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1.1 This Statement of Areas Still in Dispute has been prepared jointly by Deloitte on behalf of British Land and 
GL Hearn on behalf of PruPIM. British Land and PruPIM are both significant land owners in Plymouth City 
Centre and have submitted independent representations throughout the AAP process. British Land and 
PruPIM both have similar concerns in relation to the AAP and Policy DS16. They have therefore been 
working together alongside Plymouth City Council since the Submission Version of the AAP to seek 
establish areas of common ground and resultant areas in dispute. It should be noted that Deloitte provide 
independent advice to British Land and GL Hearn provide independent advice to PruPIM. 

1.2 British Land and PruPIM have been in discussions with Plymouth City Council specifically in relation to 
Chapter 7 of the AAP and Policy DS16. All parties have sought to reach common ground to ensure that the 
District Centre allocation, under Policy DS16, would not result in a form of development that would have a 
significant adverse impact on Plymouth City Centre. These discussions have resulted in the submission of a 
track changes version of the AAP as a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG). To summarise the following 
particular areas of agreement have been reached:  

• Removal of reference to the second phase of retail development within the District Centre as this falls 
outside of the Plan Period and should be subject to a new Retail Study undertaken by PCC.   

• Clarity that the floorspace within Policy DS16 is a maximum cap, such that any application proposing 
floorspace above this cap would have to be subject to a full Retail Impact Assessment.  

• Inclusion in the Policy that any future application would have to be supported by a Retail Assessment 
that would test the unit size and type of floorspace. This could result in conditions restricting the type of 
comparison floorspace to be provided within certain units.  

1.3 However, there are some areas where all parties do not agree. There are three areas in particular where the 
parties do not agree. These can be summarised as:  

1: The amount of retail (A1-A5) floorspace in the District Centre.  

2: The maximum unit sizes.   

3: The description of the food store in the proposal. 

1.4 These are discussed in turn within this Statement. This Statement therefore focuses on Matter 3 in relation to 
Chapter 7 of the AAP and Policy DS16. We also submit separately a response to the issues detailed in 
Matter 3.  

1.5 British Land and PruPIM consider that as drafted Policy DS16 is unsound. However, as outlined within this 
Statement, changes are suggested in line with the evidence base which, if considered appropriate by the 
Inspector, would make the document sound. 

  

1 Introduction 
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2 Retail (A1-A5) Floorspace  

2.1 British Land and PruPIM are concerned as to the amount of retail floorspace that can come forward in 
addition to the food store and the resultant impact this could have on the City Centre.  

2.2 As currently drafted it is considered that the amount of retail (A1-A5) floorspace in Policy DS16 is unsound in 
that it is not positively prepared or justified.  

2.3 The amount of retail floorspace within the proposed District Centre allocation has significantly increased as 
the AAP drafting has progressed. The below table outlines the difference in floorspace between the 
superseded pre-submission draft (Feb 2012) and the submission draft (Dec 2012). In addition, we also 
append a full table which summarises the changes in retail floorspace as the evidence base and the AAP 
has progressed.  

Table 1: Retail Floorspace (A1-A5) Outside of the F ood Store 

 C&W Report on 

Proposed New 

Shopping 

Centre Jan 

2011 

Superseded 

Pre-Submission 

AAP Feb 2011 

Policy DS17 

RTP Retail 

and 

Centres 

Study May 

2012 

Revised Pre-

Submission Draft 

July 2012 Policy 

DS16 

Submission 

Version Dec 2012 

BL / PruPIM 

Recommendation  

Phase 1  

Other retail floorspace (sq m) – Outside of the foo d store *  

A1 Gross  2,500 ** 5,000 (gross) 

(assume 3,500 

sq m (net) 70:30 

gross:net split)  

N/A   3,500 (net) ***** 

(assume 3,500 sq m 

(net) 70:30 gross:net 

split) 

A1 Net  N/A  3,500 *** 3,500 **** 3,500 **** 

A2 – A5 Gross 2,500 ** N/A  3,000 3,000 

A2 – A5 Net  N/A  N/A (assume 2,100 sq m 

(net)  based on 

70:30 gross:net 

split) 

(assume 2,100 sq 

m (net)  based on 

70:30 gross:net 

split) 

Total  5,000 (gross) 5,000 (gross) 3,500 (net)  5,1 00 sq m (net) 5,100 sq m (net) 3,500 sq m (net) 

Notes 

* For the food store floorspace please see Appendix 1 or Page 10. 

