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Sherford Area Action Plan DPD 2016 — Independent Examination Report
1. Introduction and Overall Conclusions

1.1 | have carried out an independent examination of the Sherford Area
Action Plan 2016 Development Plan Document (DPD) in accordance with
Section 20 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. Following
para 4.24 of Planning Policy Statement 12 - Local Development
Frameworks (PPS 12), the examination has been based on the nine tests
set out. The starting point for the assessment has been that the Sherford
Area Action Plan (SAAP) is sound unless the evidence before the
examination indicates otherwise. Consequently, this binding report makes
changes to the document only where there is a clear need in the light of
the tests in PPS 12.

1.2 An important feature of the new planning system is “front—loading”;
the adoption of that approach meaning that changes following submission
should be proposed only in exceptional circumstances (para 4.18 - PPS
12). However, at this relatively early stage in the evolution of the new
system, the “front—loading” process has clearly not worked as well as it
should in this case, partly because the Council did not undertake a “self
assessment” of the soundness of the document before submission. This
has led the Council to prepare a list of proposed minor changes in
response to representations received and further ones as a result of
discussions at the examination sessions. This has complicated my task by
the need to assess the soundness of the submitted document as well as
all the Council’s proposed changes and the comments thereon. It has had
to be reflected in the form and content of my report which differs from
that which might otherwise have been expected as a result, is longer than
normal, and should not be seen as a template for others to follow.

1.3 There is a limit to my ability to recommend the adoption of changes
to the submitted document because of the need for community
involvement at all stages in the generation of the plan and for any
significant matter to be subject to Sustainability Appraisal (SA).
Fortunately, all of the Council’s proposed changes are either minor
changes of policy wording, additions of text, or otherwise editorial in
nature. They do not alter the spatial vision or the aims and objectives of
the plan and therefore | am satisfied that a fresh SA is not required in
relation thereto. | am therefore able to recommend that the Council’s list
of proposed changes in Appendix Three to this report to add to, clarify,
amend and/or correct the submission version of the SAAP of June 2006, to
which my report relates, be adopted unless stated otherwise in my own
recommendations.

1.4  The document has been prepared in the context of RPG 10 and the
Devon Structure Plan of October 2004 (DSP) and is in general conformity
with both, as well as with the emerging South West Regional Spatial
Strategy (RSS). It is also entirely consistent with the South Hams Core
Strategy adopted in December 2006 (SHCS), particularly policy CS4
setting out the aims and objectives for the Sherford New Community.



Sherford Area Action Plan DPD 2016
Inspector's Report + July 2007

1.5  Whilst addressing all of the tests of soundness, this report largely
follows the chapter sequence of the plan to assist readers but with the
main issue first. All the issues considered are followed by conclusions
referring as necessary to proposed changes suggested by the Council
where they relate to soundness and clarity. My recommendations are set
out in bold after each section. There is also a list of abbreviations used in
the report in Appendix One.

1.6 In most respects, this is a sound plan with a robust and credible
evidence base, albeit the spatial vision is expressed in somewhat general
terms. Notwithstanding its length and general lack of 2streamlining® as
per PPS 12, it clearly applies the relevant adopted DSP and SHCS policies,
notably CS4, in relation to the major development area at Sherford. It
also integrates well with the adjoining North Plymstock Area Action Plan
(NP AAP), prepared concurrently by Plymouth City Council (PCC) on a
joint working basis. Overall, my conclusion is that the site identified in
the AAP is suitable, available and achievable as a sustainable strategic
development location for the creation of a new community. The document
is generally well written, with a logical structure and a clear explanation of
the proposals put forward that satisfactorily integrates land use planning
policies with other relevant policies and programmes, such as the
Council's Community Strategy.

1.7 On the information before me, | am also satisfied that there has
been more than adequate information provided about and public
consultation on the proposals during the various stages of preparation in
accordance with the adopted Statement of Community Involvement (SCI).
Consequently, | consider that the document complies with the
requirements of PPS 12 and the relevant legislation in these respects.

1.8 | also endorse the new Monitoring Framework put forward by the
Council in Appendix Two to improve the @monitor® and @manage® elements
of the plan and introduce greater flexibility to respond appropriately to
changes in circumstances. This will be particularly important if the
anticipated build rate for new housing at Sherford does not meet the
Council's current expectations. In my judgement, this is in accord with
the most recent national guidance, including PPS 1, PPS 3 and PPS 12.

1.9 My overall conclusions are that the AAP is founded on a solid
evidence base and that it is sound provided the recommended changes
are made. With these changes the AAP will provide a good framework for
the implementation of the Council's vision for Sherford. None of my
recommendations or any of the changes put forward by the Council
represents a fundamental change to the plan requiring that the AAP
should be subject to a further Sustainability Appraisal. However, all
should assist interpretation and/or practical implementation of the aims,
objectives and policies. In my opinion, they should lead to a better final
product for all plan users that is 2fit for purpose® and provide a proper
basis on which to assess subsequent planning applications.
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| THEREFORE RECOMMEND THAT IN ORDER FOR THE DOCUMENT
TO BE SOUND;

R1 - THE COUNCIL’S PROPOSED CHANGES LISTED IN APPENDIX
THREE OF THIS REPORT BE ADOPTED UNLESS OTHERWISE STATED
INMY OWN RECOMMENDATI ONS.
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Part One - Procedural Tests
2. Test 1

2.1 The SAAP is properly identified in the Council’s approved Local
Development Scheme (LDS) of December 2005 (CD 84) and the recently
approved update of April 2007. Taken as a whole, the plan satisfactorily
addresses the role, rationale and scope identified for it in the LDS.
Therefore, | conclude that the test is met.

3. Test 2

3.1 Although the SCI was not adopted until June 2006, around the
same time as the submission of the SAAP, it is clear from the evidence
before the Examination, including the Council’s Consultation Statement
(CD 79), that the minimum requirements set out in Regulation 28 of the
Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) Regulations
2004 have been complied with. | am also entirely satisfied from the
evidence that the public consultation procedures carried out during the
preparation process of the document have been undertaken in accordance
with the adopted SCI of June 2006. Accordingly, this test is met.

4. Test 3

4.1 The independent Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (incorporating
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)) Report of June 2006,
submitted with the AAP, shows that a SA process has been undertaken at
the appropriate stages during the preparation of the document, following
initial scoping, in accordance with part 5) of section 19 of the Planning
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. Recommendations made at each
stage have been taken into account to improve the contents of the
submitted AAP, where possible, confirming that the SA process has had a
genuine influence on and been suitably integrated into the production of
the document. In addition, the availability of earlier SA work carried out
in connection with the now adopted SHCS reinforces the conclusion that
the strategic choice of Sherford as the location for a major new
community has been thoroughly investigated and all significant
environmental impacts given detailed consideration at the appropriate
times in the evolution of the proposals.

4.2 For example, as long ago as October 2004, the draft SA of Issues
and Options for the SHCS (CD 77) acknowledged that a new community
at Sherford would inevitably have environmental effects, albeit less so
than the alternative of scattering development throughout the Plymouth
sub region. It also recognised that some of those effects would be
significant in the short term. However, through the concentration of
development in one place and with mitigation such as strategic
landscaping and the provision of new facilities, notably a country park, the
overall effects, including in relation to biodiversity, should be positive in
the long run.
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4.3 Turning to the SA process of the AAP itself, the examination
evidence confirms that the initial scoping was comprehensive and
undertaken in co-operation with English Nature (now Natural England)
(NE), English Heritage (EH), the Countryside Agency (CA) and the
Environment Agency (EA), amongst others. It was then subject to wider
ranging consultations, including publication on the Council's website, and
there were no meaningful criticisms of the scoping made at that time.

4.4 An appropriately qualified and experienced independent
organisation, with the advantage of earlier sustainable development
studies of the locality going back to at least May 2003 (CD 38), was
responsible for the SA. Regarding biodiversity, a report of ecological
surveys (December 2004), including in relation to bats, was included as
part of the baseline data and NE found no fault with the approach
adopted, subject to detailed monitoring. From this evidence, | am content
that the bat surveys were properly carried out, having first been scoped.
Furthermore, competent professional expertise and judgement was
applied to the results, according to their ecological significance, with
sufficient attention to potential impacts on bat colonies, including roosts
and foraging areas, on and around the site. This did not identify or justify
the need for any more detailed survey work at that time, given that the
likely significant effects, sufficient for the AAP stage, could reasonably be
assessed on the basis of the information collected and taken into account
in the general layout and design of the scheme.

4.5 As para 98 of Circular 06/2005 confirms, there is no requirement to
undertake additional surveys to satisfy professional curiosity. Nor does
the fact that from the narrow perspective of the bat conservation interest
alone other proposals might ideally be preferable affect my overall
conclusions, which have to be based on wider considerations.
Consequently, | am satisfied that no significant environmental effect,
including on European protected species of bats, has been omitted from or
inadequately addressed in the SA process to date.

4.6 Nevertheless, the ES submitted to accompany the November 2006
planning applications confirms that considerable further work has taken
place since the SA report and AAP were submitted that has been endorsed
in principle by NE, as well as the Bat Conservation Trust. Whilst more
details could have been provided earlier in some respects, the test is
whether the further work was needed at that time to assess the likely
significant impacts, as it is not necessary to consider every possible
limited or very detailed effect that would not have an influence on the
form or content of the AAP proposals.

4.7 In my opinion, it was sufficient for the SA process of the AAP to be
based largely on the level of knowledge available at that time and the
level of detail in the plan, acknowledging that it forms part of an ongoing
iterative planning process from the DSP, through the SHCS and SAAP to
outline and detailed planning applications. Moreover, a full EIA would
inevitably follow and therefore | consider that the SA process of the AAP
was entitled to rely on identifying certain matters, such as flood risk,
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noise from the A38 and the archaeological interest of the site, as requiring
more detailed investigation and potential mitigation at a later stage.

4.8 In relation to these examples and others, | also consider it entirely
appropriate that possible remedial measures that would be reasonable
and realistic, including via planning conditions and legal agreements,
should also be taken into account. In my view, this is entirely different
from an absence of basic information or requiring an assessment to be
made only after outline planning permission has been granted. Instead, it
represents one of the appropriate steps in a continuous process of
assessment, at a more detailed level at each stage and in conjunction with
relevant stakeholders, to assist decision making.

4.9 Clearly, scope remains for further detailed amendments to be made
to the proposals, within the general parameters set down in the document
so as to better address the environmental issues identified, in terms of the
potential effects of implementation. In the case of bats, parts 5-7 of
policy SNC 10 and para 4.9 of the AAP confirm that the relevance of the
interest has been clearly registered for some time and that it has and will
continue to influence the evolving details of the proposals so that their
environment is effectively protected. Similarly, in relation to historic and
archaeological interests, parts 8 and 9 in particular of policy SNC 10 alone
should ensure that proper regard is had to conserving and enhancing
important features and buildings at the next stages, including in relation
to an EIA.

4.10 There was no direct comparison of alternative locations for the new
community undertaken as part of the SA report on Preferred Options (CD
124), which was subject to public consultation in summer 2005.
However, this was essentially because the principle and general location
had already been effectively determined via the DSP, which had itself
been the subject of a form of sustainability assessment via the EIP
process, by that time. Therefore, to have undertaken a re-assessment of
the sustainability credentials of all the various options rejected at the
strategic level would have represented a significant waste of public
resources when the only realistic outcome could have been to affirm the
original selection of Sherford.

4.11 The report (paras 5.10 — 5.16) also makes clear that the site
boundaries and form of development put forward in the AAP were based
on extensive further survey work, research and testing, following the
adoption of the DSP, rather than any apparently arbitrary choice arising
largely from the influence of local pressure groups and public
participation, as suggested by some participants at the examination. In
particular, it derived mainly from the outcome of the EbD process, led by
the independent Prince’s Foundation, with the deletion of the
southernmost part of the earlier new community proposal adjoining the
A379, then known as the “Chittleburn option”, from the scheme. This was
based on a number of factors, including access, built environment quality,
economic growth, landscape and energy, each of which was clearly related
to environmental and sustainability issues. Consequently, | am satisfied
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that other options were considered and reasons given as to why they were
rejected.

4.12 Nevertheless, the “Chittleburn option” was not specifically
addressed in the SA process at the Preferred Options stage to the same
degree of detail as the site in the AAP, leading to the promotion of the
alternative proposal, now known as “Sherford Refined”, during the
examination process on the basis that it was said to be more appropriate
in all the relevant circumstances under Test 7. Accordingly, it was
necessary for me, in consultation with my colleague Douglas Machin, the
NP AAP Inspector, to ask the Council to prepare a comparative site
assessment as an Addendum to the SA during the examination. | deal
with the issues arising on a “compare and contrast” basis in Section 6.

4.13 During the examination, criticisms were made of the main method
(Sustainability Threshold Assessment) used to undertake the comparative
site analysis. However, there is no standard or generally accepted review
method for such exercises and | am satisfied that the work carried out by
the Council’s consultants was transparent as to the form of analysis
undertaken and that the conclusions drawn were clearly explained and
justified, albeit briefly in some instances. Accordingly, | have no doubt as
to the usefulness and validity of the assessment as a tool to aid, but not
dictate, the decision making process.

4.14 No environmental or other harmful effect of such import that the
Sherford scheme should not proceed has been revealed by the SA process
and it is common ground that the mere presence of roosts and foraging
areas of European protected species of bats on and around the site is not
such a “showstopper” or “dealbreaker”. In such circumstances, and given
the inevitable interdependence between many, it would not be appropriate
to elevate any one issue materially above the level of others also requiring
further detailed consideration by giving it significantly greater weight at
this stage of the process of creating the new community.

4.15 Consequently, | do not consider that any of the criticisms of the
method employed, the data available or the analysis undertaken render
the comparative site assessment unsound in relation to Test 3. In
conclusion, with this additional document, | am satisfied that the plan and
its policies have been subjected to a suitably comprehensive and
satisfactory SA process and the requirements of Test 3 thereby met.

4.16 In the context of the Scoping Report (CD 142) for the EIA to
accompany an outline planning application, English Nature (now Natural
England) requested consideration of an Appropriate Assessment under
Regulation 48 of the Conservation (Natural Habitats etc) Regulations
1994. This includes potential impacts on the Plymouth Sound and
Estuaries SAC, the Dartmoor SAC and the Tamar Estuaries Complex SPA
(Natura 2000 sites).

4.17 Following a Screening Opinion (Enfusion - December 2006), the
Council considers, and | agree, that work has been satisfactorily
undertaken in the context of the AAP to address these matters. This work
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confirms that, even in combination with the construction of the new power
station at Langage, the increase in NOx and SO2 emissions over Dartmoor
following the Sherford development will be negligible and that no new
water extraction licences will be required, leading to very limited effects
that are not significant. Similar conclusions apply in respect of air quality
over both Plymouth Sound and the Tamar Estuaries.

4.18 The provision of a new waste water treatment facility will mean a
negligible and therefore not significant effect in terms of water quality in
relation to the former, whereas the loss of surface water runoff from
farmland should actually reduce the level of nutrients reaching the Yealm
estuary. Given the likely movement routes for birds (notably little egret
and avocet) into and out of the Tamar Estuaries Complex, the risk of
collision with new wind turbines at Sherford is also negligible.

