
 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 

Please ask for: Jonathan Bell 

 

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

 

Dear Mr Seaman 

 

DERRIFORD AAP PUBLIC EXAMINATION – PRELIMINARY MAIN CONCERNS 

 

Further to your letter of 25 April 2013 and the Preliminary Main Concerns appendix (PMC), we have 

now carefully read these documents.   We feel it would be helpful to draw to your attention now, 

rather than wait until the fact checking stage of the final report, any statement that in our opinion 

seems to be factually incorrect or inaccurate.  This will provide you with an opportunity to consider 

and address these before publication of the final PMC appendix, should you agree with those matters 

identified.  In relation to your invitation to the Council to consider withdrawing the plan, we will 

write to you separately on this matter within the timeframe you have specified in your letter. 

 

PMC 

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

the locality is, especially at peak times, heavily congested… 

 

City Council’s comments 

The evidence presented and summarised in paragraph 2.10 of the AAP is that the A386 is ‘close to 

capacity at peak times of the day’, so we believe it is not quite accurate to describe the existing 

transport infrastructure as ‘heavily congested’.   

 

‘Close to capacity at peak times’ is an accurate description in that it indicates that there are levels of 

congestion experienced, but not severe congestion which would occur if the transport network was 

over capacity. 

 

PMC  

‘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 
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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.’ 

 

City Council’s comments 

We do not think that the statement highlighted above in bold, as worded, is quite accurate, in that 

the AAP and evidence provided for the two critical transport infrastructure projects to be delivered 

by 2020 (the first of these by 2015/16).  Indeed, the benefits arising out of these schemes would be 

combined with the benefits of travel planning measures and parking reductions proposed through 

DS17, which would be in place with the first developments. Derriford Transport Strategy (SR/62) 

paragraph 7.1 explains that infrastructure is only half of the story in terms of delivering the 

development. 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 4500 daily car trips can be switched 

to other modes with high intensity travel planning activities).  We would agree however that the full 

benefits of the improvements from the combination of the infrastructure schemes identified in the 

AAP would not be realised until 2020 and beyond. 

 

The table on page 3 of the Derriford Delivery Framework (SR/63) is the place where you can find 

reference to Derriford junction improvement and the Forder Valley Link Road (FVLR) being the two 

critical transport projects to support the modal shift.  In our evidence we set out that Derriford 

junction configuration was prioritised because of its immediate public transport benefits, and we 

were seeking funding to deliver this by 2015/16.  The more expensive Forder Valley Link Road was 

also seen as critical, but its primary role in relation to public transport was in conjunction with the 

delivery of the delayed Sherford new community to the east of Plymouth.  The Council therefore 

programmed this for a later funding round, with delivery sought by 2019/20. 

 

The explanation of the prioritisation of Derriford junction over FVLR in terms of public transport 

benefits, the slowed rate of development on Plymouth’s eastern corridor – including Sherford – and 

financial considerations was explained in para. 3.37 of PCC’s Matter 4 Statement.  The public 

transport role of FVLR in relation to the east of Plymouth is also highlighted in Table 7 (p65) of the 

Sustainability Appraisal (LDF/41), para. 12.6 of the Derriford Transport Strategy (SR/62) and para. 

2.12 of PCC Matter 6 Statement.  The public transport role of Derriford junction reconfiguration can 

be seen in para. 12.16 of the Derriford Transport Strategy. 

 

PMC  

‘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. …’ 

 

City Council’s comments 

We think that the PMC uses the word ‘developing’ may have been used in a different context to how 

it was used by the Council in its evidence and statements, and is therefore inaccurate.  The PMC 

seems to suggest that the Council is developing something that doesn’t yet exist, whereas this is not 

the case.  The Council already has a Northern Corridor Whole Route Implementation Plan 

(NCWRIP).  It can be found in its adopted LTP3 and its Implementation Plan 2011-2026 (SR/45) and 

was referred to in the sessions (it covers the entire northern corridor from Woolwell to the City 

Centre).  See fig 4.1 (p40) of the main document for a graphical representation of the NCWRIP, and 

the schedules on pages 9 and 13 of the Implementation Plan which describe its elements. The 

reference in para 4.4 of the Council’s Matter 6 Statement to the NCWRIP still being in development 

is a reference to the ongoing development of detailed proposals in implementation of the strategy.  



See also para. 11.17 of the Derriford Transport Strategy (SR/62) which speaks of the further 

development work taking place on the schemes under the Council’s NCWRIP – indicating that it is a 

plan already in place.  In essence, this is a reference to project specific development which one would 

expect to continue to occur in the detailed work necessary for funding bids and planning. 

 

PMC 

‘… 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.’   

 

City Council’s comments 

We think that the statement highlighted potentially contradicts or is misleading as worded in relation 

to the evidence presented by the Council to the examination. 

 

The Council presented evidence that the public transport imperative for FVLR (as opposed to the 

A38 impact imperative which is of concern to the Highways Agency) is primarily driven by the 

developments planned in the east of Plymouth, particularly Sherford.  See para. 3.37 of the Council’s 

Matter 4 Statement.  See also fig 4.1 (p40) of the LTP 2011-26 (SR/45) which shows this point 

graphically.  We therefore wonder if it is accurate to suggest that the reprogramming of FVLR 

undermines the timescale for delivering a key part of the network, given the delay in delivering 

Sherford.  As Mr Heseltine stated, bringing forward the FVLR before the Sherford community could 

just encourage car travel between east and north of Plymouth. 

 

PMC 

‘… 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.’  

 

City Council’s comments 

It was the Council’s case that the FVLR was not critical in terms of delivery of the district centre site. 

(Indeed, the delivery of the district centre is contingent upon delivery of the Derriford roundabout 

improvements only if it is located on the NWQ site).  This was stated in the hearing sessions and the 

Derriford Transport Strategy (SR/62) set out in table 2 (p23) that only the Seaton Neighbourhood 

proposal had a critical relationship to FVLR.  We therefore wonder if it is accurate to use the district 

centre as the specific example to make this point. 

 

PMC 

‘…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.’ 

 

City Council’s comments 

In the Council’s Matter 4 Appendix 1 paper, the extent of vacant/opportunity sites within PIMTP has 

been identified and it is not considered that the Seaton Barracks site within DS16 constitutes a 

‘significant proportion’ of the vacant land available for employment use across the Park. 

 

The undeveloped area of land within the boundary of DS16 and within the existing area of PIMTP is 

4.82 ha., not 9.5 ha.  The 9.5 ha. figure referenced in the AAP includes the TA site and Futures Inn.  

The 4.82 ha. figure can be found in the Council’s Matter 3 Statement (see the Financial Implications 



section of the Report of Action Taken Under Delegated Authority by an Individual Cabinet Member, 

which is an appendix to the Statement). 

 

PMC 

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

Tamar Science Park.  

 

City Council’s comments 

As stated by the Council in Hearing Session 4 and subsequently set out in the Council’s schedule of 

changes, ref no. 30 and 31, DS07 provides for 20,000 sq m of gross floorspace, not 25,000 sq m.  The 

explanation for the change was provided in the session, and it was related to the delivery of 5,000 sq 

m of floorspace on site since the earlier draft of the AAP.   Table 1 on page 31 of the AAP was 

accurate in referencing 20,000 sq m.  

 

We hope that these comments are of assistance. 

 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 
Jonathan Bell 

Head of Development Planning 