**Para 7.5 notes ‘there will be c.15-20 units resulting in approximately 5,000 sq m floorspace (gross) of which half will be in A1 occupation’. 

*** The RTP study is not clear how the floorspace should be split up. The Study states there should be 8,500 sq m (net) of retail floorspace made up of 5,000 sq m (net) of comparison and 
3,500 sq m (net) of convenience, of which 2,500 sq m of convenience floorspace should be within the food store (we have therefore assumed that the food store would be 5,000 sq m (net), 
leaving 3,500 sq m (net) additional retail floorspace). 

****Policy DS16 is not clear on how the floorspace should be split up. The Policy states that there should be some 8,500 sq m (net) of retail floorspace of which the superstore should be 7,000 
sq m (gross) with at least 2,500 sq m (net) convenience. We have used the same assumptions as for the RTP Study. 

***** We have assumed that of the 8,500 sq m (net) retail floorspace, 5,000 sq m (net) will be allocated to the food store and the remaining 3,500 sq m (net) allocated to the additional retail (A1-
A5) units.  
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2.4 As noted above and in Appendix 1 there has been a gradual increase in the retail floorspace included in the 
District Centre allocation. This is primarily down to a misinterpretation in the Roger Tym and Partners Retail 
Study Update (2012) (RTP 2012) which does not correctly draw from the conclusions of the previous 
Cushman and Wakefield Retail Study Update (2011) (C&W 2011).   

2.5 C&W (2011) recommends a commercially viable and deliverable Phase 1 concept which would not 
significantly harm the City Centre.  It recommends at para 7.5: 

“There will be c.15 - 20 ancillary retail units resulting in approximately 5,000 sq m floorspace 
(gross) of which half will be in A1 occupation;” (our emphasis). 

2.6 The C&W (2011) Study tests and recommends a total retail floorspace of 10,000 sq m (gross) for the food 
store and ancillary retail (A1-A5) units.  

2.7 The Superseded Pre-Submission Draft APP (Feb 2011) used this evidence base. Policy DS17 sought to 
allocate 5,000 sq m (gross) of ‘Retail’ (A1-A5) floorspace. The Policy stated:  

“b) The total amount of retail development to be provided on this site, by 2016, will be some 10,000 
sq m made up of a food store in order of 5,000 sq m (gross) and a further 5,000 sq m of 
complementary ancillary retail units of varying sizes.” 

2.8 This previous Policy (Feb 2011) therefore accepted the conclusions of the C&W evidence base.  This quite 
clearly states that beyond the food store, approximately 2,500 sq m gross (approximately 1,750 sq m net) of 
Use Class A1 floorspace would be deliverable and would have no adverse impact as a District Centre 
concept by 2016. This was seen to provide a suitable ‘high street’ form of development appropriate to the 
District Centre allocation.  

2.9 Following this, PCC commissioned RPT to undertake an updated Retail Study, based on the work by 
Cushman and Wakefield. RTP (2012) states at para 6.49: 

“In terms of comparison floorspace, whilst there is less need than expressed in the previous retail 
study, there is still a substantial need for new comparison floorspace to be planned for the city – 
therefore we are proposing to test at similar levels to those proposed within the Derriford and 
Seaton Pre Submission draft AAP, as set out in Table 6.3.” 

2.10 However, as detailed in Table 6.4 of the RTP (2012) Study, RTP test a total of 8,500 sq m (net) (5,000 sq m 
(net) comparison and 3,500 sq m (net) convenience floorspace). There is no clear explanation for this higher 
quantum of floorspace.  It would appear that para 6.50 explains why alternative floorspace assumptions have 
been used: 

“It should be noted that the figures in the Derriford and Seaton Pre Submission draft AAP are 
quoted as gross and do not split the convenience and comparison offer. In order to undertake the 
impact assessment we have calculated net floorspace according to generally accepted standards 
and split the comparison and convenience mix to reflect the market appraisal work and the draft 
proposal within the AAP.” 

