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Sherford Area Act ion Plan DPD 2016 – I ndependent Exam inat ion Report  
 
1. I ntroduction and Overall Conclusions  
 
1.1 I  have carr ied out  an independent  exam inat ion of the Sherford Area 
Act ion Plan 2016 Development  Plan Document  (DPD)  in accordance with 
Sect ion 20 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act  2004.  Following 
para 4.24 of Planning Policy Statement 12 – Local Developm ent  
Frameworks (PPS 12), the exam inat ion has been based on the nine tests 
set  out .  The start ing point  for the assessment has been that  the Sherford 
Area Act ion Plan (SAAP)  is sound unless the evidence before the 
examinat ion indicates otherwise.  Consequent ly, 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 adopt ion of that  approach meaning that  changes following submission 
should be proposed only in except ional circumstances (para 4.18 -  PPS 
12) .  However, at  this relat ively early stage in the evolut ion of the new 
system, the “ front–loading”  process has clearly not  worked as well as it  
should in this case, part ly because the Council did not  undertake a “self 
assessment ”  of the soundness of the docum ent  before subm ission.  This 
has led the Council to prepare a list  of proposed m inor changes in 
response to representat ions received and further ones as a result  of 
discussions at  the examinat ion sessions. This has complicated my task by 
the need to assess the soundness of the submit ted docum ent  as well as 
all the Council’s proposed changes and the comments thereon.  I t  has had 
to be reflected in the form and content  of my report  which differs from  
that  which m ight  otherwise have been expected as a result , is longer than 
normal, and should not  be seen as a tem plate for others to follow.     
 
1.3 There is a lim it  to my ability to recomm end the adopt ion of changes 
to the subm it ted document  because of the need for comm unity 
involvem ent  at  all stages in the generat ion of the plan and for any 
significant  mat ter to be subject  to Sustainability Appraisal (SA) .  
For tunately, all of the Council’s proposed changes are either m inor  
changes of policy wording, addit ions of text ,  or  otherwise editor ial in 
nature.  They do not  alter the spat ial vision or the aims and object ives of 
the plan and therefore I  am  sat isfied that  a fresh SA is not  required in 
relat ion thereto.  I  am  therefore able to recommend that  the Council’s list  
of proposed changes in Appendix Three to this report  to add to, clar ify, 
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 
recomm endat ions.   
   
1.4 The docum ent  has been prepared in the context  of RPG 10 and the 
Devon St ructure Plan of October 2004 (DSP) and is in general conform ity 
with both, as well as with the emerging South West  Regional Spat ial 
St rategy (RSS) .  I t  is also ent irely consistent  with the South Hams Core 
St rategy adopted in December 2006 (SHCS) , part icular ly policy CS4 
set t ing out  the aims and object ives for the Sherford New Comm unity. 
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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 
referr ing as necessary to proposed changes suggested by the Council 
where they relate to soundness and clarity.  My recom mendat ions are set  
out  in bold after each sect ion.  There is also a list  of abbreviat ions used in 
the report  in Appendix One.  
 
1.6 I n most  respects, this is a sound plan with a robust  and credible 
evidence base, albeit  the spat ial vision is expressed in somewhat  general 
terms.  Notwithstanding its length and general lack of ªst ream liningº as 
per PPS 12, it  clearly applies the relevant  adopted DSP and SHCS policies, 
notably CS4, in relat ion to the major development  area at  Sherford.  I t  
also integrates well with the adjoining North Plymstock Area Act ion Plan 
(NP AAP) , prepared concurrent ly by Plym outh City Council (PCC)  on a 
joint  working basis.  Overall, my conclusion is that  the site ident ified in 
the AAP is suitable, available and achievable as a sustainable st rategic 
development  locat ion for the creat ion of a new comm unity.  The document  
is generally well writ ten, with a logical st ructure and a clear explanat ion of 
the proposals put  forward that  sat isfactorily integrates land use planning 
policies with other relevant  policies and program mes, such as the 
Council's Community St rategy.   
 
