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DERRIFORD AND SEATON ACTION PLAN INDICATIVE MATTERS AND ISSUES FOR EXAMINATION  

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

MATTER 5  

Is the approach of the AAP towards homes and communities justified adequately by the evidence base 

and consistent with national policy?  Will the AAP be effective in the implementation? 

Question 7 

Is the approach to the North West Quadrant (Proposal DS14) warranted by the evidence base and will it be 

effective in the implementation?  How have the constituent parts of the Proposal been derived and is the overall 

quantum (floor space and homes) of development justified adequately? 

1. The context for proposals on the NWQ site is summarised in paragraph 6.17 of the DSAAP (LDF/29).  It is stated 

“The central location of the NWQ site offers exceptional opportunities to improve connectivity to adjoining areas, 

bring together large areas of mono-functional land that are currently fragmented and isolated from each other, as 

well as providing access to public services and community facilities, helping to reduce the need for people to 

travel.”   

2. As referred to in Wharfside Regeneration’s  representations to the DSAAP (LDF/38) and the Sustainability 

Assessment Addendum (LDF/40) and other Statements related to Matters to be considered at this Hearing, it is 

precisely these characteristics that make the site so suitable to accommodate the district centre for the Derriford 

area.   

3. The proposed land uses set out in Proposal DS14 do not appear to fully reflect the context, characteristics and 

function of the NWQ site.  Wharfside Regeneration is not aware of any master planning exercise that 

demonstrates how the proposed uses would be accommodated.   

4. For reasons of clarity, a plan needs to be included within the DSAAP to identify the boundaries of the NWQ site 

(as well as some of the other Proposal sites).  It is indicated that the site is approximately 7.4 hectares, and this 
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seems to include the Ambulance Trust land.  The site the subject of the planning appeal extended to 6.6 

hectares, but this excluded the Ambulance Trust land and also the site for the hospital multi-storey car park 

where planning permission has been granted, and construction started on 28 January 2013 (Sir Robert 

MacAlpine is the contractor  with May 2014 being the completion date).  

5. Wharfside Regeneration do not consider that the mix of uses set out within Proposal DS14 is justified by the 

evidence base.  

6. Residential – the proposal for 580 homes would represent a density of 78 homes per hectare (on the basis of a 

7.4 hectare site area).  By contrast, the appeal proposal included 356 dwellings (48 dwellings per hectare) but the 

Council criticised the appeal scheme because the mix was too orientated towards flats rather than houses. A 

higher density is likely to increase the proportion of flats. 

7. The policy states that at least 30% of the housing should be affordable, but it is not clear if this is viable.  In the 

current economic climate, many sites are able to be developed with this level of affordable housing.  At the recent 

appeal inquiry, the viability assessment suggested that the proposed development would not be able to support 

any affordable housing at the present time, albeit that this could well change when the economic climate 

improves. The Section 106 Agreement signed by Wharfside Regeneration, PCC and the Hospital)  factors this in. 

8. Offices – the proposed offices would represent a relatively modest amount of floor space on an isolated site.  

Whilst there is the need to plan for further office/research floor space to meet the needs of the medical and 

healthcare sectors, and more generally, recent developments at the Tarmar Science Park and PMITP 

demonstrate that there is a preference for these uses to group together.  Furthermore, the Councils own 

consultants have questioned the viability of office development in Plymouth at present (see Cushman & 

Wakefield 2009 report SR/41) and the very recent PCC/GVA report (SR/83). 

9. Mixed Use Local Centre – it is not clear the basis of the suggested floor space for the local centre – 820 sq m in 

an initial phase, and in the longer term, increasing up to 1,500 sq m.  As referred to in our Statement on Matter 3, 

these types of facilities may struggle to compete with the proposed district centre some 400m to the south of 

Seaton Barracks, (together with the other existing retail floor space on the other side of the A386, eg M&S).   

10. The policy suggests that ancillary facilities compatible with the local centre including community and leisure uses 

to meet the daily needs of local residents and hospital users will be required as part of the local centre floor space 
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provision.  It is not clear whether this is included within the 820/1,500 sq m or not, nor indeed what these facilities 

might be.  In view of the numbers who visit and work at the hospital  this is a very limited provision.  

11. Highway Access – in the absence of any evidence base on the layout and disposition of the proposed uses, it is 

not possible to comment on highway works that would be justified/required to meet the proposed development.  It 

is not clear what the proposed ‘transport hub’ comprises.   

12. Public transport/pedestrian and cycle lanes. Wharfside Regeneration takes no issue with the desire to improve 

pedestrian and cycle lanes, but any proposals for public transport routes need to be considered in the context of 

existing and future public transport provision in the area.  We are not aware of any analysis that considers the 

relationship between the existing public transport hub at Derriford Hospital, and the proposed additional public 

transport facilities that would be built as part of a district centre at Seaton Barracks.  

13. Energy Centre – an energy centre is also proposed as part of the district centre proposals at Seaton Barracks.  It 

is not clear what justification there is for two energy centres, nor is it clear how PCC propose to procure an 

Energy Centre. It is relevant to note that the former Toshiba factory in Ernesettle Lane was sold last year. All 

buildings on the 8 ha site have now been demolished and the site has been rebadged as “Plymouth Energy 

Park”.  It is not known how this proposal would affect the proposed energy centres proposed on the Seaton 

Barracks and NWQ sites. 

14. In summary, having had the benefit of preparing an outline planning application for the site (the appeal proposal) 

Wharfside Regeneration consider that the proposed land uses have not been justified by the City Council, and 

that it will not result in a high quality integrated mix use development on the NWQ site.  Many of the elements 

proposed in Proposals DS14 (mixed use centre to serve the hospital, highway access arrangements, public 

transport etc) might be justified if a district centre is built on the site, but not with a predominantly residential 

orientated development.  

Conclusion 

15. Proposal DS14 fails the soundness test set out in NPPF paragraph 182 because it is not justified.  It is 

acknowledged by PCC that the site offers exceptional opportunies to improve connectivity to adjoining areas 

which is why the NWQ site is the most appropriate site to accommodate the District Centre.  Proposal DS14 

should be amended to recognise this. A suggested revised Proposal DS14 is attached as Appendix 4. 