2.11 This appears to demonstrate that the RTP (2012) Study has indeed not had regard to C&W (2011) Study 
which provides clear assumptions on net sales area and mix of retail areas (para 7.5). Furthermore, A2-A5 
floorspace is not tested in the RTP (2012) Study. 

2.12 As opposed to a concept of up to 1,750 sq m (net) non-food store sales space (assuming 70% net to gross) 
as detailed by C&W (2011), Table 6.4 of RTP’s Assessment tests 5,000 sq m (net) comparison goods.  This 
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5,000 sq m (net) acknowledges that the food store would have “an element of comparison floorspace, would 
lead to a gross floorspace of around 7000 sq m” (para 6.48).  It is not possible to judge what floorspace 
relates to the food store or otherwise. 

2.13 This 5,000 sq m (net) comparison goods, assumed by RTP (2012), compares to a total of 2,875 sq m (net) 
(1,125 sq m in the food store plus 1,750 sq m in the 15-20 units) as set out in the C&W (2011) Study. 

2.14 The almost doubling of net comparison floorspace is based upon no clear evidence base. 

2.15 The potential for retail impact is then made much worse by the submission Policy which also includes a 
further 3,000 sq m (gross) of A2-A5 floorspace.  The C&W (2011) Study had assumed approximately 2,500 
sq m (gross) only for such units which was included within the 5,000 sq m (gross) allowance (para 7.5) for all 
A Class uses outside of the food store. 

2.16 The unintended consequence is that this additional A2-A5 Use floorspace could be converted into A1 Use in 
a District Centre allocation under Permitted Development rights (without further restriction). Furthermore, the 
additional A2-A5 floorspace has not been assessed in line with the requirements of the NPPF.  

2.17 To summarise, the evidence base consists of two District Centre concepts.  The first (C&W 2011) has been 
tested as commercially deliverable and having no significantly adverse retail trading impact on the City 
Centre, this includes some 10,000 sq m (gross) of A1-A5 floorspace.  The second (RTP 2012) has only 
tested A1 trading impact and does not test the additional 3,000 sq m (gross) A2-A5 floorspace proposed. 
This results in a much larger retail element to the District Centre of close  to 10,600 sq m (net) A1-A5 (5,000 
sq m (net) food store, 3,500 sq m (net) A1 and 2,100 sq m (net) A2-A5).     

2.18 This additional quantum of retail floorspace is likely to have even greater impact on the City Centre when 
combined with unit size restrictions as discussed in Section 3 of this report.  

2.19 Therefore, in order for the Policy to be made sound, it should properly relate to the evidence base and 
should make it clear that a maximum of 3,500 sq m (net) floorspace outside of the food store should be used 
for A1-A5 Uses.  

2.20 We recommend that the text be amended as follows:  

“ b) The total amount of retail (Use Class A1-A5) development to be provided on this site, by 2016, will 
ultimately grow to around shall not exceed 8,500 sq m (net) floorspace. This floorspace will comprise:”  

“ii) a maximum of 3,500 sq m (net) complementary retail floorspace range of retail units of varying sizes, 
including a mix of retail uses (Use Class A1-A5) and creating a High Street form of development.” 
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3 Comparison Good Unit Sizes 

3.1 British Land and PruPIM both requested that Plymouth City Council include a floorspace cap on the retail 
units to be provided in addition to the food store. All parties have gone some way to agreeing a position 
which would mean that any application would have to provide evidence, as part of a Retail Assessment, to 
demonstrate that the size of the retail units, up to a cap of 500 sq m (net), would not have any significant 
adverse impact on the City Centre.  

3.2 The text as included in the SoCG states:  

• “In order to protect the city Centre a range of unit caps for the comparison floorspace will be used 
to a maximum of 500 sq m (net). This will be assessed as part of the Retail Assessment 
accompanying the application.”  

3.3 However, British Land and PruPIM consider that this cap does not adequately protect the City Centre and is 
not justified.  

3.4 The table in Appendix 1 demonstrates how the unit size has developed over the drafting of the AAP.  

3.5 We demonstrate below that the current maximum unit size is too large and would result in units that would 
be more attractive than, or at least as attractive, as those in the City Centre.  

