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Civic Centre 
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Our Ref: PINS/ N1160/429/10  

Date: 25th April 2013 

 
Dear Mr Bell, 

Derriford and Seaton Area Action Plan (AAP) 
 

Further to our previous correspondence including my letters of 4th February and 18th 
March, I am, as requested, able to provide my initial findings upon the submitted AAP. 
These are based on the criteria set out in paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (the Framework). 

 
 I am grateful for the contributions made by your officers to the Examination and I 
note the objectives of the AAP to facilitate sustainable growth in the northern part of the 
city. This reflects the ambition of the Council to enable growth across Plymouth as a whole. 
I do not dissent with the thrust of the evidence which supports the need to create a new 
„heart‟ for northern Plymouth with the attendant benefits that could bring in terms of 
ameliorating the existing disparate nature of the built environment in the Derriford and 
Seaton locality whilst facilitating growth opportunities.   
 

However, from the submissions made and with regard to the submitted plan and its 
supporting evidence, there are matters of concern with particular regard to the justification 
and effectiveness of the AAP which I believe, when taken cumulatively, cannot be resolved 
readily through modifications.  In summary, these concerns include the deliverability of 
transport infrastructure and the required „modal shift‟; the justification and deliverability of 
key Proposals; the approach to risk and contingency; the relationship of the AAP to the 
airport site and the timeframe of the plan.  The evidence indicates that the Plan, in its 
current form, does not represent a sufficiently justified or effective document which will 
assist in the cohesive and effective delivery of development within the Derriford and Seaton 
area.  Whilst there certainly are robust and commendable elements within the AAP, the 
attached Appendix 1 focuses upon the main concerns affecting soundness. 
 
 In relation to these concerns, I would be grateful if you could let me know of the 
Council‟s intentions as soon as possible and within the next 14 days if practical.  I will be 
asking the Programme Officer to publish this letter on the Examination website shortly 
although I stress that this is not a consultation or comment opportunity. 
 

With regard to your letter dated 19th April, I note that two previously unrecorded 
and undisclosed consultation responses have come to light.  This circumstance is 
unfortunate.  In light of these, Section 20(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004 needs to be complied with and the Council‟s response to Regulation1 22 (and 
associated evidence) needs to be updated. It is apparent that Regulation 24 cannot have 
been met.  The only practical way forward with regard to these matters would be to contact 
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the individuals concerned, most particularly the resident who wished to be kept informed as 
to the progress of the AAP.  Your suggestion of informing this resident of the error, 
updating him as to the current position of the Examination and identifying where 
information relevant to his concerns may be found is prudent.  It will also be necessary, to 
discharge Section 20(6), to ask the resident if he wishes to appear before and be heard by 
myself in relation to the matters affecting his interests.  As he may not have had the 
previous benefit of reading the PHM note and associated matters, I would suggest that an 
appropriate member of your Department telephone or meet with him to explain the 
situation.   A letter to the other consultee explaining that his comments have been passed 
to me, albeit belatedly, and that they will be taken into account in the Examination process 
would also be sensible.   
  
 The above actions however, may be placed into a different context depending upon 
how the Council responds to my preliminary concerns relating to soundness.  I therefore 
await your clarification on all matters in due course.  As an indirectly linked matter, I am 
currently considering the implications of the impending RSS revocation upon which no 
action from the Council is currently required. 
 
Yours sincerely 

Andrew Seaman 

Senior Housing and Planning Inspector 
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Appendix 1 
 
Derriford and Seaton Area Action Plan – Preliminary Main Concerns 
 
Effectiveness (Delivery) 

With regard to the deliverability of the AAP objectives, the available evidence does 
not support a contention that the AAP will be adequately effective, particularly in relation to 
infrastructure and implementation.   

 
Transportation 
The AAP is underpinned by evidence which indicates that the existing transport 

infrastructure of the locality is, especially at peak times, heavily congested.  The Council 
makes clear that a „predict and provide‟ approach to transport infrastructure requirements 
arising from the Proposals of the AAP is not practical.  To accommodate the level of 
development envisaged, the Council identifies the „„very challenging‟‟ need to secure a 
reduction of approximately 50% in the predicted number of additional car trips arising from 
new developments.  The Council notes that a transformation in travel behaviour is required. 
 The Derriford Transport Strategy states that a failure to achieve very low levels of car 
travel to and from the area during the early and middle phases of the plan period risks 
compromising the deliverability of the Plan as a whole and thus the achievement of the 
vision for Derriford and Seaton. The Council‟s ambition would therefore appear to be well 
founded and consistent with the Framework but for the AAP to be effective, the ambition 
must be evidentially deliverable.   

