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This table details the Council’s response to all the representations made on the Sutton Harbour Area Action Plan at Submission 
stage. Each submission is dealt with in turn and there is either a full response made or reference to one of the Council Statements 
for the Public Examination. 
 

Id Full 
Name Reference Representation made at Submission stage Council’s Response 

SH103333
Mr 
Anthony 
Beecher 

Local Context 
and History of 
the Area 

We do not feel that due process has been followed in 
that there has been undue influence by the developer 
Sutton Harbour Company on the City Council 
evidenced through the Sutton Harbour Partnership to 
the detriment of the wider community. Therefore the 
views of the residents have not been taken fully into 
account. However we do support the preparation of 
an area action plan to develop an integrated and 
strategic development of the area which we hope will 
prevent some of the short term and poorly thought 
through developments that have sprung up around 
the harbour. However we do support the preparation 
of an area action plan to develop an integrated and 
strategic development of the area which we hope will 
prevent some of the short term and poorly thought 
through developments that have sprung up around 
the harbour.  

General support welcomed.  
 
See Council Statement 01. 
 
The Sutton Partnership is the Public Private 
Partnership entered into by Plymouth City Council 
and Sutton Harbour Company in 1999 with the 
main aim of maintaining the momentum of 
integrated regeneration throughout the Sutton 
Harbour and Coxside areas, extending public 
access to the waterfront, and improving the quality 
of new buildings. This partnership approach 
reflects government advice on how to promote 
delivery in key regeneration areas. The Sutton 
Partnership is subject to a formal agreement dated 
19/05/03, which outlines in detail the terms and 
conditions of the partnership.  
 
The Council disagrees that Sutton Harbour 
Company has had an "undue influence" in the 
preparation of the Sutton Harbour Area Action Plan 
and there are no conflicts of interest between 
Plymouth City Council as a Planning Authority and 
a planning application submitted by Sutton 
Harbour Company as a developer. Any such 
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Id Full 
Name Reference Representation made at Submission stage Council’s Response 

applications are considered on their own merits in 
the same way as any other planning application. If 
an application were submitted on Council land, it 
would need to be submitted to the Government 
Office for the South West for consideration.  

SH103341
Mr 
Anthony 
Beecher 

SH3 North 
Quay House 
and Car Park 

1 The level of development seems to be larger than 
could reasonably be accommodated on the proposed 
site as marked. The development SH3 is described 
as North Quay House and Car Park, whereas in fact 
the site identified is a build over the cobbled Lower 
Street (one of the oldest streets in Plymouth) and 
then open space to the north planted with mature 
cherry trees inhabited by a wide assortment of wild 
life. Substantially more than 50% of the identified 
space to be built on is in fact occupied by Lower 
Street and this open space and therefore the 
description of the site is misleading. This could 
suggest that councillors considering this proposal 
would be unaware of the extent that it utilises public 
land other than that owned and by the company and 
the title is therefore incorrect and does not fairly 
represent the current proposal. 
 
2 An acceptable solution to us would be that the 
development is contained utilising the whole car park 
on land owned by the Sutton Harbour Company 
subject to planning permission rather than the portion 
of the car park as currently proposed and exclude the 
tree area and Lower Street. 

See Council Statement 03. 
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Id Full 
Name Reference Representation made at Submission stage Council’s Response 

 
3 The proposal will result in the main entrance to 
Mariners Court being via a tunnel which in our view 
provides an unacceptable interference to the access 
of an established development. As the main entrance 
to Mariners Court it will have to be big enough to take 
delivery and removal vans. This tunnel will 
compromise safety and security in the area as any 
covered space attracts vagrants and drunks to the 
area for sleeping in and anti social behaviour. This 
will add to the concerns of local people as it is 
already a serious problem in the harbour area and a 
tunnel will make residents feel less safe when leaving 
and returning to their homes. 
 
4 The proposal for the area for commercial uses on 
the ground floor is likely to add to the problems of anti 
social behaviour.5 Part of the strategy for the area is 
the establishment of green open space. The planted 
area is currently filled with mature cherry trees, which 
are the habitat for a range of wildlife, and is the only 
open space within half a mile of the site. We note that 
the proposal to provide a new open space on the car 
park on Notte Street has been dropped, and this 
makes the Lower Street open space even more 
valuable to local residents. There is very little green in 
the area and so local people would not see seasonal 
changes if these trees were to go. Trees also help to 
improve the quality of the environment by reducing 
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Id Full 
Name Reference Representation made at Submission stage Council’s Response 

pollution, and Bretonside is adjacent to Exeter Street, 
which is the most polluted Street in Plymouth with its 
high level of traffic and the petrol station. Removal of 
these trees will increase pollution in the area and new 
trees elsewhere will not replace what is already there. 
Building up to the edge of Bretonside will also 
construct a corridor, which will retain pollution from 
motor vehicles for longer. Without prejudice to our 
objections and the desire to see this plan removed or 
limited to the car park as per the title of the proposal, 
we would ask that the following are given due regard:
 
1 The safety and security of the residents 
 
2 The need to reduce anti social behaviour by 
increased policing 
 
3 The value of the green and open space and its 
contribution to the ambience of the area. 
 
4 The need to retain a safe main entrance to the 
Mariners Court development.  
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SH103346
Mr 
Anthony 
Beecher 

SH7 Sites east 
and west of 
Sutton Road 

We are concerned at the intensity of development 
which is detrimental to the whole area and has 
implications on the value of property, 
communications network i.e. traffic issues and will 
increase the existing problems of anti social 
behaviour with the large numbers of revellers being 
attracted to the new leisure commercial premises at 
night. We applaud the regeneration of the area but 
it will be counter productive because it will reduce 
the value of properties further and therefore 
developers will not be able to invest to produce the 
high quality buildings that the City says it wants.  

Disagree.  
 
Impact on property values is not a material 
consideration in planning. However, 
regeneration proposals such as these are 
considered likely to increase the city's economic 
wellbeing and consequential property values.  
 
Objective 6 focuses on improving access to 
public transport in the area and ensuring the 
area is easy to walk and cycle through / to. The 
proposal addresses traffic issues by a number of 
provisions including: “Contributions towards the 
delivery of strategic and cycle-friendly transport 
measures” and "Safeguarding the proposed 
High Quality Public Transport route along Exeter 
Street” Concerns about anti-social behaviour are 
addressed by policy CS13.2 in the Core Strategy 
(Evening / Night-time economy) which ensures 
that proposed evening/night time uses should 
not create an unacceptable impact on 
neighbouring uses in terms of noise, traffic and 
disturbance.  

SH106884 Ms Friary 
Girl! SH5 Friary Park 

The residents of White Friars Lane will be so badly 
affected by these proposals and none of us have 
been consulted! We have found out by accident 
and many residents are elderly and very upset by 
this dreadful idea. We do not want towering blocks 
of flats with noise and pollution driven across the 
fronts of our properties. We do not want neighbours 

See Council Statement 01. 
 
It is a principle of Government Design guidance 
(PPS1 / By Design) that the scale of buildings 
should relate positively to the scale of adjacent 
streets, spaces and buildings. This level of detail 
will be addressed through a master plan, which 
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towering over us and having the light and lovely 
road we live in ruined by your ridiculous and 
immature plans for tower blocks and schools and 
shops when there are so many offices in tower 
blocks and shops EMPTY across the city. How can 
you put CYCLE lanes through our gardens and 
PRIVATELY owned driveways and roads which are 
NOT council adopted land? How can you deal with 
the increase in vandalism and noise, which the 
stupid plans will bring into our road which is quiet 
and well maintained because we ensure it is! high 
rise flats went out with the ark and were knocked 
down. We will be living in the dark and have no 
value homes whatsoever if you put tower blocks 
across our windows!! Compulsory purchase of our 
gardens and private land will be the only way 
forward re cycle paths etc.............come on 
Plymouth Council wake up and grow up .......tower 
blocks were knocked down as they were dangerous 
and failed to develop communities. Why ruin a 
good thing with more stupid ideas? Yes build and 
build affordable homes NOT ALLOWED TO BE 
RENTED FOR ABOUT 25 YEARS OR IT WILL BE 
A TOTAL DISASTER!!! INCLUDE WHITE FRIARS 
LANE AND ALL OF IT NOT JUST SOME AS WE 
ARE A PROPER COMMUNITY THAT YOU ARE 
SET TO RUIN! THANKS A LOT FOR STRESSING 
US AND UPSETTING US NOT INVOLVING US 
AND DEEPLY STRESSING AND UPSETTING 
PEOPLE WHO VALUE THEIR HOMES AND 
THEIR COMMUNITY HERE WHICH YOU ARE 
INTENT AND DETERMINED TO RUIN.  

would need to form part of any planning 
application.  
 