3.6 The evidence base contained within the RTP (2012) Study notes:   

“3.13 In general, the size of retail premises available within Plymouth is limited. This is most 
notable when comparing the size of premises occupied by national retailers; in Plymouth their 
floorspace take-up is much smaller than in comparable City Centres. Small unit size remains an 
issue and impacts upon future change in the national multiples representation within the City 
Centre. 

3.14 However, retailer requirements (as indicated by Focus) report a sharp drop in requirements 
from 2005 to 2010 – which mirrors the economic downturn. Local property agents indicate that 
current demand is even more limited than estimated with only a small number of requirements. 
Several agents indicated that at the present time movement in the primary retail market is greatly 
dampened with no known current interest from national multiples. There is more movement within 
the secondary retail market. 

3.15 One prominent local agent reported that the size of units within the City Centre prime retail 
area still pose an issue, with no shops having a depth of greater than 30m (other than the 
department/variety stores which are all occupied). This continues to pose a great constraint on 
retailers looking to move into the City. Overall the agent indicated that there is still an excess of 
supply, but this is more an issue of the qualitative than the quantitative offer.” (our emphasis). 
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3.7 Clearly unit size (as a qualitative issue) is an important aspect of potential impact on the City Centre from 
proposed new District Centre at Derriford. 

3.8 The RTP (2012) Study then goes on to recommended a cap on proposed unit sizes (our emphasis): 

“Less than average size of units especially those dedicated to clothing found in the modern units of 
the City Centre  (para 6.59)” 

3.9 The RTP (2012) Study further notes that the average unit size in Drake Circus in around 700 sq m (gross) 
based on GOAD. Using an average 70% net to gross assumption this would result in a net unit size of 490 
sq m net (not 500 sq m net). However, this assumption is based on a misinterpretation of the GOAD figures.  

3.10 British Land has provided PCC with evidence, included in Appendix 2, which demonstrates  

• There are 72 units at Drake Circus. 
• 58 retailers are currently trading from less than 500 sq m (net) sales areas within Drake Circus.   
• 38 of the 72 tenants have an ‘out-of-centre’ presence within the UK, and may therefore consider 

relocating to the proposed development at Derriford upon expiry of their lease at Drake Circus. 
• 25 of these 38 tenants (with an out of centre presence in the UK) trade from less than 500 sq m 

(net).  Effectively this means that 34% of our total tenants (25 out of 72) may consider relocating out of 
town should the AAP maintain its floorspace cap of 500 sq m (net) sales. 

 

3.11 The evidence in Appendix 2 is clear that allowing unit sizes as large as 500 sq m (net) would directly 
compete with Drake Circus. Indeed, this is exacerbated when taking into consideration retailers’ 
representation in out-of-centre locations and also the leasing structure of the retailers in Drake Circus.  

3.12 The case for smaller cap on maximum unit sizes is intensified when looking at the City Centre as a whole. 
RTP and C&W recognise that Plymouth City Centre suffers from small unit sizes which are not as attractive 
to multiple retailers as larger modern purpose built units. The previous evidence base C&W (2011) 
recommends a commercially viable and deliverable Phase 1 concept which would not significantly harm the 
City Centre.  It details some 15-20 units with a total floorspace of 5,000 sq m (gross) - this equates to units of 
between 250 - 333 sq m each. 

3.13 Furthermore, more traditional retail unit sizes in the traditional Abercrombie blocks in the City Centre which 
the likes of PruPIM own, contain average size units of 184 sq m (gross) (therefore approximately 130 sq m 
net).  This is as a consequence of many of the unit depths typically being up to 30m. 

3.14 Furthermore, the only units that are greater than 500 sq m (gross) in traditional District Centres of Plymouth 
(Plymstock, Plympton and Mutley Plane) are food stores.  No non-food units are greater than this. 

