
 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

Please ask for: Jonathan Bell 

 

08 May 2013  My Ref                                Your Ref PINS/ N1160/429/10 

 

Dear Mr Seaman 

 

DERRIFORD AAP PUBLIC EXAMINATION – PRELIMINARY MAIN CONCERNS 

 

I refer to your letters of 25th April 2013 and 4th May 2013, together with your Preliminary Main 

Concerns (PMC) document, and in particular the question you posed to us about whether we might 

care to consider withdrawal of the AAP and the use of much of its relevant evidence base to inform 

the Plymouth Plan.  Having given great thought to this matter, and consulted with the Portfolio 

Holder with responsibility for planning policy, I am writing to confirm that we do not wish to 

withdraw the plan.  Instead, we are required to take this matter to a meeting of our Cabinet and 

Full Council, which will need to be programmed in accordance with the provisions of our 

constitution.  Our members would find it helpful to their deliberations to see your final report which 

will inform any future decisions in relation to the plan. 

 

We acknowledge, given your conclusions in the PMC, that your final report will now inevitably find 

the plan unsound and recommend non-adoption.  However, we are hopeful that your full report and  

final findings will provide some assistance both to those considering investment and funding decisions 

between now and the adoption of the Plymouth Plan and to the Local Planning Authority as it now 

considers the evidence requirements and direction of travel for the Plymouth Plan in relation to the 

Derriford area.  Clearly we want to establish clarity about the policy framework for the Derriford 

area as soon as we can and we want to ensure that the Plymouth Plan is found sound.   

 

To this end, we have highlighted below six questions arising from the PMC which if covered in 

greater depth in your final report would be of help to us.  We understand that this is a matter 

entirely at your discretion.  However, we note that in your letter of 25th April 2013 you said that you 

did ‘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’.  You also 

said ‘whilst there certainly are robust and commendable elements within the AAP, 

the [PMC] focuses upon the main concerns affecting soundness’.  Additionally, in 

the PMC’s conclusions you said that ‘there is much good evidence in other 
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respects which can be developed further’ and encouraged the Council to make ‘use of much of its 

relevant evidence base to inform the production of the Plymouth Plan’.  Having already successfully 

adopted 6 AAPs and 2 other DPDs we are not an authority without experience or track record in 

relation to positive and sound spatial planning, but the Derriford & Seaton AAP is the first to have 

been advanced to examination under the NPPF and we are anxious to understand better its 

implications for our future plan-making so that we can continue to deliver our growth agenda.   

 

1. It would clearly be helpful to all parties if there was some clarity about which parts of the plan 

and which specific evidence base documents were considered to be robust, commendable 

and good.  For example, because of the focus of the PMC is on your main concerns, it says 

little or nothing about quite a lot of the plan, the sites and the evidence.  Some clarification on 

all the AAP sites would be of assistance in future plan-making. Equally, where parts of the plan 

or its evidence were considered to be deficient, it would be helpful to identify to what degree 

and in what respects.  This will ensure that the considerable investment of public resources 

already incurred in the preparation of this plan can still yield positive planning and 

development outcomes. 

 

2. In relation to delivering modal shift, we presented evidence on the significant level of modal 

shift that could occur through the plan’s travel planning provisions.  Tables 5.8 and 5.9 of 

Derriford Area Travel Planning SR/40 quantify the potential car trip reduction from travel 

planning (showing that approximately 4,500 daily car trips can be switched to other modes 

with high intensity travel planning activities).  Additionally, although not quantified, the plan’s 

provisions in relation to restricting car parking to about 40% to 50% fewer parking spaces for 

non-residential developments than under the city’s previous parking standards would be 

expected to be a significant contributor to modal shift (see paragraph 8.7 of the AAP).  

Indeed, this was a point that Quod, on behalf of SWW/Dawnan, specifically emphasised in 

support of the plan’s transport impacts.  Whilst we accept that we did not quantify the part 

that the infrastructure projects themselves would play, it was always the Council’s case that 

measures such as travel planning and car parking management would be major contributors to 

the modal shift solution, with infrastructure playing a complementary role (indeed, the PMC 

acknowledged that we had rejected the predict and provide approach): see the Derriford 

Transport Strategy (SR/62) paragraph 7.1.  It would be helpful therefore to know whether this 

broad approach was acceptable to you in terms of NPPF compliance, and the extent to which 

you considered the Derriford Area Travel Planning report a reliable evidence base in respect 

of this part of the modal shift equation. 

 

3. In relation to severance, the Council’s case was that this was a matter that would be 

addressed through planning applications and detailed scheme design (see Policy DS02 

paragraph 8.17 of the AAP and paragraph. 4.4 of the Council’s Matter 6 Statement). As Mr 

Heseltine explained in the hearing session, to understand better the impact on A386 capacity, 

the modelling that was presented (see Examination Documents ED/25a – ED/25i) included full 

pedestrian and cycle facilities at three crossing points at the Derriford Junction, Sendall’s Way 

and the William Prance Road junction.  The model assumed that these crossings were called 

regularly by pedestrians and cyclists.  In other words, we had not considered the AAP the 

place to include the detailed proposals for the crossings of the A386, and this would be 

determined through the detailed design process.  It would be helpful if your final report was 

able to identify in what way our approach or evidence was deficient in this respect given that 

the same issue may again arise in relation to the Plymouth Plan. 

