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1. Introduction 
 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to develop further the Derriford Community Park as 

proposed in the Issues & Preferred Options report of the Derriford & Seaton Area 
Action Plan. In doing so, it outlines the steps to be taken by Plymouth City Council and 
other agencies during 2009 to begin to deliver key elements of the project in 2010. It 
has been prepared by LDA Design, in association with Co-active, on behalf of Plymouth 
City Council over the Winter of 2008/9. 

 
1.2 The report begins by reviewing the Vision, Aims & Objectives contained within the 

Feasibility Study published by LDA Design on behalf of the council in November 2007 
and then outlines the key features of the business and operating model of the Park. It 
then proposes a governance and management model that best fits its strategic purpose 
and summarises the key actions and recommendations. 

 
1.3 Finally, the report sets out a timeline from 2009 through to 2011, by which time it is 

proposed the Park and all its main components will be opened to the general public. 
 
1.4 LDA Design acknowledges the support and contributions from a number of 

organisations in the preparation of this report, including the City Council, Diggin It, 
Groundwork Devon & Cornwall, the Hawkins Trust, Plymouth NHS Trust, Tamar 
Science Park, the Workers Education Association, University College of St. Mark & St. 
John, BTCV and Devon Wildlife Trust, among others. 

 
 



2. Vision, Aims & Objectives 
 
2.1 The 2007 North Plymouth Community Park Feasibility Study proposed the following 

vision for the Park: 
 

North Plymouth Community Park will become a prized environmental, social 
and educational asset and resource of the people of Plymouth that sets an 
inspirational example for sustainable development. 
    
The Park will be a vibrant place where visitors will enjoy a unique countryside 
experience within a spectacular landscape.  It will have a strong and positive 
identity and engender a sense of pride in the local community.    
 
Local residents, businesses and other stakeholders will act together to sustain 
and enhance the special character of the landscape its cultural heritage and 
biodiversity value and the range of functions it will perform. 
 

2.2 It then identified the following series of overall aims of the Park: 
 

The Park will: 
 
 provide a high quality, accessible natural greenspace which provides a new 

city-wide destination 
 help define the new community of Derriford and in turn connect it to its 

neighbours of Estover, Leigham, Eggbuckland and Crownhill 
 become an important link in a chain of important green spaces and habitats 

that link the City with the surrounding countryside 
 deliver large-scale restoration of habitats in accordance with Biodiversity 

Action Plan priorities 
 offer residents, employees and visitors a place to walk, cycle, relax, enjoy and 

play as a way of improving health and well-being 
 provide an outdoor classroom for the schoolchildren and adults of Plymouth 

offering a range of ‘hands-on' learning opportunities in agriculture, nature 
conservation and ‘One Planet Living' 

 become the ‘garden of Plymouth' offering a wide range of community food 
products for sale 

 create an enviable landscape setting for new houses and businesses around its 
edge 

 be owned and controlled by the local community as a symbol of community 
action for Plymouth  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



2.3 And finally, the study set out the following specific objectives: 
 

The key objectives of the Park are: 
 
 Deliver an integrated and sustainable approach to the management of 

146 Ha of accessible natural greenspace under the control of a new 
North Plymouth Community Park Enterprise (NPCPE) that builds a 
membership of 20,000 Plymouth households and organisations and 
members share capital of £500,000 within five years 

 Create a 11,300m well-managed, accessible and secure public footpath, 
cycleway, and tree trail network that connects all the surrounding 
residential and business areas to each other through 35 access points 

 Open up views into and across the Park from all sides 
 Conserve , improve 70 Ha of Local Nature Reserves and extend LNR 

status cover the whole Park 
 Build a new ‘One Planet Living' Centre in or adjoining the park to 

include a working farm, rare breeds, farm shop, café/restaurant, 
exhibition gallery, education room and meeting rooms 

 Promote as a centre for community events, and corporate events 
associated with the adjacent businesses. 

 Open up and enhance 70 Ha of open space for informal recreation 
 Create 3 Ha of new space for community orchards and allotments 
 Restore 65 Ha of species-rich grassland and conserve & enhance 2,800m 

of species-rich hedgerows 
 Operate a year long programme of local schools visits and tours and 

training events and courses 
 establish an annual Park celebration 

 
2.4 During 2008, the council has sought to test the vision, aims and objectives with a 

variety of stakeholder organisations and the local communities. The responses to these 
consultations have generally supported the vision and confirmed that, although the 
park's benefits to the adjoining communities should be maximised, the Park, by way of 
its scale and location, has the potential to become a major environmental and 
educational resource for the city of Plymouth. 

 
2.5 Similarly, the responses have recognised the importance of the Park securing the long 

term protection and management of the landscape and biodiversity assets in the 
Bircham and Forder Valleys. In addition, responses have continued to support the 
improvement of, and increased accessibility to, the valleys and the Park will benefit 
from the involvement of local residents, businesses and other organisations. At this 
stage, therefore, it is not proposed to amend the vision. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
2.6 In terms of the Park's aims, again responses have been supportive. However, in order to 

sharpen the focus of the project to plan its delivery, it is proposed to summarise these 
aims (and subsequently, its objectives – see below) into four: 

 
 Environmental education centre – to provide an outdoor classroom and city farm 

for the schoolchildren and adults of Plymouth offering a wide range of ‘hands-on' 
teaching and learning opportunities 

 
 Community gardening – to become a key productive landscape asset for the city 

that offers opportunities for a wide range of community food production 
 
 Recreational facility – to offer local residents, employees and visitors a place to 

walk, cycle, relax, enjoy and play as a way of improving health and well-being, as 
an important link in a chain of important green spaces and habitats that link the 
City with the surrounding countryside that also delivers large-scale restoration of 
habitats with the farm playing an important role in landscape management 

 
 Community enterprise management – to enable ownership and control by the 

local community as a symbol of community action for Plymouth 
 
2.7 Further analysis of these opportunities indicates a strong mutual relationship between 

them to create a Park, the scope of which will perhaps provide a new direction for 
existing and new city parks in years to come.  

