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PLYMOUTH CITY COUNCIL

REPORT OF ACTION TAKEN UNDER DELEGATED CAEINET MEMBER
DECISIONS

Name of the Maftter

Proposad Representations to the Alternative Sites Consultation on South
Hams District Council, Local Developmant Framework, Sherford New
Community Area Action Plan Post (Submission Stage)

Cabinet Member Exercising Delegated Authority
Clir Mrs Nelder, Partfolio Hoider for Strategic Planning Policy

Decision

To make the attached formal representations on the Alternative Sites
Consultation ta the Sherford New Community Area Action Plan {Submission
Stage).

Reasons for Decision
To ensure that Plymouth's views are taken into consideration and that the
interests of the city are considered in the proper planning of Sherford.

Alternative Options Considered and Rejected (if not applicable, please
provide explanation}

Nat to make representations at this stage would exclude the City Council from
representing its case to an independent examination cn the alternative site
suggested for the Sherford New Commurtity.

Financial Implications
MNone arising from this repaort

In Consulfation with:

o, Other Cabingt Member {if applicable} ... NEA
« _ Corporate Management Team Member ... NJP.
and

{Officer's initials or NfA)
+ Head of Finance (mandatary} EM DevF&70035
« Head of Legal Services JAR
+« Head of Human Rescurces MNIA..... .
=« Head of Asset Management NIA........
+ Headof IT MIA. ..
= Head of Strategic Procuremeni MNIAL




Was the Decision

+» A key decision? YN No

» |n the Forward Plan?” Y/N No

» Within the policy and budget framework?” Y/N Yes

« |n accordance with Equalities Assessment? Y/N MIA

+ A case of special urgency agreed by the Chair of Overview and
Scrutiny Commission®™? Y/N - Yes
If Yes

Signed by Chair of Querview and Scrutiny Commission

Reason for Urgency (please indicate how delay for call-in would
seriously prejudice the Council's or the public interest)

South Hams District Council published the Sherford Area Action Plan
{submission stage) Alternative Sites Consultation 29" August 2008 - for a
statutory 6 week consultation period ending on 10" October 2006, This is
an gpen cansultation for any organisation / individual to respand to.

The alternative site proposal subject to consultation is of great significance
to the City Council's interasts and therefore it was extremely impcrtant that
we made a formal response. The technical analysis of these docurmnents
{and appropriate background material / historical inforration) is a lengthy
process in itself, and needed to be done carefully and in consultation with
other key departments.

The time constraints were such that an earlier Delegation meeting was not
realistically achievable.

* See Forward Plan for explanation on all these issues.
# For further advice, contact Acting Head of Safer Communities, ext. !
432174004 '

List of Background Papers {If nat attached, indicate where it can be
accessed. Any confidential information should be included in background
papers only and not contained in the delegated decision. If background paper
Part I, please indicate and complete Reasons for Part |l below.}

s South Hams District Council, Local Development Framework Core
Strategy



» South Hams District Council, Sherford Arga Action Plan and
accompanying Sustainability Appraisal

+ South Hams District Council Sherford Area Action Plan (Submission
Stage) — Further Consultation — Alternative Sites Consultation.

The above documents can be viewed at the Civic Cenlre, or on the South
Hams Council web site {(www.southhams. gov. uk}

(The above Part || background papers are not for publication by virtue of
Paragraph{s) Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the Local Government Act
1972.)

Cabinet Member —

| agree the decision and confirm that it is not contrary to the Council's poticy
and budget framework, City Strategy and Corporate Plan {Medium Term
Financtal Plan}.

