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1 Introduction and Overall Conclusion 
 
1.1 Under the terms of Section 20(5) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase 

Act 2004, the purpose of the Independent Examination of a development 
plan document (DPD) is to determine: 

 
(a) whether it satisfies the requirements of s19 and s24(1) of the 2004 

Act, the regulations under s17(7), and any regulations under s36 
relating to the preparation of the document; and 

(b)      whether it is sound. 
 

1.2 This report contains my assessment of the Sutton Harbour Area Action Plan 
(“the AAP”) in terms of the above matters, along with my recommendations 
and the reasons for them, as required by s20(7) of the 2004 Act. 

 
1.3 My role is to consider the soundness of the submitted AAP against each of 

the tests of soundness set out in PPS12.  In line with national policy, this 
AAP is presumed to be sound unless it is shown to be otherwise by evidence 
considered during the Examination.  The changes I have specified in this 
binding report are made only where there is a clear need to amend the 
document in the light of the tests of soundness in Planning Policy Statement 
(PPS) 12.  None of these changes should materially alter the substance of 
the overall plan and its policies, or undermine the sustainability appraisal 
and participatory processes already undertaken.  

 
1.4 My report firstly considers the procedural tests, and then deals with the 

relevant matters and issues considered during the Examination in terms of 
the tests of conformity, coherence, consistency and effectiveness.  My 
overall conclusion is that the AAP is sound, provided it is changed in the 
ways specified. The principal changes which are required are, in summary: 

 
 Acknowledgment of the operational needs and health and safety 

requirements of the statutory harbour authority and other commercial 
operators; 

 Greater encouragement for water based recreation and transport 
facilities; 

 More recognition of the historic importance of Lower Street; 
 Less emphasis on Harbour side food and drink outlets; 
 Clarification of the extent of use of the Sutton Harbour Heritage Trail. 

 
This report sets out all the detailed changes required, in Annex 1, to ensure 
that the plan meets all the tests of soundness.   For completeness I also 
include the minor changes suggested by the Council at Annex 2.   These 
changes do not relate to the soundness of the DPD, and I endorse them as 
they improve the Plan’s accuracy and clarity. 

 
2 Procedural Tests [Soundness Tests (i)-(iii)] 
 
2.1 The AAP is contained within the Council’s Local Development Scheme, the 

updated version being adopted in July 2007.  There, it is shown as having 
an Examination Hearing date of May 2008.  Test (i) of paragraph 4.24 of 
PPS12 is met. 



Plymouth City Council – Sutton Harbour AAP - Inspector’s Report 2008 

 - 3 -  

 
2.2 The Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) has been found 

sound by the Secretary of State and was formally adopted by the Council 
before the Examination Hearings took place.  The SCI details how the 
Council will engage with all relevant stakeholders in the AAP’s preparation, 
production and Examination stages. 

 
2.3 The issue is: 
 

Issue 1 – Has the consultation process been in accordance with the SCI, and 
been otherwise adequate? [Soundness Test (ii)]. 
 

2.4 There is no evidence to cause me to doubt that the Council has been 
through all the stages required by the SCI.  The Regulation 28 Statement 
of Consultation details these stages and summarises the responses 
received at each stage in the AAP’s formulation.  The Council has in fact 
exceeded the SCI requirements in the case of this AAP by holding a series 
of “Next Steps Workshops” to consider issues raised at the Preferred 
Options Stage.  Bearing in mind the very ambitious programme of work 
the Council has committed itself to in its Local Development Scheme, the 
extent and thoroughness of the participation process for this AAP is 
commendable, in my view.  The Council has clearly complied with the 
letter of the SCI. 

 
2.5 Concern has been expressed about four specific aspects of the adequacy of 

the consultation process, and therefore whether the Council has complied 
with the spirit of the SCI.  Firstly, it has been said to me that comments 
on the emerging AAP received from those outside Plymouth should not 
have been taken into account or if they were, they should have been 
weighted less than those from local residents.  There is nothing in the 
statutory framework governing the production of Local Development 
Documents that could limit participation to only those living in an area 
covered by a particular plan.  Neither is it possible, nor necessarily 
desirable, to weight more heavily comments by local people as against 
comments from outsiders.   

 
2.6 Secondly, I have considered alleged deficiencies in the consultation 

process in that some local residents claim they were unaware of the 
emerging AAP until quite late in the day.  It is unfortunate if this has 
happened.  However, in a large and complex place like Plymouth where a 
great deal of regeneration and other development is in train, it is perhaps 
understandable when some groups and individuals miss information and 
events that have a bearing on their lives.  Nevertheless, I can find no 
deficiency in the steps the Council has taken to ensure that this would not 
occur. 