 
2.8 The Park therefore has the potential to become a major project for the City of 

Plymouth and a ‘flagship' for urban community environmental action in the South 
West region.  

 



3. The Park’s Propositions 
 
3.1 It is helpful to outline the proposed key features of the Park in the form of ‘value 

propositions', i.e. what aspects of each of these features will those who are intended to 
benefit from them place value on, especially if they are choosing to use or visit the Park 
instead of some other facility. This beings greater clarity to the ways in which the Park 
and its component parts should developed. 

 
Environmental Education Centre  
 
3.2 This feature of the Park proposals has generated the most interest amongst 

stakeholders thus far as there is no comparable facility within or close to the city's 
boundaries. The potential users of the centre – school children, students, local 
residents, city families, local environmental organisations –have to travel some 
distance or make do with alternatives. 

 
3.3 The key value proposition is therefore to create a facility to educate and inspire a wide 

range of users and visitors with an interest in the local environment, food production, 
gardening and farming. Aside from the core ‘learning' facilities and its own 
environmental credentials, the centre would offer users and visitors a café/restaurant 
and farm shop, of the type expected of these facilities now. Both the café and shop may 
retail produce from the centre's gardens but would also provide an outlet for local 
produce from a wider area in and around Plymouth.  

 
3.4 On the back of this, the centre would offer a compelling proposition to local 

organisations operating in the environmental sector to locate their offices there and to 
use the centre as an outlet for their services. 

 
3.5 The basic components of the centre would therefore be: 
 

 Indoor and outdoor learning ‘rooms' and support facilities (wet room, storage etc) 
 Learning kitchen 
 Resource room 
 Office accommodation 
 Café/restaurant 
 Farm shop 
 Exhibition and gallery space 
 Meeting rooms 

 
3.6 As primarily a learning resource in the broadest sense, the Centre very much accords 

with the ‘Learning Outside The Classroom' manifesto of DCSF that looks to “raising 
achievement through an organised, powerful approach to learning in which direct 
experience is of prime importance”. The Centre should aim to enable older visitors 
beyond the formal education system to learn about their environment too. 

 
3.7 The challenge for the Centre will be to meet the expectations of a wide range of users 

and visitors, whose needs may be in conflict from time to time. Reconciling these 
expectations will require indoor and outdoor spaces that relate well to each other and 
that are capable of flexible use and adaption, often in the same day. 



 
3.8 The scope of the centre will extend to include a working farm unit of primarily grazing 

cattle and sheep (of value to the management of some of the park's natural spaces), 
though this facility may be extended to include other breeds in due course. 

 
3.9 The centre's public spaces may be open to the public during daylight hours for seven 

days a week. The learning facilities would be open for learning providers to hire for 
visits, tours and training events and courses for seven days a week too. 

 
3.10 The centre will be best located on the south east edge of the proposed Brest Road 

development scheme, on top of the plateau and to the immediate east of the planned 
new access road joining Brest Road with Forder Valley Road. The location will offer the 
centre a prominence in the Park at the head of the Forder and Bircham valleys and to be 
close to the existing farm buildings to the east and to the most likely location for the 
Community Gardens scheme on the south-facing slopes of the Forder valley to the west 
of the access road and below the line of the proposed new development scheme. 

 
3.11 A further advantage of this location is that, in due course (see later), the centre will be 

serviced by the main development scheme in terms of road access and utilities and blend 
well with its surrounding urban form. In which case, it may be appropriate for the 
building to be two storeys in height. 

 
3.12 The Centre should be a regional exemplar of sustainability, low carbon development 

and environmental learning in its own construction, appearance and environmental 
performance. For example, it should adopt an innovative green travel plan to manage 
user and visitor journey modes. 

 
Community Gardens 

 
3.13 The Feasibility Study proposed the creation of up to three hectares of new space for 

community orchards and allotments but this element of the project remains the least 
well developed in terms of its proposition. 

 
3.14 In essence, the proposal is to locate within the park the same type of community 

allotment facility as at Keyham and Penlee (Diggin It) but on a larger scale and with a 
wider scope of potential produce. Given the topography of the Park, if this proposal is to 
be located in a single place then the most appropriate location is the south-facing slope 
of the Forder valley to the west of the access road and below the line of the Brest Road 
new development scheme. Should the proposal be for dispersed, smaller gardens then 
there are other potential locations east of Blunts Lane (Yewdale Gardens and Penrith 
Gardens) and north of Poole Farm to the west of Blunts Lane. In either case, the location 
and design of the gardens will need to take into account any existing landscape 
conservation and biodiversity issues. 

 
3.15 The proposition to those interested in community gardening among the adjoining 

residential areas or elsewhere in the city is the opportunity to participate in collective 
food growing as opposed to the often more individual-oriented allotments. The sharing 
of resources and land may enable the breadth of produce to be wider than traditional on 
allotments.  