SIOM oo et e e AR




Sherford Area Action Plan {Submission}

Response of Plymouth City Council to Alternative Sites
Consultation (Sherford Refined)

1. Introduction

1.1

12

1.3

1.4

South Hams District Council received one representation to the submitted
Sherford Area Action Plan that proposed an alternative site for the Sherford
New Cammunity. Under the new Local Development Framework system,
South Hams District Council are obliged to advertise this alternative site to
allow others to make representations on it, so that the Planning Inspector can
consider all the refevant views. This is a statutory period which ends at 4.00
p.m. on 10" October 2006, The alterative site has been suggested by the
Plymouth & South West Co-operative Sociely Ltd and it is variously referred
to as either the alternative site or Sherford Refined (the P&SW Co-op term for

ity

The alternative site is close to the submitted Sherford AAP site, but itis
located farther to the south and east and does not include any land within the
City Council authority area. The transport proposals are also significantly
different as they connect the Deep Lane junction with the A378 between
Plymouth and Brixton with & new road, which provides for 2 park and ride
sites. The proposed transport infrastructure would provide a less direct and
longer public transpart route into the City via the A379, particularly from the
Deep Lane Junction. The propased urban form and impact of the proposal are
significantly different and considered to be far less sustainable than the
submitted Sherford proposal. The alternative proposal is significantly more
separated from Plymouth and extends into the Countryside, creating a new
community more isolated from Piymouth, whose housing needs it is primarily
intended to meet. A copy of the alternative Sherford Refined location plan as
suggested is attached.

Whilst the alternative Sherford Refined proposal has been subject to a
stalutory consultation periad, it is considered that the method of its proposal is
cansiderably weaker and hence flawed in comparison fo the submitted
Sherford proposal which has bean subject to lengthy and considerable public
cansultation and debate, including in depth stakeholder consultation, which
the alternative Sherford Refined proposal has not.

The alternative Sherford Refined proposal representation document sets out a
criticism of the submitted Sherford proposal and presented a case of how the
alternative Sherford Refined proposal addressed these eriticisms and
provided for & more sustainable development option. However, there was very
little evidence submitted with the alternative Sherford Refined proposal that
might provide an objective and robust defence of the alternative proposal.
There was a significant reliance on a document produced for the Blavon
Structure Plan Inguiry in to support the strategic allocation of Sherford in
comparison to other strategic options. It is of great concern that that the
alternative Sherford Refined is not underpinned by an appropriate evidence
base to provide a robust basis for its allocation.




2. Response
Compliance of Alternative Site Proposal with tests of Soundness in relation to
existing policy framework:

Test 3 Sustainability appraisal - FAIL
The alternative site proposal {Sherford Refined) fails to meet this test, as the
proposal has not been subject to a sustainability appraisal.

Test 4a Consistency with Other policies — FAIL
The Sherford Refined proposal fails to demonstrate that it complies with and is
consistent with the requirements of.

1.

Devon Structure Plan to 2016 Adopted October 2004

[

The proposal fails to demonstrate how it is capable of accommodating in a
sustainable and acceptable way development beyond the plan period. This
issue is currently addressed in a robust and sound way in the Sherford and
North Flymstock 2AP’s,

South Hams District Council LOF Corg Strategy Submitted Juneg 2006

The alternative proposal does not fully comply with the requiremants of the
Core Strategy. In particular the proposal does not demonstrate that it provides
a coherent planned eastern boundary to the PUA and there are no clear
proposals for the sustainable growth of the new community to meet future
housing needs.

South Hams District Council LDF South Sherford Area Action Plan Subrnitted

June 2006

The propasal is in prima facia conflict with the submitted Sherford AAP, which
has been the outcome of sound preparation and is substantively based on a
robust and credible evidence base and has been subject to rigour of proper
procedure and consultation.

Plymouth City Council Local Transport Plan 2005-2011.

The alternative proposal does not provide evidence to demonstrate that itis
consistent with the Local Transport Flan,

Flymauth City Council LDE Cere Strategqy Submitted Auqust 2066,

The alternative proposal fails to demonstrate that it is consistent with the Core
Strategy proposed for Plymouth, in particular it does not promote the
development of a sustainable linked community as set out in Area Vision 8 for
North Plymstock & Minerals.

Plymouth City Councid LDF North Plymstock Area Action Plan Submitted

August 2008,
The atternative proposal fails to demaonstrate that it is consistent with the

Morth Plymstock Area Action Plan. The proposal is not consistent with
policies/proposals NPOS, NP06, NPO7, NP8, NPOS, NP11, NP13, NP15, and
NP15.