 
2.7 Thirdly, complaint has been made about the usability of the Council’s 

website in the consultation process.  This is a matter that I commented on 
in my report on the Waste DPD.  From my experience there is some 
justification for such complaint.  Whilst I am not qualified to advise on the 
details of any improvements, I urge the Council to review this matter to 
ensure that it does not continue to mar an otherwise model Local 
Development Framework consultation process. 

 
2.8 Fourthly, the claim has been made that the Council has not been willing to 

amend Policies/Proposals in the light of comments received at the various 
stages of the AAP’s formulation.  I do not consider that this is a justifiable 
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criticism.  The Regulation 28 Statement documents how the Submission 
Stage Policies/Proposals have evolved in response to comments made.  
Paragraph 2.5 of the SCI points out the other factors that the Council has 
to take into account when deciding to amend a plan in response to public 
consultation.  The latter is, rightly, only one part of the substantial 
evidence base underpinning this AAP.  It is unrealistic to expect that the 
AAP will be changed simply on the basis of a majority of public comments 
being against a particular Policy/Proposal and without regard to the proper 
balancing of the evidence and all the relevant factors that the Council has 
to consider in reaching a conclusion on the issues concerned.  I therefore 
find no deficiency in the AAP in this regard. 

 
2.9 In conclusion I am satisfied from the documents submitted by the Council, 

including the Regulation 28 Statement and the Self Assessment Paper, 
that it has met both the letter and the spirit of the consultation 
requirements as set out in the Regulations and the SCI.  

 
2.10 Alongside the preparation of the AAP it is evident that the Council has 

carried out a satisfactory parallel process of sustainability appraisal.  
Furthermore, in accordance with the Habitats Directive, I am satisfied that 
an Appropriate Assessment – Screening Stage has been undertaken.  It 
concludes that there would be no significant adverse impact on the 
integrity of the following Natura 2000 sites: the Plymouth Sound and 
Estuaries Special Area of Conservation (SAC); the Tamar Estuaries Special 
Protection Area (SPA); the Dartmoor SAC; the South Dartmoor Woods 
SAC; and the Blackstone Point SAC, as a result of the AAP’s 
Policies/Proposals.    

 
2.11 Accordingly, I am satisfied that the procedural tests (i) to (iii) have been 

satisfied.  In addition, the South West Regional Assembly has indicated 
that the AAP is in general conformity with the draft Regional Spatial 
Strategy (RSS). 

 
3 Conformity, Coherence, Consistency and Effectiveness Tests 

[Soundness Tests (iv)-(ix)] 
 

An overview: 

3.1 Government guidance on what an AAP should include is contained in PPS 
12, and in its Companion Guide.  Essentially, an AAP should be a spatial 
plan that draws together the plans and programmes of all relevant bodies 
and authorities to provide the land use planning framework for areas 
where significant change or conservation is contemplated, with a key 
feature being the focus on implementation.  AAPs should identify the 
distribution of uses and their inter-relationships, including site specific 
allocations, and set the timetable for the implementation of proposals. 

3.2 As is made clear in paragraph 1.3 of the plan, this AAP is being produced 
because there is a real chance for significant development to take place, 
and the AAP will provide the statutory basis for this to happen.  It will help 
to deliver the already active regeneration programme, particularly building 
on the substantial foundations established by the Sutton Partnership, the 
East End Partnership and other local initiatives. 

3.3 In general, I am satisfied that the AAP is founded on a robust and credible 
evidence base.  This comprises a series of background studies, including 
the Waterfront Characterisation Study and the Barbican Conservation Area 
Appraisal and Management Plan, which I find especially informative, as 
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well as other studies on flood risk, the Eastern Corridor Study and 
Community Planning Studies.   

3.4 The AAP appropriately defines key issues, contains the clear Vision 
expressed in the Core Strategy, and then has locally distinctive objectives.  
These are consistent with the Core Strategy’s approach to building a high 
quality, sustainable City.  Policies/Proposals are expressed in such a way 
as to promote and guide development on major sites, and targets are set 
for the delivery of key components of change.  The Policies/Proposals 
contain the most important development control criteria to enable 
planning applications to be determined.  

3.5 The AAP aims to provide new housing in the context of regenerating 
historic parts of the City.  I am satisfied that the AAP conforms to the 
detailed requirements of PPS3, summarised in paragraph 10 of that 
document.  The implementation of the Policies/Proposals will achieve high 
quality, well designed housing built to a high design and environmental 
standards; there will be a large supply and a good mix of open market and 
affordable dwellings; those dwellings will be built close to the City Centre 
with good access by public transport to employment, community and 
shopping facilities.  Importantly, it is expected that the AAP will deliver 
over 1,800 dwellings as well as 103,400 sq m of employment floor space 
and 28,050 sq m of retail floor space, by 2021, all of which will be on 
previously developed land.  

