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Dear Mr Macpherson 
 
Core Strategy Submission Stage Areas of Common Ground   
 
Thank you for the recent meeting regarding the above and the opportunity to 
reach agreement on several key representations made in the last round of 
consultations on the Core Strategy submission document.  
 
I wish to take this opportunity to clarify the Environment Agency’s position on 
those topics that remain outstanding and those which we can agree some 
common ground prior to the public examination scheduled for early next year.  
 
North Plymstock AAP 
The Environment Agency maps on flood zones identify that the Plymstock Quarry 
site is effected by areas at high risk of flooding. Whilst the majority of the site 
remains free from flood risk the access is vulnerable. The current SFRA 
undertaken on your behalf by Pell Frischmen fails to identify this risk. However, 
the AAP picks up on this issue. Further work should be undertaken to determine 
if Plymouth can deliver suitable flood risk mitigation for the proposed transport 
infrastructure. Detailed SFRA work is being undertaken by JBA consultants on 
the HQPT link that probably covers this area of the AAP. On a separate point it is 
worth noting that the adopted PPS25 states that development such as the HQPT 
within Zone 3a should only be permitted if the exceptions test is passed. The 
Agency is not aware that an options appraisal on the location of the HQPT has 
been undertaken with the consideration of the exceptions test as outlined in 
PPS25.  
 
 
 



Waste 
The EA acknowledges the current evidence base on waste. To our knowledge a 
strategy on waste has yet to be formulated. The nature and scale of facilities and 
the subsequent impact on sites remains unknown. We would not to wish to object 
strongly to this part of the plan as we are aware of Plymouth’s endeavours on the 
issue. However we still recommend that the plan use a range of scenarios and 
approaches that acknowledges the current uncertainty in the plan on waste 
management.     
 
Plymouth City Airport Strategy 
The proposed strategy and policy framework outlining an approach for the future 
of the airport is supported by a study undertaken by York Aviation on behalf of 
Plymouth City Council. This study is, for all intents and purposes a means to 
demonstrate the economic justification for the improvements to the current 
airports facilities and services. Paragraphs 6 and 7 of the executive summary 
outline the key aims of the study intending to:  
 

“define the role of Plymouth City Airport in relation to the economic needs 
of the local area and to secure its development on a financially viable basis whilst 
having 
regard to the peripherality of the Plymouth sub-region and the link between air 
transport provision and economic growth.” 
 
The Environment Agency’s representations relating to the Airport are less 
concerned with the conclusions of the York Aviation study, as the economic 
benefits of regional airports to sub regional economies are well versed and duly 
noted. 
 
The current Sustainability Appraisal does not adequately demonstrate how 
competing objectives have been balanced. This issue is of most concern to the 
EA when having regard to the soundness of the plan.  Neither the York Aviation 
study nor the SA/SEA offers any attempt to credibly balance the environmental 
impacts and the economic benefits of the preferred policy options. This is in stark 
contrast to comments within the SA accompanying the Regional Spatial Strategy. 
On the topic of airports the SA states “The RSS should explicitly resist airport 
expansion, because it would undermine all the efforts within other sections of the 
draft RSS to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Other forms of economic 
activity, that are not dependent upon or that encourage air travel, whether for 
business or leisure, should be pursued.”      
 
In recent discussions PCC voiced the belief that the city cannot forego 
opportunities for economic growth. Such a position implying economic growth at 
all costs is totally unacceptable and in direct conflict with the Governments 
sustainable development strategy and the overarching criteria of “living within 
environmental limits.”  
 



A point worth noting is that the Sustainability Appraisal of the RSS states that 
“climate change impacts of surface transport per passenger kilometre are lower 
than air travel, so for climate change it is better for people to do as much as 
possible of their journey by surface before flying.” Whereas the Core Strategy SA 
states “Studies indicate that emissions released if a plane is full are less than 
those generated by vehicular movements of the same distance made by the 
equivalent number of people travelling alone in a car.” The difference in these 
two statements requires acknowledgement and clarification within the SA on the 
Core Strategy.  
 
Paragraph 12 of the York Aviation study Executive Summary describes how the 
analysis of the market for Plymouth City Airport makes assumptions on growth of 
1 million passengers per annum by 2030. Importantly its does not acknowledge 
the difficulty in basing this figure around the low cost regional airline model. The 
uncertainty in levels of growth in this market could create quite diverse scenarios 
and outcomes. Should the budget airlines market be allowed to expand freely 
then passenger figures could rise further than predicted resulting in greater 
environmental consequence. On the other hand it is possible that tighter controls 
on aviation growth may be imposed to account for its environmental impact 
potentially eliminating low cost regional air travel as we currently know it.  
 
