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DERRIFORD AND SEATON AREA ACTION PLAN INDICATIVE MATTERS AND ISSUES FOR EXAMINATION 

STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF WHARFSIDE REGENERATION (DEVON) LIMITED (ID No. dsraap47) 

MATTER 1 

Does the AAP have a robust vision for Derriford and Seaton and has it been positively prepared in 

compliance with all relevant legal requirements?  Is the AAP consistent with National Planning Policy and 

does it relate appropriately to the Council’s Core Strategy? 

Question 4  

To what extent has the production of the Plan followed the Local Development Scheme? 

1. The original LDS was prepared in 2005 (LDF/01).  It indicated that the DSAAP was scheduled to be adopted by 

June 2008.  Since then, the LDS has been reviewed on an annual basis with the adoption date for the DSAAP 

being postponed in every version.  Whilst preparation of the APP meets with the October 2012 version of the LDS 

(LDF/08), this is not surprising as the document reflects the position that had been reached at that stage.  Various 

iterations of the draft AAP have been produced which has seen the Council’s preference for the district centre 

change from one side of the A386 to the other.  At the time of the Core Strategy EIP (early 2007), the Inspector 

noted in Paragraph 3.21 of his report (LDF/18) that  “the Council is correctly prioritising the work it needs to do on 

the AAPs for the City Centre and Derriford, which will be progressed together”.  The City Centre/University AAP 

was adopted in April 2010.  As will be seen from the 2007 LDS(LDF/03) , the DSAAP was also due for adoption 

at that date.  There has been continued slippage since with the adoption date of the DSAAP, as set out in the 

table below:- 
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LDS Date Adoption Date for DSAAP 

2007 April 2010 

2008 March 2011 

2009 May 2011 

2010 January 2012 

2011 July 2013 

2012 August 2013 

2. Therefore the production of the Plan has failed to follow the LDS, which has implications for how it develops Core 

Strategy policy and sits with the CityCentre/University AAP. The problems arising from this delay is illustrated by 

the deletion of the Airport and surrounding land from the Revised Pre-Submission Plan.  The delays have also 

meant that the retail evidence base has had to be re-examined, and the implications of this are referred to in 

paragraph 14 below.  

3. The position has now been reached where the PCC has embarked on the revision of the Core Strategy, which 

brings into question whether matters in the DSAAP that have a more strategic significance, might be better 

considered in the Plymouth Plan. 

Question 6 

Has the plan been prepared to be consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework? 

4. Paragraph 152 of NPPF (ND/07) confirms that LPA’s should seek the opportunity to achieve the economic, social 

and environmental dimensions of sustainable development and significant adverse impact on any of these 

dimensions should be avoided, and wherever possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate such 

impacts should be pursued.  In this case, the Council are proposing to use the site for a district centre that is 

contrary to the Employment Policy CS04 of the Core Strategy (CS) and will result in harm to the economic 

strategy.  It therefore is inconsistent with the NPPF.   Paragraph 161 of NPPF confirms that local authorities 
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should use an evidence base to assess the needs for land for economic development.  Such analysis was 

undertaken as part of the evidence base for the CS, but the Council did not undertake any further analysis, prior 

to deciding to reallocate part of the Plymouth International Medical and Technology Park (PIMTP)  for retail uses.   

5. Underlying this Matter is whether the proposed allocation of Seaton Barracks as a district centre is lawful by 

reference to the regulations and otherwise “sound” by virtue of a the tests in paragraph 182 of NPPF.   

6. This is a matter explained in Wharfside Regeneration’s representations to the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum 

Report consultation (LDF/40) see paragraphs 2.5 to 2.13, and is not therefore repeated here. 

7. Whilst  Regulation 8(5) of the Local Plan Regulations (ND/01) envisages a situation where a “Local Plan contains 

a policy that is intended to supersede another policy in the adopted development plan, it must state the fact and 

identify the superseded policy”.   

8. The DSAAP does not comply with this requirement. 

9. In addition, to comply with NPPF paragraph 182, there is a requirement for an evidence base to justify a change 

in policy. Further reference is made to this in Wharfside Regeneration’s response to Matter 4. 