Test 4b Consistency with National Policy - FAIL
The Sherford Refined proposal fails in relation to national planning policy, in
particular:

1.

PPS 3 — Housing



The alternative proposal fails the sequential test in comparison to the '
submitted proposal, which delivers a more sustainable development optian. :
Sherford Refined forms a freestanding new seftiement to the east of
Plymouth's urban edge, whereas Sherford as submitted provides an urban
extension with the PUA, The proposal as submitied would in effect be a new ,
neighbourhood of the city, providing a coherent and defendable edge to the !
PUA, with future growth taking place back into the city and a significant level
of sharing of infrastructure.

2. PPS 12 — Local Development Frameworks
The alternative proposal fails to indicate how it complies with the tests of
soundness and how the sustainability appraisal process has been or is 10 be
carried out prior to consideration at examination.
The alternative proposal does noi provide sufficient specific changes to
provide a basis for a robust Area Action Plan allocation.

Test 4c Consistency with Regional Palicy - FAIL

The Sherford Refined proposal fails to demonstrate how it provides for an urban
extension at Plymouth. Sherford Refined is more remote from the urban area than
the submitted proposal.

The Sherford Refined proposal fails o demonsirate how it will provide for the
longer term development neads of the area as set out in the draft R3S to the
periad 2026.

Test 5 Regard to the Community Strategy - FAIL

The alternative site proposal {Sherford Refined) fails to meet this test, as the
proposal does not have praper regard to significant elerments of the community
strategies for both Plymouth and South Hams.

Test § Coherent proposals between docusnents and other autherity plans -
FAIL

The alternative praposal is inconsistent with the draft Regional Spatial Strategy, the
City Council's submitted Core Strategy and North Plymstock Area Action Plan and
with the South Hams Core Strategy and the Sherford Area Action Plan.

The alternative praposal does not present a coherent proposal with sufficient :
information and guidance to enable the proper delivery of a sustainable new :
comrmunity.

Test 7 Proposals are the most appropriate in circumstances and compared
to alternatives - FAIL

The alternative proposal fails to demonstrate that it is the most appronriate
proposal in relation to a robust and credible evidence base and the proposal set
out in the submitted AAP. The alternative proposal does not appear 1o be
supported by an evidence base of sufficient substance and credibility to support
this significant development. The alternative proposal fails to dermaonstrate that it
can provide for a high quality development in particular relation to transport and
environmental impact.

The alternative proposal fails to demonstrate that it provides for more sustainahle
transport proposals, particularly in relation to its contexd, urban form and
connections with the existing transport infrastructure, the plans of neighbouring
authorities and the consequent ability to deliver sustainable public transport
solutions



The alternative praposat { Sherford Refined) would lead to a far greater intrusion
into the countryside, threatening coalescence with Brixton.

Test 8 There are ¢lear mechanisms for implementation - FAIL

The alternative proposal fails to pravide clear proposals for implementation and
maonitoring of the proposal.

There is no apparent evidence to support the means of implementation of the
proposal, particularly in relation to assembly of land required to implement the
proposal or means for implementation if land assembly proved to be difficult.

Test9 The plan is reasonably flexible - FAIL
The alternative proposal fails to demonstrate how it can accommodate sustainable
future growth.
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South Hams Local Déﬁelopment Framework

o
L=
Sherford Area Action Plan (Submission Stage) — Wi gy o
Alternative Sites Consultation Response Form i i

South Hams

Please read the Guidance Notes before completing this form in black ink. District Gouncil
A separate form should be used for each matter and should relate to a Test of Scundness for
your representation to be properly considered.

