisal of reasonable alternatives for the location of the MNDC is welcomed.  The appraisal will 

help demonstrate compliance with the SEA Directive.  However it is considered that the appraisal has 

not provided an objective assessment of the alternatives, including the FAS.  The purpose of this report 

is to provide a response to the Addendum Report. 

3.1.2 All sites are treated on an equal footing in the appraisal matrix but the Council’s own SA (at pages 58 

and 59) makes it clear that there are real issues in terms of the ability of some sites to accommodate 

the MNDC or deliver it in a reasonable timescale. This needs to be better reflected in the appraisal.  

Failure to do this gives a false appraisal of the effects that can be anticipated from allocating the MNDC 

at the locations considered and their ability to deliver the positive effects that are anticipated.   

3.1.3 The effects (or outcomes) arising out of the decision to allocate the MNDC at each location are what 

the SA should focus on.  If the location cannot deliver the MNDC the appraisal should recognise that 

and the associated consequences in terms of failure to achieve the relevant objectives and in some 

cases the fact that sites would work against the achievement of some objectives.   

3.1.4 The consequences of allocating the MNDC on a site that cannot deliver it would include: poorer access 

to health facilities and other facilities, the need to travel by car to meet daily needs, failure to contribute 

towards housing needs etc. 

3.1.5 A major benefit of locating the district centre at the FAS is that it will help secure the re-use of a major 

site that is made up of previously developed land and buildings.  This is a factor that is not necessarily 

caught in the SA objectives used to assess the AAP, but is a key factor in sustainability terms. 

3.1.6 The assessment of the FAS against the SA objectives helps to demonstrate that it is a sustainable 

location for a new major district centre.  A new major district centre here will contribute to a number of 

key SA objectives. 

3.1.7 Performance against some objectives is partly driven by where development takes place but also how 

development is carried out and how the development process is managed. Sutton Harbour Holdings plc 

have demonstrated a desire to deliver sustainable development, using tools like BREEAM 

Communities and CABE’s advice on urban design to help develop the concept further.  

3.1.8 Key points include: 

■ The primary role of the Major District Centre is to help meet the daily needs of residents.  This is 
where the primary expenditure for the foodstore that underpins the development will come from. 

■ The FAS has a large catchment population– making it a genuine central location for a district 
centre.  This will help it contribute to SA objectives relating to health and well-being and a well - 
connected city. The Addendum Report is incorrect in stating that the FAS is away from the centre 
of gravity of the area. Not only is it better located to serve the current residential population but 
more residential development on the rest of the FAS  would further reinforce its locational 
appropriateness;  

■ Locating the district centre at the FAS will allow people to access the services and facilities it will 
provide by sustainable modes of transport.  Providing the major district centre in a central location 
will also contribute to local economic development and the aspirations in the AAP; 

■ The FAS can accommodate a 2 Form Entry Primary School, a key aspiration of the AAP.  A 
Primary School is also considered to be one of the basic building blocks of a sustainable 
community – see for example Barton et al Shaping Neighbourhoods, 2003;  
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■ The topography at the FAS will help ensure a more inclusive environment, contributing to 
objectives relating to health and sustainable transport; 

■ The FAS can accommodate all of the uses envisaged in the AAP and does not require the re-
location of existing business.   In the longer term the FAS provides an opportunity to provide 
accommodation that will help meets the needs of social enterprises and these could also benefit 
from proximity to the MNDC; 

■ The FAS can be developed without harm to the natural environment; indeed there is potential for a 
net gain in biodiversity; 

■ The majority of the FAS is outside of flood risk areas and the site has sufficient space to 
accommodate sustainable drainage measures; 

■ The FAS can be developed without harm to cultural heritage; 

■ The FAS will provide access to the proposed Community Park via a new linear park extending 
through the Marjon campus into the FAS site; and 

■ The FAS has the space to accommodate energy centres and topography lends itself to the 
creation of a district heating network. 

3.1.9 This report has provided detailed comments on the SA matrix included in the Addendum Report and 

the need for key elements to be amended so that the SA provides an objective appraisal of the 

identified sites.  Table 3.1 below provides a comparison of and the differences between the Council’s 

assessment and WSP’s views on the performance of the FAS against each objective and associated 

criterion. 
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Table 3.1: Summary of Response to the SA Addendum for the Derriford and Seaton AAP  
 

SA Objective 

Appraisal 

Criteria 

                                                                                                           Commentary 

District 
Centre on 
Former 
Airport Site 

COUNCIL’S 
SA 
ADDENDUM 
OCTOBER 
2012, Table 
3.6.1 

District 
Centre on 
Former 
Airport 
Site 

WSP’s 
appraisal 

 

Improve 
health, well-
being, and 
community 
safety 

Improve health 
& support 
healthy 
lifestyles 

  The Council assessed all locations as neutral / no impact across this criterion. It is not clear from the 
matrix which applies. 

Policy DS16 of the AAP makes provision for a new foodstore (7,000 sqm gross) and a further 
5,000sqm of floorspace for other retail units (with no unit exceeding 5,000 sqm net).  