Recreational Land  
 
3.16 The Feasibility Study identified the potential for the Park to include over 11,000 m of a 

well-managed, accessible and secure public footpath, cycleway, and tree trail network 
that connects all the surrounding residential and business areas to each other through 
over 30 access points. In addition, it proposed the conservation and improvement of the 
existing Local Nature Reserves and their extension into other parts of the Park and to 
open up and enhance up to 70 Ha of open space for informal recreation. 

 
3.17 The Park forms part of a network of green infrastructure across and extending beyond 

Plymouth. The city is reasonable well-served in total by parks and other open spaces, 
with the 150 Ha Central Park forming the largest of these, less than two miles south west 
of Derriford. There is no other existing public open space of an equivalent scale in the 
city though there are plans to create a 450Ha countryside park in eastern Plymouth. 

 
3.18 In overall terms, the Park will provide a very high quality and accessible green space as 

an easy and attractive alternative to car based recreation trips within or outside of the 
city. To local residents on the Park's boundaries, it offers the potential for walking, 
cycling, relaxing and playing in a convenient, accessible, well-managed and secure 
environment in a way that cannot be matched by any other existing public open space. 
It also offers the same proposition to other residents of Plymouth for whom Central Park 
may be too busy and formal in its landscape character and whom may be visiting the 
Environmental Education Centre or the adjoining Derriford Hospital for example. 
Similarly, the Park offers local workers and visitors to Derriford's growing businesses in 
areas like the Tamar Science Park and Plymouth International Medical & Technology 
Park. 

 
3.19 The Park will also meet all or part of the informal open space requirements of the major 

housing development sites planned in Derriford. It must also offer the same proposition 
to the area's future households as well as existing communities and must therefore be 
accessible to them too, most especially those of the Brest Road scheme. 

 
3.20 The scale of the Park, albeit constrained by its nature conservation designations and 

topography, offers flexibility if planning and designed the location and specification of 
its component parts.  

 
Community Enterprise 

 
3.21 In its early considerations of the potential of creating a new park at Derriford, the 

council accepted that the long term resource implications of taking on such a project 
were of concern. Finding an alternative governance and management model was 
therefore an important future consideration, alongside the need to identify and secure 
ongoing revenues to offset capital and revenue costs.  

 
3.22 This in itself ought to be another feature of the Park that makes it distinctive as an 

attraction to its users and visitors. A social enterprise model that places the local 
community in more direct control of the Park and its facilities may not only provide a 
more effective business model but may also find innovative ways of building and 
sustaining patronage that in turn reinforces the long term viability of the Park. 



3.23 For example, local schools that wish to use the Environmental Education Centre 
reasonably frequently may welcome the option of becoming members of the enterprise, 
which offers better rates. Similarly, families that visit the café and farm occasionally 
during the year may also want this benefit. 

 
3.24 Consultation with local residents and stakeholders by the council during 2007 and 2008 

has revealed that there is a wide range of interested parties who seek to be engaged in 
the creation and usage of the park, and in particular of the environmental education 
centre.  This would seem to indicate that a participative governance model would be 
very useful. 

 
3.25 In terms of the necessity to maximise the design appropriateness of the buildings, 

together with creating the widest possible offer to users and customers, the Park and 
Environmental Education Centre should be managed together as one entity, rather than 
separately. 

 
3.26 It has been established that aspirations for the Park and the centre include a mix of 

social, environmental and economic objectives.  Given that the park should be managed 
and held accountable on a ‘triple bottom line' approach, this would indicate that a social 
enterprise solution of some kind would be the obvious approach. 

 
3.27 The challenge of such an approach is to create the most appropriate balance of interests. 

On the one hand, the organisation must be able to genuinely engage the communities of 
Plymouth, especially those adjoining the Park, in planning and delivering its activities. 
On the other, it must provide investors and other partners with a credible and robust 
governance structure that can take responsibility for managing a major recreational 
project with an entrepreneurial flair. 

 
3.28 A further challenge to the governance model is ensuring the organisation has sufficient 

assets to sustain its activities into the long term and the legal means by which 
divestment of these assets is prevented.  Some current landowners may wish to transfer 
their freehold land to a new enterprise to effectively control these assets; others may 
prefer to enter into long leases (say, 99 years). The model should enable the delivery of 
both preferences. 

 
3.29 In which case, the enterprise will require the existing landowners – the Hawkins Trust, 

the City Council, Poole Farm and the Plymouth NHS Trust – to lease their land to it for 
at least 50 years. It also means the organisation must have a legal ‘asset lock' mechanism. 
These issues are addressed in ‘Governance & Management'. 

 
3.30 Finally, for the purpose of this report, the title of the new enterprise has been changed to 

the Derriford Community Park Enterprise (DCPE) instead of the title North Plymouth 
Community Park Enterprise (NCPCE) used in the Feasibility Study. 

 
 



4. A Business Model for the Park 
 
4.1 There is clearly a strong operational relationship between the Park's three main 

components and a preference for a single entity to be responsible for their delivery, 
governance and management. It is important, however, to understand the nature of 
these relationships in operational, management and financial terms to identify 
potential synergies and conflicts. However, to give confidence to investors in due 
course, more financial testing of each component will be required than is possible in 
this report. 