 
I have noted the range of evidence produced in support of the AAP and Proposals 17, 

18 and 19 in particular.  However, the combined effects of these Proposals are unclear.  
There is no substantive indication that the challenging nature of the necessary modal shift 
is capable of being secured. The evidence does not show that the overall level of delivered 
benefits necessary to support the AAP is clearly achievable.   

 
Proposal DS18 identifies a range of necessary improvements to the transport 

infrastructure.  Proposal DS19 indicates that new public transport interchanges will be 
secured to serve key locations through negotiations with developers.  Both proposals will 
deliver phased alterations to the transport infrastructure of the Plan area.  The net effect 
however, is that the necessary modal shift in transportation away from the use of the 
private car will not be facilitated by infrastructure provision until such time as discrete 
elements are provided or key development sites well advanced.  It would seem that 
improvements will be gradual and therefore the benefits accruing from alterations to the 
highway network or through more piecemeal improvements to the public transport network 
will not be realised until 2020 and beyond. 

 
The Council is developing a Northern Corridor Whole Route Implementation Plan 

within which the provisions of the AAP will be embraced and potentially honed.  This seems 
most prudent.  At this time however, the detailed proposals to encourage the modal shift 
and to increase permeability and connectivity within the area and beyond are primarily 
limited to those within the Plan and its supporting evidence.  Indeed, there is consequently 
little specific detail as to how the severance caused by the existing A386 will be resolved 
adequately notwithstanding reference to the reconfiguration of the Derriford junction and 
aspirations within Policy DS02 and Proposals 16 and 18. It is unacceptably uncertain how 
effective the Plan will be in securing its aim to improve non car based modes of connectivity 
between the east and west of this part of the city. 

 
The Council‟s Delivery Framework provides an indication of the critical and necessary 

infrastructure required to support the AAP and its phasing arrangements which show when 
the majority of Proposals DS18 and DS19 are anticipated to be delivered. It is clear from 
this evidence that some key schemes will not be completed until 2020 or indeed 2026. 

 
The Council has prioritised the Derriford junction improvements and has identified 

the critical necessity of delivering the Forder Valley Link Road (FVLR).  The evidence 
indicates the strategic importance of the FVLR which has been part of the Council‟s 
intentions for many years, particularly in assisting to deliver the high quality public 
transport network for Plymouth.  The evidence proportionately supports its provision and 
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there is no compelling evidence to indicate that, alternatively, the use of the existing 
highway network will deliver the objectives of the Plan.  However, the cost estimate of the 
FVLR has risen whilst simultaneously its timing has slipped in the Council‟s phased delivery 
programme.  This undermines to a consequential degree the timescale in which a key part 
of the high quality public transport network can be delivered and whereby alleviation of 
pressure on the highway network can be achieved in the face of new developments coming 
forward.  There is notable uncertainty for example, in how the FVLR will complement and 
serve the anticipated levels of development proposed at Seaton Barracks, the Seaton 
Neighbourhood or the Plymouth International Medical and Technology Park (PIMTP). 

 
Furthermore and crucially, the specific funding arrangements for key elements of the 

proposed transport infrastructure are unclear.  In particular, documents SR/63 and 83 
illustrate the funding challenges faced by the Council in securing the delivery of the AAP.  
Whilst I heard that the Council has a good track record of attracting public grant funding 
and has a successful history in delivering transport schemes, such as The George Park and 
Ride, the public grant regime, considered to play a critical role in the delivery of the AAP, 
has altered in recent years. I heard how the current process of securing such funding for 
transport schemes across Devon and Somerset is emerging.  At no fault of the Council, the 
overall picture is less than clear and is consequently uncertain.  The scale of available grant 
funding for transport schemes across Devon and Somerset is not known to me nor are 
details of what other schemes across this wider area may compete or take precedence over 
the transport schemes within the AAP, such as the FVLR.  The assumptions and theoretical 
funding capacity within SR/83 (Part 1) are not well supported by specific evidence.  