3.15 The below table provides a summary unit sizes in Plymouth City Centre, the C&W Study (2011) and existing 
District Centres: 
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Table 2: Unit Size Summary 

Location Non Food Unit Size  Notes 
City Centre  
Drakes Centre Average Unit Size 58 / 72 retailers are currently 

trading from less than 500 sq m 
(net) 

Excludes food stores and 
department stores.  Source: 
Experian Goad 

PruPIM ownership Average Unit 
Size 

184 sq m (gross) Excludes food stores and 
department stores.  Source: 
Experian Goad 

District Centres  
Cushman and Wakefield Typical 
Unit recommendation 

Up to 333 sq m (gross) January 2011 

Plymouth District Centres non-food 
units 

None over 500 sq m (gross) Plymstock, Plympton and Mutley 
Plane 

   
Recommendation:  500 sq m gross maximum   
 
3.16 It is therefore not reasonable to allow modern retail units in Derriford to be far in excess of those in the City 

Centre. Decreasing the cap of the additional units to 500 sq m (gross), whilst ensuring that a range of unit 
sizes are provided up to this cap, will ensure that the District Centre will not directly compete with the City 
Centre and would make the Policy sound.  

3.17 We recommend that the text be amended as follows:  

• “In order to protect the City Centre a range of unit size caps for the comparison floorspace will be 
used up  to a maximum of 500 sq m (gross)(net). This will be assessed as part of the Retail 
Assessment accompanying the application.”  

  



 

Derriford and Seaton AAP: Submission Version Areas Still in Dispute  10 

4 Food Store Size 

4.1 British Land and PruPIM consider that the size of the food store within the Policy DS16 should be restricted 
by reference to its net sales area. This will provide more certainty for potential operators and also the City 
Centre as to the likely size of the food store. Providing a gross floorspace figure does not provide this 
certainty and could result in varying net sales areas up to no stated maximum.  

4.2 Again, and as demonstrated in Appendix 1, the size of the food store has grown as the AAP has progressed. 
Whilst the overall size of a convenience led food store is not a significant concern, British Land and PruPIM 
consider that the size of the food store should be clearly stated within the Policy in terms of its net sales 
area. This would mean that any application for a food store above that in the Policy would have to be 
accompanied by a full Retail Impact Assessment. As currently drafted the Policy is not firm in this regard.  

4.3 The Policy is therefore is not positively prepared or justified and therefore as drafted is unsound.   

4.4 The below table is taken from Appendix 1 and seeks to summarise the changes in the food store element of 
Policy DS16.  

Table 3: Food Store Floorspace 

 C&W Report on 

Proposed New 

Shopping Centre 

Jan 2011 

Superseded 

Pre-

Submission 

AAP Feb 2011 

Policy DS17 

RTP Retail 

and Centres 

Study May 

2012 

Revised Pre-

Submission Draft 

July 2012 Policy 

DS16 

Submission 

Version Dec 2012 

BL / PruPIM 

Recommendation  

Phase 1        

Food Store (sq m)  

Gross 5,000 5,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 N/A  

Net  c. 3,750  N/A N/A assumes 

5,000 ***  

N/A  N/A  5,000 

Convenience  2,625 (Calculates 

to 70% Conv: 

Comp split) 

N/A 2,500 2,500 (min) **** 2,500 (min) **** 55% (min) 

Notes 

**Para 7.5 notes ‘there will be c.15-20 units resulting in approximately 5,000 sq m floorspace (gross) of which half will be in A1 occupation’ 

*** The RTP study is not clear how the floorspace should be split up. The Study states there should be 8,500 sq m (net) of retail floorspace made up of 5,000 sq m (net) of comparison and 
3,500 sq m (net) of convenience, of which 2,500 sq m of convenience floorspace should be within the food store (we have therefore assumed that the food store would be 5,000 sq m (net), 
leaving 3,500 sq m (net) additional retail floorspace) 

****Policy DS16 is not clear on how the floorspace should be split up. The Policy states that there should be some 8,500 sq m (net) of retail floorspace of which the superstore should be 7,000 
(gross) with at least 2,500 sq m (net) convenience.  
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4.5 C&W (2011) recommends a commercially viable and deliverable Phase 1 concept which would not 
significantly harm the City Centre.  It states recommends at para 7.5: 

• That the anchor food store will be operated by one of the market leaders, and not, for example, a 
discount operator; 

• That the store size will initially extend to 5,000 sq m gross, with a sales area of circa 3,750 sq m to give 
a net convenience sales area of approximately 2,625 sq m;  

4.6 Subsequently RTP (2012) draw the following conclusions in relation to the size of the food store: 

• “whilst it has been demonstrated that there is limited quantifiable need the over trading and gaps in 
existing provision provide the basis to plan for new provision to meet the qualitative requirement” (para 
6.35) 

• “The level of convenience provision should be guided by what is needed to fill the qualitative gap and by 
what is commercially viable.” (para 6.45) 

• 2,500 sq m net convenience floorspace is “minimum required to compete with other existing food stores” 
(para 6.46).   