 
4.2 In essence, the Park should aim to minimise the need for ongoing public subsidy of its 

facilities and activities. Given its scale and the public benefits it will provide for the 
people of Plymouth, it may be neither possible nor desirable to aim to ‘break even' and 
avoid subsidy altogether. Such an aim may drive the project to maximise revenues in 
ways that compromise its propositions or conflict with environmental policy. That 
said, those responsible for delivering, operating and managing the Park should deploy 
their entrepreneurial skills to seek and exploit appropriate revenue generating 
opportunities. 

 
4.3 The Environmental Education Centre (and perhaps in the longer term, the 

Community Gardens) should provide a source of net revenue, once fully operational 
and occupied, to help meet the costs of managing the Park's recreation facilities (see 
Table 1 below and Annex A). 

 
 
Park Component 
 

Net Annual 
Revenues 

Environmental Education Centre 
 

£100,000 

Community Gardens 
 

£0 

Park Recreational Land 
 

(£200,000) 

DCPE (management costs) 
 

(£50,000) 

Revenue Subsidy 
 

£150,000 

  Table 1: Net Annual Revenues Summary 
 

Environmental Education Centre 
 
4.4 The Centre would generate revenues from the utilisation of its various activities and the 

leasing and hiring of its facilities. As Table 2 (and Annex A in more detail) indicates, 
these revenues may total £500k per annum once the Centre is fully operational.  

 
4.5 Crucial to its success in generating these revenues will be maximising the utilisation of 

the Centre's learning facilities – 60% of turnover will directly relate to the ability to ‘sell' 
half-day and day sessions to schools and other organisations. It must also succeed in 
leasing its office accommodation and café and farm shop concessions.  



 
4.6 In both cases, the Table has sought conservative estimates – charges are broadly in line 

with those charged by other similar facilities in Devon (e.g. Pennywell Farm) and rental 
charges are average for Plymouth. 

 
 

Activity 

Annual 

Revenues/Costs 

 

Assumptions 

 

Learning-related 

 

 

£300,000 

(60%) 

Revenues from hiring indoor/outdoor facilities to 

schools etc; charge tariff matches other similar 

facilities in sub-region; utilisation @ 25% - 80% 

range 

 

 

Visitor-related 

 

 

£150,000 

(30%) 

Revenues from café lease, farm shop lease, resource 

room & farm charges; 10,000 annual farm visits @ 

£10/family ticket 

 

 

Corporate-related 

 

 

£50,000 

(10%) 

Revenues from 200m2 office leases (fully occupied), 

conference room hire (10% utilisation) & 

gallery/exhibition space hire (20% utilisation) 

 

 

Total Revenues 

 

 

£500,000 

 

 

Personnel 

 

 

(£250,000) 

(60%) 

Costs include management, administration, 

gardener & farm management 8 FTE posts @ 

average salaries plus 20% on-costs 

 

 

Operations 

 

 

(£80,000) 

(20%) 

Costs include HRM, insurances etc, marketing, 

business administration etc 

 

Premises 

 

 

(£70,000) 

(20%) 

Costs include buildings & facilities maintenance & 

repair, insurances, utilities etc 

 

Total Costs 

 

 

(£400,000) 

 

 

Net Revenues 

 

 

£100,000 

 

 Table 2: Environmental Education Centre Annual Revenue & Cost Summary 
 
4.7 In addition, almost a third of revenues will be generated from visits by individuals to the 

farm, café, farm shop, gallery and/or resource room. It is important therefore that the 
Centre is not perceived as a formal learning establishment focused on school trips.  

 
 
 
 



4.8 In terms of costs, the Centre's main costs will be personnel, who will manage and 
operate the building and its external spaces. It is assumed that as the Centre's staff will 
also be employed by the DCPE, the Centre Manager position will also be the DCPE 
Executive Director (or equivalent) and its administration services will meet the needs of 
both the Centre and DCPE.  

 
4.9 It is assumed that learning providers will source their own teaching resources (most 

often a school teacher) rather than have that resource provided by the Centre. However, 
provision has been made for gardeners and farm employees, whom will be available to 
support teaching staff. In addition, learning providers may wish to base their relevant 
staff at the Centre and deploy them across the city offering support to schools. 

 
4.10 There is the option of dedicated teaching staff being provided by the Centre and this 

should be looked at in the detailed business case. There are higher risks to the Centre of 
having a significantly higher fixed cost base but, assuming the increased costs to the 
Centre will either be met in full or with a margin by higher charges, this option may 
enable the Centre to win more custom and achieve higher utilisation rates. 

 
4.11 As the funding of the Centre is not expected to fall to the community enterprise then it 

is assumed that there will be no cost for asset depreciation, merely the annual cost of 
repair and maintenance.  

 
4.12 In cash flow terms, the challenge to the Centre will be to grow its business as quickly as 

possible to minimise the need for seed funding or other equity or debt to provide 
working capital prior to it breaking even. It should be expected that the Centre will have 
pre-let its office units, café and farm shop, and will have promoted its services to local 
schools, other learning providers and prospective visitors to achieve its target utilisation 
rates within the first full operating year. However, much of its cost base is fixed, 
irrespective of business volume, so break even may not occur until well into year two. 
Again, a full business plan will test this assumption in more detail. 

 
Community Gardens & Recreation Land 

 
4.13 The 2007 Feasibility Study estimated that the annual management and maintenance 

costs of the Park were likely to be in the region of £200k, comprising land management 
activities and ranger-type personnel. These assumptions should be tested by the 
masterplan in due course as only very basic unit costs were used to determine this sum. 