. Far OHiclal Use Only
All comments should be received by 4.00pm on Tuesday Referente Non oo
10 October 2006 to guarantee that they will be considered. Oale Acknowledged .. ..o

Please complete this form if you are responding to the Alternative Sites Consultation ONLY

1. Personal Details 2. Agents Detalls {if applicable)
Title [ - —| Mr B
First Name [ | | Andrew |
Last Nama | ] Roberts N ]
Job Title {where relevant) | o _—| | Spatial Planning Co-ordinator ]

Organisation (where [ Flymouth City Council ‘ ‘

ratevant) |
Address Line 1 | ]| Planning & Regeneration Service |
Line 2 [ | Civic Centre —ll
Line 3 | ] [ Plymouth _
Line 4 I l |
Post Code | o [Puieaa

| Telephona Numbar | | 01752 304361

© E-mait [ o ' | | Andy RobeHs@plymouth gov.uk

Data Protection
- The comment{s} you submit on the Local Development Framework (LDF) will be used in the plan
' process and may be in use for the lifetime of the LDF in accordance with the Data Protection Act
1998, The information will be analysed and issues raised will be considered by the Council. Please
note that comments cannot be treated as confidential and will be made available for public inspection
at the Council offices, and available to view on the Council's website {www.southhams qov.uk).




3. History of Representation
Did you make a representation with the Council earlier in the process of the preparation of
the Sherford Area Action Plan 7?7

No Yes (Issues & Options Slage) Yes (Preferred Options}  Yes (Submission Stage)
Yes Yoes Yes

if you answered ‘No’ to the above, can you briefly explain why you did not do so:

4{a). Nature of Representation

Do you consider the Alternative Site to be:

Sound' Unsound X ,
Gato Q.5 Go to Q.4(b)

i.e, that you support i.e. you do not support the alternative site to the
the alternative site one proposed in the Sherford AAP

-4({b). Nature of Representation

If you consider the Alternative Site is unsound, please tick which test of soundness your
representation relates to. For more information on any of the 9 Tests of Soundness please see the
. Guidance Note.

Please note you should complete a separate form for each test you consider the Alternative
Site fails.

(See attached) Please tick one
Test only
Faifure to meet a Soundness Test
1. It has not been prepared in accordance with the authority's Lecal Development
Scheme (LDS).

2. (A} It has not been prepared in compliance with the Statement of Community
Involvement (STI).

(B} Where no SCI exists, it has not been prepared in accordance with the
minimum requirements of the Town and Country Planning {Local Development)
{England) Regulations 2004.

3. The plan and its policies have not heen subject to sustainability appraisal,

4. (A)itis not a spatial plan, or it has not properly had regard to any other
relevant plans, policies and strategies relating to the area or to adjoining areas.

' The Planning Inspectorale defines ‘sound’ within its ordinary meaning of ‘shawing good judgement’ and 'able to be
trusted' and within the cantext of fulfiling the expectatians af legislalion.




{B) It is inconsistent with national planning policy.

{C} it is not in general conformity with the regional spatial strategy.

5. It does not have regard to the authonty's community strategy.

6. The strategies/policies/allocations in the plan are not coherent and consistent
within and between Development Plan Documents {DPDs) prepared by the
authority and by neighbouring authorities, where cross boundary issues arg
relevant.

7. The strategiesmoliciesfallocations fail to represent the maost appropriate in all
the cirgumstances, having considered the relevant alternatives, and they are
not founded on a robust and credible evidence hase.

8. There are no clear mechanisms for implementation and monitoring.

9. The plan is not reasonably flexible to enable it to deal with changing
circumstances.

For more information on any of the 9 Tests of Soundness please see the Guidance Nofe

5. Explanation of Representation _
Please give details of why you consider the Alternative Site to he either 'sound’ or 'unsound’. If you
consider it to be 'unsound’ please have regard to the test you have identified in response to question
4({b). Please be as precise as possible.

See attached

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporiing
information necessary to supportijustify the representation and the suggested change, as there will
not normally be a subseguent opportunity to make further representafions based on the original
represeniation. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for exantination.




6{a). ExamInation
Can your representation seeking a change be considered by written representations or do you
consider it necessary to attend in person at the Examination??

VWritten Representations Attend Examination

6({h). Examination
If you wish to attend in person at the examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary.