Exact heights of buildings are not specified in the 
Plan. The Plan does consider that greater height 
and landmark buildings can be achieved on the 
Exeter Road frontage. Here taller buildings need 
to be in scale with the width of Exeter Street and 
opportunities present themselves for quality 
design solutions providing landmarks for the city, 
in accordance with the zone of opportunity for 
Tall buildings illustrated in the Core Strategy.  
 
The linkages shown are diagrammatic at this 
stage and do not represent actual solutions. 
Such detail needs to be developed into a 
working master plan as part of any planning 
application submission, which would seek to 
resolve the issues expressed when achieving 
the desired links.  
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SH110830
Mrs 
Kathryn 
Wynne 

Sutton Harbour 
Area Action Plan 
- Submission 
Stage October 
2007 

Will extend the cultural, creative and economic 
benefits eastwards.  
 
Recognises space that could be used to great 
effect.  
 
Need to develop city before expanding boundaries. 
 
Will attract new diverse and economically viable 
industry.  

Support welcomed. 

SH110831
Mr & Mrs 
K de 
Groote 

SH3 North Quay 
House and Car 
Park 

We want to retain the existing trees as this is part of 
a wildlife corridor and we do not believe that any 
replacement trees would ever happen and besides 
they would tale approximately thirty years to get to 
their present growth! Other Concerns: Lower Street 
is always used by the Emergency Services ie. the 
Fire Brigade. Any change to this street would affect 
these services and we would object. If a building 
were permitted on the existing North Quay House 
car park, we would be sorry but hope it would be 
built tastefully and blends in with the existing 
building. We will strongly object if anything happens 
to lower street and the mature trees. Local people 
and visitors regularly walk through Lower Street, 
enjoying the walk away from the traffic and what a 
compliment it is to the Mayflower House.  

See Council Statement 03. 

SH110871 Mr John 
Hepburn 

Sutton Harbour 
Area Action Plan 
- Submission 
Stage October 
2007 

We and others have tried hard to get across that if 
"vibrant waterfront city" means having an active 
engagement with the sea, then the needs of water 
users must be taken into account. The submitted 
version has sufficient statements in it to show that 

See Council Statement 02.  
 
See Council Statement 04. 
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you have heard what we have said. But at the 
same time the original underlying assumption that 
"vibrant etc" means herds of wanderers grazing 
waterfront cafes and cute craft shops is still there. 
The two can be accommodated, but the 
incompatibilities need to be addressed, and 
decisions made answering questions like, "do we 
have parking water users can use?", or "do we 
keep cars away from the waterfront?" The 
document is not a real and thought-through attempt 
to do this. It appears rather a naive attempt at 
satisfying all by including the right stock phrases, 
leaving the document inconsistent with itself and 
incapable of being an adequate guide for action. 
The Heritage Trail proposal, for example, seeks to 
remove parking from the quayside, which is vital for 
the area to remain attractive to recreational water 
users whether sail or power, anglers or divers, and 
a home for the many successful maritime 
businesses in the area.  
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SH122502 Mrs VP Payne 
SH3 North Quay 
House and Car 
Park 

Test of soundness and objection on proposal 
SH03. I am concerned at potential impact on the 
pedestrian and vehicular access the complex will 
suffer. At night not a particularly safe area and a 
tunnel will certainly be conclusive to anti-social 
behaviour. It would also cover a historic cobbled 
roadway and obscure the openness to the Harbour. 
If they just used their open car park I would have 
no objection to Sutton Harbour Holdings building 
there. The roadway and the land belong to 
Plymouth City any way.  

See Council Statement 03. 

SH122524 Mr WJ Payne 
SH3 North Quay 
House and Car 
Park 

My objections to proposal SH03 are the potential 
impact it will have on where I live, Mariners Court. 
Because to build over the historic lower street will 
create a long tunnel access to my home, making a 
less safe environment for pedestrians, and a 
potential for anti-social behaviour. However, I 
would have no objection if SH03 was limited to just 
the North Quay car park site. Clearly this would not 
affect my access, the historic lower street, the trees 
and the openness to the harbour.  

See Council Statement 03. 

SH137566 David Curno 

SH1 Commercial 
Wharf, Phoenix 
Wharf, 
Elphinstone and 
Lambhay Hill Car 
Park 

Objections to SH1, and concerns of the impact of 
development on the continued expansion of 
recreational water facilities. Particularly Commercial 
Wharf, Phoenix Wharf, Elphinstone Wharf and 
Lambhay Hill car park.  
 
The plan has not expressed the assurance that 
there will not be a reduction in the recreational 
facilities around Sutton Harbour, and does not 

See Council Statements 01 and 02. 
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indicate an approach that has consulted the RYA 
guidelines for planners.  
 
Realise and agree with the need to develop the 
area, and can see it bringing major benefits. But 
also important to realise the importance of the 
water facilities that Sutton Harbour provides.  
 
This expresses the view of both the local Royal 
Yachting Association and Port of Plymouth Sailing 
Association.  
 
The PPSA and RYA have not been consulted.  

SH139397
Marina 
Developments 
Ltd 

Planning Context 

Necessary Change:  
 
In order to comply with the Council's Statement of 
Community Involvement under Paragraph 4.3 of 
that document "Production and Examination", the 
Council will need to provide an addendum to their 
Submission Document reviewing and responding 
fully to the comments provided at the Preferred 
Options stage, which as set out above have not 
been taken on board properly.  
 
The comments from the Preferred Options 
consultation are repeated here for completeness 
(the plan sent to the Council could not be added to 
the online representation form and will be emailed 
and posted separately to the Council for their 
addition to the formal representation):  
 
Submission from December 2006 on Preferred 

See Council Statement 05. 
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Options Consultation:  
 
Further information from Savills on behalf of Marina 
Developments Limited with regard to the Sutton 
Harbour Area Action Plan Preferred Options 
Consultation  
 
Page 3 Paragraph 6.2  
 
Marina Developments Limited support the inclusion 
of Queen Anne’s Battery maritime uses within the 
Area Action Plan and the recognition of the 
significant regeneration opportunities offered within 
Coxside.  
 
Para 6.8  
 
Marina Developments Limited specifically support 
Points 1, 2, 3 and 10.  
 
Para 7.1, 7.3 and 7.7  
 
Marina Developments Limited specifically support 
the Vision for the Sutton Harbour Area as well as 
paragraphs 7.3 and 7.7  
 
Chapter 8 and the Objectives  
 
Marina Developments Limited specifically support 
Objective 1 and Paragraph 8.11 where the 
safeguarding of marine related uses on key 
waterfront sites are discussed  
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Marina Developments Limited supports Objective 3 
 
However, Marina Developments Limited Object to 
the wording of paragraph 8.14 as the following 
information is not given due regard: it must be 
noted that public access must be only where it 
does not threaten other business operations, users 
of the waterfront, or health and safety. In particular, 
it must be noted that the beach below Teat’s Hill 
could be the source of a conflict with the existing 
users of the slipways at Queen Anne’s Battery 
which are crucial to the ongoing viability of this 
marina and boatyard.  
 
Marina Developments Limited supports the 
understanding in Paragraph 8.33 that routes for 
walking, cycling and public transport need to be 
safe.  
 
Coxside Preferred Options and Diagram  
 
Marina Developments Limited propose that the 
public access to and along the quay should be 
denoted in a different colour or style from the South 
West Coast Path and Sustrans National Cycle 
Network Route 2.  
 
Marina Developments Limited support Paragraph 
11.1 and the “vibrant publicly accessible waterfront 
with leisure, tourism and retail uses for the benefit 
of the local population and visitors to the area” on 
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the understanding that the next sentence is 
retained but altered to read “Marine related 
employment uses or sites will be safeguarded and 
enhanced” which covers larger sites that contain 
elements of mixed uses.  
 
Marina Developments Limited operate the Queen 
Anne’s Battery site. This has its own Preferred 
Option, Number 13.  
 
Marina Developments Limited generally support the 
thrust of this Preferred Option with some minor 
amendments in order to ensure that the spirit of the 
Preferred Option is secured and deliverable.  
 
The marina survives commercially through the mix 
of uses on site, which include leisure uses, and 
also a significant proportion of non marine related 
employment uses. The thrust of this policy in line 
with the Employment Land Review should be, and 
we believe the spirit it is meant in is, to support and 
maintain the marine related function of the site. 
This can only be delivered through further marine 
and non marine related employment as well as 
leisure use and these all meet the general needs 
and importance identified in the Employment Land 
Review as set out in the text. If there were required 
to be only marine related employment uses within 
the site, the marina’s viability and ongoing 
existence would be brought into question. As such, 
we feel that the general thrust is to support the 
employment use to support the marine related 
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function of the site in order to ensure its ongoing 
viability.  
 
The Employment Land Review, as noted in 
Paragraph 11.17 also identifies the need to provide 
more tourist attractions, such as waterfront leisure 
routes, cafes and restaurants.  
 