 
Indeed, the basic assumptions made by the Council in relation to locally generated 

sources of infrastructure funding are, whilst appropriately cautious, insufficiently detailed.  
Receipts from Community Infrastructure Levy and S106 are predicated on developments 
occurring in the AAP area and there is invariably uncertainty as to both their scale and 
timing.  Similarly, receipts from any New Homes Bonus are dependent upon the phased 
delivery of housing and decisions to be taken by the Council upon its spending priorities.  
Likewise, there are limited details available of what and when any capital receipts from 
Council land interests will be realised and how, or if, any proportion of such receipts will be 
channelled into infrastructure provision.  Whilst the Proposals of the AAP indicate scope to 
generate additional business rates, such funds will only materialise when rates become 
payable from schemes delivered later in the plan period and there is no proportionate 
certainty that the potential of the anticipated £11.1 million will either materialise or not be 
reduced by other priorities of the Council.  The scope for Tax Increment Financing within 
Plymouth is not yet finalised. The bid process relating to „City Deal‟ is ongoing and the 
specific benefits accruing from such status and the extent to which it will assist Derriford 
and Seaton is also unclear.  All funding sources are anticipated by the Council to arise over 
a period extending to 2027, yet there is insufficient evidence that adequate funding will be 
available when required to support the infrastructure phasing anticipated, even for those 
elements required in the short term such as the Derriford Roundabout junction.   

 
The Council accepts that the transport infrastructure of the AAP area cannot 

accommodate the scale of development proposed based upon a „predict and provide‟ 
methodology.  There is no evidence that the necessary infrastructure and scale of modal 
shift will be secured in a timely fashion to adequately mitigate pressure on the transport 
network in a manner that would link to the delivery of key sites, such as, for example, the 
District Centre.  Indeed, there is insufficient evidence to demonstrate that the AAP will be 
effective in securing the modal shift anticipated over the plan period.  Even if there is delay 
in the delivery of some key Proposal sites, as seems feasible, the underlying transportation 
infrastructure issues will remain.  Overall, there is insufficient evidence to conclude that the 
AAP will be effective in these fundamental regards and that the objectives of Framework 
paragraphs 162 and 177 would be satisfactorily met. 

 
Site Justification and Delivery 
In relation to the effectiveness of the AAP, I have noted that a degree of viability 

testing of some site Proposals has been undertaken which includes sensitivity analysis.  
This helpfully illustrates that some sites may be capable of being brought forward during 
the plan period yet it also indicates, for example, that other key sites may not see an 
economically viable form of overall development for some considerable time.  Indeed, whilst 
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the approach of the AAP towards jobs and services follows the „bi-polar‟ strategy 
established by the CS, the evidence does not show how, especially in the foreseeable 
economic climate, the objectives will be fulfilled.   

 
The CS identifies the „northern corridor‟ for further strategically significant business 

park development and this is reflected in CS Policy CS04 which, amongst other matters, 
safeguards and supports proposals to extend the strategic employment opportunities at the 
PIMTP and the Tamar Science Park.  Whilst the CS makes clear that detailed employment 
site proposals and allocations would be the domain of AAPs, there is little substantive 
evidence to suggest that the CS envisaged the PIMTP being brought forward in the way 
shown within the AAP.  Indeed, the District Centre was anticipated to be based to the west 
of the A386 and not at Seaton Barracks (notwithstanding the depictions shown on the CS 
diagram for Area Vision 9).  

 
It is imperative for reasons of soundness that the Proposals of the AAP are justified 

and capable of effective implementation.  Proposal DS06 relates to the PIMTP which is 
acknowledged by the Council as a „flagship‟ employment site.  The Proposal would 
potentially deliver 40,000sq m of gross employment floorspace, albeit not sector specific, 
safeguard provision for an energy centre and enable residential and educational 
development at its periphery.  However, there is no clarity within the evidence base as to 
how much of the site may be acceptably brought forward, due to limitations with the 
existing transport infrastructure and its capacity, ahead of the FVLR which is not scheduled 
for completion until 2020.  Furthermore, there is no mechanism by which the development 
upon the site may be facilitated in the face of viability evidence which shows, for example, 
that speculative office development is not currently commercially viable.  There is no 
substantive evidence to illustrate that the core employment content of Proposal DS06 is 
capable of effective implementation in line with the assumptions shown in the Delivery 
Framework (and Background Document).  The balance of the evidence does not show that 
the PIMTP Proposal is demonstrably effective. 