Ta present case of Plymouth City Council and maintain co-urdination of cross boundary plans,

| Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure (o adopt fo hear those who
have ingicated that they wish to aftend the Examination.

Signature Date

A0 Cheterher 2006

Please return your completed Alternative Site Response Form to:

Post: Major Developments Team, South Hams District Council, Follaton House, Flymouth Road,
Totnes, TQY SNE

Fax: Marked - Major Developments (01803) 861404
Email: major.developments@southhams.gov.uk

For any enguiries please call 01803 861234




PLYMOUTH CITY CQUNCIL i

REPORT OF ACTION TAKEN UNDER DELEGATED CABINET MEMBER
DECISIONS

E[_éﬁated huthority Reference No. {Demﬁcraiic Support to completé}

Name of the Matter

Proposed Representations fo the Alternative Sites Consultation on South
Hams District Councit, Local Development Framework, Sherford New
Community Avea Action Plan Post (Submission Stage)

Cabinet Member Exercising Delegated Authority
Clir Mrs Nelder, Portfolio Holder for Strategic Planning Folicy

Decision o ,
To make the attached formal representations on the Alternative Sites
Consultation to the Sherford New Community Area Action Plan (Submission

Stage).

Reasons for Decision
To ensure that Plymouth's views are taken inte consideration and that the
interests of the city are considered in the proper planning of Sherford.

Alternative Options Considered and Rejected (if not applicable, please
provide explanation)

Mot to make representations at this stage would exclude the City Council from
representing its case to an independent examination en the alternative site
suggested far the Sherford New Community.

Financial Implications
Mone arising from this report

In Consultation with:

... Other Cabinet Member {if applicable) ... N/A
»... Corporate Management Team Member ..., NJP.
and

{Officer's initials or NfA)
s Head of Finance {mandatory) EM DevFG70035
+ Head of Legal Services JAR
= Head of Human Resources NI&. ... .
+ Head of Asset Management NFA........
» Head of IT NAA.. ...
+ Head of Strategic Procurement MNi&



Was the Decision

v« A kay deciston? YN Na

+ Inthe Forward Pian?* Y/N MNo

« Within the policy and budget framework?™ Y/N No

+ |n accordance with Equalities Assessment? /N MNIA

+ A case of special urgency agreed by the Chair of Overview and
Scruting Commission®? Y/N - Yes
If Yes

Signed by Chair of Overview and Scrutiny Commission

Reason for Urgency (please indicate how delay for call-in would
sericusly prejudice the Council’s or the public interest)

South Hams District Council publishied the Sherford Area Action Plan
{submission stage) Alternative Sites Consultation 2_9”‘ August 2006 - for a
statutory 6 week consultation period ending on 10" Octaber 2006. This is
an open consultation for any organisation / individual to respond to.

The alternative site proposal subject to consultation is of great significance
to the City Council's interests and therefore it was extremely important that
we made a formal response. The technical analysis of these documents
(and appropriate background material / historical information] is a lengthy
process in itself, and needed to be done carefully and in consultation with
other key departments.

The time constraints were such that an earfier Delegation meeting was not
realistically achievable.

* See Forward Plan for explanation on all these issues.
# For further advice, contact Acting Head of Safer Communities, ext.
4321/4004

List of Background Papers {If not attachad, indicate where it can be
accessed. Any confidential information should be included in background
papers only and not ¢contained in the delegated decision. If background paper
Part Il, please indicate and complete Reasons for Part |l below. )

+ South Hams District Council, Local Development Framework Core
Strategy




» 5South Hams District Council, Sherford Area Action Plan and
accompanying Sustainability Appraisal

= South Hams District Counci! Sherford Area Action Plan (Submission
Stage) — Further Consultation — Alternative Sites Consultation.

The above documents can be viewed at the Civic Centre, or on the South
Hams Council web site {www_southhams.gov. uk)

(The above Part [| background papers are not for publication by virtue of
Faragraph({s) Part 1 of Schedule 124 of the Local Government Act
1972.)

