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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 3 and the questions specifically raised by him in respect of this Matter. 

 

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

 

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 6 looks to interrogate whether the AAP will secure delivery of adequate and 

necessary infrastructure in a timely fashion.  It also questions whether there are 

robust contingency provisions should they be required over the plan period. 

 

Question 1 

 

2.2 The ability to deliver interconnected development that enables people to move 

around in the most sustainable way underpins Strategic Objective 5.  To achieve this, 

a combination of changing travel behaviour, transport infrastructure improvements 

and the delivery of high quality public transport interchanges are all proposed.  All 

seek to encourage a modal shift away from high car usage by enhancing the needs of 

pedestrians, cyclists and public transport. 

 

2.3 The objective reflects the existing conflicts between the function of the A386 as a 

main traffic route and the need to connect communities on both sides.  It also reflects 

the capacity constraints that limit new development unless a modal shift is achieved.  

We agree that in order to deliver more sustainable development these are critical 

issues to address.  Fundamentally, however, we do not consider that sufficient 

evidence exists that allows conclusions to be drawn on these critical issues.  We also 

consider that more sustainable options exist that could be delivered more viably in the 

short term allowing more time to deliver more significant strategic infrastructure 

required to deliver the required modal shift and facilitate development  in the right 

locations to meet development needs in the medium to longer term.  This approach 

would be more effective and place less emphasis on a need for contingency 

provisions to be in place. 

 

2.4 Whilst the measures and improvements to the transport network have been identified 

by a strategic assessment we consider the level of assessment is wholly inadequate 

to inform the AAP that is effectively making site allocations.  Quite simply site 

allocation decisions must necessitate far more detailed examination than has 

currently been undertaken.  The absence of adequate assessment is completely 

unsatisfactory and would result in the plan being ineffective. 

 

2.5 Some of the proposed infrastructure schemes do not include sufficient detail to 

determine whether they will be effective in achieving their stated objectives.  The 

relationship between the access to development proposals and the infrastructure has 

not been identified.   

 

2.6 It has been suggested further detailed assessment work is being undertaken by the 

Council.  This has been requested but not yet received.  Given the acknowledged 

very congested network it is inconceivable that allocations for development that would 

exacerbate this situation could be taken forward without detailed scrutiny.   
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2.7 Yet the Council appear to rely on an historic, outdated, traffic model that does not 

fully reflect the level of development envisaged by the AAP.  Despite these 

shortcomings, the Council has made some very bold assumptions, stating that only 

50% of the traffic generation can be accommodated on the road network.  This is 

50% even after planned infrastructure improvements.  This makes it even more 

important that development is in the best location to utilise walking and cycling 

options. 

 

2.8 Quite simply were an applicant to adopt the approach being proposed by the AAP, it 

would not be entertained.  This approach provides no certainty and is simply not 

robust.  

 

2.9 The deliverability of some of the infrastructure improvements require third party land.  

The proposals safeguard this land, but do not identify how it will be delivered 

including the Marjon Link. 

 

2.10 Funding of the infrastructure is again very unclear.  Reliance on - and the weight to 

be attached to the more expensive schemes must therefore be limited given this level 

of uncertainty. 

 

2.11 The confusions does not stop here with the April 2011 LTP3 and the AAP presenting 

different costs and timescales for delivery.   The LTP identified Northern Corridor 

Improvements which may include the building of a link road through the Forder 

Valley.  The Implementation Plan of LTP3 identifies anticipated design and potential 

delivery of the Forder Valley Link Road and the Forder Valley Road improvements in 

the medium term transport programme 2012 to 2016 with anticipated delivery rolling 

over into the long term of 2016 to 2026 whereas the AAP identifies a delivery 

timescale of 2013 to 2016 with the comment that early delivery is a high priority for 

the AAP (and, in fact, marked “critical” in Table 6 at p.87 of the AAP).. 

 

2.12 Given the absence of details the Plan is ineffective and must be found unsound. 

 

Question 2 

 

2.13 The AAP and Transport Strategy do not provide any information on the details of the 

FVLR and the connections to the existing infrastructure and no information on the 

specific effect/impact of traffic diversion on junctions or links. 