3.6 As for conformity with Regional Planning Guidance 10 (RPG10), the AAP’s 
Policies/Proposals for significant housing development accord with the 
RPG’s strategy of strengthening the role and status of the Plymouth 
Principal Urban Area.  With regard to the draft RSS, the AAP conforms to 
that document, especially in relation to the need to build sustainable 
communities linked by a high quality public transport network. 

3.7 The AAP contains a Delivery and Implementation Plan that sets down for 
each Policy/Proposal the implementation timescale, the body responsible 
for delivery, the delivery mechanism, funding, land and phasing issues.  
The AAP also contains a monitor and manage framework, and refers to the 
important role of the Council’s Annual Monitoring Report in measuring the 
extent of success in delivery.  The AAP also contains a very useful Housing 
Trajectory. 

3.8 In relation to Government guidance on how climate change should be dealt 
with in spatial plans, I am satisfied that the AAP is fundamentally sound in 
that it promotes and guides the redevelopment of land in highly accessible 
and sustainable locations, supported by a High Quality Public Transport 
network.  The requirement in relevant Policies/Proposals for a Climate 
Change and Sustainability Strategy, which will demonstrate how progress 
will be made towards achieving zero carbon development, is very 
appropriate.   

3.9 In summary, I am satisfied that this AAP is indeed a spatial plan that 
reflects national guidance on this matter.  The AAP is consistent with 
national planning policy, generally in relation to the content of such plans, 
and particularly with regard to the priority to be attached to achieving a 
step change in the supply of housing, built in a sustainable way.  The AAP 
has had regard to other plans and strategies, and in particular it is in 
conformity with RPG10, the draft RSS and the adopted Core Strategy.   

3.10 Consequently, there are only a few issues related to the AAP’s soundness 
that require more detailed examination, and these are: 
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Issue 2 - Does SH1 adequately protect water based recreation and transport 
facilities consistent with Plymouth’s City Vision and the Area Vision for 
Plymouth Sound and Estuaries? [Soundness Tests (vi and vii)]. 

 
3.11 SH1 proposes the comprehensive redevelopment of a large waterfront 

site, comprising Commercial Wharf, Phoenix Wharf, Elphinstone and 
Lambhay Hill, for predominantly cultural facilities.  As paragraph 4.4 of the 
AAP points out, this is one of the most prominent, prestigious waterfront 
sites, benefiting from dramatic sea and harbour views.  The site is steeped 
in history, containing evidence of previous buildings that housed a Royal 
Naval victualling yard and emigration facilities for travellers to the New 
World.  The site is well known to generations of Plymouth residents who 
have used the commercial and recreational boating facilities there. 

  
3.12 The City’s Vision is to create “one of Europe’s finest, most vibrant 

waterfront cities where an outstanding quality of life is enjoyed by 
everyone”.  The Area Vision for Plymouth Sound and Estuaries seeks to 
conserve and enhance Plymouth’s unique coastal and waterfront setting, 
delivering opportunities for improved water transport linkages and 
recreational boating facilities, amongst other matters.  Core Strategy 
Policy CS30 seeks to enhance the City’s sport and recreational facilities, 
whilst Policy CS28 promotes water transport. 

 
3.13 The uses anticipated for the redeveloped SH1 site, as listed in the bullet 

points at the start of the Policy/Proposal, include reference only to public 
access to the water front and not to the potential the site could have in 
enhancing Plymouth’s facilities for water based recreation and transport 
uses.  Criterion 13 refers to the integration of the needs of existing boat 
users and sailing clubs into any redevelopment proposal or relocation to an 
appropriate alternative site.   

 
3.14 However, this is insufficient.  Having regard to the Core Strategy context, 

and the current use of the site, I consider that both the existing facilities 
for water based activities and the potential to expand and enhance them 
should be given more prominence in the Policy.  An addition to the bullet 
points in the first part of the Policy/Proposal, and an appropriate expansion 
of criterion 13, will make the AAP sound in respect of Tests (vi) and (vii). 

 

R1 Change the AAP in accordance with Item 4 in Annex 1. 

 
 

Issue 3 – Is the SH3 site correctly defined, and what are the implications of 
development for the historic environment and townscape enhancement? 
[Soundness Test (vii)]. 

 
3.15 SH3 promotes the redevelopment of the car park to the rear of North 

Quay House for predominantly office use but with retail, café and 
restaurant uses as well.  The Council proposes that the site, as defined on 
the Proposals Map, be modified to include the whole of the existing North 
Quay House car park and extend north to include the Bretonside frontage, 
but to exclude the strip of land which previously extended east of the car 
park as part of the proposal, including the part of Lower Street at this 
point.  I agree that the SH3 site is a prominent one, located at one of the 
main entrance points to the Barbican and North Quay parts of Sutton 
Harbour.  Its current use as a car park is a waste of land both in terms of 
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an under use of valuable land and in terms of the impression that this site 
presents to people arriving at this historic area.  There is no dispute that 
the car park could be redeveloped with a high quality building that would 
be an asset to the area.   