1.7 On the informat ion before me, I  am  also sat isfied that  there has 
been more than adequate informat ion provided about  and public 
consultat ion on the proposals during the various stages of preparat ion in 
accordance with the adopted Statement  of Community I nvolvem ent  (SCI ) .   
Consequent ly, I  consider that  the document  com plies with the 
requirem ents of PPS 12 and the relevant  legislat ion in these respects.   
 
1.8 I  also endorse the new Monitoring Framework put  forward by the 
Council in Appendix Two to improve the ªm onitorº and ªmanageº elements 
of the plan and int roduce greater flexibility to respond appropriately to 
changes in circumstances.  This will be part icularly important  if the 
ant icipated build rate for new housing at  Sherford does not  meet the 
Council's current  expectat ions.  I n m y judgem ent , this is in accord with 
the most  recent  nat ional 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 implementat ion of the Council's vision for Sherford.  None of my 
recomm endat ions or any of the changes put  forward by the Council 
represents a fundamental change to the plan requir ing that  the AAP 
should be subject  to a further Sustainability Appraisal.  However, all 
should assist  interpretat ion and/ or pract ical implementat ion of the aims, 
object ives and policies.  I n my opinion, they should lead to a bet ter final 
product  for all plan users that  is ªfit  for purposeº and provide a proper 
basis on which to assess subsequent  planning applicat ions.  
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I  THEREFORE RECOMMEND THAT I N  ORDER FOR THE DOCUMENT 
TO BE SOUND; 
 
R1  -  THE COUNCI L’S PROPOSED CHANGES LI STED I N APPENDI X 
THREE OF THI S REPORT BE ADOPTED UNLESS OTHERW I SE STATED 
I N MY OW N RECOMMENDATI ONS. 
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Part  One -  Procedural Tests 
 
2. Test 1  
 
2.1 The SAAP is properly ident ified in the Council’s approved Local 
Developm ent  Scheme (LDS) of December 2005 (CD 84) and the recent ly 
approved update of April 2007.  Taken as a whole, the plan sat isfactor ily 
addresses the role, rat ionale and scope ident ified for it  in the LDS.  
Therefore, I  conclude that  the test  is met . 
 
 
3. Test 2  
 
3.1 Although the SCI  was not  adopted unt il June 2006, around the 
same t ime as the subm ission of the SAAP, it  is clear from  the evidence 
before the Exam inat ion, including the Council’s Consultat ion Statement  
(CD 79) , that  the m inimum requirem ents set  out  in Regulat ion 28 of the 
Town and Count ry Planning (Local Development )  (England) Regulat ions 
2004 have been complied with.  I  am  also ent irely sat isfied from the 
evidence that  the public consultat ion procedures carr ied out  during the 
preparat ion process of the docum ent  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) ( incorporat ing 
St rategic Environm ental Assessment  (SEA))  Report  of June 2006, 
submit ted with the AAP, shows that  a SA process has been undertaken at  
the appropriate stages during the preparat ion of the docum ent , following 
init ial scoping, in accordance with part  5)  of sect ion 19 of the Planning 
and Compulsory Purchase Act  2004.  Recommendat ions made at  each 
stage have been taken into account  to improve the contents of the 
submit ted AAP, where possible, confirm ing that  the SA process has had a 
genuine influence on and been suitably integrated into the product ion of 
the document .  I n addit ion, the availability of earlier SA work carried out  
in connect ion with the now adopted SHCS reinforces the conclusion that  
the st rategic choice of Sherford as the locat ion for a major new 
comm unity has been thoroughly invest igated and all significant  
environmental impacts given detailed considerat ion at  the appropriate 
t imes in the evolut ion of the proposals. 
 