 
Furthermore, a key part of the existing PIMTP is the Seaton Barracks site, a 

relatively prominent, serviced and apparently „shovel ready‟ location historically promoted 
by the Regional Development Agency for strategic employment purposes.  It constitutes a 
significant proportion of the vacant land available for employment use across the Park. At 
face value, it is not apparent how the development of this approximately 9.5ha site for use 
as the District Centre will fundamentally assist the aim of Proposal DS06 to strengthen the 
role of the PIMTP as a strategic employment site. 

 
I have noted that the Council is updating its evidence base to inform the production 

of the Plymouth Plan. The update is incomplete and only limited reliance can be placed 
upon its recent Medical and Healthcare Sector Addendum, particularly as it updates only 
part of the economic picture of Plymouth and does not account for the other five priority 
sectors identified by the CS.  For useful conclusions to be drawn upon the economic needs 
of Plymouth, the implications for Derriford and Seaton and the strategic role of the PIMTP in 
particular, a fuller picture should be known.  When armed with robust evidence the Council 
will be able to plan effectively for the provision of necessary floorspace in support of its 
objectives.  I am of the view that additional information is required to provide proportionate 
justification, in employment terms, for the introduction of the District Centre (and its 
associated economic benefits) upon what has historically been a strategic location for 
employment growth in Plymouth and in particular upon a potentially prime employment 
site. Overall, the evidence base does not support sufficiently the justification or 
effectiveness of Proposal DS06. 

 
Proposal DS07 provides for 25,000 sq m of gross floorspace at the strategic 

employment site at Tamar Science Park. Whilst the aims of the Proposal follow the thrust of 
the CS, there is also no compelling evidence that the envisaged development is deliverable. 
To the contrary, the available information indicates that under current market conditions 
speculative development is not viable and there is no other indication of how development 
may occur in the timeframes anticipated.   

 
The Crownhill Retail Park lies to the west of the A386 and Policy DS08 envisages an 

intensification and diversification of uses.  Once again however, the likely effectiveness of 
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the Policy, with due regard to the existing uses, development viability and uncertainty 
relating to landownership and lease arrangements, is not demonstrated. 

 
The Christian Mill Business Park lies to the west of the A386 and is occupied by a 

number of businesses.  An extant planning permission for 12 commercial units is reflected 
by Policy DS11 although there is no substantive detail as to how the scheme may be 
effectively delivered in line with the anticipated timescale of 2016. Consequently, albeit to a 
lesser extent and despite the permission, the current economic conditions faced by 
Plymouth and the wider economy do not support a robust conclusion that Policy DS11 will 
be delivered as anticipated and would therefore be effective. 

 
The approach of the AAP towards the delivery of jobs and services is, in summary, 

neither robust nor supported by a sufficiently adequate and up to date evidence base.  The 
evidence does not show how Framework paragraphs 160 and 182 would be satisfied, 
particularly in relation to needs, barriers to investment and the deliverability of the plan 
over the intended period.  The aim to deliver in the region of 8,000 new jobs and 
substantial amounts of new employment floorspace appears aspirational rather than 
realistically deliverable and the evidence does not support the overall effectiveness of the 
AAP in such regards.   

 
To a reduced degree, similar concerns exist in relation to Proposals DS13 and 14.  

Proposal DS13 applies to a significant parcel of predominantly undeveloped land towards 
the south of the AAP area.  The origins of its potential use predate the CS.  Whilst I 
recognise that the AAP advocates a masterplanning approach to Proposal sites, the AAP 
does not provide particular clarity on how the development envisaged within Proposal DS13 
would be phased nor when the FVLR will be required to enable completion of the entire 
proposal.  The imprecision in these regards undermines the likely effectiveness of the AAP 
in this area notwithstanding that a planning application for the site remains to be 
determined. 

 
Furthermore, whilst the available evidence2 indicates that the specific content of 

Proposal DS14 is potentially viable, there remains some uncertainty as to whether it is 
capable of being delivered in accord with the timescales envisaged by the AAP.  In addition 
it would appear that Proposal DS12 is not viable, albeit the site is programmed for delivery 
later in the plan period when economic circumstances may have improved.  Overall, such 
matters fail to reinforce the likely effectiveness of the plan in securing the objectives of the 
Council. 

  
 Tables 5 and 6 of the AAP provide an overview of how key sites and infrastructure of 
the AAP may be delivered with a reference to „risks to delivery‟.   The AAP however makes 
no specific reference to how contingencies have been considered, for example if grant 
funding or internal revenue for critical infrastructure was not forthcoming.  This provides 
little additional assurance that the AAP is capable of effective implementation. 
 