Finally, point 15 in Paragraph 6.7 notes that a blast 
risk zone needs to be respected, but the 
boundaries of this are not, as yet, known. As such 
slight changes are proposed by us to allow the 
wider mix of uses in line with the needs identified in 
the Employment Land Review but within any 
constraints to be imposed by such a Blast Risk 
Zone once identified.  
 
As a consequence the following is suggested as a 
slight amendment to Preferred Option 13, in order 
that the marine related function of the site can 
continue to grow but not be stifled or made 
unviable through the strict designation of a marine 
related employment policy for the site.  
 
Proposed Wording of Revised Preferred Option 13: 
Queen Anne’s Battery  
 
To safeguard and enhance the marine related 
function of the site, through:  
 
1. the rationalisation of the site to maximise its 
employment use potential  
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2. an innovative means of achieving safe 
pedestrian access to and along the site’s leisure 
facilities, without compromising the site’s 
operational or health and safety requirements  
 
3. opportunities for cafes, restaurants and other 
leisure uses as part of improved access to the site, 
within the constraints of any public safety blast risk 
zone identified.  
 
Marina Developments Limited support paragraph 
11.25 and the importance noted of the site.  
 
In light of the above proposed wording to Objective 
13, we believe that the supporting text in particular 
of Paragraph 11.27 should be altered to read:  
 
“The layout of existing uses on the site could be 
more efficient and there is a general opportunity to 
intensify the site’s development to increase its 
marine related function through marine and non 
marine related employment use, including leisure 
uses. For example…”  
 
Paragraph 11.28  
 
Marina Developments Limited have noted 
previously their concerns about the public access 
to the site which is contrary to the viable running of 
such a facility. They therefore support that any 
routes would not compromise the site’s operational 
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or health and safety requirements, but also feel that 
the wording “An innovative means of achieving safe 
public access to and along the site’s waterfront will 
be supported” should be changed to read: “An 
innovative means of achieving safe pedestrian 
access to and along the site’s leisure facilities will 
be supported”  
 
Marina Developments Limited also attach a plan 
indicating the constraints and where the possible 
pedestrian access to leisure facilities could be 
located as per the current layout on site. This can 
be shown provided that it does not constrain the 
future rationalisation of the site as set out in the 
Preferred Option. It is suggested that this is a third 
separate colour from the public access route and 
the South West Coast Path and Sustrans Route 2 
as these are all of a differing nature.  
 
Chapter 12  
 
Marina Developments Limited wish to highlight the 
significant concern and their Objection to 
improvements in public access to Coxside Beach 
given that this is next to the launching slipway and 
therefore entails major health and safety concerns. 
These need to be highlighted as they will determine 
the ongoing success and viability of the marine 
related function of the whole of the Queen Anne’s 
Battery site and therefore Preferred Option 13.  
 
Marina Developments Limited also raise concern 
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that the Vision Diagram in the Questionnaire does 
not appear in the Area Action Plan Preferred 
Options Report. The above issues need to feed into 
changes required on this plan if it is to be 
incorporated within that document. It also currently 
appears contrary to that as indicated on page 28, in 
particular with respect to the access/waterfront 
recreational route shown.  
 
Savills Planning  
 
December 2006  

SH139400
Marina 
Developments 
Ltd 

Sutton Harbour - 
Updated Vision 
Diagram 

A plan was submitted at Preferred Options Stage 
(and has been resent to Plymouth City Council as 
part of this consultation) outlining the areas of the 
marina at Queen Anne's Battery that are currently 
under operational use and would therefore 
preclude the provision of a waterfront recreational 
route. It was shown where a route could be 
currently provided to the leisure uses on site 
subject to layout changes and it was stated that this 
could be shown provided that it does not constrain 
the future rationalisation of the site as set out in the 
relevant Preferred Option/Policy proposal, and that 
it should be notated in a different colour from the 
remainder of the walkway which is on public land.  
 
The route shown on the Vision Diagram ignores the 
operational constraints within the boatyard/marina 
as set out in the representation and ignores the 
suggested route and it is still marked in the same 
colour as other public routes in the area. No 

See Council Statement 05. 
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explanation for these variations from the 
representation have been made by the Council. 
This therefore is not in line with the Council's 
Statement of Community Involvement and does not 
represent the most appropriate solution. It also 
raises conflicts between policies within the 
document.  
 
As this area is not on public highway but under 
private control and may need to alter to reflect 
changes within the marina layout to ensure its 
operational vitality and viability as suggested in the 
Preferred Option / Policy Proposal, the suggested 
change in notation is integral to the route being 
allowed to be shown. As the route is not 
differentiated from the rest of the waterfront 
recreational route at present, it is quite a plausible 
expectation from the local public in response to the 
plan as currently drawn that a route here could be 
interpreted to become a public right of way.  
 
As currently drawn the route would preclude the 
ongoing use of the marina and boatyard by 
severing most of the site from its operational 
waterfront. This creates inconsistencies in the 
plan's policies for enhancing waterfront access and 
protecting marine uses, which is one of the key 
aims of the document.  
 
The acceptance of the changes suggested (which 
has not taken place) is therefore crucial. Without 
these changes, Marina Developments Limited 
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would not support a route within the marina at all. 
The route does not even reflect that provided to the 
Council.  
 
Finally, the route within the marina was agreed at 
being provided subject to improvements in leisure 
use at the marina. These changes have been 
excluded by the Council, although they have 
decided to include the route; as such the route 
should also be excluded or the text to SH11 
changed. This appears to be selective adoption of 
suggested modifications proposed by the operator 
in a spirit of cooperation and compromise.  
 
Alterations required:  
 
If SH11 does get altered as requested (subject to a 
further representation being submitted), then this 
route could be indicated as enhanced access to 
waterfront leisure uses and in a different colour 
from the other routes, stating that the precise 
routing is subject to ongoing operational constraints 
and the provision of leisure uses at the marina. 
Furthermore, the routing has paid no attention to 
the plan submitted at the Preferred Options Stage, 
and it is viewed that this does not take into account 
earlier representations, or evidence as to the 
appropriateness of this proposal and therefore fails 
to follow the Council's adopted Statement of 
Community Involvement. The routing needs to 
follow that which will allow the ongoing operational 
viability of the boatyard and marina.  
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SH139402
Marina 
Developments 
Ltd 

Safe, High Quality 
Environment 

Objective 3 and in particular Paragraph 3.22 need 
to note that public access in some areas will be 
restricted due to the ongoing maritime interests and 
health and safety as noted elsewhere in the plan as 
important. This was raised in the Preferred Options 
stage and has not been addressed in this 
document and specifically in relation to the beach 
below Teat's Hill. This therefore does not comply 
with the Statement of Community Involvement or 
represent the most appropriate solution by taking 
all views into account and providing a clear 
justification. Furthermore, this area could be a 
source of conflict with the existing users of the 
slipways at Queen Anne's Battery which are crucial 
to the ongoing viability of this marina and boatyard 
and therefore raises conflicts between policies in 
the document. The text in the document is 
misleading that this is an already identified area 
whereas in reality there still exists conflicts to be 
agreed.  
 
Suggested change:  
 
The text of Paragraph 3.22 needs to be altered to 
delete the reference to the beach below Teat's Hill 
by deleting the last sentence and replace this with 
"In some places important community open spaces 
have been neglected, whilst in some places, such a 
fragmentation is inevitable to provide safe and 
secure viable marine uses."  

See Council Statement 05. 

SH139404 Marina 
Developments 

Proposed 
Movement 

A plan was submitted at Preferred Options Stage 
(and has been resent to Plymouth City Council as See Council Statement 05. 



PCC SHAAP 007:  Sutton Harbour Area Action Plan:  Council’s response to representations made at Submission stage 
 

 21 

Ltd Framework part of this consultation) outlining the areas of the 
marina at Queen Anne's Battery that are currently 
under operational use and would therefore 
preclude the provision of a waterfront recreational 
route. It was shown where a route could be 
currently provided to the leisure uses on site 
subject to layout changes and it was stated that this 
could be shown provided that it does not constrain 
the future rationalisation of the site as set out in the 
relevant Preferred Option/Policy proposal, and that 
it should be notated in a different colour from the 
remainder of the walkway which is on public land.  
 
The route shown on the Vision Diagram ignores the 
operational constraints within the boatyard/marina 
as set out in the representation and ignores the 
suggested route and it is still marked in the same 
colour as other public routes in the area. No 
explanation for these variations from the 
representation have been made by the Council. 
This therefore is not in line with the Council's 
Statement of Community Involvement and does not 
represent the most appropriate solution. It also 
raises conflicts between policies within the 
document.  
 