 
4.14 If the Community Gardens are leased to local community organisations, rather than 

being operated by the community enterprise itself, then land management and security 
responsibility will fall to those organisations. It is assumed that the enterprise will lease 
this land to these organisations at a ‘peppercorn' rent, hence Table 1 above assumes no 
net revenue. However, should the gardens operate on a more commercial basis in the 
longer term then the Enterprise may seek a nominal rent  or some contribution to 
shared security or marketing costs for example. 

 
 
 



4.15 It is expected that some of the ongoing Park management costs may be reduced through 
the Community Enterprise encouraging and enabling volunteer activities rather than 
having to employ contracted labour. Where contracted labour is required the Enterprise 
should aim t0 work with local social enterprise and community projects (e.g. 
unemployed training, NACRO etc) to use the Park as a social as well as environmental 
asset, in return for the costs being met from these projects. 

 
Relating the Park Components 

 
4.16 As noted above, net revenues may contribute as much as 50% of the ongoing 

management costs of the Park per annum provided net revenues grow in line with cost 
inflation. The remaining subsidy will have to be met from a combination of funding 
from the council (which already manages the Local Nature Reserves), local developers 
(through S106 commuted sums in respect of the Park enabling development schemes to 
meet all or part of their informal open space requirements) and other relevant sources. It 
is also possible that revenues may be generated from other farm operations. 

 
4.17 On the assumption that a significant majority of the capital expenditure of the EEC, 

Community Gardens and Park will be met from other sources, the challenge will be to 
manage operational income and expenditure in an effective and efficient manner. Not 
only will this require an entrepreneurial approach to revenue generation but also a Park 
that is designed to optimise ongoing management and maintenance costs consistent 
with the quality expected to deliver the propositions to users. 

 
 



5. Governance & Management 
 

The Legal Form 
 
5.1 Given what the development and successful running of the park will need in order to 

meet the objectives set for it, the DCPE must have a series of features that the governing 
instrument must allow.   It must be able to: 

 
 Create an asset lock or similar mechanism to secure the site and buildings in 

community ownership 
 Raise money via a range of mechanisms including loans, grants,  and share capital 
 Hold leases or deeds of ownership for the land and buildings. 
 Reinvest any surplus into the centre and park 
 Trade as a legal entity without undue restriction 
 Act as employer to staff and a responsible body for volunteers 
 Enable membership both as individuals and families, and as organisations and 

other stakeholders 
 Allow for Board participation of partners and key players and stakeholders. 

 
5.2 Whilst there are several options within the range of social enterprise solutions that 

would meet all these needs, there are two forms that should be considered in the first 
instance.  Set out below are the key features of each though further work would be 
required to refine a solution for this situation: 

 
 Industrial and Provident Society (IPS) - this is a form of mutually owned co-

operative structure, regulated under a the IPS Act and through a registrar.  The 
specific form we would recommend is called an IPS for the Benefit of the 
Community, known as a ‘Ben Comm').  This form would again meet all the 
requirements set out above, but must be registered through a sponsoring body (in 
this case Co-operatives UK).  If DCPE can use established Model Rules then the 
cost of registration would be little more than for a CIC. 

 Community Interest Company (CIC) - this is a form of limited liability company. 
It is a relatively new model regulated through the Companies Act and therefore 
through Companies House.  The form that may best fit the DCPE's objectives is 
the Large Membership CIC with shareholding (known as Model 4 or Model 6).  
This can achieve all of the outcomes outlined above, and is also inexpensive and 
quick to register. 

 
5.3 In order to create shares a CIC must issue a prospectus, and can only issue restricted and 

capped shares.  This is not the case with an IPS, which works on a ‘one member one vote' 
basis, whilst the CIC voting arrangements go with number of shares held. In addition, an 
IPS can become an ‘exempt charity' ie recognised by Revenue and Customs for Gift Aid 
and other tax purposes, and a CIC cannot. It might be possible to create a ‘golden share' 
for Plymouth City Council and for the Hawkins Trust to hold in the IPS model, if it were 
appropriate, but not within a CIC. 

 
 
 



5.4 Either of these models would be fit for purpose, but that there may be advantages in the 
IPS route for this project. Firstly, the IPS form is more obviously democratic in that its 
members (i.e. individuals, corporate bodies and public organisations like local schools) 
would elect the Board of Directors and help shape policy. Plymouth has a long history of 
co-operative enterprise in the city and the support of its largest society, the Plymouth & 
South West Co-op, should be encouraged, perhaps through inviting it to become a 
founding member. 

 
 Share Capital 
 
5.5 Secondly, in addition to a Benefit for the Community IPS having the required legal 

features, especially the asset lock, it can be used to encourage members to invest share 
capital. Although a CIC legal form shares both these characteristics, it is a less well-
understood legal form with less obvious mass membership appeal.  

 
5.6 The ability to attract share capital from its members may become an important feature 

of DCPE as this source of funds could provide it with a less expensive and onerous form 
of capital than traditional debt finance (e.g. bank borrowing). It also reinforces the 
loyalty of the member to DCPE and it can act as security to lenders should debt finance 
also be appropriate.  

 
5.7 In practice, it also reduces the need for DCPE to generate and retain high levels of profit 

in the business. However, under IPS legislation, this share capital must be regarded as 
withdrawable by members, though DCPE's rules may restrict members' ability to do so 
for a period of time.  

