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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Montagu Evans LLP acts on behalf of Sutton Harbour Holdings Ltd (SHH), leasehold 

owners of the former Plymouth City Airport Site (FAS).  The 45 hectare (113 acre) site 

is identified at Appendix 1. 

 

1.2 SHH have been actively involved in the formulation of the Area Action Plan (AAP) 

having submitted representations at the pre-submission and revised pre-submission 

stages. 

 

1.3 This statement has been prepared to assist the Inspector at the Examination in Public 

(EiP) of the AAP.  In particular it seeks to assist the Inspector in connection with 

Matter 1 and certain questions specifically raised by him. 

 

1.4 For brevity we do not report each question but instead deal with topic areas and 

reference question numbers where applicable.   

 

1.5 This statement has been prepared by Montagu Evans with input from the following: 

 

 AWW – Masterplanners  

 Peter Evans Partnership – Transport Consultants  

 Fjori – Aviation consultants   

 DTZ – Agency input  

 WSP – Sustainability Consultants  

 Sutton Harbour Holdings  
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2.0 INSPECTOR’S QUESTIONS  

 

2.1 Matter 1 seeks to ensure that the AAP has been positively prepared in compliance 

with all relevant legal requirements and that it is consistent with national planning 

policy and relates appropriately to the Council’s Core Strategy. 

 

Question 6 

 

2.2 The AAP seeks to provide detailed policies and proposals to guide development 

proposals to deliver the vision and key objectives for Derriford and Seaton within Area 

Vision 9 of the Core Strategy.  

 

2.3 Of great concern is that this vision is for the period 2006 – 2021.  As at March 2013 

we find ourselves already some 7 years into this 15 year period.  At its earliest point 

of adoption over half the lifetime of the AAP will have expired.  For this reason alone 

the adequacy of the AAPs timeframe must be questioned, and in our opinion the 

process must be revisited.   

 

2.4 Adopted in 2007, the Core Strategy was conceived at the height of a period of 

economic growth unrivalled in recent decades.  The subsequent dramatic decline in 

economic conditions represents a change beyond any expectations that could have 

been envisaged for the AAP period.  This in isolation also necessitates revisiting the 

Area Vision to ensure the viability of proposals and associated infrastructure.     

 

2.5 The Council has also driven changes to the AAP since its inception that represent 

departure from the Core Strategy without due justification.  Examples of this include a 

change in the preferred location for the Major New District Centre (MNDC) from the  

land to the west envisaged at the time of the Core Strategy Examination to the 

Council-owned site to the east of the A386.   

 

2.6 Closure of Plymouth City Airport in December 2011 represents another highly 

significant material change.  The circumstances behind this are dealt with in more 

detail under Matter 3.  However, its closure is beyond reasonable doubt - permanent.  

Therefore, as a major site comprising some 45 hectares of previously developed 

land, it clearly has an important role to play in the proper planning of northern 

Plymouth, which underpins the development objectives of the AAP.  As evidenced in 

our written submission to Matter 3, the death of the Airport has been acknowledged 

by the Council since August 2011.  Despite this no attempt has been made by the 

Council to consider properly the future use of the airport.  Instead the Council 

arbitrarily resolved to exclude Plymouth Airport from the AAP boundary and postpone 

any decision on its future until the formulation of the Plymouth Plan. 

 

2.7 Cumulatively the failure to consider properly all such changes means that the AAP 

cannot be considered to be based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence.  

 



DERRIFORD & SEATON AREA ACTION PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 3 
POSITION STATEMENT IN RESPECT OF MATTER 1 
 
 

 

2.8 Given the certainty over its closure, the absence of such proper consideration of the 

future role of the FAS, which at that time was within the AAP boundary clearly shows 

the AAP to be unsound on the ground that it is not justified by the failure to consider 

all reasonable alternatives, contrary to Paragraph 182 of The Framework.  