As this area is not on public highway but under 
private control and may need to alter to reflect 
changes within the marina layout to ensure its 
operational vitality and viability as suggested in the 
Preferred Option / Policy Proposal, the suggested 
change in notation is integral to the route being 
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allowed to be shown. As the route is not 
differentiated from the rest of the waterfront 
recreational route at present, it is quite a plausible 
expectation from the local public in response to the 
plan as currently drawn that a route here could be 
interpreted to become a public right of way.  
 
As currently drawn the route would preclude the 
ongoing use of the marina and boatyard by 
severing most of the site from its operational 
waterfront. This creates inconsistencies in the 
plan's policies for enhancing waterfront access and 
protecting marine uses, which is one of the key 
aims of the document.  
 
The acceptance of the changes suggested (which 
has not taken place) is therefore crucial. Without 
these changes, Marina Developments Limited 
would not support a route within the marina at all. 
The route does not even reflect that provided to the 
Council.  
 
Finally, the route within the marina was agreed at 
being provided subject to improvements in leisure 
use at the marina. These changes have been 
excluded by the Council, although they have 
decided to include the route; as such the route 
should also be excluded or the text to SH11 
changed. This appears to be selective adoption of 
suggested modifications proposed by the operator 
in a spirit of cooperation and compromise.  
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Alterations required:  
 
If SH11 does get altered (subject to a further 
representation being submitted), then this route 
could be indicated as enhanced access to 
waterfront leisure uses and in a different colour 
from the other routes, stating that the precise 
routing is subject to ongoing operational constraints 
and the provision of leisure uses at the marina. 
Furthermore, the routing has paid no attention to 
the plan submitted at the Preferred Options Stage, 
and it is viewed that this does not take into account 
earlier representations, or evidence as to the 
appropriateness of this proposal and therefore fails 
to follow the Council's adopted Statement of 
Community Involvement. The routing needs to 
follow that which will allow the ongoing operational 
viability of the boatyard and marina.  

SH139406
Marina 
Developments 
Ltd 

SH11 Queen 
Anne’s Battery 

At the Preferred Option stage it was commented 
that the word "uses" at the end of this paragraph 
should be altered to the word "sites" or this word 
added in addition. It does not appear that this has 
been considered. This suggested rewording would 
represent more comprehensive wording for a wider 
range of cases, and it is difficult to understand how 
a use can be enhanced through planning policy, 
whilst enhancing a site is much more clear and 
possible.  
 
Often a site requires a mix of uses to remain viable 
as is the case on many marine related sites in the 
area including Queen Anne's Battery, and if the 

See Council Statement 05. 



PCC SHAAP 007:  Sutton Harbour Area Action Plan:  Council’s response to representations made at Submission stage 
 

 24 

word "site" was used, then this would permit the 
necessary flexibility required to ensure the ongoing 
viability of sites, which is more crucial than that of 
protecting individual uses. This also remains in line 
with the general thrust that the document is looking 
to achieve as a land-use planning strategy.  
 
Proposed Wording:  
 
Marina Developments Limited suggest that whilst 
they support Paragraph 6.1 and the “vibrant 
publicly accessible waterfront with leisure, tourism 
and retail uses for the benefit of the local 
population and visitors to the area”, this is on the 
understanding that the next sentence is retained 
but altered to read “Marine related employment 
uses or sites will be safeguarded and enhanced”.  
 
This covers larger sites that contain elements of 
mixed uses.  

SH139420
Marina 
Developments 
Ltd 

SH11 Queen 
Anne’s Battery 

Comments were raised at the Preferred Options 
stage on this Policy and set of paragraphs which 
were not duly considered and as such the Council 
have not followed their Statement of Community 
Involvement. This matter has been dealt with 
through a separate representation based on all the 
issues not picked up in this submission document.  
 
Regardless of that representation to this document, 
the issues are clearly still outstanding, and therefore 
need to be considered and so are outlined again 
here. The policy is currently unsound as it is not 

See Council Statements 01and 05. 
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based on a clear appropriate understanding of the 
relevant options and therefore causes conflicts 
between policies in the document. Finally some new 
wording has been added to the policy and this 
approach does not comply with the Statement of 
Community Involvement whilst some wording added 
duplicates policies in other documents under 
preparation.  
 
Marina Developments Limited operate the Queen 
Anne’s Battery site. This has its own Policy 
Proposal SH11.  
 
Marina Developments Limited generally support the 
thrust of this Preferred Option with some minor 
amendments in order to ensure that the spirit of the 
Preferred Option (Area Action Plan) is secured and 
deliverable.  
 
The marina survives commercially through the mix 
of uses on site, which include leisure uses, and also 
a significant proportion of non marine related 
employment uses. The thrust of this policy, in line 
with the Employment Land Review, should be, and 
we believe the spirit it is meant in is, to support and 
maintain the marine related function of the site. This 
can only be delivered through further marine and 
non marine related employment as well as leisure 
use and these all meet the general needs and 
importance identified in the Employment Land 
Review as set out in the text. If there were required 
to be only marine related employment uses within 
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the site, the marina’s viability and ongoing existence 
would be brought into question. As such, we feel 
that the general thrust is to support the employment 
use to support the marine related function of the site 
in order to ensure its ongoing viability.  
 
The Employment Land Review, as noted in 
Paragraph 6.24 and the Summary of Key Evidence 
to Policy/Proposal SH11, also identifies the need to 
provide more tourist attractions, such as waterfront 
leisure routes, cafes and restaurants and improved 
leisure and cultural uses around Sutton Harbour.  
 
As a consequence the following is suggested as a 
slight amendment to Policy Proposal SH 11, in 
order that the marine related function of the site can 
continue to grow but not be stifled or made unviable 
through the strict designation of a marine related 
employment policy for the site.  
 
Proposed Wording of Policy Proposal SH11: Queen 
Anne’s Battery  
 
To safeguard and enhance the marine related 
function of the site, through:  
 
1. the rationalisation of the site to maximise its 
employment use potential  
 
2. an innovative means of achieving safe pedestrian 
access to and along the site’s leisure facilities, 
without compromising the site’s operational or 
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health and safety requirements  
 
3. opportunities for cafes, restaurants and other 
leisure uses as part of improved access to the site, 
within the constraints of national guidance such as 
sequential assessment.  
 
In light of the above proposed wording to Policy 
Proposal SH 11, we believe that the supporting text 
in particular of Paragraph 6.38 should be altered to 
read:  
 
“The layout of existing uses on the site could be 
more efficient and there is a general opportunity to 
intensify the site’s development to increase its 
marine related function through marine and non 
marine related employment use, including leisure 
uses. For example…”  
 
With regard to Paragraph 6.40 the wording “An 
innovative means of achieving safe public access to 
and along the site’s waterfront will be supported” 
should be changed to read: “An innovative means of 
achieving safe pedestrian access to and along the 
site’s leisure facilities will be supported” to ensure 
that any routes would not compromise the site’s 
operational or health & safety requirements and 
potential changes required through rationalisation of 
the site to maximise employment.  
 
Marina Developments Limited have also 
resubmitted a plan indicating the constraints and 
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where the possible pedestrian access to leisure 
facilities could be located as per the current layout 
on site. This is considered by other representations 
and the two sets need to be read together.  
 
Alongside, these issues of not having duly 
considered the previous representations or 
considered all the appropriate options and 
alternatives providing clear justification for the 
choices made, it is clear that the Council have 
altered text in this Policy/Proposal without providing 
any understanding why these changes have been 
made despite the majority of respondents being 
positive to the existing Policy/Proposal. Some of 
these issues also duplicate existing guidance and 
so should not be covered in this document again.  
 
The most significant of these are the alteration of 
the words in the first bullet point of the 
Policy/Proposal omitting the term rationalisation and 
in the third bullet point the qualification of limited to 
850sqm. If this is in relation to Sequential Needs 
Assessment, this would be covered through the 
appropriate national planning guidance. 
Nevertheless, it is not clear where this figure has 
appeared from and on what evidence it is based.  
 
The requirement for contributions towards 
managing the off-site recreational impacts within 
Plymouth Sound & Estuaries Special Area of 
Conservation and Tamar Estuaries Special 
Protection Area and the contributions towards the 
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Sutton Harbour Heritage Trail are covered in the 
Council's emerging SPD on Planning Obligations 
and as this is purely duplication these should be 
deleted.  
 
It is also proposed that this proposal contributes to 
Objectives 1, 2 (para 3.9), whilst without the 
reference required above to general leisure uses it 
does not help to fully achieve objective 3.  
 
Summary of suggested amendments:  
 
"To safeguard and enhance the marine related 
function of the site, through:  
 
1. the rationalisation of the site to maximise its 
employment use potential  
 
2. an innovative means of achieving safe pedestrian 
access to and along the site’s leisure facilities, 
without compromising the site’s operational or 
health and safety requirements  
 
3. opportunities for cafes, restaurants and other 
leisure uses as part of improved access to the site, 
within the constraints of national guidance such as 
sequential assessment."  
 
and delete all bullet points under this policy except 
for Number 2 as these should be contained within 
the Planning Obligations SPD.  
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Alter the objectives that the proposal contributes 
towards to include 1,2, 3 and 6 subject to the other 
amendments being made.  
 