4.19 Accordingly, it is reasonable to conclude that, whilst more site
specific nature conservation issues still need to be fully addressed at a
more detailed level in the context of the EIA of planning applications and
suitable mitigation measures applied in some respects, the AAP proposals
should not adversely affect the integrity of any Natura 2000 sites.
Consequently, test 3 is also satisfied in this respect.
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Part Two — Tests of Conformity, Coherence and Effectiveness
5. General

5.1  The proposal derives from a strategic requirement of the DSP and
also now the SHCS to help meet the development needs of the Plymouth
Principal Urban Area (PPUA) and its sub region. Policy ST8 of the former
and policy CS4 of the latter both envisage 4,000 new dwellings by 2016
plus employment, community and other necessary facilities and services.
Parts 2 and 3c) of policy CS4 of the adopted SHCS confirm these
requirements, as well as the key role of new transport infrastructure, such
as improvements to Deep Lane junction (DLj) on the A38 and a high
quality public transport system linked to Plymouth from the
commencement of development.

5.2 Bearing in mind that part of the proposal lies within the Plymouth
City Council (PCC) boundary, the plan properly acknowledges the
importance of joint working and consistency with the Core Strategy for
Plymouth (PCS) and the North Plymstock Area Action Plan (NP AAP). In
this context, this examination report is being produced to a similar
timescale as for the NP AAP to help ensure “cross border” co-operation.
Taking all of the above into account, | am satisfied that the policies and
proposals of the SAAP meet the relevant requirements of Tests 4 and 6.

5.3 Both Councils’ aim is clearly stated to be a high quality, locally
distinctive, sustainable development involving the creation of a mixed and
balanced community, with all necessary services, utilities and community
facilities to be provided as part of the new development. Accordingly, |
conclude that the SAAP policies and proposals have had regard to the
Council’s Community Strategy and that Test 5 is also therefore met.

5.4 In para 5.52 of the adopted SHCS, the Council acknowledges that
“it is probably not realistic” to expect more than 4,000 new dwellings at
Sherford by 2016. Nevertheless, the scheme should “be planned in such
a way as to allow further development beyond 2016” (also para 5.52 of
the CS) and part 4 of policy CS4 refers to “growth westwards into
Plymouth” after that date. Therefore, part 5 of policy SNC1 properly
refers to “any future growth to be in a westerly direction towards
Plymouth”. In view of the regional and strategic significance of the
Sherford proposals, | am satisfied that this is an appropriate and essential
part of the plan to help ensure the continuing sustainable development of
the new community to its full potential by identifying the likely direction of
any future growth beyond 2016. In my judgement, this is entirely in
accord with the most up to date national guidance in para 53 of PPS 3.

5.5 It is also necessary to guide all those concerned with its
implementation so that they are able to plan their contributions to the
successful delivery of the scheme in accordance with the aims and
objectives of the AAP and in co-operation with proposals on the Plymouth
side of the border. Overall, | conclude that the document provides a clear
spatial vision and strategic objectives for the new community,
incorporating local distinctiveness and a co-ordinated approach to

10
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implementation within the plan period that is also consistent with the NP
AAP, thereby conforming with Test 4.

5.6 The overall scale of development proposed at Sherford inevitably
raises questions as to whether the project is economically viable and if it
can realistically be delivered within the timescale envisaged. In particular,
it is common ground that the cost of providing the extensive
infrastructure necessary will be high and require the close co-operation of
a number of agencies in implementation. For example, the required
transport improvements, including those at DLj on the A38, are likely to
require some element at least of regional public funding.

5.7 Concerns have also been raised about the practicality of providing
the “high quality, high capacity, high frequency, public transport link with
Plymouth from the commencement of development” referred to in part 3
c) ii) of policy CS5 of the SHCS. In response, both SHDC and PCC,
supported by DCC, express confidence that all the major elements of
infrastructure are already understood and quantified from the preparatory
work undertaken to date on a co-ordinated basis. Moreover, one
organisation, which is expected to act in the “lead developer” role, now
claims control over all the land needed to implement the proposals in the
AAP and has been exploring matters of implementation for some time with
the Council and other stakeholders on a partnership basis.

5.8 Their evidence is that not only is the route to delivery largely
agreed and mapped but that some funding, including for improvements to
DLj, is already in place from other schemes in the locality. Due to the sub
regional significance of the overall Sherford development and that of the
Langage employment scheme nearby, there is also a strong likelihood that
further regional level funding will be forthcoming to assist in bringing
forward this and other important transport elements.

5.9 The promoters also state that the costs of dealing with main gas
and overhead electricity lines have been factored in and are not likely to
give rise to delays. From the examination evidence, | am also content
that key infrastructure provision such as education, health, social,
recreation and other community/cultural facilities has also been taken into
account in the project management work undertaken to date.
Accordingly, | conclude that, in principle, the requirements of policy SNC1
should not render the overall scheme economically unviable and that Test
7 is met in this respect.

11
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6. Main | ssue (Proposals Map)

6.1  The general location for the Sherford New Community has been
agreed through the DSP and the SHCS, largely based on relationship to
Plymouth and the relative lack of strategic and local constraints to
development, including in terms of potential landscape impact.
Nevertheless, choices still need to be made on the more specific location
and site boundaries for the main development area through this AAP.
Following the EbD process, which concluded that the southern @Chittleburn
Option® area did not form part of the Sherford valley, amongst other
things, the Council selected the land bounded by the A38 to the north,
Vinery Lane to the west, Elburton to the south west and the Sherford
stream to the south east as the site for the built elements of the new
community.

6.2 This choice has been challenged during the examination process on
the basis that a more southerly location, albeit overlapping the AAP site to
a significant degree and now known as 2Sherford Refined®, is a more
suitable alternative for a variety of reasons. The fact that the promoters
provided only limited information about this scheme during the formative
stages of the document's production has led to the unsatisfactory but
regular (and sometimes contradictory) submission of further explanatory
details at various stages of the process. This included during the
examination hearings and culminated in the submission of an outline
planning application only days before the reconvened sessions.

6.3  Whilst this series of events is clearly the opposite of the 2front-
loading® expected in the LDF process, in conjunction with the NP AAP
Inspector | have judged it necessary to accept most of this information for
consideration, in order to be able to make a full and fair comparison of the
two proposals in accordance with Test 7 and thereby assess whether the
AAP is sound in this respect. For this reason, the Council was asked to
prepare an Addendum to the SA, reviewing all the new information
received in relation to both schemes since June 2006 and conducting a
acompare and contrast® exercise on their respective sustainability
credentials to assist the drawing of conclusions in this report. | am
satisfied that this has been completed as sought and that therefore | can
consider the relative merits of the sites under the following main headings
where material differences have been identified.

Flood Risk

6.4 At the examination, and in the light of further information
submitted with the relevant planning applications, the EA was able to
confirm that the scheme in the AAP was capable of fully meeting their
requirements in terms of flood risk management via sustainable drainage
systems and limiting surface water run off flows to no greater than
current 2greenfield® levels. For the same reason and notwithstanding
some outstanding matters of detailed concern regarding the proposed
treatment of the floodplain of the Sherford stream, partly due to the
intended location of new built development on both sides of the valley, the
EA also advised that a similar 2in principle® conclusion could now also be

12
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drawn regarding the alternative. Accordingly, | conclude on this issue
that both schemes would be able to meet the requirements of parts 1, 2
and 5 of policy SNC 5 and that it is essentially neutral in relation to any
choice of the most appropriate location for the new community.

Renewable Energy

6.5 Whilst the available evidence suggests that both should be able to
comply with points a) and c) of part 9, there is a significant difference
between the two competing schemes in terms of their proposals for
meeting the requirements of parts 9 b), 10 and 11 of policy SNC 5 in
relation to a renewable energy strategy. This has only become apparent
at a very late stage in the examination process. It follows the clarification
at the reconvened examination sessions that “Sherford Refined” would not
expect to have any large wind turbines on site but rather at an undefined
location off site or some alternative means of energy generation from
renewable sources in order to deliver the 50% provision sought.

6.6 In contrast, the AAP site proposals envisage locating large wind
turbines on site, potentially within the major community park to the south
and east of the main built development, as referred to in para 7.42 of the
document. Irrespective of any community benefit associated therewith, it
seems to me that this positive commitment to practical implementation of
a realistic renewable energy strategy for the new community, supported
by the extensive research undertaken to date, must count strongly in
favour of the AAP site proposals. This is particularly so when compared to
the uncertainty surrounding the alternative’s ability to deliver on this very
important element of sustainable development in an era of climate
change.

Archaeology

6.7 In addition to those known from published records, areas of
potential archaeological interest have been found on the AAP site as a
result of more detailed recent surveys, particularly on the northern (south
facing) valley slopes, where former settlement and medieval agriculture
might reasonably be expected to have occurred. Nevertheless, there is no
firm evidence to suggest that such remains as there may be are of such
rarity or significance that they would constitute a constraint of such
historic importance as to rule out new development on this, or any other,
part of the AAP site area at this stage. This is reinforced by the absence
of any objection to the AAP from EH or DCC Archaeology.

6.8 On the other hand, the unique site area of the alternative scheme,
to the south and east of the Sherford stream, has yet to be subjected to
such detailed investigative fieldwork and therefore a full picture of the
archaeological potential of that land remains wunclear at present.
Consequently, there is no firm factual basis for the claim that the
alternative site is to be preferred in terms of potential impact on the
archaeological interest of the area.

13
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6.9 Neither scheme directly affects the SAM at Wasteberry Camp to the
east of Sherford and whilst large wind turbines in the proposed
community park might be seen in the landscape from that location, the
intervening distance is such that, in my opinion, with careful siting and
landscaping, there need be no significant harm to its setting or historical
value as a result.

6.10 Accordingly, | am content that the two schemes have been properly
assessed as not materially different on the archaeological issue in the
Addendum SA. In conclusion therefore | am satisfied that, subject to the
application of parts 8, 9 and 12 of policy SNC 10 to any more detailed
proposals, including in the context of an EIA, both the AAP overall and the
implications of the general form of development shown on the Proposals
Map are sound in this respect.

Listed Buildings

6.11 Higher Hareston Manor, a grade | listed building, is around 1.3 km
from the nearest element of built development in the AAP proposals, apart
from potential wind turbines in the community park. As currently
indicated, these are also to be about 1 km away. In such circumstances
and taking into account the intervening landform, which | saw on my
visits, and potential landscaping in the proposed community park, | do not
consider that the landscape setting of the building would be materially
affected by the proposals.

6.12 The specific issues of potential noise and vibration (including
possible infrasound transmission), amongst others, clearly require detailed
investigation in the context of part 11 (as revised by my recommendation)
of policy SNC 5 before any planning permission for wind turbines is
granted. Nevertheless, this is no reason to find the AAP unsound in
respect of its requirements for dealing with the relationships between all
listed buildings on or near the site and the development proposals, which
are properly spelt out in parts 8, 9 and 12 of policy SNC 10.

6.13 In terms of a comparison between the two proposals, | consider
that the principal effects on other listed buildings in the main farm groups
on the site will depend largely on the detailed form, layout and nature of
the new built development that takes place around them. In this respect,
the promoters of the scheme in the AAP currently envisage that the main
farm houses would be retained as individual residences with outbuildings
in their own grounds. The alternative proposes that, in the main, the
existing groups of farm buildings should be converted for business
purposes, forming a significant part of the overall on site provision of
employment uses.

6.14 Whilst their statutory protection as listed buildings should ensure
that the architectural and historic interests of the structures themselves
are not damaged, it seems to me that, notwithstanding part 8 of policy
SNC 10, their settings might be at greater risk of unsympathetic change
or harm, both visually and physically, if utilised to provide ancillary
facilities, such as parking for employees. Nevertheless, this is largely a

14
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matter of detail for planning applications and does not materially affect
the differentiation of the two schemes, both of which are capable of
complying with the relevant requirements of policy SNC 10 in this respect.
| therefore conclude the AAP is sound in respect of this matter.

Noise

6.15 By virtue of being further away from the A38, the principal current
and future noise source in the locality, there is no doubt that the
alternative scheme would be preferable to that in the AAP on this issue, in
accord with the advice in PPG 24. In particular, @Sherford Refined® would
be largely, if not entirely, within Noise Exposure Category (NEC) ‘A,
where noise need not be a determining factor. |In contrast, as things
stand, the AAP site would be affected by traffic noise from the A38 along
its northern edge to the extent that a narrow strip of land at least would
fall within NEC ‘C', where noise sensitive development such as residential
should not normally take place. Moreover, a much wider area on the
northern part of the site would fall within NEC ‘B', where noise and
relevant protection measures should be taken into account.

6.16 Nevertheless, para 8 of PPG 24 confirms that categories B and C
deal with situations where noise mitigation measures may make
development acceptable and part 2) of policy SNC 15 requires the creation
of a Noise Buffer Zone to protect the new community from that generated
by the A38. In the light of my recommendations in relation to both part
2) of policy SNC 15 and para 7.103, | am satisfied that this should ensure
that no new noise sensitive development takes place at Sherford on land
that, prior to development, would fall within the NEC ‘C' designation.

6.17 Similarly, | consider that appropriate detailed layout and design,
together with suitable planning conditions, should be sufficient to mean
that new housing on the northern part of the site would have an adequate
level of protection against road traffic noise, including in outdoor areas, as
well as internally, even if it remained within NEC ‘B'. | have no doubt that
on a greenfield site such as this the scheme in the AAP is capable of
providing satisfactory living conditions for new residents in this respect.

6.18 In my view, this would be so irrespective of the creation or
otherwise of a continuous noise barrier along the southern side of the
A38. This is a matter for detailed assessment and determination via
planning applications and the accompanying EIA, rather than the AAP
itself, including in terms of any effect on long distance views into the city
from the A38, as other forms of noise attenuation and/or mitigation may
also be relevant in this context.

6.19 | therefore see no justification for excluding the land currently
subject to the NEC ‘B' designation from the development site.
Consequently, | conclude on this issue that, whilst the alternative scheme
is clearly preferable in terms of noise, the AAP proposal is sound in its own
right and would not be in conflict with the national guidance in PPG 24 if
implemented as envisaged in the document.

Biodiversity
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6.20 As set out in Section 4 on Test 3, | am satisfied that sufficient up to
date information about the environmental characteristics of the area has
been collected, in accord with national guidance in PPS 9, in order to
properly assess the potential harm to biodiversity interests arising from
the AAP proposals. This includes in relation to possible harm to protected
species, such as bats, as well as the potential to sustain and enhance
biodiversity through the maintenance of existing habitats, for example
Sherford Quarry, and the creation of new ones, including the major
community park, as part of mitigation and compensation measures.

6.21 In the document, para 4.9 clearly lists the effective protection of
the bat environment as one of the main constraints to be observed in the
development of Sherford. In addition, objective g) in para 6.5 requires
that, overall, the scheme should result in a positive gain, over and above
the current position, in biodiversity terms, whilst principle e) in para 6.7
expects all open spaces in the development to be managed to conserve
and enhance biodiversity. These requirements are confirmed in the
checklist in para 7.5.

6.22 In particular, parts 5, 6, 7 and 12 of SNC 10 set out specific policy
requirements to be met within a comprehensive Biodiversity Strategy for
the new community. These include protection of features of significant
wildlife importance, which would encompass existing bat roosts,
management plans for species and habitats and the provision of corridors,
greenways and buffer zones designed for wildlife protection and dispersal
through and around the development. The latter would clearly be
expected to incorporate suitable commuting routes and foraging areas for
bats, including the European protected species identified as present on the
site and nearby.