4.2 For example, as long ago as October 2004, the draft  SA of I ssues 
and Opt ions for the SHCS (CD 77) acknowledged that  a new comm unity 
at  Sherford would inevitably have environmental effects, albeit  less so 
than the alternat ive of scat ter ing development  throughout the Plymouth 
sub region.  I t  also recognised that  some of those effects would be 
significant  in the short  term .  However, through the concent rat ion of 
development  in one place and with m it igat ion such as st rategic 
landscaping and the provision of new facilit ies, notably a count ry park, the 
overall effects, including in relat ion to biodiversity, should be posit ive in 
the long run. 
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4.3  Turning to the SA process of the AAP itself, the exam inat ion 
evidence confirms that  the init ial scoping was comprehensive and 
undertaken in co-operat ion with English Nature (now Natural England)  
(NE) , English Heritage (EH), the Count ryside Agency (CA)  and the 
Environment  Agency (EA), amongst  others.  I t  was then subject  to wider  
ranging consultat ions, including publicat ion on t he Council's website, and 
there were no m eaningful cr it icisms of the scoping made at  that  t ime.   
 
4.4 An appropriately qualified and experienced independent  
organisat ion, 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 relat ion 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, I  am  content  
that  the bat  surveys were properly carried out , having first  been scoped.  
Furthermore, competent  professional expert ise and j udgement  was 
applied to the results, according to their ecological significance, with 
sufficient  at tent ion to potent ial impacts on bat  colonies, including roosts 
and foraging areas, on and around the site.  This did not  ident ify or just ify  
the need for any m ore detailed survey work at  that  t ime, given that  the 
likely significant  effects, sufficient  for the AAP stage, could reasonably be 
assessed on the basis of the informat ion 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 addit ional surveys to sat isfy professional curiosity.  Nor does 
the fact  that  from the narrow perspect ive of the bat  conservat ion interest  
alone other proposals m ight  ideally be preferable affect  my overall 
conclusions, which have to be based on wider considerat ions.  
Consequent ly, I  am  sat isfied that  no significant  environmental effect ,  
including on European protected species of bats, has been om it ted from  or  
inadequately addressed in the SA process to date.   
 
4.6 Nevertheless, the ES subm it ted to accompany the November 2006 
planning applicat ions confirms that  considerable further work has taken 
place since the SA report  and AAP were subm it ted that  has been endorsed 
in pr inciple by NE, as well as the Bat  Conservat ion Trust .  Whilst  more 
details could have been provided earlier in some respects, the test  is 
whether the further work was needed at  that  t ime to assess the likely 
significant  impacts, as it  is not  necessary to consider every possible 
lim ited or very detailed effect  that  would not  have an influence on the 
form  or content  of the AAP proposals. 
 
4.7 I n my opinion, it  was sufficient  for the SA process of the AAP to be 
based largely on the level of knowledge available at  that  t ime and the 
level of detail in the plan, acknowledging that  it  forms part  of an ongoing 
iterat ive planning process from  the DSP, through the SHCS and SAAP to 
out line and detailed planning applicat ions.  Moreover, a full EIA would 
inevitably follow and therefore I  consider that  the SA process of the AAP 
was ent it led to rely on ident ifying certain mat ters, such as flood r isk, 
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noise from  the A38 and the archaeological interest  of the site, as requiring 
more detailed invest igat ion and potent ial m it igat ion at  a later stage.   
 
4.8 I n relat ion to these examples and others, I  also consider it  ent irely 
appropriate that  possible rem edial measures that  would be reasonable 
and realist ic, including via planning condit ions and legal agreements, 
should also be taken into account .  I n m y view, this is ent irely different  
from  an absence of basic informat ion or requiring an assessment  to be 
made only after out line planning perm ission has been granted.  I nstead, it  
represents one of the appropriate steps in a cont inuous process of 
assessment , at  a more detailed level at  each stage and in conjunct ion with 
relevant  stakeholders, to assist  decision making. 
 