In light of the above proposed wording to Policy 
Proposal SH 11, we believe that the supporting text 
in particular of Paragraph 6.38 should be altered to 
read:  
 
“The layout of existing uses on the site could be 
more efficient and there is a general opportunity to 
intensify the site’s development to increase its 
marine related function through marine and non 
marine related employment use, including leisure 
uses. For example…”  
 
and that for Paragraph 6.40  
 
With regard to Paragraph 6.40 the wording “An 
innovative means of achieving safe public access to 
and along the site’s waterfront will be supported” 
should be changed to read: “An innovative means of 
achieving safe pedestrian access to and along the 
site’s leisure facilities will be supported”  
 
Marina Developments Limited also have sent the 
city council a plan indicating the constraints and 
where the possible pedestrian access to leisure 
facilities could be located as per the current layout 
on site. This can be shown provided that it does not 
constrain the future rationalisation of the site as set 
out in the Policy. It is suggested that this is a 
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separate colour from the public access route and 
the South West Coast Path and Sustrans Route 2 
as these are all of a differing nature and not on 
private land.  

SH139427
Marina 
Developments 
Ltd 

Table 3 - 
Community 
Benefits 

The improvements in public access to Coxside 
Beach do not appear to have taken into account the 
health and safety issues raised regarding this at the 
Preferred Options Consultation.  
 
At that time, Marina Developments Limited 
highlighted the significant concern and their 
Objection to improvements in public access to 
Coxside Beach given that this is next to the 
launching slipway and therefore entails major health 
and safety concerns. These need to be highlighted 
as they will determine the ongoing success and 
viability of the marine related function of the whole 
of the Queen Anne’s Battery site and therefore 
Policy Proposal SH 11.  
 
Therefore as currently stands the proposals do not 
reflect the Statement of Community Involvement in 
terms of having duly considered our representations 
which were not listed in the list of responses and do 
not resolve the potential conflicts between policies 
within the document that could result between 
public access and safe access and ongoing viability 
of marine employment.  
 
It is therefore proposed that at the very least this is 
suggested as an option subject to ensuring such 
issues are considered appropriately if not deleted in 

See Council Statement 05. 
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being explicitly mentioned at this stage.  

SH139576 Ms Rose 
Freeman Objectives 

We are pleased to see and support Objective 3 on 
page 21 to create a high-quality 
environment....enlivened with entertainment, leisure 
and cultural uses.  

Support welcomed. 

SH139579 Ms Rose 
Freeman 

SH1 Commercial 
Wharf, Phoenix 
Wharf, Elphinstone 
and Lambhay Hill 
Car Park 

We support Policy/Proposal SH1 on page 27 to 
redevelop and enhance the waterfront site with arts, 
entertainment and leisure uses with special retail 
related to the localised cultural function (cultural 
quarter). However, the Theatres Trust is concerned 
for the future of the Barbican Theatre and Plymouth 
Arts Centre, which have 'low-profile non-waterfront 
locations' and are 'difficult to access'. The document 
does not indicate whether these existing venues will 
be supported and integrated nor does 
Policy/Proposal SH1 explain what new arts and 
entertainment buildings are envisaged and if they 
will compliment existing venues.  

Support welcomed.  
 
The Sutton Community Planning Study 
identified the shortage of cultural venues 
in the Sutton Harbour Area and reveals 
concerns that existing facilities such as 
the Plymouth Art Centre and the 
Barbican Theatre, are relatively small 
and difficult to access. The Employment 
Land Review identifies the need for new 
high-quality cultural attractions, to 
improve the quality of Plymouth's cultural 
offer and attract more visitors from the 
sub-region and beyond. Proposal SH1 is 
a direct response to this evidence and 
discussions with key stakeholders such 
as the Plymouth Art Centre, who are in 
support. Proposal SH1 does not indicate 
a lack of support for existing cultural 
facilities. Delivery Table 2 highlights the 
importance of partnership working with 
stakeholders "such as Plymouth Art 
Centre". It is suggested that the words 
"and the Barbican Theatre" be added to 
this table box to highlight ongoing 
support for this facility and the 
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importance of a joined-up approach with 
regards to developing a landmark cultural 
venue on the proposal site.  

SH139588 Mr Woodhead Vision and 
Objectives 

II should like to confirm that, in our opinion, the Area 
Action Plan for Sutton Harbour and the Design 
Supplementary Planning Document are both in 
general conformity with RPG10 and the draft 
RSS.The Area Action Plan (AAP) document is 
presented and reads well and we welcome the 
attempt to give a statutory basis to the delivery of 
the regeneration programme for the area. The AAP 
will help to deliver Policy SR35 of the draft RSS by 
focusing development in Plymouth on the 
intensification of the City’s urban area through the 
reuse of previously developed land. Further to this I 
have a few comments to make. I am pleased to see 
that the AAP allocates 1,890 dwellings for the 
Sutton Harbour area to the year 2021, of which 567 
are to be affordable houses which is marginally 
above the minimum of 30% as set out in Policy H1 
of the draft RSS. These dwellings will contribute to 
the 1,575 dwellings per annum required by policy 
SR35 of the draft RSS within and adjoining 
Plymouth’s urban area. I am also pleased to see 
that all of these dwellings will be on previously 
developed land which satisfies Development Policy 
H: Re-using Land of the draft RSS and Policy HO5 
of RPG10.Further to this however I would like to just 
draw your attention to the requirements of the Draft 
RSS for housing densities (Policy H2) which 
requires the density of development of housing at 
the SSCTs to be at least 50 dwellings per hectare 

Support welcomed. 
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and considerably higher in well-planned mixed-use 
developments within the existing urban area. I 
understand that the importance of density is raised 
in the draft design SPD. .  

SH140001 Mrs Michelle 
Peart Planning Context 

Generally, this Area Action Plan (AAP) appears to 
be soundly based, and suitably spatial. It generally 
provides a level of detail appropriate to establishing 
the key features of the actions proposed. They 
appear to be soundly based on evidence. The plan 
covers most of the ground expected of an AAP and 
in our perception the level of detail is about right. Its 
content also generally reflects and develops the 
content of the adopted Plymouth Core Strategy in 
an effective way. The plan appears a little lengthy 
but this is mainly due to the additional text in grey 
boxes that briefly explain how the Council has 
reached this stage. This text is generally helpful to 
the reader, will be deleted upon completion of the 
plan process and its use is supported in principle. 
Given the importance the Council attaches to 
achieving mixed use in the plan, it is helpful that in 
most cases the business, service and other 
elements (apart from housing) of proposals are 
quantified. The submitted plan is an improvement 
on the Preferred Options version of the plan, which 
lacked much of this information. Some of the 
proposals are quite large, and/or contain important 
urban design elements. Layout and key urban 
design elements are likely to be critical to successful 
development and some of the proposals would have 
benefited from greater clarification graphically on 
the proposals map. Further comment in this respect 

Support welcomed.  
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is made below  

SH140002 Mrs Michelle 
Peart Planning Context 

The plan horizon is 2021. PPS3 (para 53) advises 
that planning authorities should set out in their 
LDDs their policies and strategies for delivering 
housing for at least 15 years from the date of 
adoption. However, we do not regard the plan as 
unsound in this respect as;  
 
a) the Plymouth Core Strategy is to 2021  
 
b) the RSS to 2026 is still emerging  
 
c) our perception is that the plan contains all 
identifiable opportunities and the plan horizon would 
not make a significant difference in this respect  

Support welcomed. 

SH140003 Mrs Michelle 
Peart Planning Context 

The Plan does not set separate targets for social 
rented and intermediate affordable housing (PPS3 
#29). Proposals should be amended to reflect PPS3 
in this respect.  

The approach adopted is consistent with 
the approach used in three of the already 
adopted AAPs. This AAP does seek a 
balanced mix of housing types and 
tenures.  

SH140004 Mrs Michelle 
Peart Vision 

We support the vision and objectives. We also 
support the approach of repeating the Area Vision in 
the Core Strategy here. Although it involves an 
element of repetition in the LDF, it seems to us to 
be helpful in creating a strong link between the Core 
Strategy and the AAP.  

Support welcomed. 