Cabinet Member -
| agree the decision and confirm that it is not contrary to the Council's policy

and budget framework, City Strategy and Corperate Plan (Medium Term
Financial Plan).

Sign e Date




Sherford Area Action Plan {Submission)

Response of Pilymouth City Council to Alternative Sites
Consultation {Sherford Refined)

1. Introduction

1.1

1.2

1.3

14

South Hams District Council received one representation to the submitted
Sherford Area Action Plan that proposed an alternative site for the Sherford
New Community. Under the new Local Development Framework system,
South Hams District Council are obliged to advertise this allernative sits to
allow others to make representations on it, so that the Planning Inspector can
consider alf the relevant views. This is a statutory period which ends at 4,00
p.m. on 10" October 2006, The aliernative site has been suggested by the
Plymouth & South West Co-operative Society Ltd and it is variously referred
to as either the alternative site or Sherford Refined {the P&SW Co-op term for
it).

The alternative site is close to the submitted Sherford AAP site, but it is
located farther to the south and east and does not include any land within the
City Council authority area, The transport propesals ara also significantly
different as they connect the Deep Lane junction with the A379 between
Plymouth and Brixton with a new road, which provides for 2 park and ride
sites. The proposed transport infrastructure would provide a less direct and
longer public transpert route into the City via the A379, particularly from the
Deep Lane Junction. The proposed urban form and impact of the preposal are
significantly different and considered to be far less sustainable than the
submitted Sherfard proposal. The alternative proposatl is significantly more
separated from Plymouth and extends into the Countryside, creating a new
community mare isolated fram Plymouth, whose housing needs it is primarily
intended to meet. A copy of the alternative Sherford Refined location plan as
suggested is attached.

Whilst the alternative Sherford Refined proposal has been subjectto a
statutory consultation period, it is considered that the method of its proposal is
considerably weaker and hence flawed in comparison to the submitted
Sherford proposal which has been subject to lengthy and considerable public
consultation and debate, including in depth stakeholder consultation, which
the alternative Sherford Refined proposal has not.

The alternative Sherford Refined proposal representation document sets out a
criticism of the submitted Sherford proposal and presented a case of how the
alternative Sherford Refined proposal addressed these crificisms and
provided for a more sustainable development option. However, there was very
little evidence submitted with the alternative Sherford Refined proposal that
might provide an chjective and robust defence of the alternative proposal.
There was a significant reliance on a document produced for the Devon
Structure Plan Inguiry in to support the strategic allocation of Sherford in
comparison to other strategic options. It is of great concern that that the
alternative Sherford Refined is not underpinned by an appropriate evidence
hase to provide a robust basis for its allocation.




2. Response
Compliance of Alternative Site Proposal with tests of Soundness in relation to
existing policy framewaork;

Test 3 Sustainability appraisal - FAIL
The alternative site proposal {Sherford Refined) fails to meet this test, as the
proposal has not been subject to a sustainability appraisal.

Test 4a Consistency with Other policies — FAIL
The Sherford Refined proposal fails to demonstrate that it complies with and is
consistent with the requirements of;

1.

Devon Structure Plan to 20116 Adopted October 2004

The proposal fails to demonstrate how it is capable of accommodating ina
sustainable and acceptable way development beyond the plan period. This
issue is currently addressed in a rebust and sound way in the Sherford and
North Plymstock AAP's.

South Hams District Council LDF Core Strategy Submitted June 2005

The alternative proposal does not fully comply with the requirements of the
Core Strategy. In particular the proposal does not demonstrate that it provides
a coherent planned eastern boundary ta the PUA and there are no clear
proposals for the sustainabte growth of the new community to meet future
housing needs.

South Hams District Council LDF South Sherford Area Action Plan Submitted

June 2006

The proposal is in prima facia confiict with the submitted Sherford AAR, which
has been the outcome of sound preparation and is substantively based on a
robust and credible evidence base and has been subject to rigour of proper
procedure and consultation.