6.23 In the light of the above, | have no doubt that the AAP is based on
robust and credible evidence of the biodiversity interests of the site and
contains appropriate policies and proposals to ensure that those interests
are suitably protected and enhanced overall, where possible, in the overall
context of the scheme. This conclusion is supported by the endorsement
of NE, amongst others, for these aspects of the scheme.

6.24 On a comparative basis, the SA Addendum found no significant
differences on biodiversity at this level of analysis, notwithstanding the
absence of an NE assessment of the alternative site proposals. Clearly,
protection and mitigation measures for protected species would be
required in both cases. From the examination discussions, it seems to me
that such differences as do exist marginally favour the “Sherford Refined”
scheme. Firstly, the retention of a wider undeveloped corridor south of
the A38 would be preferable for retaining links for the bat colonies at
Saltram House to the more open countryside to the east and the existing
roosts at Butlas Farm. There would also seem to be some biodiversity
advantages, particularly for bats, from the proposed creation of a park,
even if small, around Sherford Quarry.
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6.25 Nevertheless, both schemes will inevitably lead to the loss of some
wildlife habitats, including bat roosts in trees. This is particularly so when
the future control and management of the area between the A38 and the
electricity line, to ensure appropriate uses favourable to biodiversity,
could not be guaranteed for the long term under the alternative site
proposals. Moreover, in my judgement based on the examination
evidence, it is not the width of the corridor as such that is most important
for bats and other fauna but rather the design, layout and uses and thus
the habitats and food sources that are available as well as safety and ease
of access.

6.26 For example, those bat species affected by the need to cross lit
roads can be materially assisted by detailed features such as culverts and
suitably designed lighting, as well as roadside levels and vegetation. With
the loss of existing trees and hedges minimised, the existing bat roosts at
farm groups and elsewhere can therefore be sustained by the creation of
wildlife corridors, including into the major community park to the south
and east. It is also clear that scope exists to finesse the proposals at the
detailed design stage to address any remaining concerns about potential
impacts on the sustainable conservation of all bat and other protected
species present on and around the site. This work is already under way in
connection with the EIA and planning applications, in consultation with NE
and other specialist bodies.

6.27 In such circumstances, | am satisfied that the secured management
regime for the significant wildlife features in the AAP, in accordance with
the requirements of policy SNC 10, will be suitable for the protection of
the biodiversity of the site, including the bat species protected under
European law. In addition, the proposed community park provides a good
opportunity to create new habitats for the enhancement of the overall
biodiversity of the site.

6.28 | therefore conclude that, whilst the alternative proposal offers an
ostensibly easier solution in terms of wildlife corridors to the north and
around Sherford Quarry, the AAP contains suitable policies and provisions
to fully and properly address the relevant issues arising in relation to
biodiversity. It is also more likely to deliver the necessary control and
management to achieve the relevant objectives in the longer term.
Consequently, | conclude that it is sound on this issue.

Employment

6.29 In the context of the approved DSP and SHCS, para 7.85 of the
document stresses the importance of good links between Sherford and the
major regional employment site at Langage just to the north, in order to
help achieve their respective complementary strategic objectives. As
noted in the SA Addendum, for the most part at least, the alternative
proposal land is further away from Langage and would not be linked by a
new road until after the first phase of development at Ileast.
Consequently, it would be less easy for new residents to walk or cycle and
existing public transport links to Langage from locations to the south and
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along the A379 are also relatively poor and travel via indirect routes on
narrow country lanes in the main.

6.30 On the other hand, the northern part at least of the AAP site is
closer to Langage, thereby encouraging the use of travel modes other
than the car. An immediate and significant improvement in public
transport links across the site, between DLj and the city centre, would
also form part of the scheme. And links to Derriford, an important
secondary centre with the major regional hospital, airport and business
parks, as well as other locations in the city, would also be quicker and
more direct from the AAP site than using the A379 from Chittleburn, at
least in the first phase of development when travel patterns can become
established. By providing the links vital to the successful implementation
of both Sherford and Langage, including their complementary employment
provision to serve the sub regional economy, | have no doubt that the
AAP site is capable of meeting the requirements of para 7.85 of the
document, whereas the alternative proposal in its current form is not.

6.31 The SA Addendum also contrasts the zoning of employment in the
alternative proposal into three main locations unfavourably with the AAP's
strategy of integrating mainly small commercial units into mixed use
areas on sustainability grounds. Given the potential effects of
employment zoning on the initial establishment of commuting patterns,
integration of suitable employment provision into residential areas and
town and neighbourhood centres alongside retail, office and service uses,
including live/work units, rather than separation, is to be preferred in
principle in my view.

6.32 With larger B2 and B8 premises likely to be better suited to the
Langage site in general, | consider that the concept of making
employment provision in Sherford in small clusters, principally along
traditional streets, and mixed with other uses, rather than strictly zoned,
is an entirely appropriate and suitable spatial objective for the new
community. In sustainability terms it should encourage walking, cycling
and public transport use as well as shared/mixed journeys, thereby
helping to promote modal shift and to reduce the need to travel overall.

6.33 Together with the creation of mixed use neighbourhood centres,
close links between employment, commercial, office and retail uses in the
town centre should also materially assist in the social and economic
development of the new community, in accordance with the overall vision
set out in the document. Therefore, with better links to Langage, the city
centre, Derriford etc and a more sustainable locational strategy within the
development, | conclude on this issue that the employment provisions in
the AAP and the proposals deriving from it are clearly preferable to those
in the present alternative proposal in spatial planning terms.

Landscape
6.34 It is common ground between the two competing schemes that, in

terms of the likely landscape impact of the new community in the wider
area, the relative lack of visual intrusion arising from either proposal, due
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to the local setting and landform, is one of the main reasons for Sherford’s
selection as the most suitable location in the sub region. Although visible
from some locations within both, neither scheme need have a material
impact on the landscape character and appearance of the DNP to the
north or the AONB to the south, due to the intervening distances and that
they would be seen largely in the context of parts of the city of Plymouth.

6.35 The AAP site would be mainly on slightly higher ground, closer to
the A38 and therefore somewhat more prominent from the north.
However, it would largely appear as an urban extension in the present gap
between Plympton to the north and Plymstock, Elburton and Brixton to the
south. It would also be physically well related, although not directly
attached, to existing built up areas. On a comparative basis, the
alternative proposal would be seen as more prominent from the south,
including from within the AONB, if only because it would be closer.

6.36 More importantly, in my opinion, it would be perceived from most
directions, including higher land to the north and south, as extending the
urban area further away from the city. As | saw on my site visits, it would
also be more closely associated with Brixton creating a greater degree of
visual coalescence with an existing settlement from some viewpoints than
the AAP site and a greater risk that closer physical connections might
follow in the longer term.

6.37 | conclude from this that, despite being partly on slightly higher
ground and closer to the A38, the AAP site would represent a better
choice as an approximately contiguous expansion of the existing built up
area of the city. It would benefit from visually significant open areas
providing a firm boundary to any future expansion to the east and south,
with the A38 performing a similar function to the north. In my opinion,
there would be other comparative landscape advantages too.

6.38 Firstly, the prominent overhead electricity lines running across the
northern part of the site would be removed and secondly, no need for
road improvements along the A379 west of Chittleburn, with their
potential visual impact on steeply sloping valley sides, would arise. In
addition, to my mind, serious doubts about the deliverability of the short
term management and long term retention of the wider area of land
between the A38 and the electricity lines in “Sherford Refined” undermine
any potential value as a landscape buffer to the Plympton area. In my
opinion, no such buffer is necessary in any event as direct visual links are
severely curtailed by the landform and the A38.

6.39 In contrast, “Sherford Refined” would represent more of an
incursion of development into an otherwise more rural landscape that
would also be less well defined or contained by firm boundaries against
future urban growth to the east. Moreover, it would not be so well related
to the present urban area, especially in the first phase of development off
the A379.

6.40 Of particular importance, in my view, is that the alternative would
introduce built development into the lower slopes of the Sherford valley,
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unlike the AAP site. With its relatively steep valley slopes and vegetation
cover, | judge this to be a generally more intimate landscape of a higher
quality character and appearance than the more open and gently sloping
agricultural fields to the north. In my view, its smaller scale features
would be more sensitive to changes arising from buildings and roads as a
result. Irrespective of the design skills employed, | therefore agree with
the outcome of the EbD process that this area would be more significantly
harmed by new development in landscape terms and should be excluded
from the site of the new community accordingly.

6.41 In the light of the above, | consider that the alternative proposal is
significantly less suitable for the development of the new community in
landscape terms than the AAP site. Given that parts 1-4 inclusive of
policy SNC 10 aim to ensure that the built form is properly integrated into
the local landscape, including respecting existing important features, such
as the trees at Sherford Quarry, as part of a comprehensive strategy, |
am also entirely satisfied that the AAP is sound in this respect.

Design

6.42 The overall vision for Sherford is that it should be a mixed use
development within a high quality environment that is well designed and
locally distinctive. From everything that | have read, heard and seen in
relation to the AAP, | have no doubt that it is capable of delivering this
vision as an exemplar new community. Moreover, there is robust and
credible evidence that the details of the scheme indicated on the
proposals map are consistent with the foundational and key development
principles set out in chapter 6 of the document and would meet the
requirements of policy SNC 3. Nevertheless, it is necessary to assess
whether the alternative proposal would perform better in these respects.

6.43 The earlier concept that Sherford should comprise “4 hamlets (or
linked villages) in the valley” is no longer considered relevant in the light
of the EbD process and more recent national guidance, including PPS 1
and PPS 3, on the creation of sustainable settlements. Instead, whilst
largely self sufficient in terms of services and facilities, the new
community also needs to be well related to the city of Plymouth and its
eastern suburbs if higher level social and economic links are to be
encouraged. Moreover, in order to meet sustainability objectives,
including reducing the need to travel and making efficient use of land, it
has to be designed as more of an urban extension and based on the
creation of walkable neighbourhoods within a compact physical form.

6.44 In this respect the alternative proposal, spreading up the Sherford
valley from the south, would have a more dispersed layout, fragmented
by open spaces to a greater degree than the AAP site. Also taking into
account the reduced retail space and increased separation of the
employment zones envisaged, | consider that, overall, “Sherford Refined”
would have a comparative lack of mixed use integration as a result and
make less efficient use of land. The topography of the southern part of
the alternative site, with generally steeper slopes within a more sensitive
landscape context, would also make development there less likely to
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encourage walking, cycling and modal shift and more difficult to
satisfactorily achieve the higher housing densities required in the interests
of sustainability.

6.45 This would be particularly so for the first phase of the alternative
scheme. In my view, this would appear as more of a separate
development of about 1,500 houses, akin to a large cul-de-sac, with no
town centre and the main road access through an employment area,
rather than as part of an exemplar new community.

6.46 The form and nature of the alternative layout also brings doubts
about the deliverability of later phases, when this is critical to achieving
the housing numbers required in the DSP and SCHS, and less certainty
over arrangements for future growth westwards post 2016, including for
public transport links. In particular, the eastern edge of the new
community would also be less well defined than on the AAP site, which
establishes firm long term boundaries against further growth into the
largely rural area beyond.

6.47 There would be opportunities in both schemes for benefits to arise
for existing communities in terms of improved shared facilities, such as for
health, sport and leisure. Accordingly, criticisms of the proposed open
space distribution on the AAP site as unbalanced seem to me to be
misplaced in that part 1) of policy SNC 9 requires compliance with NPFA
standards in any event and there would be more than sufficient overall.

6.48 Even if slightly less well distributed throughout than in the
alternative, this is an acceptable aspect of the function of the new
community in meeting local housing needs in the most sustainable way
possible, through the design of walkable neighbourhoods of mixed use
development within a compact overall footprint. Moreover, the larger
community park proposed in the AAP provides greater scope for
accommodating a wider variety of community uses and facilities, as well
as for the enhancement of biodiversity.

6.49 With regard to relationships with peripheral communities, such as
Plympton, Elburton and Brixton, the AAP site is obviously much closer to
the former whilst the alternative is closer to the latter. However, distance
alone does not provide distinction between settlements any more than
proximity necessarily means coalescence. Rather, it depends on factors
such as form, layout and design, as well as visual links and public
perceptions thereof. In these respects | find no significant differences
between the schemes that could not be satisfactorily addressed at the
detailed design stage to ensure that the new community remains separate
but well related in physical terms to its neighbours.

6.50 Overall, | conclude on this issue that, based on the current
proposals, the alternative scheme is clearly inferior in several respects,
including in sustainability terms, to the AAP site, which is sound in all
aspects of its overall design and layout and would be likely to meet the
vision and objectives set out in the document.
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Transport

6.51 Both policy ST8 of the DSP and part 3 c) ii) of policy CS4 of the
SHCS require sustainable access networks and transport systems for the
new community. In particular, the latter includes “a strategic high
quality, high capacity, high frequency public transport link with Plymouth
from the commencement of development”, as well as a Public Transport
Interchange at DLj and a well linked network of safe routes for
pedestrians and cyclists throughout. It is therefore clear that no
proposals which failed to make satisfactory provision to deliver these
requirements should receive planning permission, even if there were no
equivalent policies in the AAP.

6.52 In fact, parts 1-14 inclusive of policy SNC 7, together with the
supporting text in paras 7.63-7.74 inclusive, provide considerable detail of
the measures necessary to meet the aim of creating a community that is
an exemplar of sustainable travel. This recognises that levels and modes
of movement are a key element of the spatial vision for the sustainable
growth of the city and sub region and that in the Eastern Corridor this is
emphasised by the concentration of new development at Sherford and
Langage.

6.53 Consequently, there is a requirement for an Integrated Movement
and Transport Strategy, together with the specific points listed in paras
7.65, 7.66 and 7.73. Accordingly, and in the light of the extensive
evidence of longstanding co-operation and agreement between the HA,
DCC and PCC as highway authorities, including during the EbD process, |
am satisfied that, as noted in para 7.67 of the document, Test 4 has been
satisfied in terms of regard to other relevant plans, policies, strategies and
national guidance on transport matters.

6.54 With regard to Test 6, the details of the wording in this AAP and the
NP AAP do not need to be identical in order to be consistent and in
relation to their respective commitments to deliver HQPT, as per the ECS,
| do not consider that there is any material difference. Consequently, this
test is also met.

6.55 Turning to Test 7 and the comparison between the two proposals,
the AAP site would provide a shorter (by about 1 km one way) and more
direct route for HQPT from Langage and DLj on the A38 to the A379 and
Plymouth city centre via a new High Street through the site. Although bus
based initially, as evidenced in the current planning application the design
and layout would facilitate other options later, particularly once a
dedicated route is available west of Haye Road as envisaged in the NP
AAP. It would also have the major advantages, compared to the
alternative, of facilitating necessary improvements to DLj and providing an
A38 P + R site in the first phase of development that would both help to
address existing highway capacity issues and safety concerns.

6.56 In contrast, the alternative scheme would rely on bus services

taking a longer route via the A379 to the city centre for public transport
provision during the first phase of development of around 1,500 houses.
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The HQPT route would also be more undulating across steeper gradients
and more expensive if not technically more difficult to construct. For the
southern part of the new community this main route to Plymouth would
remain longer compared to the AAP site alignment.