 

4. One matter that particularly surprised us, and perhaps it is a consequence of your application 

of the NPPF, was the level of detail and certainty that you seemed to be seeking in relation to 

funding commitments and deliverability, especially given the fluid and uncertain nature of 

public sector funding that has always been the case.  We felt that we had provided strong 



evidence of the Council’s capacity to deliver, particularly in SR/83, and that taken with our 

growth credentials and track record this would have provided you with confidence about the 

deliverability of the plan.  Furthermore, we felt that it was a robust argument to speak of the 

plan itself being part of the answer on deliverability, given that delivery-orientated plans drive 

investment decisions and significantly enhance the prospect of external grants: as our 6 

adopted Area Action Plans have shown.  (Indeed, in the next few days we are expecting to 

hear on whether we have been successful in a bid for £1m from DfT for the Marjon link road; 

the case for this funding was built on the Derriford & Seaton AAP).  However, clearly you 

found us deficient on these points.  As this is a matter of considerable significance to future 

plan-making, we hope you are able to comment on where particularly our evidence was 

deficient and what level of detail and evidence you would have needed for us to be found 

sound.  This will give us greater confidence as we move on to the Plymouth Plan, where these 

issues are likely to arise again.  If funding plans need to be in place and programmes of 

implementation committed to before local plans are found sound, then this could have major 

implications for all Local Planning Authorities who wish to use their local plans as a means of 

promoting a vision for an area and seeking to create a positive climate for investment 

decisions in an uncertain world by helping to make something happen where nothing would 

without the vision and certainty provided by a plan.  Indeed, it also has significance in the 

context of the government’s funding programmes and how they are linked to the local plans 

of growth areas such as Plymouth. 

 

5. We are anxious to understand where we were deficient in terms of evidence on viability and 

deliverability. This will help inform our approach to the Cumulative Viability Assessment for 

the Plymouth Plan, as well as giving some pointers to how we might want to promote some 

sites for development in the long term even if they are unviable now, and how we might 

present delivery evidence where pre-lets or (cross) subsidisation are necessary for 

deliverability.  For example, although our viability evidence did identify that the likely route to 

delivery of employment uses was through bespoke schemes with end users identified and 

subsidisation given the non-viability of speculative development (see particularly paragraph 27 

of SR/83), this seems to have been insufficient to meet the tests you were applying.  Yet it is 

how employment development currently takes place in Plymouth.  This also has implications 

for all future site allocations where a Local Planning Authority wants to allocate a site for a 

development, which, in the then-prevailing market, is deemed to be unviable, but where the 

authority wishes to provide for that form of development nonetheless.   

 

6. The PMC references the Adopted Plymouth Core Strategy on a number of occasions, and so 

it would be helpful if your final report was able to highlight how weighty you found it to be in 

your findings.  Two examples are identified below: 

 

a. In relation to the airport you noted that the Core Strategy is already some six years 

old, that it is being reviewed and that it is ‘out of date in some material respects’.  This 

might suggest that you considered that not much weight could be attached to it in 

relation to the airport.  Yet in commenting on the Council’s decision to exclude the 

airport site from the AAP boundary, you appeared to give considerable weight to the 

Core Strategy’s Area Vision which you say includes the airport as ‘part of Derriford 

and Seaton’.  In the event that a planning application comes forward before the 

Plymouth Plan is adopted, the weight that can be applied to the Core Strategy is a 

matter of some relevance and clearly your report will be a consideration in any such 

judgments.  

 

b. You found that there is little substantive evidence to suggest that the Core Strategy 

envisaged the PIMTP being brought forward in the way shown within the AAP, 



suggesting that some significant weight can still be given to the Core Strategy and its 

associated employment evidence base.  However, the Council made reference to 

NPPF paragraph 22, which says that planning policies should avoid the long term 

protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable 

prospect of a site being used for that purpose.  Additionally, NPPF paragraph 173 

highlights the importance of viability as a planning consideration. Bearing in mind that 

there was no dispute amongst parties at the hearing that the former Seaton Barracks 

Parade Ground had been vacant since 1999, that speculative employment development 

is currently unviable, and that Proposal DS16 is viable, we hope that your final report 

is able to confirm the balance of weight that you gave to the Core Strategy, the NPPF 

and any other relevant factors.  This will clearly be of interest to all parties and assist 

in making future planning decisions on the site.  

 

 

Finally, I confirm that the matter of updating the Council’s response to Regulation 22 (and associated 

evidence) and liaising with the two consultees who were initially overlooked is in hand.  I will write 

again as soon as we know the consultees wishes in relation to the public examination.  

 

We thank you for your consideration of all the above points and hope that your report is able to 

some extent assist with the questions we have raised. 

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 
Jonathan Bell 

Head of Development Planning 

 