 
5.8 If DCPE was able to encourage 10,000 residents and 1,000 local 

businesses/organisations/schools to become shareholders with an average of £10 value 
shares per resident and £100 per business then this will generate £200,000 of share 
capital. Whilst such targets appear very ambitious, a strong promotional plan led by key 
figures in the city may deliver on this. A full business plan will determine to what extent 
DCPE may be able to pay interest to shareholders on their capital balances. Either way, 
its business plan should identify the extent to which the enterprise's proposal capital 
structure depends on achieving members share capital targets. 

 
5.9 The Government (Office of the Third Sector and CLG), together with Co-operatives UK 

and the Development Trust Association, is keen to promote the use of community 
investment in creating and sustaining community assets. It is running an initiative in 
2009 and 2010 aimed at providing financial support to local organisations considering 
community shares as a means of capitalising their business ventures.  

 
Management 

 
5.10 The enterprise will need to address a number of challenges in the ways it positions itself 

in relation to its partners and other stakeholders to fit well into the Plymouth ‘scene' and 
it manages its day-to-day operations. 

 
 



5.11 With a multiple ‘bottom line' comprising social, environmental and financial goals and 
objectives, the enterprise must quickly build a sound operational model and team suited 
to continuously delivering this breadth of performance. In that respect, it is little 
different to any business start-up, though it should benefit from significant local 
goodwill and seed funding to get it off to a good start. 

 
5.12 In due course it will be helpful to construct a model that translates its strategy and 

expected outcomes into operational terms to enable its key business processes, resources 
and HR etc requirements to be identified. At this stage, a range of objectives are likely to 
need to blend: 

 
 The need to create and sustain an environmental asset of city-wide value 
 The need to encourage and enable the participation and engagement of a wider cross-

section of users and visitors and to contribute to local community development 
activities 

 The need to create and sustain a viable business proposition that meets the 
expectations of its sponsors and investors 

 
5.13 Defining its ‘core business' will be important, as there is the potential for ‘scope creep' in 

such organisations. In particular, the enterprise will need to determine to what extent, if 
any, it may have to seek service and/or market development opportunities inside and 
outside the Park's boundaries in future to secure a long term future. 

 
5.14 In operational terms, the DCPE staff, its highest ongoing cost, will operate the Centre 

and its other activities. These costs have been allocated to the Centre in Table 2 above. In 
addition, provision has been made for an additional £50,000 of expenses to cover non-
direct Centre activities (e.g. community development, marketing etc) and its democratic 
costs (e.g. membership administration, elections etc). 

 
5.15 In overall terms, therefore, DCPE should aim to cover its direct and indirect costs with 

the Centre's revenues, provided it is able to secure ongoing income to manage the Park's 
other facilities. It should also aim to build and retain profits and obtain share capital to 
ensure its reserves are at least the equivalent to at least three months trading income 
(approx. £100k - £150k).  



6. Start Up Strategy 
 
6.1 To take this project forward there now needs to be a sharp focus on project management 

of the overall Park project and on its four component parts. 
 

Project Management 
 
6.2 In due course, the Park will become a significant project and may therefore benefit from 

a specific project management team. In the meantime, it could fall within the remit of 
the Plymouth Green Infrastructure Partnership to ensure the synergies between this 
project and other sub-regional green infrastructure work are fully realised. 
 

6.3 Thereafter, a potential Project Board should comprise organisations that all have either a 
clear stake in the success of the Park and/or an interest in its objectives. Together, they 
have invaluable political, community, financial and enterprise skills to offer to the 
project. Such organisations are likely to include the Council (members/portfolio 
holders), landowners/farmer and third sector delivery agencies. 

 
6.4 The role of the Project Board will be to oversee the commissioning of work on each of 

the four project components and to ensure each engages with the appropriate 
stakeholders as they progress. This it should commence immediately following it 
securing the resources it needs to commission work, or it securing the commitment of 
one or more of its member organisations to fund such work on behalf of the Board. It 
may be that the Project Board becomes the Shadow Board of the DCPE and some or all of 
the organisations represented on the Board may become its founding members. 

 
6.5 Rather than set up a separate group of wider stakeholders with whom the Board would 

engage, it is considered more effective to engage these stakeholders at the project level, 
where their expertise and ideas will be more effective. This will enable the Board to keep 
the project focused on its objectives and efficient in its development and delivery. 

 
6.6 The Board will require the support of an executive resource. This may best be provided 

by either the council's Planning Directorate as at present and/or by other another 
partner through a dedicated project resource or secondment. The resource should take 
on overall project management responsibility, including securing and managing funds, 
commissioning projects (excluding the EEC, see below) and reporting progress to the 
Board. 

 
Environmental Education Centre 

 
6.7 It is estimated that this project will have a capital cost of up to £4m, comprising the 

building, adjoining car parking, access and utilities. The improvements to the Working 
Farm will be in addition to this cost. 

 
6.8 The only practical means of commissioning the Centre in the short term will be via the 

Council's Education Service, which will be the Centre's most significant customer and 
agent. It is understood that the Service will be able to access new DfES funding to 
support the new Diploma programme, which the Centre may make an important 
contribution to delivering in terms of appropriate facilities. 



 
6.9 A project of this scale may take up to two years to design, procure, construct and hand 

over and cost up to £250k, including outline project feasibility and options (Stages A and 
B of the RIBA design process) and full planning application (Stages C and D). However, 
there are ways in which both the duration and cost of the project may be reduced 
depending on the choice of procurement route. It is not yet known what, if any, 
constraints there may be in respect as a result of the Service's procurement policies and 
procedures, should this project fall within its scope. 