The FAS can accommodate this development.  Given the importance of foodstores to healthy 
lifestyles it is suggested that locations that can accommodate and deliver a foodstore should score 
positively against this criteria.   

The FAS has the potential for good access to the proposed Community Park and other green links, as 
well as being immediately adjacent to the publically accessible swimming pool and sports hall 
complex at University College ‘Marjon’  This will also contribute towards supporting a healthy lifestyle.   

The FAS Masterplan notes that all local residents will be able to travel easily by foot, cycle or public 
transport into the district centre (if located at the FAS) because the routes are either level or only 
gently ramped and the Centre is adjacent to a public transport hub.   

A positive score against this criterion is therefore considered justified for the FAS.  Other sites should 
be similarly scored if they could deliver the MNDC within a reasonable timescale and accommodate a 
foodstore and other retail units and also have good accessibility to the Community Park. 

 

Reduce health 
inequalities 

  The Council assessed all locations as neutral / no impact across this criterion. It is not clear from the 
matrix which applies. 

Ensuring good access to health and other facilities is a key way of helping to reduce health 
inequalities. 

The FAS Masterplan confirms that all local residents will be able to travel easily by foot, cycle or 
public transport into the district centre (if located at the FAS) because the routes are either level or 
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SA Objective 

Appraisal 

Criteria 

                                                                                                           Commentary 

District 
Centre on 
Former 
Airport Site 

COUNCIL’S 
SA 
ADDENDUM 
OCTOBER 
2012, Table 
3.6.1 

District 
Centre on 
Former 
Airport 
Site 

WSP’s 
appraisal 

 

only gently ramped and the Centre is adjacent to a public transport hub.   

A positive score against this criterion is therefore considered justified for the FAS.  If the Council 
considers that other sites perform equally well against this criterion the SA should make this explicit. 

 

Reduce anti-
social 
behaviour, 
crime and fear 
of crime 

  The Council assessed all locations as neutral / no impact across this criterion. It is not clear from the 
matrix which applies. 

It is considered that the opportunity to create a mixed use development at the FAS for example 
residential above retail, community hub and event venue could help encourage activity over a longer 
period in the day and justifies a positive score against this criterion.  

If the Council considers that other sites perform equally well against this criterion the SA should make 
this explicit. 

Support 
communities 
& 
neighbourho
ods that 
meet 
people’s 
needs 

Help provide a 
suitable mix of 
housing that is 
available & 
affordable for 
everyone 

  The SA Addendum suggests that all sites could make a positive contribution towards this objective. 

However the SA then rightly notes that viability/deliverability constraints on some sites (b2, b3 and b4) 
could impact on the extent to which this is realised.  This conclusion is supported and should be 
reflected in other parts of the assessment that do not explicitly make this conclusion (for example the 
objectives around health).   

The FAS should be identified as making a strong positive contribution to this objective to differentiate 
them from other sites, this is the approach taken in relation to the next appraisal criteria relating to the 
delivery of community facilities.  

 

  

Support the 
delivery of a 
full range of 
community 
facilities 

  The Addendum Report assesses Seaton Barracks and the FAS as making a strong positive 
contribution towards achievement of this objective, with other sites making a positive contribution.  
The score for the FAS is supported.  

We believe the FAS is the only site that can deliver all the component parts of a MNDC. 
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It is understood that the aspiration for a 2 form entry primary school is not deliverable at Seaton 
Barracks due to the site constraints and topography.  The SA matrix should make this explicit.   

The SA needs to make it clear if the issue with other sites is their ability to deliver a narrower range of 
facilities and/or doubts about the ability to deliver the MNDC in the timescales envisaged or at all, if 
the latter two apply then assessing sites as positive gives a false impression of the anticipated effect 
in the event that the MNDC was allocated there.  If the MNDC does not materialise neither will the 
anticipated benefits.    

 

Give everyone 
access to local 
opportunities 
for learning, 
training, skills, 
knowledge & 
culture 

  The Addendum Report assesses all sites as making a positive contribution towards this objective. 

The significant opportunities afforded to integrate Marjons with any development on the FAS, direct 

that the FAS should make a strong positive contribution towards this criterion.   

 

Provide a 
range of 
opportunities 
for people to 
work locally 

  The Addendum Report assesses all sites as having a positive outcome against this objective.  

It is understood that later phases of development of the Seaton Barracks site would require 
demolition of a number of viable existing business units, so there is a potential negative 
effect associated with the displacement of existing businesses and jobs, depending on how 
relocation of any existing occupants was managed.  This should be acknowledged in the 
matrix.   

The FAS Masterplan (August 2012) demonstrates that it can accommodate the commercial 
development envisaged for the new district centre as set out in the AAP and is also judged 
to have a positive effect against this criterion.  There are no negative effects as the non-
viability of the airport has been confirmed by the Council and subsequently closed and CAA 
licences revoked. 