 
3.16 One of the aims of redevelopment is also, as paragraph 5.18 of the AAP 

refers, to repair the historic townscape.  The Policy/Proposal includes a 
section of Lower Street and part of the landscape strip between Lower 
Street and Bretonside.  The soundness issue turns on whether the 
inclusion of these two parcels of land is the most appropriate option having 
regard to the evidence and the balance of all considerations. 

 
3.17 In relation to Lower Street, I am persuaded by the evidence produced by 

those making representations on the AAP that the section of Lower Street 
that survives has much greater historic significance than the Council 
initially suggested in its statement for the Hearing.  The historic maps 
made available, and my reading of “Plymouth: A New History” (Crispin Gill 
1979) convinces me that there is a high probability that Lower Street 
marks the Medieval shoreline of Sutton Harbour.  Furthermore, although 
the current form of Lower Street resembles a Victorian cobbled service 
lane, it is likely that it corresponds with the line of Bretonside as it is 
shown on the very earliest maps of Plymouth dating from 1400.   

 
3.18 It is clear that Bretonside was one of the principal routes in the early 

settlement that is now called Plymouth, linking the three Friaries.  It may 
even correspond with the original Celtic settlement of Bilbury, from which 
the town subsequently expanded.  I accept that the section of Lower 
Street that remains is lacking in context as the buildings that used to front 
both sides of it have disappeared.  However, given the extent of 
destruction of Plymouth’s historic character, I believe that there is a 
compelling case for holding on to very important heritage assets like 
Lower Street. 

 
3.19 Core Strategy Policy CS03 commits the Council to safeguarding and, 

where possible, enhancing historic environment interests and the 
character and setting of areas of acknowledged importance.  This 
obligation is reflected in Objective 2 of the AAP.  In this context, and given 
the evidence of Lower Street’s potential importance, the latter is worthy of 
special consideration, in my view.  I believe that this is best achieved by 
Lower Street remaining as part of the defined SH3 site, wherein it can be 
given the consideration and treatment it deserves.  This does not mean 
that I sanction building on it.  Instead the AAP needs to acknowledge its 
potential importance in the supporting text.  More importantly, the 
wording of Policy/Proposal SH3 should provide for its preservation in situ if 
detailed archaeological evaluation as part of the implementation of SH3 
confirms the historic importance that the current evidence suggests the 
Street has. 

 
3.20 If preservation in situ is the outcome, I am confident that this need not 

stifle an innovative design solution for the SH3 site that both maximised 
the development potential of the site and created a high quality landmark 
building at this important corner location.  Such a building could confirm 
arrival at the North Quay and Barbican areas and frame views towards the 
Harbour itself.  I believe it would also be possible for such a design to 
move towards the current alignment of Bretonside to respect the street 
frontage west of Hawkers Avenue; also address the somewhat awkward 
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frontage created by Mariners Court to the east; and in addition maintain a 
satisfactory level of access for Mariners Court residents.   

 
3.21 There is no evidence to suggest that the loss of floor space, as a result of 

preservation of Lower Street, would render redevelopment of the whole 
site unviable.  This is a prime water front site in a very sustainable 
location, and I consider that the heritage benefits of preservation should 
outweigh any reduction in value arising from the slightly reduced floor 
space available for redevelopment.  However, there is evidence to suggest 
that the floor space figures specified in SH3 may not be achievable in any 
event.  Accordingly, the Policy/Proposal could be made sound by deleting 
these figures. 

 
3.22 With regard to the landscape strip between Lower Street and the current 

Bretonside, I acknowledge that the trees on it provide pleasant relief from 
the heavily urbanised nature of the street scene at the corner of 
Bretonside and Exeter Street.  The Policy/Proposal already provides for the 
retention of these trees or replacement with new high qualities trees.  I 
consider that the Policy/Proposal is sound in this respect as it gives some 
flexibility to achieve enhancement of this valuable landscape strip, which 
should be achievable as part of a scheme.   

 
3.23 I conclude that with the changes detailed in Annex 1, the AAP will be 

sound. 
 

R2 Change the AAP in accordance with Items 5 to 7 in Annex 1. 

 
 

Issue 4 – Does SH6 adequately address the challenges of achieving the 
Heritage Trail? [Soundness Test (vii)]. 
 

3.24 SH6 seeks to deliver and enhance the Sutton Harbour Heritage Trail, which 
allows a continuous walkway around the Harbour side.  I saw that much of 
the Trail is available now.  With the completion of new buildings on the 
east side of the Harbour and implementation of a new link between 
Vauxhall Quay and Guy’s Quay and Exchange Street, the Harbour Trail will 
be complete, considerably enhancing the amenity value of the Harbour. 