 
6.10 The Service has expressed a keenness to see the Centre open in the Autumn 2010 term. If 

this remains an important consideration, then this component of the project needs to be 
started as a matter of urgency, and therefore prior to the formation of the Project Board.  

 
6.11 The Education Service should quickly commission a project plan and feasibility study 

and determine if the project falls within the scope of its normal procurement 
procedures. Provision should also be made in its 2009/10 and 2010/11 capital 
programmes for expenditure of up to £4.25m to cover the procurement and construction 
of the Centre. 

 
6.12 The Service should also seek to negotiate terms with the Hawkins Trust for the transfer 

or lease of the land on which the Centre will be located and land required for the access 
and servicing. The Trust has indicated that it accepts this principle at no charge to the 
Centre and this may be one of the conditions of any future S106 agreement. 

 
6.13 Ideally, the Centre would proceed in parallel with the adjoining development scheme 

and benefit from the shared use of new access roads and services. However, the 
development scheme may take some time to come to fruition due to forecast housing 
market conditions and the duration of the AAP and planning control processes. It is 
important, therefore, that the Centre project is not dependent on that development 
scheme being approved and built out. 

 
6.14 This means in practice that the Centre needs to fund its access and servicing to connect 

its site to Brest Road, some 300 metres to the north west of the site. The current 
development scheme masterplan indicates a preferred access arrangement on this part 
of the scheme that this access should follow. In which case, the cost of accessing and 
servicing the site may be recouped in full or in part from the development scheme. 
However, there can be no guarantee of this so the project should proceed accepting this 
risk. 

 
6.15 A further task in this project component is to determine how the Working Farm will 

relate to the Centre in terms of its operations and services and the extent to which it will 
require investment to improve its buildings, structures and land. The current farmer of 
Poole Farm may wish to continue to operate the farm in one form or another that suits 
the Centre's educational and visitor propositions. It is recommended that in preparing 
the RIBA Stage A and B feasibility work the farmer should be engaged in helping to 
determine the specification of the feature. 

 
 
 



Community Gardens 
 
6.16 This project component should follow the adoption of the Park Masterplan, which will 

determine the specification of this feature, its scale and its location(s). The next step will 
be for the Plymouth Green Infrastructure Partnership or Project Board to agree a project 
agent to take this forward.  

 
6.17 This agent must have experience in designing and delivering community gardening 

projects and engaging local communities in the process. It is recommended that 
Groundwork South West, the Federation of City Farms & Community Gardens, Diggin 
It, Keyham and other relevant organisations are consulted on the project. 

 
6.18 The first project output should be a detailed proposal that can be submitted as necessary 

to appropriate funding bodies to secure capital and revenue support as required. The 
project should engage with existing projects in the city and with local communities in 
shaping its purpose and design. The project agent should then be responsible for 
overseeing the delivery of the ground works and, on behalf of the community enterprise, 
agreeing the terms of its use.  

 
6.19 The project agent may also be required to negotiate, on behalf of the Board, the terms by 

which the land will be leased from its owners for this purpose. This is also likely to 
depend in part on the timing of the Brest Road development scheme, especially if the 
Gardens are to be entirely located on land in the Hawkins Trust ownership. 

 
6.20 It is estimated that this project will require a budget of approximately £25k to undertake 

the development work. It is not yet known what may be the capital and revenue needs.  
 

Recreational Land 
 
6.21 This project component comprises all other aspects of the Park excluding the Centre and 

Gardens. The Feasibility Study estimated the Park would cost approximately £2m in 
physical works, though this sum included what is now termed the Community Gardens. 
Neither includes the Environmental Education Centre. 

 
6.22 The Park Masterplan will provide the basis for determining the required physical 

improvements and the preferred timing of those activities and should be prepared to 
support funding bids. In summary, it should: 

 
 Re-affirm the vision and objectives for the Park 
 Provide a spatial plan illustrating how the Park's features relate to one another 

and to the adjoining areas 
 develop the Park's features in sufficient detail in terms of their specification, cost 

and funding, delivery and management mechanisms 
 
6.23 The Masterplan should relate closely to the emerging AAP spatial plan and proposals 

and to the emerging development proposals by the Hawkins Trust (and, in particular, 
determine the specific S106 contribution and the extent to which the Park will help 
meet the scheme's informal open space requirements) and other adjoining sites, e.g. 



North West Quadrant and Tamar Science Park Phase 6. It is estimated that the 
masterplan will cost in the region of £50,000 if commissioned from a consultancy. 

 
6.24 In terms of securing capital and revenue support funding, the Park's vision and 

objectives are consistent with a wide range of potential public funding programmes. 
Assuming as much as two thirds of the capital cost of implementing the Park's 
recreational features, e.g. footpaths, fencing, seating, landscape improvements, signage 
etc, will be met by the S106 of the Brest Road development proposals in due course, then 
the challenge is to a) secure the remaining funding to create and then manage these 
features and b) given the timing of S106 funds, to secure funding in advance of receiving 
such funds, with no guarantee that planning consent (and therefore the S106 funding) 
will be forthcoming. 

 
6.25 It is not yet known what may be the exact proportion of capital cost between the Park's 

current public land and the land in private ownership. However, for the purpose of this 
report, we have assumed the apportionment of costs is relative to the area size, i.e. 
roughly a one third/two thirds split respectively. In which case, the council may seek, 
say, £1.25m - £1.5m capital contribution from the Hawkins Trust S106, leaving the 
remainder of £500k - £750k to be sought from other S106 agreement and other funds. 