The extent to which other sites could truly deliver these benefits will depend on their ability 
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to deliver the MNDC and this should be reflected in the matrix. 

 

Provide 
access to 
open space / 
greenspace for 
sports, play & 
informal 
recreation 

  The Addendum Report assesses the FAS as making a positive contribution to this objective.  Other 
sites are assessed as neutral/no impact – it is not clear which applies. 

The FAS provides access to the proposed Community Park.  The proposed Community Park link is 
via a new linear park extending through the Marjon campus into the FAS site. This is illustrated on the 
Ultimate Phase on page 36 of the Derriford Study Masterplan for the FAS (Aug 2012) - adjacent to 
academic and energy centre building blocks numbered 20.  It will provide safe, easy and relatively 
level access: by the MNDC users and residents into the Community Park; by University students to 
the Community Park and in the opposite direction to their new residences within the masterplan; and 
by primary school pupils on to the Marjon sports pitches. In addition, access to the Community Park 
can be gained across Miller Way via Rogate Road via existing footpaths and pavements 

 

The assessment of the FAS as making a positive contribution to this objective is supported. 

  

 

Help provide 
opportunities 
for 
participation in 
local action 
and decision 
making 

  The Addendum Report assesses performance against this criterion as neutral/no impact – it is not 
clear which applies but it is assumed to be neutral in this instance. 

Performance against this objective is less dependent on the location of the MNDC; it will be 
influenced more by how the centre is managed. Earlier comments about other sites ability to truly 
deliver the MNDC apply equally here. 

 

A diverse 
and thriving 
economy 
that meets 

Support 
business and 
enterprise that 
will improve 

  The Addendum Report identifies all sites as making a positive contribution to this objective. 

The Masterplan for the FAS demonstrates that the employment aspirations for the MNDC, set out in 
the AAP, can be met.  The FAS is therefore judged to have a positive effect against this criterion.  The 
FAS, unlike Seatton Barracks, is nearby and therefore beneficial not only to the large employment 
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people’s 
needs 

the quantity 
and quality of 
jobs within the 
city 

population around the Derriford Hospital campus but also to a large existing employment community 
off Plymbridge Road at Estover Road and Thornbury Road. This should be acknowledged in the SA.  
Earlier comments about other sites ability to truly deliver the MNDC apply equally here. 

In the longer term the FAS provides the opportunity to provide accommodation for social enterprises 
(a key component in PCC’s Corporate Plan for 2010-2015).  These could be located in the 
Community Hub and could also benefit from proximity to the MNDC.  

 

 

Support the 
development 
of a skilled 
workforce and 
increase levels 
of economic 
participation 

  The Addendum Report identifies all sites as neutral/no impact against this criterion.  It is not clear 
which is considered to apply. 

It is considered reasonable to score the FAS as strongly positive because of its accessibility (with new 
employment accessible to the wider area) helping to encourage economic participation.  Proximity to 
the Marjon could also help encourage development of a skilled workforce as it offers a range of part 
time and distance learning courses that will be attractive to those already in employment. 

Earlier comments about other sites ability to truly deliver the MNDC apply equally here. 

 

Encourage 
local 
enterprise and 
support 
markets for 
local labour, 
goods & 
services 

  The Addendum Report identifies all sites as neutral/no impact against this criterion.  It is not clear 
which is considered to apply. 

The FAS is judged to have a positive effect on this criterion because of its accessibility to existing 
residential areas. 

Earlier comments about other sites ability to truly deliver the MNDC apply equally here. 

 

Reduce the 
vulnerability of 
the economy 

  The Addendum Report identifies all sites as neutral/no impact against this criterion.  It is not clear 
which is considered to apply. 

The majority of the FAS has a low flood risk.  However a small area of the site may affect risk to the 
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to climate 
change 

Forder Valley. Conversely Seaton Barracks is entirely within the Forder Valley flood risk zone. 
Discharge of surface water from the FAS will be carefully managed through the implementation of 
SUDS, where water would drain away to the Plym Valley. The former runways will be utilised as linear 
parks which will incorporate SUDs throughout the site.   

The SA should provide more information on the performance of each site against this objective, 
including which flood risk zone they are in.  

 

A well 
connected 
city that 
meets 
people’s 
need for 
access to 
places and 
services with 
least damage 
to 
communities 
and the 
environment 

Reduce the 
need, desire to 
travel by car or 
air 

  The Addendum Report assessed other sites as making a positive contribution against this criterion 
and the FAS as having a negative effect.   

It seems wrong to assess sites that are known to be unable to deliver the MNDC as making a positive 
contribution to this objective.  If the MNDC did not materialise on these sites, and the Council clearly 
accepts this as a genuine prospect, it will lead to people having to travel (probably by car) to access 
other centres – so there would be a negative effect/outcome in relation to this objective.   

The conclusion that the FAS is away from the centre of gravity is strongly objected to (see 
section 2.7 of this report).  The FAS has a large catchment population– making it a genuine 
central location for a district centre.   