6.57 It would also involve unnecessary additional traffic movements of
all types through Elburton and potentially disruptive road improvements
on the A379 west of Chittleburn. In addition to the additional vehicle
miles generated as a result, to my mind, this would be less attractive to
new residents as an alternative to the car at an important time in the
development process when travel patterns can become established. The
lack of a direct road link or good public transport services to Langage in
the first phase of the alternative scheme is addressed under Employment.

6.58 Although “Sherford Refined” would also involve a potential public
transport interchange for buses and a P + R facility serving the A379
route, the ECS has confirmed that this is only a desirable later, rather
than an early essential, element of the overall package of measures for
the sustainable development of the eastern side of the city. Moreover, it
would be unlikely to prove financially viable in the short run, thereby
requiring public or private subsidy for some time at least, if the currently
estimated level of usage is correct.

6.59 In comparison, all the highway authorities agree on the value of
providing a P + R site on the much busier A38 as early as possible, as it
would have benefits in taking traffic off that route, especially at peak
hours, as well as for new residents of Sherford and for Langage. The AAP
site would provide this in addition to much needed capacity improvements
to DLj, in co-ordination with other developments, in phase one, whereas
in the alternative scheme there would be no new road link to the A38 until
phase two at least.

6.60 Irrespective of the exact route alignment between Vinery Lane and
Haye Road, which is a matter for the NP AAP and subsequent detailed
determination, the examination evidence and the details of the current
planning application confirm that the AAP proposals are capable of
delivering an HQPT route between DLj and the A379 at Stanborough Cross
at the commencement of development as required. Similarly, all the
evidence for the cross border examination session now points to the road
improvements to Haye Road and at Stanborough Cross, necessary to
provide suitable bus priority measures and to cope with the expected
increase in traffic, being deliverable without significant delays.

6.61 In terms of potential impacts on local roads, some, such as the
route through Plympton St. Maurice and its conservation area, will require
sensitive management measures to minimise harm from traffic increases
but all have to be addressed in the Strategy required under part 13 of
policy SNC 7 and the full Transport Assessment in connection with any
planning application. Taking into account all of the other requirements of
policy SNC 7 and the evidence available to date, including the ECS, |
share the joint view of the highway authorities that the AAP's overall
package of transport improvements and the detailed measures on the
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surrounding network should ensure that no significant detriment to the
safe operation of local roads around Sherford will arise. | therefore
conclude that the transport proposals for the AAP site are sound and
would fully meet the relevant requirements of the DSP, SHCS and the
policies in this document. In my opinion, the same conclusion cannot be
drawn for the alternative proposal.

Conclusions

6.62 In conclusion, | fully endorse the outcome of the EbD process,
which examined the options for the new community in considerable depth,
including through scrutiny by all key stakeholders and the public. The
AAP site would provide a firm, long term, boundary to the south and east
along the Sherford stream, reinforced by a major public park on the valley
slopes beyond. It would also involve a structure of walkable
neighbourhoods, well related to the surrounding settlements and
DLj/Langage, with suitable arrangements for future growth to the west.

6.63 In conjunction with the NP AAP, the SAAP provides an appropriate
and suitable framework to facilitate the delivery of the new community,
including HQPT, not only up to 2016 but also beyond through further
growth in a westerly direction, unlike the alternative. Moving the
development site to the south and east would not achieve the greater
separation sought by some respondents as the principle has been
established that future growth should extend to the west, back towards
the city.

6.64 Thus, it would lead to a wider loss of open countryside and a less
sustainable development overall as the area identified in the AAP site
would also be developed eventually, just at a later date. As a result,
development could not be contained within the Sherford valley, due to the
size of scheme now needed to meet DSP and SHCS (and emerging RSS)
requirements, in any event.

6.65 Overall, | therefore conclude that @Sherford Refined® is not a more
appropriate alternative site for the new community and that the AAP is
essentially sound as submitted in terms of the boundaries and form of
development indicated on the Proposals Map. However, in the light of my
conclusions and recommendations in relation to policy SNC 15 and para
7.103, the 2noise buffer zone® and 2green buffer zone® along the northern
edge of the site alongside the A38 trunk road should also be shown on
both Diagrams 4 and 5 as a 2wildlife corridor®. For clarity, | also endorse
the Council's suggested change to add a scale to both proposals maps.

R2 - ADD THE “WILDLIFE CORRIDOR” DESIGNATION TO THE
“NOISE BUFFER ZONE" AND “GREEN BUFFER ZONE”" TO THE
NORTH OF THE SITE ALONGSIDE THE A38 TO BOTH DIAGRAM 4
AND DIAGRAM 5.

R3 - ADD “SCALE - 1:14,500" TO DIAGRAMS 4 AND 5.
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7. I ntroduction (1)

7.1 Subject to the necessary updating of the text of certain paragraphs
consequent upon the adoption of the document, for which individual
recommendations are not necessary, the introductory section of the AAP
is uncontroversial and largely sound in content. However, the first
sentence of para 1.23 and all of paras 1.24 and 1.25 include detailed
material that is not essential nor appropriate in an AAP and in any event
will be unnecessary upon the plan’s adoption. They should therefore be
deleted.

R4 - UPDATE TEXT OF CHAPTER 1 AS APPROPRIATE FOR THE
ADOPTED VERSION (SEE APPENDI X THREE).

R5 - DELETE FIRST SENTENCE OF PARA 1.23 AND ALL OF PARAS
1.24 AND PARA 1.25.

8. Context (2)

8.1 Whilst essentially sound in all respects, section 2 of the AAP
requires to be updated to acknowledge that PPS 3 has replaced PPG 3, as
in para 2.7, and to accurately reflect the progress towards adoption of the
RSS in para 2.4. Para 2.26 needs to be amended in relation to the up to
date position concerning the masterplan, whilst paras 2.31 and 2.33 also
require updating for accuracy about the South Hams Sustainable
Community Strategy 2006 — 2011 (SHSCS).

R6 - UPDATE TEXT OF CHAPTER 2 REGARDING PPS 3, RSS AND
SHSCS (SEE APPENDIX THREE) AND MAKE CONSEQUENT
AMENDMENTS THROUGHOUT THE DOCUMENT.

9. Cross Boundary I ssues (3)

9.1  As with sections 1 and 2 of the AAP, part 3 of the document is
essentially sound, being largely descriptive of the joint working between
the various authorities undertaken to date, together with an appropriate
commitment for that to continue in relation to implementation.
Nevertheless, minor elements of the text require updating, such as parts
b) and f) of para 3.3, whilst paras 3.5 and 3.6 need small alterations in
wording to recognise that there will be more than one planning application
to be determined in connection with the development of the new
community.

R7 - UPDATE PARTS b) AND f) OF PARA 3.3 AND REWORD PARAS

3.5 AND 3.6 TO REFER TO MORE THAN ONE PLANNING
APPLI CATION.
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10. Location (4)

10.1 Section 4 of the AAP provides a description of the site to be
developed, together with an identification of opportunities and local
constraints, that | find to be accurate, appropriate and therefore sound as
submitted.

11.  Vision (5)

11.1 The Council’s overall vision for Sherford remains that it should
become a “flagship development of a mixed and balanced community,
leading the way in sustainable technology, encouraging environmentally
and socially responsible lifestyles and improving the quality of life”. This
objective appears to enjoy almost universal support and is clearly
consistent with the aims of current national guidance and the relevant
planning policies of both the DSP and the SHCS, as well as the emerging
RSS. Accordingly, given that it is entirely consistent with the Council’s
Community Strategy, | am able to positively endorse this part of the
document as sound and sustainable.

11.2 Notwithstanding, as a matter of clarification, | agree with the
suggestion that the words “not just a dormitory suburb” should be deleted
from part b) of para 5.2, if only because Sherford is not intended to be a
“dormitory suburb” at all, albeit there will inevitably be close links with the
existing built up area of Plymouth and the city centre.

R8 - DELETE “not just a dormitory suburb” FROM PART b) OF PARA
5.2.

26



Sherford Area Action Plan DPD 2016
Inspector’s Report — July 2007

12. Development Objectives and Principles (6)

12.1 Para 6.3 of the document makes clear the importance of creating
walkable neighbourhoods within the new community, in order to
encourage the use of modes of transport other than the private car and
reduce the overall need to travel for new residents. To that end, key
principles a) £ h) in para 6.4 are entirely consistent with the creation of a
sustainable development, although | endorse the Council's proposed
change to add a reference to 2about 400m° as a definition of a 5 minute
walking distance in principle a).

12.2 For the same reasons and in order to confirm that pedestrians and
cyclists should have priority in the layout of new streets, rather than
drivers, | further agree that the words 2where pedestrians, cyclists and
drivers are made equally comfortable® should be deleted from part a) in
para 6.6.

12.3 As suggested by respondents, in my view, the use of the term
agreenhouse gas®, rather than just 2carbon dioxide®, in reference to
emissions in the third sentence of para 6.5 would facilitate wider
considerations relating to climate change being taken into account in
design and layout terms, and should therefore be included.

R9 - ADD 2(about 400m)° AFTER 2walk® IN PART a) OF PARA 6.4.

R10 - REPLACE &carbon dioxide® WITH &greenhouse gas® IN
THIRD SENTENCE OF PARA 6.5.

R11 - DELETE 2,where pedestrians, cyclists and drivers are made
equally comfortable® FROM PART a) OF PARA 6.6.
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13. SNC 1 - Strategic Requirements
Retail — Part 7) a).

13.1 The Council’s partial reliance in the evidence base on a comparator
study of other freestanding market towns serving rural areas has been
criticised as inadequate as a justification for the level of new retail
floorspace proposed at Sherford in this policy and not compliant with the
requirements of PPS 6. It was suggested that the absence of a proper
quantitative analysis means that the relevant policies of the AAP (SNC 1,
SNC 8 and SNC 11 — 14 inclusive) effectively prejudge the outcome of the
Retail Impact Assessment (RIA) required under part 4) of policy SNC 17.

13.2 However, in my view, it is important to take into account that
Sherford is intended to be an exemplar of a self contained and sustainable
community, where new residents should be able to meet their day to day
needs in a new town or local/neighbourhood centres without travelling
out, particularly by private car, as far as possible. In this rare context, |
recognise the validity of a “non standard” approach to new retail
provision, so as to balance both qualitative and quantitative
considerations as referred to in the first bullet point of para 2.16 of PPS 6.

13.3 Moreover, | have borne in mind that, in accord with the guidance in
para 2.15 of PPS 6, the adopted SHCS sets out the spatial vision and
strategy for the network and hierarchy of centres within the South Hams,
confirming the future role of Sherford as an Area Centre (AC) alongside
other market towns such as Dartmouth, Kingsbridge and Ivybridge. In
order to fulfil such a role, as defined in para 5.14 of the adopted SHCS,
the new town centre must contain a mix and scale of floorspace
appropriate to the status of an AC and generally comparable to other such
locations, including in terms of comparison goods provision. This is
essential, in my opinion, in order to create a town centre with a more
traditional “high street” form, character and purpose, rather than simply a
new suburban block of retailing space set within large open car parks, for
sustainability reasons.

13.4 In this special case, | therefore endorse the use of the qualitative
comparator study as a useful contribution to identifying those elements
that help to make up the traditional character of the high street retail offer
in established market towns of roughly equivalent size to Sherford. The
fact that this clearly indicates the importance of a predominance of small
units, which are less likely to generate their own individual direct impact
on retail facilities in existing nearby centres, such as Plympton and
Plymstock, further emphasises the value of the qualitative assessment
approach in this instance, alongside the quantitative required under policy
SNC 17 which is intended to partly act as a “reality check” on specific
proposals.

13.5 With regard to the level of new floorspace indicated in this policy,
the creation of a new town centre as required by the adopted SHCS will
inevitably act as a focus for retail and commercial provision and may well
attract a degree of trade from established lower order centres in the retail
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hierarchy, as well as existing out of town stores. In such circumstances, |
consider it appropriate that, as referred to in the last sentence of para
3.10 of PPS 6, the assumed catchment area should take into account the
intended size and function as a town centre, in comparison to those
already existing district and local centres nearby. Moreover, the scale of
the retail development proposed must also reflect not only the 4,000 new
dwellings sought by 2016, but also the 5,500 by 2026 (and possibly
earlier), as well as the longer term potential for future growth westwards
towards Plymouth and other prospective developments on the eastern
side of the city.

13.6 Otherwise, the overall retail provision in the town centre and in the
local/neighbourhood centres is likely to be insufficient to fulfil the main
day to day needs of new residents and thereby risk prejudicing the
principal aim of creating a sustainable new community. For the same
reasons, it is also necessary that the town centre should support a
reasonable range of size and type of comparison goods floorspace,
together with complementary service facilities, in addition to convenience
stores.  Without them, there is a strong possibility that significant
numbers of otherwise unnecessary traffic movements will be generated to
other centres outside Sherford.

13.7 Notwithstanding the above, the fact that Sherford is relatively close
to Plymouth city centre must also be taken into account, as it is
reasonable to assume that new residents will be likely to use it for some
at least of their comparison goods shopping. However, neither this nor
the relative proximity to existing retail facilities, including in the
established centres of Plympton, Plymstock and Ivybridge, alters the need
for the scale and mix of new retail floorspace at Sherford to properly
reflect its future role as a vital and viable AC within the overall retail
hierarchy and to fully serve new residents accordingly.

13.8 More importantly, the relevance of establishing new retail provision
of a size and type that makes a positive contribution, as part of the
creation of a vibrant and attractive town centre, to the sustainability
credentials of the new community as a whole should not be
underestimated. Accordingly, | agree with the Council that the overall
level of new retail floorspace at Sherford needs to be generally
comparable to that of other ACs in South Hams.

13.9 The fact that 16,800 sq.m is the same floorspace as currently
available in Dartmouth, another AC serving a town population of only
about 5,800 people, and only about half that in Totnes at present with an
equivalent population of around 8,000, reinforces my conclusion in this
respect. The total retail floorspace also needs to be close to that in the
more freestanding market towns assessed in the comparative study if the
aim of creating a town centre with the quality, range, size and type of
retail units sufficient to assist in the establishment of an exemplar
sustainable new community is to be achieved.

13.10 In particular, the scale of floorspace provided in the new town
centre has to be sufficient to allow for a critical mass of comparison goods
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units to encourage private investment, if it is to achieve its proper place in
the retail hierarchy and encourage residents to shop locally as far as
possible.  Such provision should also make a contribution to local
employment generation and help the early establishment of
complementary services, community facilities and social interaction in the
new town centre on a comprehensive basis, particularly during the earlier
phases. In my view, this would assist the achievement of a higher degree
of self sufficiency/containment and a more balanced economy, closer to
that of more traditional market towns than might otherwise be the case in
a new settlement, as well as assisting the social development of the new
community.

13.11 The important clarifications in para 7.80 of the AAP to the effect
that Sherford will not accommodate large footprint retail (bulky goods)
provision and in para 7.99 (see under policy SNC 11) regarding the size of
a new foodstore should help to ensure that the type and size of retail
provision in the new community does not overwhelm or have a materially
detrimental impact on the viability of nearby centres. In this context, part
7) a) of this policy refers to 2about® and thus provides a degree of
flexibility. Additionally, it gives some further reassurance that,
notwithstanding the overriding aim of creating a vital and viable new town
centre, as set out in the adopted SHCS, actual floorspace built will still be
subject to the quantitative test or 2reality check® provided by the
requirement for a RIA in part 4) of policy SNC 17. Clearly, this will have
to include detailed consideration of any specific impacts on adjoining
centres.