 
3.25 Whilst the Policy/Proposal substantially meets the AAP’s Objective 3, there 

are three soundness matters that need to be addressed.  Firstly, the 
Policy/Proposal allows for active uses at appropriate locations along the 
waterfront, including food and drink kiosks.  I have considered whether 
this is necessary to encourage use of the Trail and whether it is consistent 
with the Area Vision “to consolidate and develop Sutton Harbour area as 
an attractive and sustainable mixed-use city quarter creating a unique, 
high quality environment that will attract investment and new residents”.   

 
3.26 At present, there is clearly a different character to the Barbican or west 

side of the Harbour where numerous food and drink outlets including open 
air café seating contrast with the quieter residential character of North 
Quay and the commercial character of Coxside on the east.  The level of 
pedestrian activity reflects this with the Barbican being much busier.  
Nevertheless, with the completion of developments at Coxside, including 
the new BBC South West building with its outside broadcast space, and 
with the consequent ability to walk around the Harbour perimeter, I am 
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convinced that pedestrian flows will increase and the level of activity even 
out.  

 
3.27 I can agree that active ground floor uses around the Harbour will help to 

spread activity and add vibrancy to the whole Harbour side.  However, 
having regard to how the character of the Barbican has changed in recent 
years, I accept that there is a legitimate concern about whether allowing 
active ground floor uses around the Harbour will interfere with residential 
amenity at North Quay.  I agree with the Council that it would be 
unrealistic to preserve North Quay as a wholly residential area.  
Nevertheless, given the number of residential units there, the level of 
activity at ground floor level and on the Harbour side does warrant careful 
control.  Such control is available via Core Strategy Policy CS13, as well as 
through the Council’s Licensing powers.  However, the supporting text in 
the AAP should acknowledge this concern and the controls available to 
allay residents’ concerns. 

 
3.28 As for the Policy/Proposal’s allowance of food and drink kiosks, I consider 

these need even greater control to prevent the Harbour’s character 
degenerating.  I do not believe that a significant number of kiosks are 
necessary to encourage greater use of the Heritage Trail as this will occur 
when a continuous route is available.  I agree that a very limited number 
of such facilities, very sensitively designed, could complement the use of 
the Trail but the AAP needs to be more circumspect to avoid a proliferation 
of such structures.  I recommend accordingly. 

 
3.29 A second soundness matter relates to car parking around the Harbour.  I 

saw that this takes place rather randomly and in some cases hard against 
the Harbour side.  It can be an impediment to use of the Heritage Trail 
and the full enjoyment and appreciation of the Harbour’s ambience and 
historic character.  Yet I appreciate that the commercial and leisure use of 
the Harbour does reasonably require some parking to be available close to 
the water.  Criterion 2 of the Policy/Proposal refers to “the relocation of 
existing parking spaces” but the Council’s statement clarifies that what is 
intended is “a review of quayside parking within the context of 
safeguarding the operational requirements of the statutory harbour 
authority”, which is the Sutton Harbour Company.  In that case, criterion 2 
could be made clearer along those lines.  I recommend accordingly. 

 
3.30 The third soundness matter is related to the previous one and concerns 

the operational requirements of the Harbour.  The Council accepts that the 
AAP, at paragraph 5.47, should recognise more explicitly the operational 
requirements of the Sutton Harbour Company as statutory harbour 
authority.  The Company has played, and will continue to play, a major 
role in the regeneration of the Harbour.  However, its primary role to 
operate a commercial port needs to be respected and acknowledged in the 
AAP.   

 
 

R3 Change the AAP in accordance with Items 1, 2 and 8 to 10 
in Annex 1. 
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Issue 5 – Are the assumptions on housing completions in Policies/Proposals 
SH5 and SH7 realistic given the existing uses on those sites?  [Soundness 
Test (ix)]. 

 
3.31 SH5 and SH7 propose redevelopment of very large and significant sites 

that are currently occupied by a range of commercial and industrial uses.  
SH5 is the Friary Retail Park occupied by modern buildings whereas SH7 
relates to sites east and west of Sutton Road that contain a variety of low 
intensity commercial and industrial uses.  The two allocations are expected 
to ultimately yield, amongst other benefits, over 1,200 dwellings or 66% 
of the total number of dwellings planned for by the AAP.  The AAP’s 
Housing Trajectory shows a considerable surge in dwelling completions on 
previously developed land after 2010/2011, which reflects the substantial 
contribution to housing supply anticipated from development of these two 
sites. 