It is therefore concluded that the FAS will make a strong positive contribution to this 
objective and the performance of those sites that cannot deliver the MNDC should be 
downgraded to negative, recognising that failure to deliver the FAS would result in the need 
to travel in order to access other centres.   

 

Help everyone 
to access 
basic services 
easily safely 
and affordably 

  The Addendum Report assesses four sites as having neutral/no impact and the NWQ site 
and FAS as negative.  The Addendum Report acknowledges that the FAS can be 
accommodated within the existing highway network.  The FAS is however assessed as 
negative because of its location away from the centre of gravity.  This point is 
fundamentally flawed as has been considered above and in the evidence already submitted 
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in relation to the AAP and inquiry into the NWQ site.  

In terms of accessing services both locally and those further afield, the A386, which runs 
adjacent to the FAS, provides the primary route southwards into Plymouth City Centre and 
northwards to open country-side beyond Derriford. The A386 is a singularly important route 
through Devon northwards to Tavistock and Okehampton and eastwards over Dartmoor to 
Moretonhampstead. As such, the FAS is well located for those who need to travel further 
afield.  

The FAS is close to Marjon; Virgin Health Gym; The Nuffield Hospital; Derriford Hospital; 
Tamar Science Park; The Peninsula College of Medicine and Dentistry; a polyglot of 
employment units in and around the North West Quadrant and further southward the 
Plymouth International Medical and Technology Park. All these would benefit from access 
by a network of roads, footpaths and cycle-ways to deliver a balanced sustainable new 
urban neighbourhood on the FAS. 

The MNDC provides an opportunity to help everyone access basic services easily, safely 
and affordably.  Given that the FAS has a larger catchment population within 1.5km it is 
judged to perform better against this objective than other sites, identified as making a 
positive contribution to this objective.    

In view of the above the FAS should therefore be identified as having a strong positive 
contribution to this criterion. 

 

 

Make public 
transport, 
cycling & 
walking easier 
and more 

  The Addendum Report assesses other sites as making a strong positive contribution to this 
objective and the FAS is assessed as making a negative contribution.  The sole reason for 
the negative score is the ‘centre of gravity’ argument.  This has been discussed above 
under the objective to ‘Reduce the need / desire to travel by car or air’ as has been shown 
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attractive to be flawed. 

The FAS is therefore judged to make a positive contribution to this objective. Those 
locations that the Addendum Report accepts cannot deliver the MNDC as envisaged or in 
the required timescale should be assessed as having a negative effect.  If the MNDC fails 
to materialise it will clearly make walking and cycling less attractive because of the 
increased in distance to access other district centres. 

 

Maintain & 
enhance the 
quality of the 
city’s built & 
natural 
environment 

Avoid areas of 
high flood risk 
and reduce the 
vulnerability to 
future flooding 

  The Addendum Report assesses all sites as being neutral or no impact. 

The earlier SA for the AAP indicates that it will not give rise to specific issues in relation to 
flood risk. However, it is recommended that the AAP could do more to contribute to the 
reduction in existing flooding problems within the area. It has been identified that the 
Seaton Barracks site falls within an EA critical drainage catchment area which has been 
identified as being at risk of surface water flooding. To enable the AAP to respond positively 
to flooding, the SA recommends that proposals within susceptible areas recognise the 
issue and should include criteria to address the risk. The Seaton Barracks site has been 
assessed to have a neutral effect in the SA of the AAP.   

The majority of the FAS is classed to have a low flood risk.  However a small area of the 
site may affect flood risk to the Forder Valley. Discharge of surface water from the site will 
be carefully managed through the implementation of SUDS and water will drain to the Plym 
Valley. The former runways will be utilised as linear parks which will incorporate the SUDs 
throughout the site. There will also be the potential for onsite water retention. The FAS is 
therefore assessed as having a positive contribution towards the achievement of this 
objective.  

The final SA should include more information on other sites, for example the flood risk zone 
in which they sit. 
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Maintain and 
enhance 
historical 
buildings, 
structures, 
monuments 
and remains of 
acknowledged 
importance 

  The Addendum Report assesses all sites as having neutral or no impact against this 
criterion, 

Policy DS03 Historical Assets of the AAP requires development proposals to relate and be 
sensitive to Derriford’s historical assets.  

The AAP emphasises the need to value the past to enable it to be part of the future. The 
FAS does this by recognising the importance of the former airport runways within site, 
which offer an opportunity to create linear parks which link adjoining valleys and 
community. They will form ‘green’ fingers throughout the site. As a whole, the FAS 
proposals will be sensitive to their surroundings by not affecting views such as the setting of 
Crownhill Fort or Bircham and Forder Valleys. Instead, they will create their own sense of 
place with an overall site hierarchy. The FAS is therefore assessed as having a positive 
effect in relation to the above criterion.  

 

Provide for a 
high quality 
urban 
environment 
with highest 
possible 
standards of 
urban design 

  All sites, with the exception of the FAS are assessed as making a positive contribution to 
this objective in the SA Addendum Report.  The FAS is assessed as neutral/no impact in 
the Addendum Report. How can it be that a site that will not deliver the MNDC (such as the 
NWQ) is assessed as making a positive contribution to this objective?    