13.12 Overall therefore, | conclude that the retail proposals in the AAP, as
now supported by the quantitative study provided by the Council for the
Examination, are generally sound and consistent with national guidance in
para 1.5 of PPS 6, in terms of delivering a sustainable pattern of
development, as well as that in para 2.3 regarding planning for a new
centre of an appropriate scale to match the significant growth of new
housing in the area. In my opinion, the scale of new floorspace identified
is appropriate to provide the range of services and facilities needed in the
new community if it is to function as a town centre and fulfil its identified
role as an AC in the retail hierarchy. To my mind, this would be
consistent with the advice in para 2.9 in PPS 6, encouraging a more even
distribution of town centre uses, thereby helping to ensure that everyday
needs are met at the local level and taking into account both qualitative
and quantitative considerations, as advised in para 2.16 of PPS 6.

13.13 In my judgement, the weight to be given to the qualitative aspects
has to be increased in the creation of a new town centre, serving at least
5,500 houses, in comparison, for example, to the insertion of a single
retail unit or small local centre into an established retail hierarchy. The
relevant policies of the AAP, including part 7) a) of SNC1, are therefore
consistent with those of the DSP, including SH1 and SH2, and policy CS4
of the SHCS (as well as para 5.14 thereof). Consequently, | conclude that
they are essentially sound (with minor amendments to wording as now
proposed by the Council in Appendix Three) in regard to retail provisions
and thereby meet the requirements of Tests 6 and 7 in full.
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14. SNC 2 - Sustainable Development

14.1 Following a reassessment of draft policy G of the emerging RSS in
the light of detailed research, the South West Regional Assembly (SWRA)
has now issued a statement of conformity regarding policy SNC 2 and
specifically part 6) dealing with carbon reduction targets. In particular, it
is now accepted that a phased approach, incorporating current best
practice as confirmed by the Energy Saving Trust and the Building
Research Establishment, is appropriate, realistic and suitable in present
circumstances and in the light of the technical opportunities likely to be
deliverable at Sherford.

14.2 This will be subject to monitoring and review over time, particularly
in relation to post 2016 targets, to take into account new government
guidance once issued, the final version of the RSS and the impact of the
other elements required under this policy in reducing carbon emissions
from the new community, as well as the hierarchical approach to
conserving energy demand set out in part 9) of policy SNC 5.
Accordingly, | endorse the phased targets set out in part 6) of this policy
as reasonable under current circumstances and, along with other
measures including layout and design, likely to achieve more significant
carbon savings than might otherwise be the case.

14.3 However, this graduated approach is intended to allow for
alterations in relation to later phases of development, when improved
technologies may well be available and both national and regional
guidance clearer and more demanding, in line with the government’s
recently announced aspiration that all new homes should be carbon
neutral by 2016. In this rapidly evolving policy and technological
environment it is not possible to be specific about the changes that will be
required, but para 7.14 of the AAP already refers to the need for re-
evaluation at the time new Building Regulations come into force.

14.4 Therefore, it seems to me that it would assist implementation if it
was made clearer by an addition at the end of this paragraph that such
reconsideration of the carbon reduction targets for Sherford would
inevitably include reference to both the adopted RSS and up to date
national guidance at that time. In my view, this would help, as far as is
possible under current circumstances, to address concerns that the AAP as
drafted does not specifically refer to this desire of achieving carbon
neutrality in all new homes by 2016.

R12 - ADD “in line with the adopted RSS and the most up to date
national guidance” TO THE END OF PARA 7.14.

14.5 In addition to the above, | consider that various textual changes
are required to para 7.5 for clarity and/or to avoid duplication, including
deletion of point ¢) as unnecessary in the light of points a) and b) and the
contents of para 7.9 of the AAP. In the absence of any proper definition
thereof, including in the Glossary, it is not appropriate to make specific
reference to a Community Trust in the AAP, particularly as there may be
other options available for securing the objectives sought in part t).
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R13 - DELETE “and will accompany the Masterplan” FROM LAST
SENTENCE OF FIRST PART OF PARA 7.5.

R14 - DELETE PART ¢) OF PARA 7.5 AND RENUMBER
ACCORDINGLY.

R15 - DELETE “alternatives to car incl.” FROM PART p) OF PARA
7.5.

R16 - DELETE SECOND “community” FROM PART r) OF PARA 7.5.

R17 - DELETE “(incl. Community Trust)” FROM PART t) OF PARA
7.5.

14.6 Reference to planning applications and proposals in paras 7.6 and
7.7 also need to remain general rather than specific in a DPD in
anticipation of more than one submission and minor wording changes are
necessary accordingly.

R18 - REPLACE “The planning application will” WITH “Planning
applications should” IN SECOND SENTENCE OF PARA 7.6.

R19 - REWORD FIRST SENTENCE OF PARA 7.7 AS FOLLOWS: “An
independent Sustainability Appraisal on submitted proposals will
be required to be conducted by the Building Research
Establishment.”.
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15. SNC 3 - Design

15.1 Part 2 of policy CS4 of the SHCS requires a high standard of design
for the new community that is also locally distinctive and environmentally
sustainable, in accord with national guidance in PPS 1. The requirements
of parts 1 and 2 of this policy for a Design Strategy and two tiers of
Design Codes are consistent with that objective and appear to have the
support in principle of all those responding to the AAP proposals on this
matter. Taken together with the aim in para 7.16 to create an exemplar
urban extension, that meets the needs of a sustainable new community, |
am content that both this policy and its supporting text are entirely sound
in relation to all the relevant tests.

16. SNC 4 — Community Facilities

16.1 Following reconsideration of the submitted document, the Council
now suggests that it would be more accurate if the word “Strategy” were
to be added to the title of this policy, with a consequent rewording of the
first line of para 7.28. | agree that this would be appropriate. However, |
see no justification for the other changes to the wording of this policy
proposed by the Council as they amount to unnecessary complications.

R20 - ADD “Strategy” TO POLICY TITLE AND REWORD FIRST LINE
OF PARA 7.28 ACCORDINGLY. (NO OTHER CHANGES TO POLICY
WORDING).

16.2 In response to further discussions with the Police Authority it is also
now proposed that an additional requirement for a ‘Type 2’ police station
close to DLj of 700 sq.m. should be added to the list in para 7.29, with
consequential renumbering and a reduction in the size of the police facility
for the town centre from 600 sq.m. to 150 sq.m. As these changes arise
from a more detailed and up-to-date assessment of policing requirements
for the new community, | am content that they should be made for clarity
and accuracy in the document.

R21 - ADD NEW ITEM “h) ‘Type 2’ police station close to Deep
Lane junction (700 sq.m.) (0.4 ha.) to list in para 7.29.”
RENUMBER ACCORDINGLY. REPLACE “600” WITH “150” IN NEW
ITEM i).

16.3 In relation to para 7.26, on reflection, the Council now considers
that the exception regarding improvements in overall provision referred to
is not appropriate in principle, in relation to impacts on existing facilities.
Taking into account the possible uncertainty introduced thereby and the
potential for disputes to arise as to its applicability to different situations,
including in respect of new retail provision, | endorse the proposed
rewording.

R22 - REPLACE “except ... patterns” IN PARA 7.26 WITH “but

should lead to improvements in overall provision and encourage
more sustainable travel patterns.”.
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16.4 As presently worded, the first part of this policy requires the full
range of services and facilities for a 12,000 population to be provided by
the developer, leaving open the question of whether they are built
directly, directly funded or otherwise secured as part of public investment
programmes (or some combination thereof). However, in contrast, the
first sentence of para 7.29 refers specifically and only to being “built (or
funded)” by the developer. Whilst potentially academic in many cases, it
seems to me that there could be opportunities arising in a development of
this size and nature where there would be economies of scale, with a
consequent saving of public resources, if some services and facilities were
provided at Sherford to serve more than just the population of the new
community itself.

16.5 In such circumstances, such as those referred to in para 7.32 of the
AAP in relation to the health and social care centre and also potentially in
relation to new sports facilities, it would not necessarily be reasonable for
all such costs to be borne by the new development, if there would also be
significant use by and benefits for existing communities. Accordingly, |
consider that the first sentence of para 7.29 also needs to be amended for
clarity and consistency with the first part of this policy, as well as the first
sentence of para 8.1 of the AAP, to replace “built (or funded)” with
“provided”. With such changes they would be consistent with national
guidance and therefore sound under Test 4 b).

R23 - REPLACE “built (or funded)” WITH “provided” IN FIRST
SENTENCE OF PARA 7.29 AND REPLACE “fund” WITH “provide” IN
FIRST SENTENCE OF PARA 8.1.

16.6 Apart from the above, the range and scale of facilities to be
provided at Sherford, as listed in this policy and supporting text, appears
to be clear and comprehensive, as well as deliverable in connection with
the overall development. | am therefore satisfied that there is no need for
any further changes to this section to meet the relevant tests.

34



Sherford Area Action Plan DPD 2016
Inspector's Report + July 2007

17. SNC 5 — Infrastructure and Utilities

17.1 Based on the currently available evidence and the location of the
site, there seems little doubt that wind based technology is the macro
renewable energy supply most likely to make a substantial contribution to
meeting the target for on site generation at Sherford to 2016. In
particular, | acknowledge that work carried out to date confirms that
factors such as building densities, the distances involved over the whole
site, the low heat load and reasonable concerns over the availability and
reliability of the supply chain for suitable fuels, including biomass, all
count against Combined Heat and Power plants being economically viable
or practical for Sherford. In contrast, wind energy appears to be
deliverable with existing technology, cost effective to both install and run
and need not compromise the sustainable form of urban design and layout
sought for the new community to any material degree.

17.2 Moreover, | agree with those, including the Council, who suggest
that wind turbines at Sherford would provide a potent and prominent
symbol of the environmental credentials of the scheme and a reminder to
residents and visitors alike of the need for more sustainable lifestyles in
an era of climate change. The urgency of the latter, as recognised in
government guidance, suggests to me that, in a location already subject
to major urban development, albeit sited between the DNP to the north
and AONB to the south but not in either, the balance to be drawn between
the potential landscape impact of turbines and the need for renewable
energy provision should fall in favour of the latter in this instance.

17.3 Possible economic benefits to the new community via ownership
and/or operation of these resources would be a potential, albeit non
essential, “bonus” to such provision as part of the overall scheme. With
the addition of smaller scale renewable energy technologies, such as solar
panels, heat source pumps and small wind turbines, where appropriate,
practical and viable, | conclude that the carbon reduction targets set for
Sherford in part 10) of this policy and part 6) of policy SNC 2 are
reasonable and can be met.

17.4 Accordingly, | am content that the AAP should make a general
statement to support wind generation in the supporting text to this policy
that also emphasises the potential community benefits of such provision.
It should also refer to the need for consultations with the relevant bodies
on the details that would inform an EIA examining all potential impacts in
connection with any planning application for turbines. | therefore endorse
the Council’s proposed rewording of existing paras 7.41 and 7.42, subject
to one exception discussed below.

17.5 The submitted text, the proposed rewording and part 11 of this
policy refer to “wind turbines within the valley area of the Sherford
Community Park” when there is, as yet, no final confirmation that any
such provision will be achievable in practice in that specific location nor,
perhaps more importantly, what the maximum capacity might be both in
that location and/or within other parts of the development area too.
Consequently, | consider that the policy in the AAP should limit itself to
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seeking the provision of wind turbines (potentially of various sizes and
types) as the most likely source of macro renewable energy supplies for
Sherford, whilst deferring decisions on their actual locations, which do not
need to be resolved in the AAP, until investigations of the maximum
potential contribution and full range of potential impacts across the whole
of the site and nearby have been completed.

17.6 To that end, | recommend that the words “Community” and “within
the valley area of the Sherford Community Park” be deleted from the first
sentence of part 11. For the same reasons, the phrase “to the east of the
new community” should be omitted from part c) of new para 7.41.
Similarly, the fourth sentence of the Council’s proposed rewording of para
7.42 should be altered to: “The provision of wind turbines should
therefore be investigated across the whole of the site, including in the
general location indicated on the Proposals Map for larger scale provision”.
This is indicative rather than specific as to location and does not preclude
provision elsewhere. | consider that the Council’s proposed extra para
(new para 7.43) deals satisfactorily with the phasing of provision, the
need for an EIA and the alternatives to be pursued in the event that
macro scale wind turbines cannot be delivered. With these changes in
place this part of the document will be sound.

R24 - DELETE “Community” AND “within the valley area of the
Sherford Community Park” FROM PART 11 OF THE POLICY.

R25 - REWORD PARAS 7.41 AND 7.42 AS FOLLOWS:

“7.41 Given the current understanding of the technologies
available, including their effectiveness and viability, it is
considered that the energy strategy for Sherford should include
the following elements:

a) reducing demand for electricity and space heating via high
building fabric standards and design codes;

b) embedding renewable energy technologies, as appropriate,
throughout the development, and

c) subject to detailed impact assessment, providing for the
development of wind turbines.

7.42 In current circumstances, wind based technology is
considered to be the macro renewable energy supply most likely
to enable the targets for on site renewable generation at Sherford
to be met in the period to 2016. It is environmentally clean and
has an established record of deliverability, cost effectiveness,
efficiency and reliability. There would be significant benefits from
a community share in the ownership of the wind turbines. The
provision of wind turbines should therefore be investigated across
the whole of the site, including in the general location indicated on
the Proposals Map for larger scale provision. This investigation
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should include formal consultations with all relevant bodies and
detailed studies to inform an Environmental Impact Assessment.°.

ADD NEW PARA 7.43 AS FOLLOWS:

a7.43 Policy SNC 5 therefore proposes that, subject to detailed
assessment (including a satisfactory EIA outcome), the
development of wind turbines should be included as an integral
part of the new community concept, with the first ones to be
installed and operational during phase 1 of the new development.
In the event, however, that detailed assessments and
consultations indicate that this provision is inappropriate, or that
the scale of generation would be constrained, developers would be
expected to investigate the potential for alternative technologies
to contribute towards the on site renewable generation target
and, in consultation with the local planning authority, modify the
energy strategy accordingly. Similarly, the development of
renewable energy technologies will be monitored as part of the
overall monitoring regime for the AAP and, should significant
technological advances be identified, the overall energy strategy
for Sherford would be subject to early review.°.
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18. SNC 6 - Housing

18.1 The delivery of a balanced and sustainable new community,
incorporating a mix of size, type and tenure of housing, is an entirely
appropriate objective for Sherford, in accord with national planning
guidance including PPS 1 and PPS 3. Not surprisingly, it also has the
almost universal support in principle of those making representations on
the AAP. Notwithstanding, the Council now recognises that the specific
reference to “vulnerable client groups in line with ‘Devon supporting
people’ strategy” in part 1 of this policy is unnecessarily detailed. In view
of the other relevant elements of the policy it is not an essential reference
and should therefore be deleted.

R26 - DELETE “client” AND “in line with ‘Devon supporting people’
strategy” FROM PART 1.

18.2 The Council has also responded to representations in relation to the
conformity of the AAP with the emerging RSS. In particular, draft policy
H2 of the latter seeks densities of 50 dwellings per hectare (dph) or more
overall in planned urban extensions and adjacent new communities to
towns and cities such as Plymouth. Bearing in mind the guidance in PPS
3, published since the AAP was submitted, it is clear that low density new
housing is not generally compatible with the creation of the sustainable
(and walkable) new community structure that is intended for Sherford.

