
Matter 3 

Is the approach of the AAP towards the provision of shops and services robust? Is the creation of 

the proposed district centre justified adequately by the evidence base? Will the AAP be effective 

in implementation? 

No. Issue  BL / PruPIM response 

1 How have the criteria of Strategic Objective 4 been 

derived? Is the evidence base robust? 

No further response.  

2 What is meant by the terms ‘major’ and ‘significant’ 

within Strategic Objective 4? Is the approach of the 

AAP consistent with the Core Strategy and/or 

justified, how does it relate to Area Vision 9?  

Reference to ‘major’ and ‘significant’ 

is not justified or necessary. 

 

It is agreed with PCC that references 

to ‘major’ and ‘significant’ be 

removed. 

 

SoCG ‘Strategic Objective 4’.  

 

3a.  Is the retail evidence robust? What are the retail 

requirements for the locality with due regard to the 

context of the city as a whole?  Is the indicated 

provision of comparison/convenience goods within 

the AAP justified? 

The evidence has been 

misinterpreted in terms of quantum 

of retail floorspace and type of retail 

floorspace.  

 

Statement of Areas Still in Dispute 

‘Sections 2 and 3’  

3b Does the evidence support the spatial distribution of 

the identified retail floorspace across the AAP and is 

this justified in the city wide context? Is the AAP 

sufficiently flexible in its requirements so as to be 

effective in operation?  

Changes are proposed in the SoCG 

that go some way to ensure that the 

retail floorspace proposed in the AAP 

would be justified and would not 

impact the City Centre.  Whilst 

ensuring that there is sufficient 

flexibility to meet operator 

requirement.  

 

The SoCG ‘Policy DS16, following b ii’ 

 

BL and PruPIM consider that more 

restrictions are required to protect 

the City Centre and ensure the Policy 

is justified. These changes still 

provide sufficient flexibility for a 

District Centre to be effective in it’s 

operation.  

 

Statement of Areas Still in Dispute 

‘Para 2.20, 3.7 and 4.11’ 

3c What evidence supports the future growth The agreed amendments seek to 

remove reference to the second 



requirements of the AAP? phase in the Policy as this refers to a 

need past the Plan Period.  

 

SoCG ‘Removal or DS16 e’ 

 

However, BL and PruPIM would also 

like reference to be removed from 

the Table at Paragraph 7.6. 

3d Is the AAP clear as to when a retail impact 

assessment may be required? Should there be a 

reference to the need to consider the cumulative 

impact of individual proposals? 

The agreed amendments to the AAP 

make it clear that a Retail Impact 

Assessment should be carried out if 

the floorspace proposed is above the 

8,500 sq m (net) maximum threshold 

and all applications outside of the 

allocated District Centre.  

 

A Retail Assessment should be 

carried out on any proposal to justify 

the type of retail floorspace and unit 

sizes.  

 

SoCG ‘Policy DS16, following b ii’ 

 

3e Is the AAP sufficiently clear as to what is intended to 

go where and when? 

The agreed amendments to the AAP 

are clear that the retail floorspace 

should come forward by 2016 and as 

part of a comprehensive mixed-use 

development.  

 

SoCG ‘New Para 7.9’ 

4a Is the submitted approach the most appropriate 

strategy when considered against reasonable 

alternatives? What reasonable alternatives to 

Proposal DS16 have been considered and 

discounted? Does the reasoning remain valid? 

i. What evidence supports the location of the district centre to 

the east of the A386 at Seaton Barracks? Is the AAP justified 

in such regards? 

ii. To what extent has the NWQ site been considered as a 

reasonable alternative for the district centre? Has the AAP 

considered adequately the 2005 Llewellyn Davies Report 

which indicated the NWQ as a potential site for the district 

centre? Is the AAP justified in such regards? 

iii. To what extent has the Glacis Park site been considered as a 

reasonable alternative for the district centre? Is the AAP 

justified in such regards? 

iv. To what extent has the Crownhill area been considered as a 

reasonable alternative for the district centre? Is the AAP 

No further response. 



justified in such regards? 

v. To what extent has the former Airport site been considered 

as a reasonable alternative for the district centre? Is the AAP 

justified in such regards? 

4b What evidence supports the need for the criteria of 

Proposal DS16 and will they be sufficiently flexible so 

as to be effective in operation?? How have the 

criteria of Proposal DS16 1 b) been identified? Is 

Proposal DS16 1 e) necessary? 

The agreed amendments ensure that 

the policy is flexible whilst ensuring 

that restrictions are in place to 

protect the City Centre. 

 

SoCG ‘Policy DS16, following b ii’ 

 

DS16 1 e) is not necessary  

 

SoCG ‘Removal of DS16 1e)’  

 

 

4c Is the proposed mix of uses in the District Centre 

justified?  

No  

 

Statement of Areas Still in Dispute 

‘Section 2’ 

4d Will the proposal serve adequately its target users? Yes – whilst ensuring appropriate 

restrictions are in place to protect the 

City Centre.  

4e Is the loss of employment land justified? Is this 

consistent with the Council’s economic strategy for 

the city? 

No further response. 

4f Is there conflict between DS09 and DS16?  No further response. 

4g What evidence indicates how the proposal will 

complement rather than harm the role of the city 

centre? 

All parties have sought to ensure that 

the Policy does not result in a form of 

development that could have a 

significant adverse impact on PCC.  

 

SocG ‘Policy DS16, following b ii’ 

 

British Land and PruPIM consider that 

additional restrictions need to also be 

included.  

 

Statement of Areas Still in Dispute 

‘Para 2.20, 3.7 and 4.11’ 

4h How will the District Centre be phased and is this 

deliverable? What evidence supports the AAP in 

terms of scheme viability? 

No further response. 

4i Does Para 7.15 acknowledge adequately the primary 

role of the proposed food store?  

No further response. 



4j Is the approach to parking provision reasonable and 

sufficiently flexible so as to be effective? 

The agreed amendments ensure that 

car parking is flexible, whilst not 

providing a form of development that 

is more attractive than PCC.  

 

SoCG ‘New para 7.14d’ 

4k Does DS 16 make adequate provision for wildlife 

corridors and enhancements? 

No further response. 

4l What is the relevance of Coleridge Farm (see 

submissions)? 

No further response. 

 