4.7 This net convenience figure then generates a sum of 7,000 sq m (gross) without clarity of this calculation 
(para 6.48).  This contrasts significantly with the C&W (2011) food store concept which was considered to be 
commercially viable.  RTP (2012) present no viability evidence for suggesting a significantly larger food 
store. 

4.8 There is therefore no evidence which justifies the need for the larger of the two food stores.  As such British 
Land and PruPIM are concerned that this additional retail floorspace could be used by applicants to justify 
further non food store retail floorspace which would more likely have an adverse effect on the City Centre by 
2016. Therefore it should be clear that any floorspace not used by the food store should not be used to 
justify additional floorspace in the other retail units.  

4.9 As noted above, BL and PruPIM are not overly concerned with the size of a convenience led food store. 
However, in line with the other increases in A2-A5 floorspace and the significant unit size restrictions, the 
overall quantum of floorspace is a concern, particularly as Policy DS16 is not clear on the net sales area of 
the food store.   

4.10 To ensure that the Policy is sound, it is therefore recommended that the net sales area of the food store be 
capped at 5,000 sq m (net). In addition, it is important that the food store has a larger convenience element 
than comparison. We therefore recommend an average 55/45 convenience/comparison split.  Any 
floorspace that does not come forward as part of the food store should not be used to justify additional 
floorspace in the other retail units.  

4.11 We recommend that the text be amended as follows to make the Policy sound:  

“i) a major food store with a maximum floorspace of 5,000 sq m (net) in the order of 7,000 sq m (gross) 
floorspace. The foodstore should include convenience floorspace and a proportionate element of 
comparison floorspace, and should have a net convenience floorspace of at least 55% of the net sales 
area 2, 500 sq m (net), and,”  
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5 Summary and Conclusion  

5.1 British Land and PruPIM have managed to develop agreed track changes to Chapter 7 of the AAP with 
Plymouth city Council. These include:  

• Removal of reference to the second phase of retail development within the District Centre as this falls 
outside of the Plan Period and should be subject to a new Retail Study undertaken by PCC.   

• Clarity that the floorspace within Policy DS16 is a maximum cap, such that any application proposing 
floorspace above this cap would have to be subject to a full Retail Impact Assessment.  

• Inclusion in the Policy that any future application would have to be supported by a Retail Assessment 
that would test the unit size and type of floorspace. This could result in conditions restricting the type of 
comparison floorspace to be provided within certain units.  

5.2 However, there are three key areas where the parties do not agree. British Land and PruPIM are clear that 
for the AAP and Policy DS16 to be sound and to ensure that Policy DS16 does not allow a form of 
development that will compete with the City Centre the following amendments should be made:  

• The retail (A1-A5) floorspace should be capped at 8,500 sq m (net). The RTP (2012) Study misinterprets 
the conclusion of the C&W Study (2011). The additional 3,000 sq m (gross) A2-A5 floorspace has not been 
assessed in line with the requirements of the NPPF.  

• The retail (A1-A5) floorspace outside of the food store should be capped at 3,500 sq m (net). 
• The unit size should be capped at 500 sq m (gross) to reflect unit sizes within the City Centre and to 

ensure that the new District Centre does no compete directly with the City Centre.  
• The food store should include a net sales are cap of 5,000 sq m (net) for clarity. 

5.3 We would therefore recommend that the Policy text be amended to:  

Proposal DS16: A new District Centre for Derriford 
 
A new District Centre will be developed to support the surrounding residential and commercial 
communities, in a way that provides a focus for nor thern Plymouth, supports the city’s long term 
growth aspirations, but does not undermine the role  of the City Centre. This development should 
provide for: 

 
1. a total retail provision of some 15,600 sq m (net) floorspace, brought forward in phases as follows: 

a) The development of the District Centre which will focus on the former Seaton Barracks Parade Ground, 
shown broadly indicated on the Proposals Map. The Primary Shopping Area will be allocated following the 
opening of the retail floorspace.  