 
3.32 Clearly, a great deal of reliance is being placed on these two 

Policies/Proposals to deliver the housing element of the AAP.  The Council’s 
statement on this issue clarifies that negotiations aimed at achieving the 
redevelopment required on both sites are well advanced, and that there is 
no reason to question the realism of the allocations.  Yet the AAP does not 
contain reassurance that the obvious difficulties of displacing and 
relocating a large number of commercial uses has been taken into account 
in the plan’s formulation.  Neither is the reference in paragraph 3.44 to the 
possibility that “some of these developments will not be completed until 
after 2021” a sufficient reflection of the possible implementation difficulties 
on the SH5 and 7 sites.   

 
3.33 The importance of these allocations and the realism of the assumptions 

underpinning them need to be made clear in the AAP, as does the 
contingency arrangement in the event that the potential of these two sites 
is not fully realised by the end of the plan period.  I share the Council’s 
view that any short term under achievement of housing completions on 
these sites can be accommodated by the overall context of housing 
provision set out in the Core Strategy.  Tables 4 and 5 in the adopted Core 
Strategy provide the necessary reassurance that this is the case.  The 
changes specified in Annex 1 will ensure that the AAP is sound in these 
respects.    

 

R4 Change the AAP in accordance with Item 12 in Annex 1. 

 
Issue 6 – Is SH11 correctly expressed in terms of being able to demonstrate 
that all reasonable options and alternatives have been considered? 
[Soundness Test (vii)]. 
 

3.34 Policy/Proposal SH11 seeks to safeguard and enhance Queen Anne’s 
Battery for marine related uses.  This is one of the principal commercial 
boatyard and marina facilities in Plymouth, hosting a number of uses such 
as boat storage, repair, sales, charter and a dive centre.  I know that it 
can be very busy, especially in the summer months.  Public access to the 
site for non marine related purposes is tolerated but I understand there is 
no right of public access across privately owned land to the waterfront or 
to any other part of the site. 

 
3.35 The issue turns on two matters related to Soundness Test (vii) and the 

need for the AAP to be able to demonstrate that all reasonable options and 
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alternatives have been considered.  Firstly, whether the Policy/Proposal 
should refer to complementary uses that support the principal marine 
activities on the site.  Secondly, whether the AAP should be more 
circumspect in defining the degree to which the public may access the site. 

 
3.36 In relation to the first matter, the submitted AAP derives from an Issues 

and Options and a Preferred Options document.  The option of 
redeveloping the site for a mixed use development has been rejected in 
favour of marine related use.  Nevertheless, the Council accepts, and I 
agree, that the Policy/Proposal should refer to “complementary” in the first 
sentence.  Some existing uses at Queen Anne’s Battery, such as insurance 
broking, cafes and bars are complementary to the principal use and there 
is no reason why these should not be included in any expansion of the 
uses and activities there.  However, the evidence is lacking to support the 
specification in the Policy/Proposal of “in the region of 850 sq m” of cafes 
and restaurants.  This degree of precision should be deleted. 

 
3.37 As for the second matter, I consider that references to “public” access to 

the site’s waterfront has the potential to be misleading, giving the 
impression that there is a right of public access throughout the site.  The 
health and safety implications of unrestricted public access through a busy 
boatyard are serious, and the AAP needs to be more cautious in this 
regard.  What is important to the achievement of the AAP’s Objectives 3 
and 6 is that pedestrian access is encouraged, and allowed where it does 
not conflict with the operational requirements of the boatyard.  The AAP 
should be changed in several places to make this clear, including the 
Vision Diagram and the Proposed Movement Framework.  I recommend 
accordingly. 

 

R5 Change the AAP in accordance with Items 3 and 11 in 
Annex 1. 

 
 
4 The Other Tests of Soundness  
 
4.1 There is nothing that causes me to question whether the other Tests of 

Soundness, not considered above, have been met. 
 
5 Minor Changes  
 
5.1 The Council wishes to make several minor changes to the submitted DPD 

in order to clarify, correct and update various parts of the text.  Although 
these changes do not address key aspects of soundness, I endorse them 
on a general basis in the interests of clarity and accuracy.  These changes 
are in Annex 2.  The Council has also identified within the submitted DPD 
those paragraphs that will become superfluous on adoption.  Since these 
were included simply to assist readers to understand how the submission 
version has been arrived at, I am content that these can now be removed. 
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Overall Conclusion 
 
5.2 I conclude that, with the changes I recommend, the AAP satisfies the 

requirements of s20 (5) of the 2004 Act and the associated Regulations, is 
sound in terms of s20 (5) (b) of the 2004 Act, and meets the tests of 
soundness in PPS12.   

 
 
 
Douglas Machin 
 
INSPECTOR 
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ANNEX 1 – SCHEDULE OF CHANGES TO MAKE THE DPD SOUND 
 
 

 Item 
No 

AAP 
Reference 

Page 
No 

 
Recommended Change 

1 Objective 3 21 

Add “without compromising the operational needs 
and health and safety requirements of the 
statutory harbour authority and other commercial 
waterside users”. 