To ensure proposals enhance the character and quality of an area, whilst improving the 
way it functions, the SA for the AAP requires any development to be of high quality urban 
design. Although the SA has found that the Seaton Barracks site performs positively in 
relation to this criterion, the site is constrained by landscape features and topography. 
There is also no evidence of footbridge links or equivalent measures to reduce severance 
of the A386; as a result the site does not allow for good connectivity with surrounding 
residential areas. These factors limit the ability to create a District Centre to match the 
ambitions contained within the AAP.   
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The AAP identifies the opportunity for Derriford to act as the northern gateway into the City 
and locating the major District Centre at the FAS provides an opportunity to provide a 
‘Gateway statement’ in the major District Centre through provision of a high quality 
landmark and iconic gateway marking the northern entrance to the city and arrival at 
Derriford.   

The FAS should therefore be assessed as having a positive effect and the results for other 
sites need re-visiting to reflect issues around deliverability. 

 

Protect & 
enhance 
biological & 
geological 
diversity 

  The Addendum Report identifies all sites, with the exception of the FAS as neutral or no 
impact, with the exception of the FAS which has a negative effect. 

The AAP SA has identified potential impacts upon the Forder Valley green space and 
biodiversity as a result of new highway infrastructure. Policy DS04 Green Infrastructure 
within the AAP aims to safeguard and integrate existing ecology by ensuring that proposals 
contribute to ecological networks and provide green links throughout and adjacent to the 
site. To meet the requirements of the AAP the Seaton Barracks site will maintain a strategic 
network of trees and hedgerows. However, this maintenance will mean that connectivity 
between various site areas will be difficult to increase and enhance without adversely 
affecting the site’s ecology. The Seaton Barracks site has been assessed to have a neutral 
effect in the February 2011 SA and the SA Addendum Report. 

The FAS site is not a SSSI and has no species that require protection. The site is a 
previously developed site and has little ecological value. However, there is the potential to 
greatly enhance ecology and biodiversity throughout the proposal using the former runways 
as green fingers which will provide new links into Derriford community parks. On this basis 
the FAS is assessed to have a positive effect on biological and geological diversity. 
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Protect and 
enhance local 
landscape & 
green space 

  The Addendum Report identifies all sites as having a neutral effect, with the exception of 
the FAS, which is identified as having a strongly negative effect because it will involve 
development of an area that is green in character. 

The SA for the AAP requires proposals to be sensitive to existing green spaces and support 
the long term sustainability of such assets.   

Previous submissions to the AAP identified that views surrounding the FAS will not be 
affected by its redevelopment. The scheme will create its own sense of place and will utilise 
views of Dartmoor which will give a connection to nature whilst being within the District 
Centre. Green space will be enhanced through increased permeability to recreational 
areas. The proposal is therefore assessed as having a neutral effect. 

 

Minimise 
consumption 
of natural 
resources 

Reduce non-
renewable 
energy 
consumption 
and 
greenhouse 
gas emissions 

  The Addendum Report suggests that all sites are neutral or no impact against this 
objective. 

The FAS supports the AAP’s aspirations and will deliver CHP energy centres to provide a 

comprehensive sustainable energy network through local power generation. There is 

potential for the energy centre to be owned by an Energy Supply Company. The former 

runways provide routes for the ‘easy’ implementation of new infrastructure required as part 

of energy centres. The proposal is fully committed to the aspiration of connecting to an 

existing or proposed District Energy Network in the locality to bring forward low and zero 

carbon energy supply and distribution. The proposals will allow the possibility for onsite 

renewables and adaptation changes for future renewables. The proposal is assessed as 

making a positive contribution towards this objective. Allocating the MNDC on a site that 

cannot deliver it could impact on the delivery of a district heating scheme in line with the 

AAPs aspirations, this should be reflected in the SA matrix. 
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Reduce water 
consumption 

  The Addendum Report identifies all sites as neutral or no impact in relation to this objective. 

PCC’s sustainability appraisal framework suggests that proposals should consider the 
impact on water supply, where designs which consider grey water recycling will be 
supported.  

The design of the FAS would incorporate measures to reduce water consumption through 
the use of grey water where appropriate. The proposals include a rain water harvesting 
network which would be provided on-site and could deliver a potential flag-ship scheme. 

Minimise 
consumption 
and extraction 
of minerals 

  The Addendum Report identifies all sites as neutral or no impact in relation to this objective. 

The SA for the AAP suggests that proposals should make the greatest possible use of old 
material in new construction, providing for reuse and recycling.  

There are also measures that could be undertaken to preserve soils and utilise materials on 
site, including having a Soil Management Plan which can be an important part of ensuring 
soil sustainability.  Without such a plan there is a risk of losing, damaging or contaminating 
valuable soil resources.  