18.3 Whilst densities will inevitably vary across the site, with the highest
properly to be sought at public transport nodes in the town and
neighbourhood centres, | conclude that an overall net density of 40 — 50
dph should be achievable without compromising any of the other
important design aims and objectives, as has been demonstrated
elsewhere.

18.4 Nor do | accept that higher densities than those indicated in the
submitted AAP will necessarily lead to any “social disharmony or unrest”
and there is no firm evidence to support this assertion in the context of a
planned new community. Accordingly, | fully endorse the Council’s
proposed change to amend part 2 of this policy to read “achieving an
overall net density of 40 — 50 dph”, in order to achieve compliance with
the draft RSS.

18.5 In my view, this change may also have a beneficial effect in terms
of the delivery of new housing to the timescale envisaged in the AAP, as
well as ensuring that this policy is sound in relation to national and
regional guidance. Para 7.49 (second sentence) also requires
amendment, whilst the fourth sentence of para 7.47 should be deleted as
no longer relevant and para 7.48 updated to be consistent with PPS 3 and
to omit references to PPG 3.

R27 - REWORD SECOND SENTENCE OF PARA 7.49 AS FOLLOWS:

“By reference to Planning Policy Statement 3 — Housing (PPS 3),
overall density will need to average 40 — 50 ...”.
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R28 - DELETE FOURTH SENTENCE OF PARA 7.47.
R29 - UPDATE PARA 7.48 FOR CONSISTENCY WITH PPS 3.

18.6 The adopted SHCS sets an overall strategic target of 50%
affordable housing for the district related to new dwellings from all
sources. Since the Sherford scheme comprises two thirds of this new
housing it is essential that a similar target is applied to the new
community if the number of affordable units sought is to be achieved.
Nevertheless, para 29 of PPS 3 continues the advice of previous national
guidance to the effect that developer contributions to facilitate the
provision of affordable housing in accordance with targets should be
sought and not required. Consequently, and to ensure consistency with
policies CS4 and CS6 of the SHCS 2required® should be replaced by
asought® in part 4 of this policy.

R30 - REPLACE 2required® WITH @sought® IN PART 4.

18.7 Assessment of the viability and level of affordable housing to be
provided is likely to be an ongoing process during the development of the
new community, as referred to in para 7.55 of the AAP. Therefore, for
accuracy and in order to be consistent with other recommended changes
to the document, para 7.53 needs to be changed to delete that part of the
last sentence after 2affordable housing®.

R31 - DELETE 2to be submitted by the developers with the outline
planning application® FROM THE END OF PARA 7.53.

18.8 Whilst there is no criticism of the intention to seek a range of
different approaches to intermediate affordable housing provision
expressed in para 7.54, direct references to actual figures are prone to
becoming out of date and inaccurate and therefore potentially misleading
within a short period in the overall lifetime of the document.
Consequently, they should be omitted as unnecessary and unhelpful.

R32 - DELETE 2with a target of £70,000 for an initial share in an
affordable home® FROM FOURTH SENTENCE OF PARA 7.54.

18.9 Para 7.56 refers to the possibility of “off site delivery” of affordable
housing in relation to the development of the new community assisting
the wider needs of the South Hams. Subject to robust justification this
need not be inconsistent with national guidance in para 29 of PPS 3 and
may have some advantages in contributing to the creation of suitably
mixed and balanced communities. However, in the Sherford context, the
wider community clearly includes the city of Plymouth and the nearby
eastern suburbs in particular.

18.10 Therefore, taking into account the guidance in the last sentence of
para 29 of PPS 3, the third sentence of para 7.56 should be altered to also
include reference to Plymouth so that suitable opportunities for off site
delivery there are not excluded, as would otherwise be the case at
present. The words “Plymouth and” should therefore be added before
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“South Hams”. The reference to “District” should also be replaced with
“area”, in recognition of the context provided in para 7.52, which makes it
clear that affordable housing is sought to help meet the needs of the
Plymouth sub region as a whole.

R33 - ADD “Plymouth and” BEFORE “South Hams” AND REPLACE
“District” WITH “area” IN THIRD SENTENCE OF PARA 7.56.

18.11 In the light of the guidance in paras 20 — 26 inclusive of PPS 3, the
Council now proposes to introduce an indicative guide to the mix sought
for new market housing at Sherford, alongside that for affordable housing,
in para 7.58 of the document. Given that it derives directly from the most
up to date national advice, | endorse this addition to the plan and agree
that the percentages set out are essentially consistent with the 2006
HMNAs (CD 90 & CD 125). As a consequence of the above, para 7.59 also
needs to be changed by the deletion of the second sentence and the first
part of the third sentence, as otherwise it would be inaccurate.

R34 - ADD NEW TABLE AT END OF PARA 7.58 AS FOLLOWS:

Size of Unit Affordable Housing Market Housing
1 Bedroom 10% 5%
2 Bedroom 35% 35%
Older Persons
(1 or 2 Bedrooms) |10% 0% *
(3 Bedroom) 30% 40%
4+ Bedrooms 15% 20%

* Market Housing may also provide some 1 or 2 bed homes for
older people (e.g. extra care provision).

R35 - DELETE SECOND SENTENCE OF PARA 7.59.

R36 - DELETE “The result must accord with the objective” FROM
THIRD SENTENCE OF PARA 7.59 AND ADD REMAINDER TO FIRST
SENTENCE AFTER COMMA.

18.12 During debate at the examination it was suggested that the
reference to Lifetime Homes Standards in para 7.58 might usefully be
enlarged upon and could include a target consistent with the level of 20%
set out in the PCS and NP AAP. Evidence from the South Hams HMNA (CD
90) indicates that about 20% of households in the district contain at least
one person with some form of disability, of which almost half (48%)
include someone with walking difficulties. The Plymouth HMNA (CD 125)
indicates a slightly higher level of households (26.5%) and therefore
supports a minimum 20% target.

18.13 Government policy also encourages an increased provision of
Lifetime Homes in the Disability Equality Action Plan (December 2006),
published since the AAP was submitted. In the light of the above | see no
justification for a 100% target but particularly to provide consistency with
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the PCS and NP AAP, | therefore support the inclusion of a target of 20%
for Lifetime Homes in the document via an addition to para 7.58.

R37 - REPLACE “and dwellings which meet Lifetime Homes
Standards” WITH A NEW SENTENCE AFTER “Extra Care scheme”
IN PARA 7.58 AS FOLLOWS: “A proportion of accommodation
should be provided to the full Lifetime Homes Standards with a
target level of 20% distributed across all tenures”.
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19. SNC7 - Movement and Transport

19.1 Given the aim to create a new community that is an exemplar of
sustainable travel, and thus the need for a design that positively promotes
the use of modes other than private cars, based on assessment of
reasonable and realistic alternatives | am satisfied that all the elements
set out in this policy are necessary, reasonable and sound. | am equally
satisfied, taking into account the robust and credible evidence base
provided, which now includes the material supplied in connection with the
November 2006 outline planning application (para 7.67 of the text), that
the AAP site is realistically capable of delivering those requirements within
the anticipated timescales. The general endorsement offered by the HA,
DCC and PCC, amongst many other stakeholders, of the proposals in this
respect, reinforces my conclusion on this matter.

19.2 Clearly, there would be some important differences in relation to
movement and transport issues in connection with the alternative
“Sherford Refined” scheme that are addressed elsewhere in this report.
However, it is sufficient to note here that point 12 of the policy (para 7.68
of the text), referring to a direct road link to the A38 at DLj, would not be
met at the commencement of development or until around 1,500 new
dwellings plus their associated services and facilities had been completed.

19.3 | also have significant doubts about the ability of the alternative
scheme to provide the necessary high quality, high capacity, public
transport links to Plymouth and Langage during the early stages of
development at least, as required by point 1 of this policy. Consequently,
the alternative scheme would generate higher traffic movements along
the A379, at least in the initial phases of development, affecting Elburton
and thus risk failure to adequately comply with points 9 and 13 of the
policy as well.

19.4 In the light of comments received, the Council now recognises that
the wording of part 10 of this policy would be clearer for readers and
those responsible for implementation if the words “improve upon” were
replaced by “not exceed” and “maximum” added before “standards”. |
agree that this part of the policy would be clarified by the proposed
change, whilst acknowledging that, in practice, the actual parking levels
may well have to be significantly less than the maximum standards set
out in national guidance in PPG 13 if a satisfactory modal shift is to be
achieved.

R38 - REPLACE “improve upon” WITH “not exceed” AND ADD
“maximum” BEFORE “standards” IN PART 10.
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20. SNC8 + Economy

20.1 Part b) of policy CS4 of the adopted SHCS includes provision for
about 18 ha. of new employment land as part of the overall Sherford
development. This is in addition to that at the major employment site at
Langage just to the north of the A38 with which good links, especially for
non car modes, clearly need to be established in the first phase of
construction in the interests of sustainable development.

20.2 In order to create the inclusive, sustainable, local economy that this
policy seeks for Sherford, the Council has determined that a mix of
approximately 20% for retail and associated service uses and 80% for
commercial and employment uses of the equivalent floorspace
requirement would be appropriate. Although this is intended to reflect, to
a degree, the aspiration for Sherford to be largely self sustaining and
contained, as well as comparisons with established traditional settlements
of a similar size, it is also properly tempered by the recognised proximity
of the suburban retailing centres of Plympton and Plymstock.

20.3 Subject only to agreeing that the Council's proposed clarification to
part 1 of the policy to refer to 2gross® in relation to floorspace is essential
for clarity, | see no reason to disagree with the basis of the assessment
made on the evidence available. Given that para 7.78 confirms a degree
of flexibility (plus or minus 5%) will apply, dependent on the outcome of
more detailed assessments of opportunity, | am therefore content that the
requirements of this policy and its supporting text soundly apply the
regional and strategic employment objectives to the Sherford new
community proposals.

R39 - ADD @agross® AFTER 216,800 sg.m.° IN PART 1) OF THIS
POLICY.

43



Sherford Area Action Plan DPD 2016
Inspector’s Report — July 2007

21. SNC9 - Public Space, Sport and Recreation

21.1 The Council now accepts that the text in italics following part 1 is
not a strictly necessary part of this policy and could be relegated to the
supporting text. However, it seems to me that, as the exact location of
each facility will have to be agreed via the development control process in
any event, it is simply not necessary and should be deleted as it adds
nothing to the remainder of the wording.

R40 - DELETE ALL ITALICISED TEXT IN BRACKETS AFTER PART 1
OF POLICY (AND DO NOT REPLACE ELSEWHERE IN THE
DOCUMENT).

21.2 Regarding part c¢) of this policy, | have referred in chapter 15 above
to the need to avoid unreasonable funding requirements being placed on
the Sherford scheme, particularly those which might have an impact on its
overall economic viability and/or deliverability in accordance with the
timescale required. In this context, it would be unsound and contrary to
national guidance for the policy to require the provision of a swimming
pool, intended to serve the wider needs of the eastern part of the city and
its hinterland as well as those arising from Sherford, from this
development alone. The first sentence of para 8.1 of the AAP confirms
that this is the case. Accordingly, “provision of (or” should be deleted
from the last section of part ¢) so that it reads “proportional contributions
towards a swimming pool”.

R41 - DELETE “provision of (or” AND “)” FROM LAST SECTION OF
PART c) OF POLICY.

21.3 For similar reasons, | am also concerned that, notwithstanding the
proposals in the planning application submitted in November 2006, the
requirement in part d) ii) of this policy that the new community park
should be at least 200 ha. in size is excessive and not reasonably related
to the scale of development proposed. Whilst clearly of considerable
benefit to residents of the area, as well as to wildlife interests, this
particular level of open space provision simply cannot be directly justified,
even in connection with a new community aiming to house about 12,000
people in due course, as a specific requirement of the scheme.

21.4 However, there are important functions of the community park as a
barrier to further urban extension to the south and south east in the
future, as well as a vital recreational facility for Sherford, with significant
environmental benefits. Consequently, it would be appropriate and
reasonable, in my view, for the policy to contain a requirement for “a
major public” park to be provided on the southern and eastern edges of
the scheme, with final details to be determined via the masterplan and
development control processes.

R42 - REPLACE “at least 200 ha of community” WITH “a major
public” IN PART d) ii) OF POLICY.
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21.5 Concerning the supporting text to this policy, the first two
sentences of para 7.89 are not entirely clear as presently drafted and
would benefit from some refinement. In my opinion, they should be
combined and reworded for clarity as follows: 2Sports and recreational
facilities for Sherford need®; followed by the remainder of the second
sentence in order to be sound.

R43 - REWORD FIRST TWO SENTENCES OF PARA 7.89 AS
FOLLOWS: 2Sports and recreational facilities for Sherford need to
include ...°.

21.6 The first sentence of para 7.91 refers twice to “dual use” and the
first instance could usefully be omitted for the sake of simplicity.

R44 - DELETE “as dual use” FROM FIRST SENTENCE OF PARA 7.91.

21.7 Para 7.92 of the text deals with the construction of the new HQPT
route, recommended in the Plymouth Eastern Corridor Study (ECS) (CD
100), through the southern part of the King George V (KGV) playing
fields, as proposed in policies NP 05, NP 06 and NP 07 of the NP AAP. It
explains the implications thereof in relation to the intended new sports
hub, including a sports centre and swimming pool, to serve both Sherford
and East Plymouth and is entirely consistent with the contents of the NP
AAP in this respect.

21.8 Following the Joint Hearing Session of the Examination into the
cross border aspects of the two plans and in common with the NP AAP
Inspector, | acknowledge the widespread local concerns about the
potential effects of the new route on the playing fields. Nevertheless, like
him, | too am satisfied that the significant community benefits associated
with the extensive new sports facilities to be provided locally, at an early
date in the overall development programme, and for public transport in
creating the HQPT link (and thereby sustainability), including the
alignment across Moorcroft Quarry to the west at a later date, heavily
outweigh the limited impact on the KGV site.

21.9 This is particularly so in view of the present constraints and
difficulties, such as drainage and dog fouling, that reduce its potential for
providing high quality sports and leisure facilities and the improvement,
compensation and mitigation measures listed in parts 20, 21 and 31 of
policy NP 05 of the NP AAP. In my opinion, the absence of objections in
principle from Sport England or the National Playing Fields Association
reinforces this judgement.

21.10 The fact that the November 2006 planning application proposes an
alternative route to the north of the playing fields does not alter my
conclusions in this respect. Nor does the suggestion that legal
complications surrounding the status of the KGV site may at best delay or
at worst preclude the implementation of this route affect the soundness of
the plan (or that of the NP AAP) in this regard, given that potential
solutions and/or equally soundly based practical alternatives appear to be
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available in that unlikely eventuality. Consequently, there are no negative
implications for compliance with Test 8 and para 7.92 is sound as written.

21.11 There is repetition of the word “community” in the fifth sentence of
para 7.93 that should be addressed by the deletion of “for the community”
and the last usage so as to make it sound.