Question 8 

Is the Council satisfied that the SA adequately summarises or repeats the reasons that were given for rejecting 

the alternatives at the time when they were ruled out (and that those reasons are still valid)? 

10. Table 6 of the SA (page 54) (LDF/41) provides a summary of the key evidence based reports in relation to the 

options that have been considered for the district centre.  The overall conclusions are set out on page 58.  The 

Seaton Barracks and NWQ sites are identified as the two sites that can accommodate Scenario 1 by 2015/2016, 

but the Seaton Barracks site is commended as a location, without any further explanation. 

11. Some assistance is provided in the matrix at 3.6.1 of the SA.  The NWQ site is considered to have a negative 

impact on overall accessibility considerations given its dependence on the reconfiguration of the Derriford 

junction.   However, as became clear from the NWQ Appeal Inquiry, the development of the NWQ site for a 

district centre is not dependent on the reconfiguration of the Derriford junction. It would work with the existing 
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highway arrangement , with some modifications. The reconfiguration of the Derriford junction is something which 

is planned to be undertaken in any event and not just related to the NWQ site.  Appendix 6 of Wharfside 

Regeneration’s representation to the Sustainability Appraisal Addendum (LDF/40) explains the current highway 

and transportation position in more detail. 

12. The accessibility of the NWQ site is far better than Seaton Barracks. Firstly,  its location at this junction which 

provides the ability to cross to the eastern side of the A386 and relate to the road layout to the west of the A386, 

secondly,  the close proximity to the bus transport interchange at the hospital, and thirdly its proximity, 

relationship and linkage to  the other uses in close proximity.  This is illustrated by the plan at Appendix 2 to 

Wharfside’s representations to the SA Addendum Report Consultation (LDF/40). 

13. On page 62 of the SA, it is stated that NWQ site initially appeared to be favoured in the event that a western site 

could not be delivered, but it is suggested that no evidence had been forthcoming that a district centre proposition 

that meets the AAP’S size aspirations could be accommodated on the  site or delivered in reality.  Through the 

appeal scheme, far more detailed work has been undertaken on the NWQ site, than any other site under 

consideration at the AAP Hearing, including Seaton Barracks.  Further details are included in Wharfside 

Regeneration’s representations to the SA Addendum Report Consultation (LDF/40). 

14. A fundamental consideration is the change in circumstances through time.  Whereas originally the intention was 

to have a district centre to be developed in two phases, the second phase resulting in a new town centre to 

complement the City Centre, the latest evidence base (Retail and Centres Study SR/59) does not provide support 

for the second phase.  Much of the criticism of the NWQ site resulted from a concern that it might be too 

constrained to provide a second phase of development (although as indicated in the representations to the SA 

Addendum Report Consultation (LDF/40, there is scope to expand it in the future).   Similarly, concerns about 

achieving a suitable access to the NWQ site have been addressed following the recent planning appeal – the 

Highways Agency withdrew their objection.   Therefore, the reasons included in the SA for rejecting the NWQ site 

as a new district centre are no longer up to date or soundly based.   
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Question  9 

Does the Plan contain a clear and justified vision for the Derriford and Seaton Area? 

15. The Area Vision as set out in the AAP’s Strategic Objectives 1-6 contain a clear and justified vision for the 

Derriford and Seaton area.  However, the proposals for the district centre be located at Seaton Barracks do not 

meet the vision.  In particular they fail the Strategic Objection 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5.  These are considered further in 

relation to Statements in response to the other matters.   

Question 10 

Is the Plan aligned adequately, with due regard to Area Vision 9, with the Core Strategy? 

16. The Seaton Barracks proposal for the district centre is inconsistent with the Core Strategy, as it utilises a site that 

is identified as a Strategic Employment Site, whose use is protected (CS04 and CS05). 

Conclusion 

17. The DSAAP fails the soundness tests set out in NPPF paragraph 182 – in particular the policies for the proposed 

District Centre located at Seaton Barracks, on part of the Plymouth International Medical and Technology Park 

(PIMTP) are not justified or consistent with National Policy. 

 

 

  