Plymouth City Souncil Local Transport Plan 2006-2011.

The alternative proposal does not provide evidence to demonstrate that it is
consistent with the Local Transport Plan.

Plymeuth City Council L DF Core Strategy Submitted August 2006,

The alternative proposal fails to demonstrate that it s consistent with the Core
Strategy proposed for Plymouth, in particular it does not promete the
development of a sustainable linked community as set out in Area Vision 8 for
Morth Plymstock & Minerals,

Plymouth City Council LDF North Flymstock Area Action Plan Submitted

August 2006.
The alternative proposal fails o demonstrate that it is consistent with the

Morth Plymstock Area Action Plan. The proposal is aot consistent with
policies/proposals NP0S, NPOB, NPO7, NPOB, NP9, NP11, NP13, NP15, and
NP1B.

Test 4b Consistency with National Policy — FAIL
The Sherford Refined proposal fails in relation to naticnal planning policy, in
particular:

1.

PPS5 3 — Housing



The alternative proposal fails the seguential test in comparison {6 the
submitted proposal, which delivers a more sustainable development option.
Sherford Refined forms a freestanding new settlement to the east of
Plymouth's urban edge, whereas Sherford as submitted provides an urban
extension with the PUA. The proposal as submitted would in effect be a new
neighbourhaad of the city, providing a coherent and defendable edge to the
PUA, with future growth taking place back into the city and a significant level
of sharing of infrastructure.

2. PPS 12 — Local Development Frameworks
The alternative proposal fails to indicate how it complies with the tests of
soundness and how the sustainability appraisal process has been or is 1o be
carried out prior to consideration at examination.
The alternative proposal does not provide sufficient specific changes to
provide a basis for a robust Area Action Plan allocation.

Test 4¢c Consistency with Regional Policy — FAIL

The Sherford Refined propasal fails to demonstrate how it provides for an urban
extension at Plymouth. Sherford Refined is more remote from the urban area than
the submitted proposal.

The Sherford Refined proposal fails to demonsirate how it will provide for the
lenger term development needs of the area as set out in the draft RSS 1o the
pericd 2026.

Test 5 Regard to the Community Strategy - FAIL

The alternative site proposal {Sherford Refined) fails to meet this test, as the
proposal does not have proper regard to significant elements of the community
strategies for both Plymouth and South Hams.

Test 6 Coherent proposals between documents and other authority plans -
FAIL

The alternative proposal is inconsistent with the draft Regional Spatial Strategy, the
City Council’s submitted Core Strategy and North Plymstock Area Action Plan and
with the South Hams Core Strategy and the Sherford Area Action Plan,

The alternative proposal does not present a coherent proposal with sufficient
information and guidance to enable the proper delivery of a sustainable new
community.

Test 7 Proposals are the most appropriate in circumstances and compared
to alternatives - FAIL

The alternative proposal fails to demonstrate that it is the most appropriate
proposal in relation to a robust and credible evidence base and the proposal set
out in the subrmitted AAP. The alternative proposal does not appear 1o be
supparted by an evidence base of sufficient substance and credibility to support
this significant development. The alternative proposal fails 1o demonstrate that it
can provide far a high guality development in particular relation to transport and
environmental impact.

The alternative proposal fails to demenstrate that it provides for more sustainable
transport proposals, particularly in relation to its context, urban form and
connhections with the existing transport infrastructure, the plans of neighbouring
aythorities and the conseguent ability to deliver sustainable public transport
solutions




The alternative proposal {Sherford Refined) would lead to a far greater intrusion
into the countryside, threatening coalescence with Brixton.

Test 8 There are clear mechanisms for implementation - FAIL

The alternative proposal fails to provide clear proposals for implementation and
maonitering of the proposal.

There is no apparent evidence to support the means of implementation of the
proposal, particularly in relation to assembly of land required to implement the
proposal or means for implementation if land assembly proved to be difficult.

Test 9 The plan is reasonably flexiizle - FAIL
The alternative propesal fails to demonstrate how it can accommodate sustainable
future growth.
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