 
6.26 In the absence of any obvious large public or Lottery funding sum, funds will have to be 

secured from a wider range of smaller programmes, with the complexities and 
administration that this will require. It is not expected that the Council itself will have 
sufficient resources beyond the Centre project to meet this cost, though it may be able to 
blend a variety of appropriate capital programmes in its leisure, community and 
regeneration budgets. If so, then it should quickly seek to encourage the inclusion of this 
project into the Plymouth ‘Sustainable Communities Strategy' and Local Area 
Agreement.  

 
6.27 It should also seek to secure ‘Regional Investment Fund' support from SWRDA and from 

CLG's ‘Community Infrastructure Fund', given the Park's importance to supporting 
housing growth in Derriford and the city. Otherwise, there are other smaller funds, 
including the Lottery's ‘Community Spaces' Small and Medium Projects (up to £50k). 

 
6.28 It is therefore recommended that the Plymouth Green Infrastructure Partnership or 

Project Board firstly secures funding for the preparation of the masterplan then 
identifies appropriate sources of capital and revenue support funds alongside the 
preparation of the masterplan so that it is in a position in mid 2009 to submit bids and 
secure funds for implementation in 2010. 

 
Community Enterprise 

 
6.29 There is clearly further work to be done on refining the legal option, and we would 

recommend that this is also undertaken in parallel to the development of the Centre 
planning application and Park Master Plan. The Plymouth Green Infrastructure 
Partnership or Project Board should therefore commission a full Business & Governance 
Plan for DCPE during 2009 at a cost of approximately £25,000 from a qualified 
consultancy with experience of social enterprise start-ups. 

 



 
 
6.30 The timing of the founding of the DCPE needs further thought. Provided it does not need 

to exist in order to formally submit bids in its own name during 2009, is required to 
enter into a lease on land or is required to employ staff then the Project Board may act as 
its interim ‘proxy' and the Council perhaps as its ‘accountable body'. The lead-in time to 
incorporate is not great.  

 
6.31 At the point of incorporation, some or all of the organisations represented on the Project 

Board outlined above may become the founding members of the IPS or CIC (see also 
above). Some of the larger organisations may also be willing to invest share capital in 
the new organisation to support its initial running costs. Similarly, the executive staff 
supporting the Board may act as proxy DCPE staff though will remain employed by their 
own organisations.  

 
6.32 As identified in para. 5.9 above, there is an opportunity to seek Government funding to 

contribute to the business plan costs in so far as they will cover the potential for 
community shares in DCPE's capital structure. The first step in realising this 
opportunity will be for the council or a nominee to attend one of the workshops being 
arranged in Spring 2009 and to register an interest on behalf of DCPE.  

 
 

 
 Summary of Key Recommendations & Actions 
 
 Commissioning of Project Plan for the EEC (see para 6.11) 
 Formation of Project Board & Executive (see para 6.29) 
 Commissioning of Park Masterplan (see para 6.28) 
 Commissioning of Community Gardens Project Agent (see para 6.16) 
 Commissioning of DCPE Business & Governance Plan (see para  6.31) 
 Register interest in Community Shares initiative (see para. 6.32) 
 



 

Annex A 

      
       Environmental Education Centre: Preliminary Business Model 

  Revenues: 

      
Use Unit 

Total 
Units £/Unit Total £ Utilisation Total £ 

Learning room 1 half days available 400 £100 £40,000 40% £16,000 
Learning room 2 half days available 400 £100 £40,000 20% £8,000 
Conference room full days available 300 £200 £60,000 10% £6,000 
Learning kitchen half days available 400 £300 £120,000 70% £84,000 
office 1 sq.m. rentable 120 £150 £18,000 100% £18,000 
office 2 sq.m. rentable 100 £120 £12,000 100% £12,000 
office 3 sq.m. rentable 80 £100 £8,000 100% £8,000 
café unit available 1 £10,000 £10,000 100% £10,000 
farm shop unit available 1 £19,000 £19,000 100% £19,000 
gallery/exhibition weeks available 50 £200 £10,000 20% £2,000 
outdoor workshop 1 half days available 400 £200 £80,000 80% £64,000 
outdoor workshop 2 half days available 400 £200 £80,000 80% £64,000 
resource room visits 5000 £5 £25,000 100% £25,000 
farm half days available 400 £200 £80,000 80% £64,000 

 
family visits 10000 £10 £100,000 100% £100,000 

      
£500,000 

Expenditures: 

      Personnel 
      Manager 37.50 £40,000 £48,000 

   Deputy Manager 37.50 £30,000 £36,000 
   Administrator 20.00 £12,000 £14,400 
   Administrator 20.00 £12,000 £14,400 
   Administrator 20.00 £12,000 £14,400 
   Gardener 37.50 £25,000 £30,000 
   Gardener 37.50 £25,000 £30,000 
   Farm Manager 37.50 £30,000 £36,000 
   Farmer 37.50 £22,000 £26,400 
  

£249,600 

       Operations 
      marketing 
  

£20,000 
   HRM 

  
£20,000 

   fees etc 
  

£10,000 
   other 

  
£30,000 

  
£80,000 

       Premises 
      maintenance 
  

£40,000 
   insurances 

  
£10,000 

   utilities 
  

£20,000 
  

£70,000 

       

     

Total 
Expenses £399,600 

       

     

Operating 
Profit £100,400 


