
15. Issues and Options responses to: 
Sutton Harbour Area Action Plan 

  Table 15: Summary of responses to the Sutton Harbour Area Action 
Plan Issues and Options  

Number expressing concern  8 

Number expressing support  8 

Number of other comments  15 

Total  31 

15.1. Comments in support of the proposed options 
15.1.1. Careful traffic management is essential. The best solution would be to make 

Vauxhall Quay a cul de sac. Hope all the suggested new access points are 
pedestrian only. Trust that 'infill' only means widening of the quays for 
pedestrians and would not destroy the appearance of the oldest part of 
harbour. 

15.1.2. At least one major tourist/commercial area of the city needs to be seen to be 
completed. The Sutton Harbour water frontage can be completed with 
mostly private funds. Thought needs to be given to safe access and civic 
management. 

15.1.3. Coxside should be included in the Area Action Plan.  
15.1.4. Maritime Plymouth supports the recognition of the importance of the 

maritime sector in revitalising the area. Priority must be given to maritime 
businesses which need waterfront access. This area could become the hub 
of water-borne transport around the city.   

15.1.5. Rowe & Co Holdings Ltd broadly welcomes the contents of the document. It 
is difficult, however, to provide detailed feedback and the identification of 
opportunity sites should be more specific. 

15.1.6. The National Marine Aquarium supports the proposed options outlined, and 
is ready to play its part in helping to deliver the vision to the benefit of all 
stakeholders in the area. 

15.1.7. The East End Partnership notes that the interests of existing residents need 
to be safeguarded in the new development. 

15.1.8. Defence Estates supports the proposals, but wish to be consulted regarding 
any development near the Citadel for security implications. 

15.2. Concerns raised 
15.2.1. Concerns that high-rise buildings are out of scale for the Barbican. 
15.2.2. Concern that the proposals go against conservation plans, particularly 

regarding filling in the Cove. 
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15.2.3. Sutton Harbour is historic and should not be changed. There has been a 
failure to give enough information about the intentions and how they will 
affect the harbour and the immediate residents.  

15.2.4. The proposals do not address the problems faced by existing residents. 
15.2.5. Need better street lighting and security cameras around the Barbican, and 

improved parking facilities. People are attracted to places like Blackpool by 
illuminations and entertainment, need something like that in Plymouth. 

15.2.6. Barbican Harbourside Residents Association is concerned about the 
enhancement of the historic environment, and about how new developments 
are not in keeping with existing buildings. Old and modern are not blending 
in well. The needs of the local residents are not being taken into 
consideration. 

15.2.7. Westbury Homes (Holdings) Limited supports the main principles set out in 
the Issues and Options document, but require further clarification on matters 
of detail. 

15.2.8. The Hoe and Barbican Action Group/Tinside Action Group note that plans to 
build on the waterfront near the Royal Citadel will be resisted by heritage 
campaigners. Proposals to build flats on Vauxhall Street car park will also be 
fought. 

15.3. Other comments 
15.3.1. Bretonside Bus Station needs to be cleaned up. It should be a priority as it 

presents a very negative image to visitors.  
15.3.2. Could the ugly Staples building be demolished to give access to the 

Barbican?  
15.3.3. Suggestion that the pedestrian crossing in Bretonside to the west of Harbour 

Avenue/North Street junction be removed, and traffic lights incorporating 
provisions for pedestrians be installed at the junction itself. This would ease 
traffic problems at this junction.  

15.3.4. More public parking is needed in the Barbican area. Coxside Residents 
Association would also like to see more bins.  

15.3.5. Maintain buildings on northeast of harbour, which may be under threat of 
demolition.  North Quay House and the Boatyard are not particularly historic, 
but are in character with the harbour environment. Along with China House, 
which does have a historic past, they reflect the maritime business of the 
area. 

15.3.6. Queries about the plans for Coxside, and the location of the new footbridge. 
15.3.7. Comment about how the Salt Quay house and the Boatyard on the NE 

corner of Sutton Harbour will retain its maritime flavour if replaced with yet 
more apartment blocks. 

15.3.8. Comment on whether there is capacity in the sewerage system for the 
Sutton Harbour development. 

15.3.9. The illustration could be made easier to read, particularly for colour-blind 
people. There is a need for a project/implementation team to help to deliver. 

15.3.10. Tall buildings should be 5-7 storeys high at most. 
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15.3.11. Consideration needs to be given to boat owners with high masts, and 
uneven road surfaces, which are tiring to walk on. 

15.3.12. Bretonside is an ideal location for long distance buses and all the visiting 
coaches the proposals aim to attract. 

15.3.13.  The Conservative Group Forum makes a number of comments: 
• Support the continued MOD use of the Citadel site. 
• Has concerns about the future of car parks in the area, and whether the 

future supply of parking around Sutton Harbour will be sufficient. The 
Mackay Vision suggests that Lambhay Hill could be built upon, but this 
is not covered in the LDF options. Will Lambhay Hill Car Park be 
protected? 

• Housing should be kept away from the Barbican. Opposed to any further 
pubs and clubs around the Barbican area. Housing around other parts 
of the harbour should include sufficient social housing. Developments 
should not jeopardise access to the waterfront. 

• Phoenix Wharf could see a different and perhaps better use. Sensitive 
redevelopment would be welcomed. 

• The current occupants of the Teats Hill flats area should be allowed to 
remain on the same site if redevelopment occurred. 

• Concerns about plans to redevelop Bretonside bus station before any 
alternative plans have been made for its relocation. 

• Grave concerns about proposals to introduce traffic calming measures 
to Notte Street, Bretonside and Exeter Street. Other measures should 
be considered, for example the restoration of Royal Parade to 4 lanes. 

15.3.14.  The Environment Agency makes a number of comments: 
• The Agency is sympathetic to the vision for the area, but flood risk, 

impacts on the inter-tidal area and tidal water quality need to be 
accounted for. 

• A strategic assessment of flood risk is essential. This should include 
consideration of the impact of climate change on flood risks and also 
any future work on existing defences. 

• The Sutton Harbour lock gates have reached the end of their designed 
operational life. The Agency is planning to work with partners to ensure 
that secure flood defences are provided for the future. 

• Concerned about the loss of inter-tidal areas because it is not 
sustainable for long-term management of coastal areas. 

• The impacts of development on tidal water quality should be considered, 
with the following as a minimum:  
• Impact on designated shellfish waters under the shellfish waters 

directive in the Tamar estuary and Shellfish Hygiene Directive beds. 
Shellfish beds not designated but commercially exploited need to be 
included.  

• Impact on designated bathing waters at Plymouth Hoe (East and 
West). 

• Impact on cSAP as designated by the Habitats Directive. 
• Impact on future classifications, as determined by the water framework 

directive. 
• Impact on sewerage. 
• No deterioration in the overall quality of water, especially in areas of 

low water exchange (embayments and docks).  
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