 In relation to retail matters, the Council has sensibly updated its evidence base to 
inform not only the submitted AAP but also the Plymouth Plan.  However, the justification 
for the location proposed within Policy DS16 which is provided by the, on occasions not 
clearly consistent, historic evidence sources is not currently particularly strong.  As noted 
by the Council‟s SA (notwithstanding submissions made as to its veracity) “with the 
exception of alternative b5 (Plymouth airport), there is little overall difference in the 
sustainability performance of the different district centre options…”.  Given the absence of 
information in relation to the potential use of the airport site and its implications for 
transportation and land to the south, in conjunction with the evolving evidence being 
produced to support the economic strategy of the city as part of the Plymouth Plan, it is 
difficult to conclude that Proposal DS16, or indeed any specific alternative, is based on 
sufficiently up to date information so as to be robust. 
 
Justification and the implications of the Airport Site  

The submitted AAP has followed the adoption of the Core Strategy (CS) in 2007 and 
I understand that the Council views the AAP as the delivery plan for the CS. The CS 
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identified the intended extent of the Derriford and Seaton Area through Area Vision 9 which 
included Plymouth City Airport. Due to unforeseen events, the airport subsequently ceased 
to operate and the Council has accepted a „notice of non viability‟ in relation to the site.  
The Council has also resolved to deal with the strategic implications arising in relation to 
the airport site through the production of its programmed Plymouth Plan which is intended 
to review and replace the CS.  Given the scale of the airport site and the level of interest 
which exists into its use, such an approach appears reasonable. At the same time, the 
Council determined to amend the emerging AAP to exclude the airport and nearby land.  
The AAP progressed to submission stage. 

 
However, notwithstanding the range of Sustainability Appraisal evidence and with 

acknowledgement of the representations made, the submitted AAP subsequently does not 
substantively address the proximity and potential future of the airport site.  The absence of 
any informed reference to the use of this significant land holding which lies adjacent to the 
AAP area and was deemed by the CS to form part of Derriford and Seaton, with the 
implications that this must have upon key matters such as the local transport infrastructure 
and the overall volumes, location and inter-relationships of development, is to prepare a 
plan without a sufficiently informed understanding of the broader contextual picture of 
northern Plymouth and its foreseeable future.   

 
I cannot conclude that the AAP is based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant 

evidence about the economic, social and environmental characteristics and prospects of the 
area which would fulfil the aims of paragraph 158 of the Framework. Furthermore, it is also 
not possible to conclude that the submitted content of the AAP is necessarily the most 
appropriate without a consideration of the reasonable alternatives being informed by a 
greater degree of clarity upon the future of the airport site.  The uncertainty which 
surrounds the site casts a shadow of imprecision over the content of the submitted Plan.  

 
The Council views the AAP as the delivery plan for the CS whilst confirming that the 

implications arising in relation to the future of the airport site are of strategic importance. 
The CS is programmed to be reviewed and updated via the Plymouth Plan.  Given the 
proximity of the airport site to the AAP boundary, it does not appear justified to pursue a 
delivery plan for a strategy which is already some six years old, that is being reviewed and 
that, on the face of available facts, is out of date in some material respects. 
 
Timeframe 

I am also mindful that the AAP focuses on a time frame to only 2021 with a broader 
„direction of travel‟ included to 2026.  Whilst I appreciate that this reflects the current CS, it 
is not a factor which provides further support for clear consistency with national policy as 
required by the Framework.  
 
Conclusion 

I cannot currently envisage how the submitted AAP can be modified to secure 
soundness in the absence of key pieces of information, particularly in relation to questions 
of deliverability, justification and the future of the airport site.  The production of such 
information would invariably take some time, would require further public consultation and, 
most likely, further public hearings.  Whilst I appreciate that such an outcome will be 
disappointing, there is much good evidence in other respects which can be developed 
further.  The Council may care to consider withdrawal of the AAP and the use of much of its 
relevant evidence base to inform the production of the Plymouth Plan. I note the comments 
contained in the Council‟s statement in relation to Matter 1 (para 12.6 et al) but in this 
instance must disagree with some of the conclusions reached. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
(Note - The contents of this Appendix are preliminary main concerns and are 

provided without prejudice to any final report that may be produced.) 
 