The FAS has no known workable minerals underlying it and could therefore help achieve 
this objective but has been assessed as neutral, consistent with the assessment in the 
Addendum Report.   

 

Reduce waste   The Addendum Report identifies all sites as neutral or no impact in relation to this objective. 

Policy DS10 of the AAP also states that consideration should be given to making provision 
for the integration of waste storage areas and recycling facilities into the development.  
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The FAS proposals will include an on-site waste digester plant with reed-beds and a 
recycling centre. The proposals should therefore be assessed as having a positive effect on 
this criterion. 

 

Minimise land, 
water, air and 
light pollution 

  The Addendum Report identifies all sites as neutral or no impact in relation to this objective. 

PCC’s sustainability appraisal framework looks for proactive measures to address localised 
air quality issues. 

The FAS has been previously developed and there is no suggestion that the development 
as proposed would lead to any degradation in land quality. The proposal makes us of an 
existing brownfield site. The use of SUDs throughout the site will reduce surface water 
runoff.  

The sustainability appraisal framework encourages proposals to improve strategic cycling 
and walking networks. Within the FAS, all local residents will be able to travel easily by foot, 
cycle or public transport throughout the site and to surrounding areas west of the A386. 
Pedestrian and cyclist will be able to use the former runways as links to the District Centre 
from surrounding areas. Although vehicular movements may be generated, a site wide a 
Travel Plan will be implemented and will advocate the use of public transport and 
cycle/pedestrian routes. These measures will minimise the transport related emissions from 
the centre. 

Light pollution at the FAS will be minimised through sensitive design of the development 
and ensuring light fittings used do not result in glare are directional in nature.   

The FAS could therefore have a positive effect against the objective. 

In those instances where a site could not deliver the MNDC there is clearly potential for 
more journeys by car and this could impact on air quality.  This should be reflected in the 
SA matrix. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction ( View )Consultation Point

ProcessedStatus

EmailSubmission Type

0.2Version

Please make any comments....

In principle the University College is supportive of the above action plan, however we do have concerns
as to the priority nature of this project, particularly in respect of the development, or lack of, at the west
end of the city centre. On specific matters, we would like to discuss the following:   Implications of the
developments and their impact on Plymbridge Lane and the Marjon link road   Possible options for
Library facilities to be provided at the University College   Sports facilities ? we are concerned that the
proposal does not appear to consider the use of funds to support developments at the university college
where there is a well developed management and support infrastructure which could be enhanced to
increase community sports provision. I would be grateful if you could contact my secretary to arrange
a discussion on the above issues.
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Please make any comments....

Thank you for your consultation of 26 October 2012 in respect of the above. We apologise for our
delay in responding. In general we are satisfied with the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for this Area
Action Plan (AAP) as all the relevant issues have been addressed. Our specific comments regarding
other policies plans and programmes and surface water drainage are set out below. Other policies
plans and programmes We note that there is no full list of the relevant policies, plans and programmes
included in this SA. This SA instead draws on the 2008 SA Scoping report for the Plymouth Local
Development Framework (LDF) and highlights new policy since that time. It is noted that page 63 of
the LDF SA scoping report includes reference to the Water Framework Directive (WFD) but there does
not appear to be any reference to River Basin Management Plans and Catchment Flood Management
Plans. It is also noted that there is no reference to your Authority?s own emerging Local Flood Risk
Management strategy. Surface water drainage Through the consultation process we have reached a
position where we are satisfied with the surface water drainage management wording in the AAP.
However, the acknowledgement of surface water run-off issues in this SA has not been extended to
included pollution and WFD risks; issues we have previously highlighted in our response to the AAP
consultation and subsequent meetings with your Authority. In addition your Authority could consider
formalising developer contributions to be directed to dealing with strategic issues within the Leigham
Mill Stream catchment. Issues included improvements to existing bridges, managing surface water
flood risks on key highways that serve this area and protection of existing property.Yours faithfully
MARCUS SALMON Planning Liaison Technical Specialist
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Please make any comments....