 

2.14 The planning application for the Seaton Neighbourhood provides information 

regarding the design of the FVLR and the proposed junctions with the existing 

infrastructure? (needs to be re-written more clearly) 

 

2.15 However, the analysis does not take into account all AAP proposed developments 

and therefore cannot be relied on for the AAP.  There is no consideration of the 

effects of the proposed changes at the Derriford Roundabout.   
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2.16 The roundabout includes an indirect route for pedestrians and it is questionable 

whether this will achieve accessibility for pedestrians towards the District Centre that 

the scheme claims to achieve. 

 

2.17 The modelling undertaken on behalf of Plymouth City Council for the development of 

the Transport Strategy considers the strategic performance of the road network both 

with and without infrastructure including the FVLR.  There is no evidence of 

assessment of alternatives such as upgrading of existing roads. 

 

Question 4  

 

2.18 Despite longstanding issues there is no clear indication as to how the issue of 

severance of the A386 will be addressed sufficiently to justify the provision of a 

District Centre at Seaton Barracks to serve the resident population to the west of the 

A386 on foot.  The severance is caused not only by traffic on the A386, but also by 

the physical separation of the adjoining land. 

 

2.19 The transport strategy includes the need for more direct crossings at the Derriford 

Roundabout Improvement scheme.  Despite acknowledging the importance of 

strengthening relationships between local communities to the west and east of the 

A386, no specific details are provided other than at Derriford Roundabout.  The 

absence of such detail means that the effectiveness of the Plan cannot be properly 

assessed.  This is unacceptable given the proposed physical distance and positioning 

of development in relation to the road corridor.  These make the connection and 

reductions in severance difficult to achieve. 

 

2.20 The Local Planning Authority (LPA) has long recognised the need for major 

intervention in the Derriford and Seaton area via its LDF in order to address structural 

problems which are the unfortunate legacy of many years of poor and disjointed post-

war planning. 

 

2.21 The LPA’s LDF Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report of March 2008 records an 

area with “no clear focal centre” and a “fragmented and unsatisfactory urban 

environment, with pedestrian movement limited by the barrier effect of the A386 

Tavistock Road”.  The area is described as “dysfunctional and poorly integrated”.  

This is the legacy which is now required to be addressed. 

 

2.22 We consider provision of the major new district centre at the former airport site (FAS) 

would represent the most appropriate strategy, on the assumption the inspector 

accepts the FAS should be considered as a reasonable alternative (Matter 3). 

 

2.23 The illustrative masterplan prepared for the FAS, demonstrates new crossings across 

both the A386 into the residential communities to the west and the B3432 into the 

Park and Ride site that creates the opportunity for a high quality public transport 

interchange consistent with DS19.  This would be a cost efficient solution given the 

existence of the Park and Ride. 
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2.24 By existing and new signalised crossings and new gentler footbridges, pedestrian and 

cycle links to the western neighbourhoods across the A386 a MNDC on the FAS 

would be served in a far better manner than can be provided elsewhere along the 

A386. 

 

2.25 This would be a more appropriate way of addressing the severance caused by the 

A386. 

 

Question 9  

 

2.26 As with other elements of the AAP discussed at Matters 3 and 5 we believe there are 

significant question marks over the funding of key strategic infrastructure – principally 

the Forder Valley Link Road (FVLR). 

 

2.27 There is no evidence to justify the costings put against the FVLR.  The £14 million 

appears very conservative for a structure (and probable environmental mitigation 

works) of the scale and nature envisaged.  

 

2.28 Notwithstanding this, we are not aware of any viability testing of how this will be 

funded other than through the Seaton Neighbourhood proposals and/or CIL. 

 

2.29 We have under Matter 5 demonstrated how the Seaton Neighbourhood proposals are 

unsound and this source of funding should therefore be discounted.  This leaves CIL 

as the likely source of funding, which as we all know brings with it much uncertainty 

over timing of funding and therefore delivery. 

 

2.30 The AAP, at paragraph 7.9, recognises the importance of the FVLR in justifying the 

proposed allocation of the MNDC.  If the FVLR is not delivered, the required 

accessibility of DS16 is also not achieved.  Equally in the absence of the FVLR, the 

public transport accessibility of the Seaton Barracks site would be poor. 

 

2.31 This evidences the importance of ensuring the viability of critical infrastructure which 

quite simply doesn’t exist.  The plan must therefore be found unsound. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 1.0 

Site Plan 