Paragraph 13 suggests that the only likely constraint to realising the increase 
passenger figures is the ability to improve airport infrastructure. As stated above 
other indirect factors such as the collapse of the low cost regional air travel 
market due increase costs of flying would be equally damaging to the future of 
the airport.  
 
Paragraph 30 provides a measure of the wider benefits of the existence of the 
airport by examining the journey time savings made by airport users. It is unclear 
as to whether or not these assumptions including a saving of £40 million per 
annum by 2030 for UK residents accounts for an increase in regional air travel 
prices, technological improvements to alternative modes of transport and a 
reduction in the cost of such alternative modes.  
 
In discussing the airports potential to improve the connectedness of Plymouth as 
a place to do buisness the study concedes on an important point. It points out 
that even if the attractiveness of the City were to double as a place to do 
business due to improvements to the airport it would still leave it less well 
connected than most of its comparator cities. Thus the contribution of the airport 
is beneficial but cannot be seen as a key driver of economic growth in the 
absence of other critical success factors. In our opinion this statement is key 
when balancing competing objectives within the Sustainability Appraisal. If the 
development of the airport cannot in itself be seen as a key economic driver then 
this weakens the case for its proposed improvements when balanced against the 
need to reduce Plymouths carbon footprint.  
 



The position of the Environment Agency as detailed in the representation on the 
submissions is one that expresses concern on the scale of importance placed on 
the airport as an economic asset vital to the delivery of the plan. During recent 
consultation the Agency has highlighted the conflict between the competing 
objectives of climate change and regional air travel. So it is with disappointment 
that we note the council is building a strategy for the delivery of its plan based on 
an unsustainable policy option. Furthermore the Sustainability Appraisal only 
touches on this issue and does not make clear how the decision has been 
reached supporting the development of the airport over and above strategic 
objectives to reduce the causes and impacts of climate change.       
 
In support of its policy on airport development the Core Strategy refers to the 
draft Regional Spatial Strategy. At this juncture the current strategies maintain a 
level of conformity.   That consistency in approach is passed down from the 
Aviation White Paper published in 2003. Since such time climate change as a 
global issue has gained momentum with significant evidence coming forward to 
support a policy review of the Aviation White Paper. With such evidence coming 
forward as well as the submission of the Stern Review it would be wholly 
inappropriate to continue with the strategy outlined in the white paper and the 
RSS in advance of clarification from the Government as to whether it intends to 
respond to the Stern Review by withdrawing or amending the Air Transport White 
Paper.  
 
Within the context of Sustainability Appraisal, the economic benefits have to 
be taken into account and weighed in the balance against social and 
environmental factors.  Notwithstanding the support for the economic benefits of 
allowing the airport to meet its full potential. The value of the additional economic 
benefits must be placed in context particularly given that the Stern Review 
Report now raises the broader issue of the potential economic costs of the world 
not moving towards a low carbon economy and the need to have regard to the 
risks.  
 
Whilst accepting the economic benefits the airport would bring to a sub regional 
economy such as Plymouth the LDF should examine the alternatives open to 
Plymouth in realising its vision without dependency on the airport expansion. So 
far the economic benefits of the airport have not been demonstrated as the only 
realistic option to realise growth and thus the evidence for the airport strategy 
remains insufficient.  
 
In consideration of the above it is the opinion of the EA that the proposed 
strategy for the expansion of the airport does not represent the most sustainable 
policy option under the circumstances. Furthermore it would be wholly 
inappropriate to continue with a strategy simply because it is detailed in a 
Governmental paper requiring imminent review and a draft policy document that 
has yet to pass through examination. These two documents alone do not support 
the expansion of the airport over and above the global issue of climate change. 



Even coupled with the York Aviation study on the airport the assumptions in the 
evidence base and the SA are not strong enough to override the evidence on the 
environmental impacts of regional air travel. The Core Strategy and the 
accompanying SA and evidence base do not acknowledge the Stern Review or 
the findings of the Sustainability Appraisal accompanying the RSS. 
Discrepancies in the Sustainability Appraisals and assumptions in the York 
Aviation Study suggest that the current evidence base is neither credible nor 
robust. The plan does not give due consideration to the option of meeting 
economic growth targets through other sectors of the economy and avoiding 
expansion of the airport and so the LPA has not considered all reasonable 
options and alternatives in preparing the DPD. Subsequently it is our opinion that 
in consideration of Test 7 the Core Strategy is unsound.     
 
It is our request that your council considers deferring the strategy on the airport 
for a later Development Plan Document once the Government has given clear 
guidance and a detailed rationalisation of the conflict between its respective 
objectives for air transport and greenhouse gas emissions. We would 
recommend that the Core Strategy maintain a level of flexibility on the issue of 
airports by considering different scenarios. One of these scenarios must include 
the realisation of Plymouth’s vision and economic growth without airport 
expansion.  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Shaun Pritchard 
Planning Liaison Tech Spec 
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