Provision by 2016. 

b) The total amount of retail (Use Class A1-A5) development to be provided on this site, by 2016, will 
ultimately grow to around shall not exceed 8,500 sq m (net) floorspace. This floorspace will comprise: 



 

Derriford and Seaton AAP: Submission Version Areas Still in Dispute  13 

i) a major food store with a maximum floorspace of 5,000 sq m (net) in the order of 7,000 sq m (gross) 
floorspace. The foodstore should include convenience floorspace and a proportionate element of 
comparison floorspace, and should have a net convenience floorspace of at least 55% of the net sales 
area 2, 500 sq m (net), and, 

ii) a maximum of 3,500 sq m (net) complementary retail floorspace range of retail units of varying sizes, 
including a mix of retail uses (Use Class A1-A5) and creating a High Street form of development. 

c) Apart from the foodstore, all retail units should be limited to a floorspace of up to 500 sq m (net). 
Any application will be supported by a Retail Assessment that justifies and provides details of the type of 
occupiers and size of units proposed.  

 
• In order to protect the City Centre a range of unit size caps for the comparison floorspace will be 

used up  to a maximum of 500 sq m (gross)(net). This will be assessed as part of the Retail 
Assessment accompanying the application.  

• Planning restrictions will be used to prevent the future amalgamation of units and the introduction 
of any additional mezzanine floors. 

• Planning conditions will be used to restrict the nature of retail uses within certain units. 
 

2. commercial development, as an integral part of the District Centre mix of uses, including 8,000 sq m of 
gross B1 business floorspace, as well as 3,000 sq m gross of A2, A3, A4 and A5 uses, which could include 
cafes/restaurants, leisure and community facilities. 

3. high density residential development, integral to the new District Centre, providing some 250 dwellings, 
with at least 75 affordable housing units and 50 dwellings will be built to Lifetime Home Standards, 
delivering a mix of tenure and housing types to meet a wide range of needs. 

4. the creation of a high quality public transport interchange facility that will serve as an interchange for key 
destinations and residential developments on the eastern side of the Derriford area. 

5. other community infrastructure, which could include a 2 form entry primary school, a library and health 
centre subject to further detailed assessment.  

6. an Energy Centre to support wider District Energy proposals. 

Future retail growth (Post 2021) 

Any future retail growth will only come forward, post 2021, when an updated Retail Study has been 
undertaken by Plymouth City Council which supports such a growth strategy. Until then no additional retail 
floorspace will be permitted within the District Centre. If required, the specific role, form and location of any 
further retail use would be determined having regard to the initial design and trading nature. 

d) As shown broadly indicated on the Proposals Map, land will be safeguarded for potential future growth of 
the District Centre is provided for to the north of the Seaton Barracks Parade Ground site, on the Derriford 
Business Park site and incorporating land to the north up to Derriford Roundabout, as well as the adjacent 
land to the east of the Seaton Barracks Parade Ground site. This land will be safeguarded to accommodate 
the longer term expansion of the District Centre. The current uses are expected to continue on land that is 
safeguarded for future District Centre expansion. 

e) At the present time, the evidence suggests there may be capacity for a further 7,100 sq m (net) of non-
food floorspace to be provided at the District Centre between 2021 and 2026. However, the details of the 
amount of additional floorspace and the timing of its delivery should be decided through future reviews of 
the evidence base, and in particular updates to the Plymouth Retail and Centres Study (2012), setting out 
need for retail floorspace in Plymouth, and consideration of the impact of further growth on the vitality and 
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viability of the City Centre. No growth of the District Centre should take place until these reviews of the 
evidence, and an assessment of the impact of initial development has taken place. 

f) The form of future growth of the District Centre, and in particular the sizes of non-food retail units, should 
also be decided through reviews of the retail evidence base and an assessment of the impact of the District 
Centre on the City Centre. 
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Appendix A: AAP Floorspace Time Line   
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Appendix 2: Drake Circus Floorspace 
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