This email highlights some issues raised in the consultation documents for the SHH Masterplan for
airport land and for the PCC Derriford Sustainability Appraisal (with reference to the Derriford and
Seaton Area Action Plan). We note the following: The two plans for a New District Centre are mutually
exclusive as neither would have critical mass to sustain a viable business operation due to the close
proximity of the other. The intent of the New District Centre for Derriford and Seaton needs to be
focussed on the Derrriford and Seaton district. The SHH Masterplan for a New District Centre is in the
wrong location.The airport location is on the periphery of Derriford and Seaton and its catchment area
is Woolwell, Widewell, Southway and Estover with only part of Derriford. Seaton is far away. Derriford
and Seaton are best served by PCC's favoured location outlined in the AAP / Sustainability Appraisal
study. Use of airport land for housing and a new District Centre would deny the City of a strategic asset
in its quest for comprehensive connectivity. Once the land is gone, the airport is gone rather than just
in the state of being closed. We recognise that PCC struggles with the concept of strategic value and
looks primarily at short-term budgetary constraints and gains. We, nevertheless, encourage PCC to
recognise that an airport enables business value to be realised through connectivity and competitive
status. We request that all options for the re-opening of the airport are allowed to run their course. In
other words, PCC should not reclassify 'airport land' as 'housing land' before the required the statutory
nine years are up. PCC should recognise that the decision to grant a 150 year operating lease to SHH
which remained in place after the closure of the airport was stupid and incompetent. Questions still
rightly continue to be asked about the business and financial background to this deal but are thwarted
by 'commercial confidentiality' protection. If PCC is now forced to grant development consent for the
SHH Masterplan for airport land then it clearly has been out-manoeuvred by SHH and has got its due
reward. Transportation infrastructure is pathetic, particularly in the case of the PCC option. Both plans
maintain the fiction that they will be adequately served by public transport, walking and cycling or
modal change.This is a ridiculous assumption. Both plans should recognise the need to put in adequate
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transportation infrastructure to serve the needs of the community. The terrain is hilly and the roads
are non-friendly to pedestrian and cyclists alike. The bus service is unfathomable and outside PCC's
and SHH's control. To survive as a business venture, both options should recognise that the main
customer base will arrive and depart in cars. As a guide, both parties should ask themselves how many
people would go to Tesco's Woolwell without their cars? We should like to see a plan for the PCC
option rather than a concept so that it can be compared more directly with the SHH Masterplan. The
New District Centre will form an important part of the gateway to north Plymouth.The SHH Masterplan
shows just how that vision may be accomplished. The PCC option does no such thing but loses itself
in wordy gobblegook. Wake up! Build the new District Centre first. We would say that, if PCC is forced
to grant development consent to SHH, there should be sufficient safeguards in place to prioritise the
building of the New District Centre first to be followed by the associated housing developments later
on. The housing developments are, of course, what this story is all about. We say the same to PCC.
R C SROKA Plymouth Civic Society
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1 INTRODUCTION 

a) Introduction 

1.1 Quod is instructed by Dawnan Limited, South West Water Limited (SWW) and Stuart Partners Ltd, 

who collectively have development interests in the Derriford area at Crown Hill.   

1.2 Dawnan Limited was a major contributor to the evidence base at the Core Strategy.  

Representations on behalf of Dawnan Limited and South West Water Limited to the issues and 

preferred options consultation of the Derriford and Seaton AAP (2006-2021), the pre-submission 

consultation of the AAP (February 2011) were submitted by RPS.  Quod submitted representations 

on behalf of Dawnan Limited, South West Water Limited and Stuart Partners Ltd. to the Revised 

Pre-Submission Consultation (July 2012).   

1.3 This representation relates specifically to the DSAAP Sustainability Appraisal Addendum Report and 

the former Airport Site Sustainability Appraisal which are currently the subject to consultation.   

1.4 Dawnan, SWW and Stuart Partners Ltd.’s previous objections to the DSAAP still stand and are not 

repeated in this representation. 

1.5 SWW have also submitted representations to the current consultation documents as a utility 

provider.  These representations relate to their position as a landowner. 

 

 



 

2 DERRIFORD AND SEATON AREA ACTION PLAN 2006-2021 

SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL ADDENDUM REPORT  

 

2.1 Plymouth City Council’s (PCC) Sustainability Appraisal Addendum Report assesses the Sutton Harbour 

Holding’s (SHH) proposals against alternative sites for the new district centre and concludes that other 

locations are more sustainable. PCC concludes that the use of SSH’s site as an airport is the most 

sustainable long term use of the site as it is consistent with the Core Strategy.  

2.2 Our client supports the conclusion of Plymouth City Council’s Sustainability Appraisal Addendum Report 

that the SHH proposal is less sustainable than that proposed in the pre-submission draft of the DSAAP.  

2.3 However, consistent with their objections to the DSAAP, Dawnan Limited, South West Water Limited 

and Stuart Partners Ltd. do not agree that the location of the new district centre in the pre-submission 

draft of the DSAAP (Seaton Barracks) is better suited than at the Dawnan/SP/SWW land to the west of 

Tavistock Road.   

2.4 The Sustainability Appraisal Addendum Report states that having established the preferred strategic 

approach and role of the AAP area in the Core Strategy, the AAP has needed to consider specific sites in 

order to implement the Core Strategy. The Sustainability Appraisal has failed to objectively assess 

proposed sites as the preferred option stated in the revised pre-submission AAP is in fact contrary to 

Area Vision 9 of the Core Strategy.  

2.5 The Sustainability Appraisal Addendum Report states with regard to the South West Water site that: 

“as time has gone on it has become quite clear that a development of the kind being promoted within 

the AAP would not be delivered, at least within a reasonable timescale”. Conversely, as set out in our 

previous objections, the entire Crownhill site consisting of Dawnan/SWW/SP land could be redeveloped 

once the section of the SWW’s water works owned by SWW have become surplus to the requirements 

of SWW, which will be on or before 2016. This is felt to be a very reasonable timescale. 