SH140005 Mrs Michelle 
Peart 

SH2 Bretonside 
Bus/Coach Station 
& environs 

The wording of these proposals includes the use of 
phrases such as “could potentially include”, “could 
include” and “including potentially”. We consider this 
wording vague and imprecise and do not believe 

Disagree. The Council considers the 
form of words used appropriate and 
consistent with the adopted AAPs, 
providing an appropriate basis for 



PCC SHAAP 007:  Sutton Harbour Area Action Plan:  Council’s response to representations made at Submission stage 
 

 36 

that proposing the key features of proposals in clear 
terms will set an inflexible basis for decisions. We 
see it as a positive way of identifying the features of 
a project that will deliver the plan’s vision; not as a 
negative exclusion of alternative ways of delivering 
it.  

considering proposals without being 
unduly prescriptive.  

SH140006 Mrs Michelle 
Peart 

SH3 North Quay 
House and Car 
Park 

The wording of these proposals includes the use of 
phrases such as “could potentially include”, “could 
include” and “including potentially”. We consider this 
wording vague and imprecise and do not believe 
that proposing the key features of proposals in clear 
terms will set an inflexible basis for decisions. We 
see it as a positive way of identifying the features of 
a project that will deliver the plan’s vision; not as a 
negative exclusion of alternative ways of delivering 
it.  

Disagree. The Council considers the 
form of words used appropriate and 
consistent with the adopted AAPs, 
providing an appropriate basis for 
considering proposals without being 
unduly prescriptive.  

SH140007 Mrs Michelle 
Peart 

SH4 47-67 Exeter 
Street 

The wording of these proposals includes the use of 
phrases such as “could potentially include”, “could 
include” and “including potentially”. We consider this 
wording vague and imprecise and do not believe 
that proposing the key features of proposals in clear 
terms will set an inflexible basis for decisions. We 
see it as a positive way of identifying the features of 
a project that will deliver the plan’s vision; not as a 
negative exclusion of alternative ways of delivering 
it.  

Disagree. The Council considers the 
form of words used appropriate and 
consistent with the adopted AAPs, 
providing an appropriate basis for 
considering proposals without being 
unduly prescriptive.  

SH140008 Mrs Michelle 
Peart 

SH8 Coxside 
Barbican Car Park 

The wording of these proposals includes the use of 
phrases such as “could potentially include”, “could 
include” and “including potentially”. We consider this 
wording vague and imprecise and do not believe 
that proposing the key features of proposals in clear 

Disagree. The Council considers the 
form of words used appropriate and 
consistent with the adopted AAPs, 
providing an appropriate basis for 
considering proposals without being 
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terms will set an inflexible basis for decisions. We 
see it as a positive way of identifying the features of 
a project that will deliver the plan’s vision; not as a 
negative exclusion of alternative ways of delivering 
it.  

unduly prescriptive.  

SH140009 Mrs Michelle 
Peart SH9 Fish Market 

The wording of these proposals includes the use of 
phrases such as “could potentially include”, “could 
include” and “including potentially”. We consider this 
wording vague and imprecise and do not believe 
that proposing the key features of proposals in clear 
terms will set an inflexible basis for decisions. We 
see it as a positive way of identifying the features of 
a project that will deliver the plan’s vision; not as a 
negative exclusion of alternative ways of delivering 
it.  

Disagree. The Council considers the 
form of words used appropriate and 
consistent with the adopted AAPs, 
providing an appropriate basis for 
considering proposals without being 
unduly prescriptive.  

SH140010 Mrs Michelle 
Peart 

SH1 Commercial 
Wharf, Phoenix 
Wharf, Elphinstone 
and Lambhay Hill 
Car Park 

Quantification of the housing provision and the other 
main uses is helpful. However, a general indication 
graphically of the layout of the various elements 
would be helpful (PPS12 #2.19).  

Support welcomed. 
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SH140011
Mrs 
Michelle 
Peart 

SH2 Bretonside 
Bus/Coach Station & 
environs 

Quantification of the housing provision and the 
other main uses is helpful. However, an 
indication of the layout of the various elements, 
the location of the ‘iconic’ building, and the key 
urban design elements in graphic form would be 
helpful (PPS12 #2.19; ‘By Design’ p16). The 
form taken by parking provision (number of 
spaces, general arrangement) seems likely to 
have a determining effect on the overall project.  

The proposal requires a master plan, which 
would explore this level of design detail. 

SH140012
Mrs 
Michelle 
Peart 

SH5 Friary Park 

The quantification of the employment and service 
uses, as well as housing, is helpful. However, a 
general indication of the layout of the various 
elements and the key urban design elements 
would have been helpful (PPS12 #2.19; ‘By 
Design’ p16).  
 
Reference to a potential new primary school 
“subject to a full assessment of all options” is 
rather vague and unspecific. It is not clear 
whether this is a proposal/allocation (PPS12, 
para 2.19), or what the implications are.  
 
Clause 2 safeguards land for a “potential future 
transport link”. Appendix B of PPS12 (para B4) 
provides guidance in this respect. In particular it 
stresses that planning authorities need to be 
realistic about transport related aspects of the 
plan and what can be implemented over the plan 
period, otherwise there is a risk of blight or false 
expectations. Scheme proposals should only be 

The proposal requires a master plan, which 
would explore this level of design detail. The 
Council considers that the proposal provides 
appropriate flexibility for the potential 
development of a new primary school. The 
council welcomes the comment regarding 
transport links relating to the East End AAP.  
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included where there is a strong commitment 
from the relevant delivery agency. It also 
stresses that a clear distinction should be made 
between scheme proposals and safeguarding 
potential transport routes which may not 
necessarily be taken forward over the plan 
period. We would be in favour of this future 
transport link being tested as an option in the 
adjoining East End AAP.  

SH140013
Mrs 
Michelle 
Peart 

SH7 Sites east and 
west of Sutton Road 

The quantification of the employment and service 
uses, as well as housing, is helpful. However, a 
general indication of the layout of the various 
elements and the key urban design elements 
would have been helpful (PPS12 #2.19; ‘By 
Design’ p16).  
 
 

An indicative layout is shown for the largest 
proposal (SH07). This is based on the Sutton 
Harbour East Interim Planning Statement 
(2003). The other large proposal provides for 
an integrated master plan, which will lead to a 
greater level of urban design on formation on 
layout and other key elements. 

SH140014
Mrs 
Michelle 
Peart 

SH8 Coxside Barbican 
Car Park 

This policy is rather vague and unclear. It would 
be helpful to show and/or describe how the main 
elements would fit together. 

The Council considers that the Proposal is 
clearly defined at a level of detail appropriate 
for the Plan.  Flexibility is given for an 
innovative design solution at the planning 
application stage. 

SH140015
Mrs 
Michelle 
Peart 

Table 1 - Delivery 
Timetables over the 
AAP Period 

These sections are a clear and helpful summary 
of the main delivery actions and monitoring 
proposed. 

Support welcomed. 

SH140016
Mrs 
Michelle 
Peart 

Table 4 - Monitoring of 
Housing Development

These sections are a clear and helpful summary 
of the main delivery actions and monitoring 
proposed. 

Support welcomed. 
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SH140433 Mr S 
Langmaid 

Sutton Harbour Vision 
Diagram 

The Sutton Jetty and Exchange Car park are 
shown as development proposals on the Vision 
Diagram Page 19, but paragraph 1.6 on page 7 
clearly states that both proposals have been 
deleted and they are not shown in the proposals 
map on page 77. For the sake of clarity and 
consistency these proposals should be deleted 
from the vision diagram on page 14. For further 
details see attached.  

Agree. The Sutton Jetty and Exchange 
Street Car Park proposals will be deleted 
from the updated Vision diagram. 

SH140452 Dr Ray 
Bralsford 

Sutton Harbour Vision 
Diagram 

Exchange Street Carpark and the Sutton Jetty 
proposal should be removed as they are no 
longer being pursued in this document. For 
further details see attached.  

Agree. The Sutton Jetty and Exchange 
Street Car Park proposals will be deleted 
from the updated Vision diagram. 

SH140453 Dr Ray 
Bralsford 

SH03 North Quay 
House and Car park 

Concern over the lack of responses at Issues 
and Options stage. Concern over lack of clarity 
at preferred option stage in relation to Lower 
Street. Concern over website. For more details 
see attached.  

Disagree.  
 
See Council Statement 01. 
 
See Council Statement 03. 

SH140487 Dr Ray 
Bralsford 

SH03 North Quay 
House and Car park 

The Sustainability Appraisal document contains 
inaccuracies which lead to false claims for the 
benefit of the proposal. Further details attached. 

Disagree.  
 
See Council Statement 03.  
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SH140507 Dr Ray 
Bralsford 

SH03 North Quay 
House and Car park 

Elements of SH3 are inconsistent with the Core 
Strategy. See attached for further information. 

Disagree. 
 
The Plan Objectives are consistent with those 
set out in Core Strategy Area Vision 5.  
Proposal SH3 contributes towards achieving 
objectives 1, 2, 3 and 4. 
 
See Council Statement 03.  