 

2.9 Finally, following a five week Inquiry in the Autumn of 2012 the Secretary of State’s 

decision on the North West Quadrant Planning Appeal is due by 21 May 2013, 

creating yet more uncertainty. 

 

2.10 All these factors necessitate a refreshing of the Area Vision to ensure it is consistent 

with NPPF. 

 

2.11 The only sound approach would be to ensure the proper consideration of all 

reasonable alternatives through this EiP process, with recommendations made as to 

changes necessary to make the Plan sound.  It is understood this may in itself require 

further consultation. It is likely that were the Inspector to agree with this view, then  

the AAP would be abandoned by the Council, with any decision on development 

allocations for this area being incorporated into the Plymouth Plan process. 

 

Question 9 

 

2.12 The plan does not in our view contain a clear and justified vision for the Derriford and 

Seaton Area.  The clearly stated purpose of the AAP (Area Vision 9) is to create a 

new urban centre at the heart of the north of Plymouth that addresses a number of 

stated deficiencies (Core Strategy paragraph 5.72). 

 

2.13 The Area Vision Diagram in the Core Strategy usefully identifies the existing urban 

area around Derriford and Seaton, from which the AAP boundary was subsequently 

extracted.  Quite rightly early versions of the AAP showed the FAS as being within 

the AAP boundary, as at that time it was assumed to bea sub-regionally important 

asset and destination. 

 

2.14 Following closure of the FAS, its removal from the boundary, artificially reduces the 

AAP boundary without due regard to the existing and future community in this part of 

the city that development proposed within it intends to serve. It is an unnecessary 

change that removes what is clearly a deliverable development opportunity site.   

 

2.15 The unjustified exclusion of the FAS fails to respond to the strategic objectives for the 

AAP which necessitate the need to have regard to not only northern Plymouth but 

also its complementary role with Plymouth City Centre.   

 

2.16 The change to the AAP boundary in our view makes it artificially tight and results in it 

focussing only on a few development sites around the heavily congested Derriford 

Roundabout, which is unjustified as the ‘heart’ of the AAP area.   . The Council by 

making this change are enforcing the focus on a number of poor sites to deliver the 
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identified development needs. This results in a compromised solution given the 

acknowledged flaws in this area. See Matter 6. 

 

2.17 This is in our view too simplistic an approach.  What would be more robust would be 

to ensure that the AAP affords an opportunity to consider all appropriate development 

opportunities so that the identified needs can be brought forward in the most 

appropriate and sustainable way.  The unjustified exclusion of the FAS can only 

frustrate this process – especially given that it constitutes a 45 hectare, previously 

developed and unencumbered development opportunity of the exact type The 

Framework seeks to encourage coming forward. It is quite simply the biggest 

development opportunity in northern Plymouth.  

 

2.18 By way of example, at Appendix 2 we show plans showing a 1.5km radius (defined by 

the Urban Task Force Report entitled ‘Towards an Urban Renaissance’ as being an 

appropriate catchment area for a district centre) and a 1.5km isochrone around both 

the FAS and the Seaton Barracks Site.  It is self evident that within both areas the 

residential coverage is significantly greater for the FAS than the Council’s preferred 

MNDC site at Seaton Barracks.   

 

2.19 Notwithstanding the clear benefits of locating the MNDC at a location which 

maximises accessibility by pedestrians and cyclists from the existing residential 

neighbourhoods we note the Council’s own evidence base identifies that the MNDC 

role would also be to serve the needs of: 

 

 Local business needs (predominantly to the east of the A386).  

 Local institutional needs such as health and education (all to the east of 

the A386).  

 Passing tourism; and  

 Planned business and residential areas.  

 

2.20 Having regard to these needs, we consider that, in order to deliver a sustainable 

community, the most important need is that derived from local residents. It is the local 

residential population from which the primary expenditure will be derived.  