R45 - DELETE “for the community” AND THE LAST USAGE OF
“community” FROM FIFTH SENTENCE OF PARA 7.93.
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22. SNC10 £ Landscape, Biodiversity and Cultural Heritage

22.1 Each of the elements of the Landscape, Biodiversity and Cultural
Heritage strategy sought via this policy seems to me to be highly
desirable for the achievement of a healthy and sustainable environment,
including for wildlife, post development, and the creation of a high quality
new community, the built form of which is properly integrated into the
local landscape. Whilst parts 10 and 11 might not be deemed essential,
particularly in comparison to the other requirements, | acknowledge that
they could make a material contribution to the emergence of Sherford as
an 2exemplar® scheme, as sought, and may therefore be retained for that
reason.

22.2 Regarding the relationship of the AAP site with Saltram House, a
grade I1* listed building owned by the National Trust, and its grounds
(well used by the public), | saw on my visits that, essentially, there would
be no direct intervisibility and accordingly no harmful visual impact
arising. All issues concerning the potential direction of growth of Sherford
westwards towards Plymouth in the longer term, including possible effects
on the future of Saltram House and its setting, would need to be
addressed in the context of part 1 a) of proposal NP 01 of the NP AAP (as
strengthened by the recommendation in the NP AAP Inspector's Report).

22.3 The topography of the area is such that a similar conclusion applies
to Plympton St Maurice and its conservation area, the need for protection
of which from additional traffic generation is catered for as part of NP 09
of the NP AAP.

22.4 Higher Hareston Manor is a grade | listed building in private
ownership, the grounds of which would be surrounded by the proposed
Community Park, thereby effectively retaining its existing setting. It lies
about 1 km to the south east and beyond a ridgeline from the nearest part
of the main built development on the AAP site and thus there would be no
direct visual relationship thereto. Any impacts, visual or physical, arising
from the location of wind turbines in the new park or elsewhere on the
site, on this property or other listed buildings in the vicinity, would be a
matter for detailed assessment as part of a planning application and its
associated EIA, rather than this AAP.

22.5 Otherwise, | am satisfied that both this policy and text are
sufficiently clear and specific as to what is expected of the proposed
strategy, including in relation to the other delivery strategies referred to in
part 6 of policy SNC 17.
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23. SNC 11 — Town Centre

23.1 In the light of my conclusions in respect of part 7) a) of policy SNC1
and also the absence of any definition of the phrase “medium sized” in
relation to a food store in para. 7.99, | consider that the intent of this
policy in relation to the mix of convenience and comparison retail
floorspace to be provided in the town centre would be clearer if the term
“supermarket” were to be used instead. This would help to confirm that a
single “superstore”, defined in Table 3 of PPS 6 as usually more than
2,500 sq.m. (of trading floorspace) in size, is not sought or appropriate
but rather a self service store, selling mainly food, of less than that figure.
By not specifying a particular size for the supermarket, any detailed
proposals would remain subject to the requirement in part 4) of policy
SNC 17 for a RIA “to ensure that Sherford is as self sufficient as possible
without adversely affecting neighbouring shopping centres”.

R46 - REPLACE “medium sized food store” WITH “supermarket” IN
SIXTH SENTENCE OF PARA. 7.99.

23.2 In response to criticisms of the policy wording, particularly the
potential difficulties likely to be associated with the definition of a
“catchment area” for the new town centre, the Council now proposes a
reworking of the first part thereof to clarify expectations. It seems to me
that a revised version would more accurately define intent and assist
implementation on a phased basis. It would also be more appropriate to a
scheme anticipated to take at least ten years to complete. Accordingly, |
recommend the replacement of “of sufficient scale ...catchment area” with
“to provide sufficient retail and service floorspace to meet the needs of
those residents in each phase of the development” for clarity and
consistency with other aims and objectives of the plan.

R47 - REPLACE “of sufficient scale ... catchment area” WITH “to
provide sufficient retail and service floorspace to meet the needs
of those residents of each phase of the development” IN FIRST
SENTENCE OF POLICY.

23.3 For consistency with other changes recommended elsewhere in this
report, the figure in brackets in part 4) f) of the policy should be “150” not
“90”, whilst “average” should be replaced by “at least” in part 5.

R48 - REPLACE “90” WITH “150” IN PART 4) f) OF POLICY.
R49 - REPLACE “average” WITH “at least” IN PART 5.

23.4 In the light of the contents of the RIA submitted with the November
2006 outline planning application, the Council now recognises that certain
other minor amendments would also help to clarify the intent and
implementation of this policy regarding retail provision. Firstly, it is
necessary to make clear that the figure in policy SNC 1 part 7) a) refers to
“gross” floorspace (with the same applying to that in part 7) b)), whilst
the word “limited” should be deleted from para 7.99 (sixth sentence) to
allow somewhat more flexibility in the mix of convenience and comparison
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floorspace to be provided. Similarly, regarding the neighbourhood
centres, given the potential contribution of comparison goods retailers to
serving the daily needs of residents, it is appropriate that “almost
exclusively” should be replaced by “predominantly” in policies SNC 12 —
14 inclusive.

23.5 Recognising that the new town centre retail units will inevitably be
gradually taken up, in phase with the growing needs of new residents, the
Council now further proposes that policy SNC 16 should be amended to
clarify that part 1) does not require the buildings to be fully occupied at
the first stage of development by the deletion of the words “whole of the”
before “town centre” and adding “buildings” afterwards. | endorse this
change as an acknowledgement of how the scheme is likely to have to be
implemented in practice for reasons of economic viability.

49



Sherford Area Action Plan DPD 2016
Inspector’s Report — July 2007

24. SNC12 - Western Neighbourhood Centre

24.1 Subject only to the Council’s proposed change to part 1 to replace
“almost exclusively” with “predominantly” in recognition of a possible,
albeit limited, role for comparison goods retailing in the neighbourhood
centres, | am satisfied that this policy is sound. It accurately and
appropriately interprets the AAP strategy in terms of the phasing and
implementation of the first neighbourhood centre to follow the new town
centre.

24.2 1t also details a suitable size and range of community facilities and
services to be provided in order to assist in the creation of a self contained
new community, including a secondary school and youth centre, as far as
possible. | therefore conclude that this policy (and its supporting text) is
otherwise sound as submitted.

R50 - REPLACE “almost exclusively” WITH “predominantly” IN
PART 1.

25. SNC 13 - Southern Neighbourhood Centre

25.1 With the same minor change now proposed by the Council for part
1 of this policy, similar conclusions apply in respect of this policy as for
SNC 12 above and the detailed proposals for the second, Southern,
neighbourhood centre.

R51 - REPLACE “almost exclusively” WITH “predominantly” IN
PART 1.

26. SNC 14 — Eastern Neighbourhood Centre

26.1 Again, the Council now seeks to amend part 1 of the policy on the
same basis as policies SNC 12 and SNC 13.

R52 - REPLACE “almost exclusively” WITH “predominantly” IN
PART 1.
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27. SNC 15 + Buffer Zones

27.1 Irrespective of their exact siting, width and shape 2on the ground®,
which will be determined as part of the detailed design and layout process
in accord with policies SNC 1, SNC 3 and SNC 17, amongst others, the
requirements for the three types of buffer zones set out in this policy
seem to me to be logical and necessary, as part of the achievement of
high quality development and a sustainable new community. The fact
that the noise and minerals zones at least have the potential to
accommodate uses complementary to the main built up area of Sherford,
that might not all be appropriate or practical within the settlement itself,
reinforces this conclusion. | therefore conclude that, with one exception
dealt with below, policy SNC 15 (and para 7.103) is sound as submitted.

27.2 In part 2 of this policy, the noise buffer zone alongside the A38 is
described as also providing an opportunity for public access and structural
planting. Bearing in mind the preponderance of new public open space
provision to be made to the east and south of the main urban
development, | consider that this area should be specifically designed to
accommodate public access on foot, cycle and horse to act as an
alternative facility for new residents on this side of the town and an
east/west link outside the principal development area.

27.3 It should also be of sufficient width to ensure that no land falling
within NEC noise assessment category @2C° prior to development,
according to the advice set out in PPG 24, forms part of the new
residential area and that suitable noise attenuation to achieve the
standards set out in PPG 24 can be achieved in practice for the new
dwellings to be built on land to the south.

27.4 In this context, with structural planting and an average width of
about 70m, as per para 7.103, it would also be capable of acting as a
wildlife corridor, in a similar fashion to that envisaged to the north west
and south east of Sherford Quarry. This would help to address concerns
about the potential 2isolation® that might otherwise occur of important bat
colonies at Saltram House and possible effects on the maintenance of a
healthy and sustainable population of European protected species in
particular, in that location and elsewhere on the site. It would also be
consistent with parts 6 and 7 of policy SNC 10 (and the illustrative
Landuse and Greenscape Framework in the NP AAP).

27.5 The second sentence of policy SNC 15 2) should therefore be
amended to read 2lt will also provide for public access, a wildlife corridor
and structural planting.®°. The fifth sentence of para 7.103 should also be
changed, with 2although the width will vary according to local conditions®
replaced by 2and also provide a wildlife corridor and structural planting.®
to clarify that the buffer zone is intended to fulfil more than one purpose.

R53 - REPLACE SECOND SENTENCE OF PART 2) OF POLICY WITH

alT WILL ALSO PROVIDE FOR PUBLIC ACCESS, A WILDLIFE
CORRIDOR AND STRUCTURAL PLANTING.?.

51



Sherford Area Action Plan DPD 2016
Inspector’s Report — July 2007

R54 - REPLACE “ALTHOUGH THE WIDTH WILL VARY ACCORDING
TO LOCAL CONDITIONS” WITH “AND ALSO PROVIDE A WILDLIFE
CORRIDOR AND STRUCTURAL PLANTING.” AT END OF FIFTH
SENTENCE OF PARA 7.103.
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28. SNC 16 — Phasing

28.1 In connection with a building project on this scale, it is common
ground that a realistic, comprehensive and sustainable phasing strategy
should be in place before development commences. | am satisfied that
this policy sets out the necessary building blocks for such a strategy to be
created and provides a rational and consistent outline onto which further
detail may be added as appropriate. In particular, | share the views of
the relevant local authorities and the HA on the importance of the road
link between DLj on the A38 and the A379 being available at the
commencement of development in order to facilitate public transport
provision from the outset and also a more suitable construction access for
large vehicles. In this respect the AAP site is clearly preferable to the
alternative proposal.

28.2 In relation to the town centre, | note that the Council now proposes
to clarify the requirement in part 1 of the policy and part b) of para 7.109.
This is intended to explain that, whilst all the town centre (shop) buildings
should be constructed in the first phase of development, not all would be
expected to be occupied for retail purposes initially, until an economically
viable level of demand exists locally from new residents. | am content
with this clarification to part 1, if only because it reflects what is most
likely to happen in practice anyway. It also reduces the chances of newly
constructed buildings remaining empty, albeit temporarily, to the
detriment of the economic vitality and viability of the new centre just as it
is seeking to become established.

28.3 | therefore agree that the following sentence should be added at
the end of part b) of para 7.109: “Although constructed, not all town
centre shop premises will be expected to be occupied for retail purposes
until the resident population of Sherford is sufficient to make it
economically viable for operators” for clarity. This is clearer than the
alternative wording put forward by the Council in Appendix Three. The
further explanation contained in the Council’s second extra sentence
should also be added, with a minor adjustment of wording.

R55 - DELETE 2whole of the® BEFORE 2town centre® AND ADD
apuildings® AFTER IN PART 1 OF THE POLICY.

R56 - ADD NEW SENTENCES AT END OF PART b) OF PARA 7.109:
aAlthough constructed, not all town centre shop premises will be
expected to be occupied for retail purposes until the resident
population of Sherford is sufficient to make it economically viable
for operators. The balance should be used to provide temporary
accommodation for a range of services pending permanent
premises being completed?®©.
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29. SNC 17 - Delivery

29.1 Whilst the consideration and determination of planning applications
is a vital function for the local authorities concerned with Sherford to
perform, they also have a much wider and arguably even more important
role in helping to actually deliver the new community in practice. This
extends beyond the essential procedural aspects to include such matters
as liaison and co-operation/co-ordination with all the various parties
involved with this extensive exercise, particularly if and when difficulties
arise. To emphasise this wider role, | believe that it would be helpful if the
title of this policy (and the accompanying section of text) were to refer
only to “Delivery”, omitting the limiting reference to “the Planning
Application”.

R57 - REPLACE “DELIVERING THE PLANNING APPLICATION” WITH
“DELIVERY” AS TITLE OF POLICY AND SECTION OF TEXT.

29.2 With one exception dealt with below, | am satisfied that the list of
“documents, assessment and strategies” in this policy is comprehensive
and would provide a sound basis against which planning applications could
be properly and appropriately judged. Where the details of some
elements (e.g. part 7) can only reasonably be finalised once others have
been submitted and approved, the overall process will inevitably be
iterative, to a degree, but this does not in any way invalidate the contents
of the policy.

29.3 In the light of representations received, including from the EA, the
Council now accepts that a Flood Risk Assessment should be added as an
important item for submission. Clearly, this is essential in accordance
with national guidance in PPS 25 — Development and Flood Risk
(December 2006), published since the AAP was submitted, and should be
included as part 10) of this policy.

R58 - ADD “10) - A Flood Risk Assessment”, PLUS ACCOMPANYING
TEXT ASIN APPENDI X THREE.

29.4 With these changes, | consider that both policy and supporting text
meet the requirements of Test 8 in relation to implementation.
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30. Delivery Mechanisms and Timetable.

30.1 In addressing the overall economic viability and practical
achievability of the project in the timescale envisaged and the form
proposed, it is recognised by all concerned that the costs of the extensive
investment required in new infrastructure will be high and that much of it
needs to be “front loaded”, if the aims and objectives of the AAP are to be
met. However, notwithstanding the inevitable risks of possible difficulties
and delays from presently unforeseen problems, | am encouraged by the
evidence demonstrated to date of a proactive approach to key stakeholder
involvement by the Council and others, in accord with national guidance in
PPS 1, PPS 3 and PPS 12.

30.2 As a result, the Councils (including DCC) are confident that the key
infrastructure requirements have been identified and taken into account
with estimates of appropriate timing and funding, including the realistic
potential from external sources. This includes in respect of transport
improvements, such as for the DLj and the provision of HQPT as part of a
Major Scheme bid by PCC under the Regional Funding Allocation.

30.3 For their part, the prospective developers of the AAP site point to 3
years of preparatory work and consultations already undertaken, with the
main elements of infrastructure designed, programmed and costed in
support of the outline planning application submitted in November 2006.
This includes the realignment costs of the existing “power corridor”
(overhead electricity lines and an underground gas main) across the AAP
site and the affordable housing provision sought. Whilst high, the latter
target of about half is said to be tolerable in viability terms given that
around 35% is to be intermediate housing and about 15% “social rented”.

30.4 Following a slope analysis, it is also considered that neither the
topography of the AAP site nor the overall ground conditions will impose
construction costs materially above average on the total scheme. The
relatively limited highway improvement works required at Haye Road and
Stanborough Cross, to accommodate the HQPT route provision and traffic
generation from the AAP site for up to 4,000 dwellings by 2016, are also
relevant in this context.

30.5 Taken together with the acceptance in principle by the highway
authorities that a phased series of improvements is likely to prove feasible
to accommodate increases in traffic flows through DLj, | am satisfied that
the risks arising from any reliance on external funding sources for
transport improvements are materially reduced, in that not all the
envisaged works are likely to be needed initially or at once.