2 Objective 3 
Paragraph 

3.24 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

22 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Change paragraph 3.24 to read: “The AAP seeks 
to maximise public access to the waterfront 
through the creation of attractive, linked 
walkways and open spaces, together with the 
enhancement of existing spaces.  This will include 
a review and possible rearrangement of quayside 
parking to facilitate use of the Heritage Trail whilst 
safeguarding the operational requirements of the 
Sutton Harbour Company and other commercial 
and recreational water users.  Active ground floor 
uses and publicly accessible buildings will help to 
enliven the quayside spaces and walkway to 
attract people and create a lively destination”. 

3 

Sutton 
Harbour 
Vision 

Diagram 
and 

Proposed 
Movement 
Framework  

25 

Delete the blue line through Queen Anne’s Battery 
and replace with a line of a different colour to 
denote the different status of the walkway at this 
location.  The key should describe this line as 
“Public access to Queen Anne’s Battery by 
permission only and subject to seasonal change 
due to operational and health and safety 
requirements”. 
Change the description of the blue line to 
“Proposed waterfront recreational routes, 
including the proposed Sutton Harbour Heritage 
Trail/Waterfront Walkway/South West Coast 
Path/SUSTRANS National Cycle Network (Route 
27). 

4 SH1 27 & 
28 

Add to the bullet points: “Water based recreation 
and transport uses”. 

Expand criterion 13 to read: “Priority should be 
given to the integration of the needs of existing 
boat users and sailing clubs into any 
redevelopment proposal. Alternatively, relocation 
of these to an alternative site may be acceptable”. 

5 SH3 36  Reword the first part of the Policy/Proposal thus:  
 
“North Quay House Car Park: 
 
To re-develop this site to provide a high quality 
building to accommodate a range of uses that 
could include offices above ground floor level and 
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small scale retail units, cafes and restaurants at 
ground floor level”. 
 
 
Add a criterion worded: “The retention of Lower 
Street in situ unless this is not justified by an 
archaeological investigation and evaluation”. 
 
Change criterion 4 to read: “Enhancement of the 
entire tree and shrub bank to the east of the site 
between Lower Street and Bretonside to enhance 
it as a high quality publicly accessible green 
space, retaining the existing trees along the site’s 
Bretonside frontage, or replacing these with new 
high-quality street trees”. 
 
 

6 SH3 5.18 Add to the supporting text as follows: “The section 
of Lower Street included in the site may have 
important historic interest.  It could mark an 
ancient route as well as the northern shoreline of 
Medieval Sutton harbour.  As such, a scheme for 
redevelopment of the site will need to evaluate 
this historic importance.  There is a presumption 
that Lower Street will be retained in situ in a 
redevelopment scheme for the site unless this is 
not justified by an archaeological investigation 
and evaluation.  Innovative design solutions will 
be needed to address this historic asset as well as 
to provide a landmark building to announce entry 
to North Quay and the Barbican, improve the 
street scene and to frame views of the Harbour”. 

7 Proposals 
Map 

1 Modify the site to include the whole of the existing 
North Quay House car park and extend the site 
north to include Lower Street and the Bretonside 
frontage, but exclude the strip of land which 
previously extended east of the car park and 
along Bretonside as part of the proposal, including 
the part of Lower Street at this point. 
 
 

8 SH6 45 Change criterion 1 to read: “Allowing active uses 
at ground floor level at appropriate locations, 
having regard to residential amenity, including a 
limited number of small scale food and drink 
kiosks”.  
 
Change criterion 2 to read: “The review and 
possible rearrangement of quayside parking to 
facilitate use of the Heritage Trail whilst 
safeguarding the operational requirements of the 
Sutton Harbour Company and other commercial 
and recreational users”. 
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9 SH6 
Paragraph 

5.42 

46 Change paragraph 5.42 to read: “The completion 
of development around the Harbour will 
encourage a more even pattern of activity around 
it, and the Policy/Proposal will assist in this 
respect.  Allowing active uses at ground floor level 
around the Harbour, such as cafes and 
restaurants, will add to the area’s vibrancy.  A 
very limited number of small scale food and drink 
kiosks of a high quality, flood resistant design will 
also be allowed where these would encourage a 
more even pattern activity along the Heritage 
Trail.  In both cases the Council will be mindful to 
achieve harmony between various uses, and will 
assess such proposals against Core Strategy 
Policy CS13 as well using other controls available 
to achieve the AAP’s Vision and Objectives”. 
 