 

2.21 Furthermore, of the most significant other identified needs (which are based on a 

requirement for daily needs as opposed to weekly shopping patterns) the local 

institutional needs can be met to some considerable degree by existing or consented 

provision, as can local business needs. For example, to the west of the A386 

convenience needs are met by the M&S Simply Foodstore, whilst to the east consent 

exists for a local convenience store at Derriford Hospital.  

 

2.22 It is apparent from the above, that the FAS is a more appropriate location than 

Seaton Barracks for the new district centre to serve the existing and future residential 

population that is currently underserved in northern Plymouth.   

 



DERRIFORD & SEATON AREA ACTION PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC 5 
POSITION STATEMENT IN RESPECT OF MATTER 1 
 
 

 

2.23 This is a more robust approach towards defining the appropriate location for the 

MNDC than the simplistic approach adopted by the Council that simply identifies the 

Derriford Roundabout as the ‘centre of gravity’.  It is clear that in providing a ‘new 

heart for northern Plymouth’, it is important to consider the catchment it is serving, 

rather than relying simply on the presence of an existing heavily congested major 

road junction. .  

 

2.24 By drawing the AAP boundary artificially tightly, we believe the FAS, a key site, will be 

inappropriately omitted and its potential therefore not considered.   

 

Question 12 

 

2.25 Based on the above analysis we consider the exclusion of the FAS from the AAP 

boundary to be wholly unjustified.  We have evidenced the Council’s decision to put 

off any consideration as to the long term redevelopment FAS to be unjustified and 

shown that it prevents the required consideration of all reasonable alternatives to 

meet identified development needs.   

 

2.26 Officers have also stated that the cabinet resolution on 23 August 2011 prevents 

consideration of the FAS within the AAP.  This advised Officers to continue to apply 

the Council’s current planning policies for the airport until the Plymouth Plan is 

submitted for public examination – principally Policy CS27. 

 

2.27 This is a fundamentally flawed approach, as Policy CS27 does not allocate or protect 

the airport.  Instead, it sets out a framework for facilitating infrastructure 

improvements for the airport (if they are sought) to enable the airport, to ‘meet a full 

range of business and leisure needs’.  Following closure of the airport this policy is in 

our view now obsolete and no longer serves any planning purpose.  It is not rational 

that the City Council wishes to continue to provide for infrastructure improvements 

specified by Policy CS27 which were considered necessary to maintain the viability of 

the airport in 2006.  The City Council appear to have little or no regard to more recent 

commercial factors which have resulted in the closure of the airport and therefore the 

infrastructure improvements promoted by Policy CS27 are no longer relevant.   There 

is no other legal or procedural obstacle to the allocation of the FAS to deliver the 

MNDC. It is ‘white land’, and previously developed land.  

 

2.28 The Council’s approach is also contrary to paragraph 158 of the NPPF which requires 

the local planning authority to ‘ensure the Local Plan is based on, adequate up to 

date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and environmental 

characteristics and prospects of the area.’ Furthermore, the NPPF requires local 

planning authorities to take account of relevant market and economic signals when 

forming their employment and housing strategies.  The current status of the FAS has 

been publicly known for some time and, in light of the requirements of the NPPF, the 

omission of the FAS from the AAP is considered to be unsound – as the evidence 

base which has informed the AAP is not predicated on the up to date and relevant 

characteristics and prospects of the area.  The out of date evidence base has 
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therefore precluded the City Council from considering the potential for the FAS to 

contribute to the employment and housing strategy defined by the AAP. 

 

2.29 In conclusion on this point, we do not support the City Council’s decision to omit the 

FAS from the AAP on the basis of Policy CS27 of the Core Strategy.  This is not a 

sound planning justification for omitting the FAS from the AAP.  The City Council’s 

approach has therefore compromised the evidence base which has informed the AAP 

and on this basis the AAP must be considered unsound.   

 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 1.0 

Site Plan 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 2.0 

Catchment Area Analysis 
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