30.6 In the light of all of the above, supporting my initial conclusions in
paras 11.7 — 11.10 inclusive of the SHCS report, | agree with the Council
and others that, despite the extensive “front-loading” of investment in
infrastructure that the AAP site scheme requires, the evidence base to the
effect that the overall project remains economically viable is robust and
credible.
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30.7 Since the SHCS examination in July 2006 there has been significant
further progress towards implementation of the scheme in that the
prospective developer now publicly claims control over all of the land
needed to deliver the housing, retail and commercial elements, as well as
the initial infrastructure and services. As | understand it, in common with
the Council, it is also now the case that funding is available for the
necessary infrastructure investment, in accord with the requirements of
the AAP, to enable the lead developer role to be undertaken without the
necessity for partners, as supported by the submission of the outline
planning application in November 2006.

30.8 Whilst there is as yet no guarantee regarding detailed
implementation of the link across the KGV playing fields (see also the NP
AAP Inspector’s report) to Haye Road, the above factors materially reduce
the chances of further lengthy negotiations over land acquisition, or even
CPOs, causing significant delays to the commencement of development on
the AAP site as proposed.

30.9 As to the timetable envisaged in para 8.3 of the AAP, the Council
points to the time and effort already invested by all relevant stakeholders
in preparatory work and the consultation process to support their
confidence that both outline and detailed planning applications, together
with necessary legal agreements, are likely to proceed more swiftly to
determination, even for a development on this scale, than would
otherwise be the case. In particular, this degree of “front-loading” should
significantly reduce the scope for serious “in principle” objections to arise
from consultees and/or previously unforeseen constraints to preclude or
materially delay implementation.

30.10 In such circumstances, and in the light of the currently available
evidence, | am content that the estimated date for the start of
development in early 2008 (albeit not late 2007) in para 8.3 is not
unreasonable. Moreover, whilst no part of my remit to consider, | note
that the submission of an outline planning application, together with a full
application for construction of a new spine road across the site, is clear
evidence of a firm commitment to the project from the prospective
developer of the AAP site.

30.11 The contents of paras 8.3 — 8.8 inclusive of the AAP, under the
heading “Delivery Timetable”, are intended to provide information to plan
users regarding the Council’s current expectations of progress and a
schedule against which implementation may be judged. Whilst helpful in
principle, it seems to me that the content of paras 8.4 and 8.5 is
unnecessarily detailed and specifically related towards one particular form
of planning application to bring forward the new development when
alternative mechanisms may also be capable of achieving delivery and
should not be excluded from consideration. This may be particularly
important in the event of material difficulties or significant delays arising
in the progress of the development for whatever reason.

30.12 Accordingly, | consider that both paras 8.4 and 8.5, together with
the first sentence of para 8.6, should be deleted as potentially restrictive
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in failing to consider the possibility that alternative delivery mechanisms
may have to be utilised during the lifetime of the plan. Subject to the
deletion of the words “discussed and accepted between the parties”, which
are unnecessary, para 8.7, together with para 8.3 and the remainder of
para 8.6 provide sufficient detail to facilitate appropriate monitoring.

30.13 The estimated rate of new housing development set out in para 8.7,
should refer to first completions (300 dwellings) during 2009 (see below),
rising to 600 units per annum in 2016. This has been criticised as over
optimistic, based partly on experiences of new housing delivery elsewhere
in the South West. There are also doubts about the level of demand in
the sub regional market and the capacity of the local construction industry
to deliver, as well as possible constraints on infrastructure provision,
including for transport improvements, due to a potential lack of funding
from sources other than the Sherford scheme itself.

30.14 However, | consider that, if delivered as envisaged in the AAP, the
early availability of infrastructure, services and facilities in the new
community should help to stimulate latent market demand for new
housing, already affected by the relative lack of recent supply. The local
demand for the affordable housing element (about half) is known to be
high and rising. In particular, the early provision of a main road network,
including the HQPT link from DLj to the A379, together with full servicing
of much of the site and the commencement of many community facilities
in the first phases of development should encourage the arrival of new
residents and facilitate a swift build up in the delivery rate of new housing,
once underway.

30.15 | further agree with the Council that, once agreed, the Town and
Detailed Design Codes expected under policy SNC 3 should help to speed
up the development control process at the detailed level, whilst the
establishment of a phasing programme under part 5) of policy SNC 17
should also reduce the scope for future disagreements or delays over
practical implementation.

30.16 Taking into account the level and degree of co-operation achieved
so far, involving all relevant agencies, regarding the provision of
associated infrastructure, services and facilities, | therefore share the
Council’s reasonable expectations that, once started, new housing delivery
is capable of reaching the high levels sought in para 8.7 to meet the
relevant regional and strategic requirements, despite the scale and
complexity of the scheme for the AAP site.

30.17 It is common ground that the accidental omission of any reference
to 2009 in the schedule in para 8.7 should be rectified by the addition of
“2009 - 300 dwellings” in the appropriate place, thereby ensuring
consistency with the total of 4,000 dwellings referred to in para 8.8.

R59 - DELETE PARAS 8.4 AND 8.5 AND THE FIRST SENTENCE OF
PARA 8.6.
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R60 - REPLACE “this” WITH “the” AT THE START OF THE SECOND
SENTENCE OF PARA 8.6.

R61 - DELETE “discussed and accepted between the parties” FROM
START OF PARA 8.7.

R62 - ADD “2009 - 300 dwellings” TO PARA 8.7.
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31. Monitoring and Flexibility.

31.1 The new development plan system is inherently more flexible than
that which it replaced in a number of respects. Not only should it prove
easier and quicker to prepare partial, as well as complete, reviews of
DPDs but AMRs should also provide the necessary information to underpin
such exercises in a more regular and comprehensive fashion than in the
past. However, the success of the new system, involving “plan, monitor
and manage”, relies partly at least on an appropriate monitoring and
implementation framework, referred to as “crucial to successful delivery”
in para 4.45 of PPS 12.

31.2 In particular, it requires the identification and monitoring of a set of
key indicators and targets, such as the delivery of new housing
completions. It also depends on the means of implementation being
clearly identified (para 1.8 of PPS 12) and an effective response to
difficulties arising with delivery as revealed by the AMR, as well as to new
issues arising during the plan period. Therefore, it is essential that the
AAP itself should contain a list of key indicators and targets, together with
commitments to relevant actions in response to the monitoring thereof,
where necessary, rather than reliance on the content of the AMR alone.
In this respect, the AAP is deficient as submitted and therefore not sound
in relation to Test 8.

31.3 The fact that there has been a recent history of lack of delivery
against DSP requirements in the South Hams part of the PPUA (albeit not
so much in the remainder of the district) adds to my concern that this
issue must be adequately addressed in the AAP. Consequently, it is
essential that the plan should acknowledge the risks surrounding the early
commencement and speedy implementation of the Sherford scheme and,
more importantly, that the Council should accept responsibility, via the
planning process, for addressing any significant shortfalls in new housing
delivery that might occur as a result. In short, if Sherford does not
deliver as currently anticipated, for whatever reason, then the Council
must be prepared to act positively in response, rather than simply relying
on others to do so. Moreover, the AAP needs to say as much, explicitly,
to be sound in respect of test 9, otherwise it could be inflexibly wed to a
set of no longer reliable assumptions.

31.4 | therefore conclude that, in order to be sound, the AAP needs to
include both a list of key indicators and targets to be monitored in the
AMR and a specific commitment to positive action or actions by the
Council in the event monitoring reveals significant problems or new issues
arising, including in respect of new housing and employment delivery over
the plan period. In response to the SHCS examination report, the Council
has therefore now prepared a new AAP Monitoring Framework,
incorporating a list of key indicators and targets, suitable for inclusion as
an Appendix to the plan.

31.5 In addition, the Council also now accepts that it would clarify their

approach to monitoring and implementation of the SAAP proposals if two
further paragraphs of explanatory text were added to section 9 of the
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document as new paras 9.5 and 9.6 respectively. These would set out
more fully the Council’s approach to implementation and monitoring, in
accordance with the list of key indicators in a new Appendix 2. The
second new para also contains specific commitments to review and action
to rectify any significant failure(s) to meet targets, including in respect of
housing numbers and the size, type and mix of units produced.

31.6 Whilst possibly useful in assessing the success or otherwise of the
aim to create a sustainable new community, the potential difficulties with
using “modal shift” specifically as one of the key indicators in the
monitoring framework of the AAP are significant. Not only would it require
a disproportionate use of resources for the Council, who are not the
highway authority, to monitor accurately over time but it is also likely to
be better addressed in any legal agreement in connection with specific
measures identified as the responsibility of the developer from the
commencement of the scheme. In this way, practical measures for the
achievement of more sustainable travel movements by residents (where
they take place at all) should be “embedded” within the development,
rather than having to be “bolted on” at a later date after monitoring.

31.7 With regard to a definition of “material deficit”, in relation to any
failure to meet the new housing targets, para 64 of PPS 3 now provides
guidance that a range of 10-20% under (or over) provision is the level at
which action should be triggered and the Council says that they intend to
apply that advice in practice. In such circumstances, | see no need to add
a specific definition to the AAP, nor to require that anything more regular
than an annual review, at least on a formal basis, when established trends
rather than short term or seasonal variations can be better analysed.

31.8 In response to concerns about the need for alternative housing sites
to come forward in the event of any “material deficit” in the completions
delivered at Sherford (also addressed in the SHCS report), the Council has
now proposed a similar addition to the text (new para 9.6) as now
contained in the adopted SHCS to provide the necessary flexibility, if
required. | also agree with the Council that the inevitably phased
approach to development at Sherford allows for changes in national or
regional policy or expectations over the plan period to be taken into
account as they occur and time for the AAP’s own policies to be amended
(or even omitted) should they prove to be too onerous or challenging in
practice, after review.

31.9 Moreover, in my view, the requirement for a range of strategies in
policy SNC 17 also assists flexibility of application over the lifetime of the
development in that they will be non statutory and inevitably subject to
periodic review, particularly if not working as originally envisaged. In
such circumstances, | consider that an appropriate degree of flexibility
exists to allow significant changes in circumstances to be taken into
account through reviews of part or all of the policies and reserved
matters/detailed applications, without undermining the overall aims and
objectives of the plan. This includes in terms of the option for the further
expansion of Sherford westwards towards Plymouth in the longer term.
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31.10 In conclusion, with the additions now proposed, | am content that
the monitoring mechanisms would be reasonable, sufficient and practical
and that this section of the plan would be sound with regard to tests 8
and 9. Accordingly, in addition to the new paras 9.5 and 9.6, the new
Monitoring Framework should be added as a new Appendix 2.

31.11 However, taking account of these changes, it is necessary to reword
the first line of para 9.3 for consistency, so that it reads simply “The
Council will monitor the implementation of the AAP and” rather than “The
Council will develop a means for monitoring the AAP that can”.

31.12 In order to facilitate effective monitoring of the achievement of
“walkability” as Sherford develops, | also agree with the Council’s proposal
to add 400m as the definition of an appropriate distance in policy SNC 1
part 2).

R63 - REPLACE FIRST LINE OF PARA 9.3 WITH “The Council will
monitor the implementation of the AAP and”.

R64 - ADD NEW PARAS 9.5 AND 9.6 AS FOLLOWS:

“9.5 Implementation of the policies contained in the AAP will
require concerted action by a range of public, private and
voluntary sector bodies working in partnership. The Council has
neither the powers nor the resources to implement the plan alone.
This document’s role is to provide a clear and robust framework
for development in order that investment and action can be co-
ordinated and geared to efficient and effective delivery.

9.6 Should annual monitoring of the key indicators set out in
Appendix Two reveal any significant failure(s) to meet targets, the
Council will take action to rectify the situation as soon as possible.
This will include a review of one or more of the policies or, if
necessary, the whole AAP. In the event of a material deficit
arising in the delivery of new dwelling completions against the
district housing trajectory, the Council will bring forward suitable
sustainable alternative/ additional sites as soon as possible via the
area specific DPD’s and/ or the development control process to
meet the requirements of the adopted Core Strategy, Devon
Structure Plan and emerging Regional Spatial Strategy.”
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32. Appendices.

32.1 Following the recommendations in the SHCS examination report
regarding monitoring, the Council now acknowledges that this document
should also contain an appendix clearly setting out the monitoring
framework to be utilised for the benefit of all plan users, rather than
relying entirely on the AMR. As set out above, | fully support this addition
to the document in the interests of clarity and consistency with the SHCS
and find the Council’s proposals in TP0O5 to be sound for this purpose.

R65 - RENUMBER “APPENDI X” as “APPENDIX 1”.

R66 - ADD NEW “APPENDIX 2 — MONITORING FRAMEWORK” AS
PER APPENDIX TWO TO THIS REPORT, WITH MINOR
AMENDMENTS/ ADDITIONS AS NECESSARY FOR CONSISTENCY
WITH THE OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS IN THIS REPORT.

33. Glossary.

33.1 In the light of the publication of PPS 3 since the document was
submitted, the Council now proposes that the definitions of “Affordable
Housing” and “Intermediate Housing” should be changed. In the former
case, the words “constrained market housing” should be replaced with
“discounted sale housing” and in the latter “(constrained) market housing”
replaced with “discounted sale and sub-market rented”. | endorse these
changes as appropriate for consistency with the most recent national
guidance. A further change is suggested to add a definition of a “Health
and Social Care Centre”, as referred to in part e) of policy SNC11 relating
to the town centre. | agree that this would be helpful in clarifying the
type of provision expected.

R67 - AMEND GLOSSARY DEFINITIONS AS PER APPENDI X THREE
TO THI S REPORT.

34. Overall Conclusion

34.1 | therefore conclude that, with the changes recommended in this
report, the AAP satisfies the requirements of s20 (5) (a) of the 2004 Act

and the associated regulations, is sound in the context of s20 (5) (b) of
the 2004 Act, and meets the tests of soundness in PPS 12.

Nigel Fayne

Inspector

21 May 2007
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Appendix One - List of Abbreviations
AAP — Area Action Plan
AC — Area Centre
AONB — Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
AMR — Annual Monitoring Report
CA — Countryside Agency
CD — Core Document
CPO - Compulsory Purchase Order
CS — Core Strategy
DCC - Devon County Council
DLj — Deep Lane Junction (A38)
DNP - Dartmoor National Park
DPD — Development Plan Document
dph — dwellings per hectare
DSP — Devon Structure Plan (October 2004)
EA — Environment Agency
EbD — Enquiry by Design
ECS — Eastern Corridor Study
EH — English Heritage
EIA — Environmental Impact Assessment
FRA — Flood Risk Assessment
GOSW — Government Office for the South West
Ha — Hectares
HA — Highways Agency
HMNA — Housing Market Needs Assessment

HQPT — High Quality Public Transport
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LDS + Local Development Scheme

NE + Natural England

NP AAP + North Plymstock Area Action Plan
PCC = Plymouth City Council

PCS = Plymouth Core Strategy

PPG * Planning Policy Guidance

PPS = Planning Policy Statement

PPUA + Plymouth Principal Urban Area

RSS + (South West) Regional Spatial Strategy
SAAP + Sherford Area Action Plan

SA + Sustainability Appraisal

SCI + Statement of Community Involvement
SHDC = South Hams District Council

SHCS - South Hams Core Strategy

SHSCS - South Hams Sustainable Community Strategy

SWRA + South West Regional Assembly
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Appendix Two — Monitoring Framework
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Appendix Three — SAAP revised version of text incorporating List
of Council Proposed Minor Changes
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