10 
SH6 

Paragraph 
5.47 

46 

Amend paragraph 5.47 to read: “It is important in 
implementing this Policy/Proposal that the 
commercial viability of the Harbour, the yacht 
marina and fish market are sustained as 
important economic drivers, and any future 
development proposals must not prejudice the 
operational requirements of the statutory harbour 
authority”. 
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11 SH11  
60 & 
61 

Amend Proposal SH11 headline text to read: 
 
To safeguard, enhance and maximise the site's 
potential for marine related and complementary 
employment uses, including an innovative means 
of achieving safe pedestrian access to and along 
the site’s waterfront leisure facilities without 
compromising the site’s operational or health and 
safety requirements. 
 
Delete the first and second bullet points, having 
incorporated these words into the headline text. 
 
Move the third headline bullet to create a new 
provision SH11.4: “Additional cafes and 
restaurants as part of improved pedestrian access 
to the site”; and re-number the remaining 
provision bullet points accordingly. 
 
Add a new sentence to the end of paragraph 6.37 
– “With regards to provision SH11.4 above, it may 
be possible to demonstrate that capacity exists for 
additional leisure uses as part of an integrated 
master plan”.  
 
Add a further sentence to paragraph. 6.40 after 
the first sentence – “As with much of Sutton 
Harbour’s waterfront, the site is privately owned 
with no Public Rights of Way and public access is 
permitted at the land owner’s discretion.”   
 
Amend the final sentence of paragraph. 6.40 to 
read “However, an innovative means of achieving 
safe, pedestrian routes to and along the site’s 
waterfront leisure facilities will be supported, but 
it will be important that this route does not 
compromise the site’s operational or health and 
safety requirements.”  
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12 
Housing 

Trajectory 
70 

Insert the following text below Table 6 – Housing 
Trajectory: 
 
Supplementary Notes on Housing Trajectory 
 
The Housing Trajectory graph in Table 6 shows a 
peak in housing completions in 2013/14.  This is 
due to the housing completion estimates for two 
major sites, SH5 and SH7.  Implementation of 
these Policies/Proposals requires existing 
commercial uses to be relocated.  The estimates 
of housing completions are based on evidence and 
discussions with land owners, but housing 
completions will obviously be subject to market 
conditions.  Clear delivery mechanisms are 
identified in the Plan but any short term under 
achievement of housing completions on these 
sites can be accommodated by the overall context 
of housing provision set out in the Core Strategy.  
The delivery of housing will be monitored through 
the AMR, which will identify any issues including 
the potential need to review this Plan and other 
Local Development Documents.   
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ANNEX 2 – SCHEDULE OF MINOR CHANGES THAT DO NOT RELATE TO 
SOUNDNESS, PROPOSED BY THE COUNCIL, WHICH I SUPPORT 
 

Item 
No 

AAP 
Reference 

Page No  
Recommended Change 

1 Planning 
Context 

8 

Delete last sentence of paragraph 1.1.   It is 
considered unnecessary to illustrate the 
former Local Plan now it has been superseded 
by the Core Strategy. 
 

2 
Sutton 
Harbour 
Vision 
Diagram 

19 

Delete Sutton Jetty and Exchange Street Car 
Park proposals from the updated Vision 
diagram. 

3 
Paragraph 

6.1  
48 

The last sentence of Paragraph 6.1 should be 
altered to read “Marine related employment 
uses or sites will be safeguarded and 
enhanced”. 
 

    4 SH8  54 

Add a further bullet-point to Proposal SH8's 
headline text, consistent with Preferred Option 
10:  
 
"Residential uses (in the region of 85-150 
units, including 26-45 affordable housing units 
with 17-30 units built to Lifetime Homes 
Standard)." 

5 SH9  56 

Amend the end of final sentence of para. 6.24 
to read: “without compromising both the 
health and safety and statutory harbour 
operation needs of the fish market”. 

6 SH10  58 

Suggest amending Proposal SH10.6 to read: 
“A formal management agreement between 
the bridge operators and the Council on the 
bridge opening and closing times, together 
with appropriate consultation with local people 
and other key stakeholders”. 

7 Table 2 64 

Delivery Table 2 highlights the importance of 
partnership working with stakeholders "such 
as Plymouth Art Centre". It is suggested that 
the words "and the Barbican Theatre" be 
added to this table box to highlight ongoing 
support for this facility and the importance of 
a joined-up approach with regards to 
developing a landmark cultural venue on the 
proposal site. 
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8 
Proposals 

Map 
1 

Amend the Proposals Map to show the green 
space in front of Queen Anne Quay’s building 
as an extension of the adjacent Teats Hill 
Strategic Greenscape (CS18). 

9 

Extract 
from City 

of 
Plymouth 
Adopted 

Local Plan 

Proposals 
Map 

Page 2 

Delete extract from former Local Plan.  It is 
considered unnecessary to illustrate the 
former Local Plan now it has been superseded 
by the Core Strategy. 
 

 
  
 
 