2.6 Nevertheless, it is important to recognise that it is not a policy requirement to deliver the District 

Centre by 2016.  Furthermore, the Inspector was clear that the choice of site for the District Centre 



 

should not be compromised by short term gains at the expense of the long term vision for a bi-polar 

growth area at Derriford. 



 

3 PRINCIPAL OBJECTIONS 

3.1 The Council’s Sustainability Appraisal Addendum Report supports the Revised Pre-Submission AAP 

(2012). Our principal objections to the AAP remain as those set out in Dawnan and SWW’s previous 

objections to the pre-submission draft AAP.   

3.2 Notwithstanding our client’s view that the Dawnan/SWW/Stuart Partner’s land is the most appropriate 

site for the new district centre, the following concerns are noted in relation to the Sustainability 

Appraisal. 

3.3 The Sutton Harbour Holdings (SHH) Sustainability Appraisal only makes an assessment against the 

Seaton Barracks site and the sustainability criteria, not against the AAP delivery objectives and the need 

for consistency with the Core Strategy.  The Derriford and Seaton Area Action Plan 2006-2021 

Sustainability Appraisal Addendum Report (2012) fails to properly assess proposed sites as the 

preferred option stated in the revised pre-submission AAP is in fact contrary to Area Vision 9 of the 

Core Strategy.  Any proposals contained within the AAP which are not consistent with the Core Strategy 

should be considered unsound. 

3.4 In relation to the AAP delivery objectives and consistency with the Core Strategy the Inspector’s 

conclusions in relation to the Core Strategy examination are important to note. In considering the 

appropriate location for the new District Centre at Derriford, the Inspector could not have been clearer 

in his conclusions with regard to Derriford and entirely supported the approach of the Council with 

regard to the planning at Derriford through a strategic approach stating at paragraph 3.20 of his 

report:- 

 “The Council is correct, in my view, to follow a cautious approach to the pace 
of change being planned for at Derriford, and the Core Strategy should not 
be driven by short-term commercial considerations. 

The Core Strategy states that a District Centre located to the west of 
Tavistock Road would offer the best long term solution.” (our emphasis)  

 

3.5 The reasons for identifying an area to the west of the A386 is stated in paragraph 5.78 of the Core 

Strategy, as follows: 



 

The most appropriate and flexible long term opportunity to develop the new 
district centre lies to the west of the A386.  This general location: 

 is well related to the identified spatial gap in retail provision, which lies to the 
north-west, and therefore can be most easily accessed through new links to the 
adjoining neighbourhoods; 

 has the greatest potential for active frontage to the A386 - which is important 
in terms of urban form; and 

 has the greatest potential to grow in the long term – providing flexibility to 
deliver the Council’s long term vision for Derriford.”  

 

3.6 Notwithstanding that it is not being put forward by the Council as an appropriate site for the new 

district centre, the former airport site clearly fails to meet these key requirements.  The former 

airport site is clearly located some way north east of Derriford and the communities that the district 

centre is intended to serve.   

3.7 The Sustainability Appraisal Addendum Report (2012) states that the principal barrier to the South 

West Water site being the preferred site listed in the revised pre-submission AAP is the timescale 

for the delivery on this site. As set out in previous objections, the entire Crownhill site consisting of 

Dawnan/SWW/SP land could be redeveloped once the section of the SWW’s water works owned by 

SWW have become surplus to the requirements of SWW, which will be on or before 2016. 

3.8 The SHH Sustainability Appraisal also fails to assess the loss of airport infrastructure which would 

occur if the airport land was redeveloped as the new district centre. The appraisal of the airport site 

as the district centre fails to assess sustainability thoroughly as it does not discuss the impacts 

related to the loss of transport infrastructure. 

 



 

4 SUMMARY 

5.1 In summary our objections remain as previously set out and are as follows:- 

 the Inspector, in his report and to the examination of the Core Strategy, could not have been 

clearer in his conclusions that Derriford should be planned for strategically and not driven by 

short term commercial considerations.  The current AAP proposals, Sustainability Appraisal 

Addendum and  Airport Site Sustainability Appraisal are contrary to this objective; 

 these documents are also contrary to the adopted Core Strategy in that they seek to 

promote the location of the new district centre on land to the east of Tavistock Road rather 

than a location to the west;  

 notwithstanding that it is not being promoted by the Council as the appropriate site for the 

new district centre, the former Plymouth Airport site is not located to the west of Tavistock 

Road and is not well related to the communities that the district centre would serve; 

 a change to the broad location of the district centre can only be advanced via an amendment 

to the Core Strategy rather than progress through the AAP and the supporting sustainability 

appraisal– the AAP is unsound as a consequence; 

 the location of the District Centre being promoted through the AAP is not based upon a 

sound or credible evidence base;  

 we consider that the proposal for a new district centre should be located on the 

Dawnan/SWW land, i.e. this land should form the basis of proposal DS17; 

 Our client’s full position is set out in our previous objections to the DSAAP. 
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