SH140524 Dr Ray 
Bralsford 

SH03 North Quay 
House and Car park 

The claim that building over Lower Street to the 
edge of Bretonside would restore the historic 
townscape is false. For further details see 
attached.  

Disagree.  See Council Statement 03 

SH140530 Dr Ray 
Bralsford 

SH06 Sutton Harbour 
Trail 

The Council has not considered the 
consequence of the removal of car parking and 
the associated installation of retail food units on 
the quayside. See attached for further details.  

Disagree.  See Council Statement 04: SH6 - 
Sutton Harbour Heritage Trail. 

SH140615 Mr John 
Worsley 

SH03 North Quay 
House and Car park 

This proposal does not provide sufficient 
information to enable people to understand the 
full implications of this preferred option. Lower 
Street and the ornamental gardens are not 
mentioned and yet they form over two thirds of 
the development area. The proposal lacks maps 
and diagrams to explain more fully what is 
proposed for this area. therefore respondents 
were not able to make an informed choice. See 
attached letter.  

Disagree.  See Council Statement 03. 

SH140627 Mr John 
Worsley SH03 & SH04 

SH03 and SH04 paragraph 5  
 
At the preferred options stage, these proposals 

Accept comment. This was an error at 
Preferred Options, but corrected at 
Submission stage.  
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both included a development requirement 
regarding North Street subway. Preferred Option 
5 (now SH03) advocated the improvement of 
North Street Subway. Preferred Option 6 (now 
SH04) advocated the removal of North Street 
subway. These poorly conceived proposals, with 
self-conflicting options, provided muddled and 
confused evidence for the consultation process. 
See attached letter.  

 
See Council Statement 03. 

SH140659 Mr John 
Worsley Objectives 

The consultation process is seriously flawed. The 
object of the consultation process was to enable 
and empower people to take part in the 
consultation process. The council have failed to 
enable and empower 99.8% of the voting 
population of Plymouth to have their say in this 
consultation process.  

Disagree.  
 
See Council Statement 01. 

SH140667 Mr 
Godefroy Vision and Objectives 

Objective 3.24 - amend text - add after 'together 
with the enhancement of existing spaces, 
including the review of quayside car parking 
within the context of safeguarding the operational 
requirements of the statutory harbour authority.'  

See Council Statement 04. 

SH140676 Mr 
Godefroy

SH6 Sutton Harbour 
Heritage Trail 

SH6: Sutton Harbour Trail: We believe the 
existing proposal doesn't go far enough to 
protect the commercial harbour. Please amend 
item 5.47. It is important in implementing this 
policy that the commercial viability of the harbour 
and fish market are sustained as important 
economic drivers and any future development 
proposals must not prejudice the operational 
requirements of the statutory harbour authority.  

See Council Statement 04. 
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SH140686 Mr 
Godefroy Delivery 

Deletion of point 13(3) ' A green space to 
improve the china house setting'. This proposal 
is undeliverable within the timescale of the AAP, 
and the Company has leased the car park and 
the China House on a 125yr lease which 
commenced in 1989  

Disagree. The delivery mechanism identified 
makes appropriate provision for the 
implementation of this proposal. 

SH140694 Mr 
Godefroy

SH8 Coxside Barbican 
Car Park 

Flood risk is a challenge that faces numerous 
waterfront brownfield development sites, not only 
in Plymouth, but throughout the UK. We believe 
the sites topography, which rises significantly at 
its rear, plus appropriate mitigation and early 
warning systems linked to Sutton Harbour's flood 
defences, would provide a robust level of safety 
in the event of a serious flood. We therefore 
request that the residential option needs to be re-
instated within the uses proposed for the 
development.  

Recent amendments to the flood protection at 
Sutton Harbour (improved lock gates) have 
reduced the level of flood risk experienced at 
Coxside Barbican Car Park. On this basis 
residential could (subject to site specific flood 
risk assessment) form part of the mix of uses 
brought forward on this site. Residential would 
need to be restricted to 1st floor and above. 
The design solutions would need to be 
informed by Flood Risk Assessment and 
demonstrate that safe access, egress or safe 
haven for future residents could be maintained 
during a flood event.  
 
The Council therefore proposes adding a 
further bullet-point to Proposal SH8's headline 
text, consistent with Preferred Option 10, to 
read:  
 
"Residential uses (in the region of 85-150 
units, including 26-45 affordable housing units 
with 17-30 units built to Lifetime Homes 
Standard)."  
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SH140701 Mr Ian 
Parsons Access Wish to show particular support for Objective 6 - 

for further details see attached. Support welcomed. 

SH140703 Mr 
Godefroy SH9 Fish Market 

The company do not object to the principles but 
due to health and safety issues that exist with 
any industrial estate, we believe the existing 
proposal does not go far enough. Please amend 
the last sentence of 6.24 to read: ' without 
compromising both the health and safety and 
statutory harbour operational needs of the fish 
market.  

Suggest amending paragraph 6.24 to read: 
“without compromising both the health and 
safety and statutory harbour operation needs 
of the fish market”.  

SH140711 Mr 
Godefroy SH10 Lock Bridge 

The company supports the proposal, but 
consider point 6 to be ambiguous and 
undeliverable. We believe that local people could 
not be signatories to a formal legal agreement as 
they do not represent a legal entity. We must 
also emphasise that due to the unpredictability of 
the bridge operation, which is subject to the 
commercial activity of the harbour, the provision 
of a management agreement is undeliverable. 
We request that point 6 is deleted.  

Support welcomed. Suggest amending point 6 
to read: “A formal management agreement 
between the bridge operators and the Council 
on the bridge opening and closing times, 
together with appropriate consultation with 
local people and other key stakeholders”  

SH140712 Mr Ian 
Parsons Planning Context 

Removal of Exchange Street Car park preferred 
option - In light of the reasonably small nature of 
this site the Agency has no comment to make in 
light of its removal AAP.  
 
The agency also seeks clarity on the Sutton Jetty 
proposals.  

Those proposals have now been deleted from 
the AAP. The Council will also remove them 
from the updated Vision map. Support 
welcomed.  
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SH140715 Mr Ian 
Parsons 

SH2 Bretonside 
Bus/Coach Station & 
environs 

We support the proposed amendments to this 
site on the basis that it is now proposed for 
employment led mixed use development rather 
than major retail use as this should assist with 
meeting sustainable transport objectives by 
locating employment opportunities in an area 
well served by public transport.  
 
It is disappointing that para 5.13 states that 
development of an integrated transport hub 
including coach station at the main railway 
station is unlikely to be deliverable. However, the 
Agency does acknowledge that the coach station 
at the Bretonside site is located closer to the City 
Centre and therefore a more convenient walking 
distance.  

Support welcomed. 

SH140716 Mr Ian 
Parsons Objectives 

We would repeat the agency's overall aspiration 
that further reference should be made to 
sustainable transport provision and 
infrastructure.  
 
The key message is the requirement for the City 
Council to demonstrate that full consideration 
has been given to the future development 
options for Plymouth on the SRN, specifically the 
A38 corridor. Whilst the transport issues are 
focused locally the scale of the proposals mean 
that consideration of longer distance movements 
are required. See attached for further details.  

The Council considers that Objective 6 
appropriately prioritises sustainable modes of 
transport and builds on sustainable transport 
analysis and proposals in the evidence base.  



PCC SHAAP 007:  Sutton Harbour Area Action Plan:  Council’s response to representations made at Submission stage 
 

 46 

 

SH140946 Mr Peter 
Towey 

SH2 Bretonside 
Bus/Coach Station & 
environs 

Policy/Proposal SH2 Bretonside Bus/Coach 
Stations and environs. The wording of the policy 
ie 'should' leaves it open for the site to be 
redeveloped without providing a public transport 
interchange on site or elsewhere. This would 
leave a major hole in the transport planning for 
Plymouth. The wording should be 'must'.  

Disagree.  
 
The Council considers the form of words is 
appropriate and consistent with the adopted 
AAPs. 

SH140951 Mr Peter 
Towey Proposals Map 

There is no Local Development Framework 
Proposals Map covering Plymouth which would 
enable us to see how the proposals in this area 
action plan fit in with other area action plans or 
other aspects of the LDF and other plans. The 
Proposals Map here is not of large enough scale 
to see if policies are inconsistent.  

The Core Strategy contains a 'Key Strategy 
Diagram’, which shows the AAP areas in 
Plymouth. The Proposals Map is available in 
larger formats upon request.  
 
The Council is in the process of preparing an 
overall, city-wide proposals map, bringing 
together the individual proposal's map for each 
adopted DPD.  

SH140952 Mr Peter 
Towey 

SH4 47–67 Exeter 
Street 

In paragraphs 5.24 & 5.29, references are made 
to buildings being 'too low in relation to Exeter 
Street's width'. There is no policy or any plan that 
states buildings have to be over a certain height 
and we consider that the statement is too 
emphatic. We suggest that the statement is 
omitted or a comment made that the design of 
the buildings should be more consistent with 
Exeter Street's width. Since the AAP was 
published a consultation paper has been issued 
on making Ebrington Street area a Conservation 
Area. This must not be spoiled by inconsistent 
policies in the AAP. Similarly in 5.31 the need to 
safeguard a transport link on the Friary Park Site 

Disagree. These references need to be read in 
conjunction with Objective 2 of the AAP, which 
seeks to preserve and enhance the special 
historic character of the Barbican, Bretonside 
and Coxside.  
 
Policy CS03 (Historic Environment) of the 
Core Strategy ensures that the character of 
Conservation Areas are protected and 
enhanced.  
 
Comment regarding safeguarding future 
transport link noted.  
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is stated but, from the context (and the Proposals 
Map arrow) it is not clear what kind of transport is 
intended. Public transport? Rail or road? I 
understand that there is a Government policy not 
to unnecessarily close off former railway land for 
development as part of a railway network. I 
understand that a new transport plan for this part 
of the city is just about to be published for 
consultation. Again we have to be careful the two 
plans are consistent.  

SH140955 Mr Peter 
Towey 

SH07 Sites east and 
west of Sutton Road 

In indicative Layout for Proposal SH07 shows 
most of Coxside covered in orange blocks 
identified in the legend as 'proposed building'. 
The impression being given is that these areas 
will be covered by buildings of the size and scale 
indicated. I do not think that that can be the 
intention, reading the rest of the policy, but 
nevertheless that is how I read it. I suggest 
omitting the orange blocks and perhaps just 
outlining the area to which the policy is intended 
to relate.  

The Council considers it useful for the Plan to 
illustrate an indicative layout for SH7. This is 
based on the adopted Sutton Harbour East 
Interim Planning Statement illustrative concept 
plan.  

SH140958 Mr Peter 
Towey Vision and Objectives 

Objective 6 is to ensure the area has excellent 
access to public transport. Several policies for 
development in the rest of the AAP are 
predicated on such public transport access but 
the existing and likely future provision of public 
transport in Plymouth, will not be adequate to 
support the development. Access to Sutton 
Harbour from beyond the City Centre is normally 
only available in the evening by car. The Park 
and Ride system and many bus routes stop 

Disagree. The AAP prioritises sustainable 
transport. Objective 6 is “To ensure the area is 
easy to walk and cycle to and through – 
connecting effectively to surrounding 
neighbourhoods and the city centre, with 
excellent access to public transport…”.  
 
The Council's Parking strategy has found a 
number of car parks are under-used. The AAP 
seeks to rationalise the car parking facilities, 
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running in the early evening. How can the 
Council expect people to use the entertainment 
facilities in Sutton Harbour without using their 
cars? There is, in that case, inadequate provision 
for car parking. It is even more inconsistent to 
provide for the redevelopment of existing car 
parks eg SH4: Exeter Street Provision 12; & SH 
5 Friary park provision 14. Parking provision 
should not be reduced until an adequate public 
transport system is provided.  

by making more efficient use of existing under-
used car parks in the area such as the 
Coxside Barbican Car park, and through more 
efficient use of on-street car parking space, 
coupled with measures to improve facilities for 
pedestrians, cyclists and public transport.  

SH140968 Ms Judith 
Anthony Planning Context 

Former Art School and Depot - this now vacant 
site (previous preferred option 14) still merits the 
description of acceptable uses previously 
identified (excluding reference to the since 
demolished historic art school building).  

The Council is seeking further clarification in 
relation to this alternative site proposal. A 
response will be published further to 
discussions with the consultee.  

SH140982 Ms Judith 
Anthony Planning Context 

The land to the front of Queen Anne's Quay (i.e 
to the southwest) should be designated as Public 
Open Space reflecting recent discussions 
between the Council and the QAQ Residents 
Association.  

The Council is seeking further clarification in 
relation to this alternative site proposal. A 
response will be published further to 
discussions with the consultee.  

SH140987 Ms Judith 
Anthony 

SH08 
Coxside/Barbican Car 
Park 

The text of the plan at Para 6.17 refers to the 
possibility of increasing the height of the car park 
by 'additional floors'. The residential amenity of 
QAB, particularly at the western end, could be 
very adversely affected by this. The wording 
should be improved either by the deletion of the 
reference to additional floors, or by the insertion 
of 'protection of residential amenity' in the 
wording. Additionally, it should be made clear 
that the reference to tall buildings in item 14 of 
policy/proposal SH7 on p49 does not/would not 

Disagree. It is considered that this issue is 
reasonably addressed in Point 4 of the 
Proposal by the words “a high-quality 
architectural solution that reflects the 
building’s status as a gateway to the National 
Marine Aquarium, Coxside and the Barbican 
and creates a positive first impression for 
people arriving in the area, whilst also 
safeguarding neighbouring residents’ 
amenity.”  
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apply to this site.  

SH140993 Ms Judith 
Anthony SH10 Lock Bridge 

QAB Residents Association would like to stress 
the importance of item 6 in Policy/Proposal SH10 
(Lock Bridge) i.e consultation with local people 
on bridge opening and closing times. (the QAQ 
RA view is that the opening hours should not be 
changed in order to protect residential amenity). 

Support welcomed. 

SH140995 Ms Judith 
Anthony 

SH11 Queen Anne’s 
Battery 

The more detailed policy SH11, whilst not 
acceptable compared to the 2006 Preferred 
Options Report, could lead to increased 
commercial pressure for longer opening hours of 
Sutton Harbour Bridge. This would lead to the 
loss of residential amenity at QAB (and Teats Hill 
Flats). QAQ RA would not want to see 
commercial development at Queen Anne's 
Battery the success of which depended on 
longer opening hours of Sutton Harbour Bridge. 
Wording should be inserted in the policy and 
supporting text to protect residential amenity.  

The Council considers that the Plan is 
sensitive to these issues, and to further clarify 
this suggests amending Lock Bridge Proposal 
SH10.6 to read: “A formal management 
agreement between the bridge operators and 
the Council on the bridge opening and closing 
times, together with appropriate consultation 
with local people and other key stakeholders." 
 

SH141001 Shaun 
Pritchard 

Safe, High Quality 
Environment 

General support. Concern that requiring a Flood 
Risk Assessment does not go far enough in 
directing developers on the work required for 
detailed master plans/ application. For further 
comments and details see attached.  

Support welcomed. 
 
The Council considers that the Level 2 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment contains an 
appropriate level of detail for the Sutton 
Harbour AAP evidence base.  Relevant 
proposals provide for more detailed flood risk 
assessments for specific sites. 
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SH141102 Mr Mike 
Greenslade 

SH7 Sites east and 
west of Sutton Road 

In respect to policy/proposal SH7 the generalities 
of this policy are supported. As a matter of detail 
we believe that point 9 requires clarification as it 
could be constructed that 'active ground floor 
frontages' are being sought on all public streets 
and spaces. We do not believe that this is 
achievable or indeed desirable. It could prejudice 
existing active areas and could give rise to 
conditions that would be unattractive in largely 
residential streets.  

Recently completed developments in the 
Proposal area demonstrate that it is 
possible to achieve an appropriate level of 
active ground floor frontage on all public 
streets and spaces in this context.  

SH224991 Mr Anthony 
Beecher 

Local Context and 
History of the Area 

We do not feel that due process has been 
followed in that there has been undue influence 
by the developer Sutton Harbour Company on 
the City Council evidenced through the Sutton 
Harbour Partnership to the detriment of the wider 
community. Therefore the views of the residents 
have not been taken fully in to account.  
 
However we do support the preparation of an 
area action plan to develop an integrated and 
strategic development of the area which we hope 
will prevent some of the short term and poorly 
thought through developments that have sprung 
up around the harbour.  

See Council Statement 01 
 
The Sutton Partnership is the Public Private 
Partnership entered into by Plymouth City 
Council and Sutton Harbour Company in 
1999 with the main aim of maintaining the 
momentum of integrated regeneration 
throughout the Sutton Harbour and Coxside 
areas, extending public access to the 
waterfront, and improving the quality of new 
buildings.  This partnership approach 
reflects government advice on how to 
promote delivery in key regeneration areas. 
The Sutton Partnership is subject to a 
formal agreement dated 19/05/03, which 
outlines in detail the terms and conditions of 
the partnership. The Council disagrees that 
Sutton Harbour Company has had an 
"undue influence" in the preparation of the 
Sutton Harbour Area Action Plan and there 
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are no conflicts of interest between 
Plymouth City Council as a Planning 
Authority and a planning application 
submitted by Sutton Harbour Company as a 
developer. Any such applications are 
considered on their own merits in the same 
way as any other planning application. If an 
application were submitted on Council land, 
it would need to be submitted to the 
Government Office for the South West for 
consideration.  

 