4.9 Clearly, scope rem ains for  further detailed amendments to be m ade 
to the proposals, within the general parameters set  down in the document  
so as to bet ter address the environm ental issues ident ified, in terms of the 
potent ial effects of implementat ion.  I n 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 t ime and that  it  has and will 
cont inue to influence the evolving details of the proposals so that  their  
environment  is effect ively protected.  Sim ilarly, in relat ion to histor ic and 
archaeological interests, parts 8 and 9 in part icular 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 relat ion 
to an EIA. 
 
4.10 There was no direct  comparison of alternat ive locations for the new 
comm unity undertaken as part  of the SA report  on Preferred Opt ions (CD 
124) , which was subject  to public consultat ion in sum m er 2005.  
However, this was essent ially because the pr inciple and general locat ion 
had already been effect ively determ ined via the DSP, which had itself 
been the subject  of a form  of sustainability assessment  via the EIP 
process, by that  t ime.  Therefore, to have undertaken a re-assessment  of 
the sustainability credent ials of all the various opt ions rejected at  the 
strategic level would have represented a significant  waste of public 
resources when the only realist ic outcome could have been to affirm the 
or iginal select ion of Sherford. 
 
4.11 The report  (paras 5.10 – 5.16)  also makes clear that  the site 
boundaries and form  of developm ent  put  forward in the AAP were based 
on extensive further  survey work, research and test ing, following the 
adopt ion of the DSP, rather than any apparent ly arbit rary choice ar ising 
largely from  the influence of local pressure groups and public 
part icipat ion, as suggested by some par t icipants at  the exam inat ion.  I n 
part icular, it  der ived mainly from the outcome of the EbD process, led by 
the independent  Prince’s Foundat ion, with the delet ion of the 
southernm ost part  of the earlier new com munity proposal adjoining the 
A379, then known as the “Chit t leburn opt ion”, from  the scheme.  This was 
based on a number of factors, including access, built  environm ent  quality, 
econom ic growth, landscape and energy, each of which was clearly related 
to environmental and sustainability issues.  Consequent ly, I  am  sat isfied 
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that  other opt ions were considered and reasons given as to why they were 
rejected. 
 
4.12 Nevertheless, the “Chit t leburn opt ion” was not  specifically 
addressed in the SA process at  the Preferred Opt ions stage to the same 
degree of detail as the site in the AAP, leading to the prom ot ion of the 
alternat ive proposal, now known as “Sherford Refined”, during the 
examinat ion 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 consultat ion with my colleague Douglas Machin, the 
NP AAP Inspector, to ask the Council to prepare a comparat ive site 
assessment  as an Addendum to the SA during the exam inat ion.  I  deal 
with the issues ar ising on a “compare and cont rast ” basis in Sect ion 6.   
 
4.13 During the exam inat ion, crit icisms were m ade of the main method 
(Sustainability Threshold Assessment )  used to undertake the comparat ive 
site analysis.  However, there is no standard or generally accepted review 
method for such exercises and I  am sat isfied that  the work carried out  by 
the Council’s consultants was t ransparent  as to the form  of analysis 
undertaken and that  the conclusions drawn were clearly explained and 
just ified, albeit  briefly in som e instances.  Accordingly, I  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 harm ful effect  of such import  that  the 
Sherford schem e should not  proceed has been revealed by the SA process 
and it  is common ground that  the m ere presence of roosts and foraging 
areas of European protected species of bats on and around the site is not  
such a “showstopper” or “dealbreaker”.  I n 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 considerat ion by giving it  significant ly greater weight  at  
this stage of the process of creat ing the new community.   
 
4.15 Consequent ly, I  do not  consider that  any of the cr it icisms of the 
method em ployed, the data available or the analysis undertaken render 
the comparat ive site assessment  unsound in relat ion to Test  3.  I n 
conclusion, with this addit ional document, I  am sat isfied that  the plan and 
its policies have been subjected to a suitably comprehensive and 
sat isfactory SA process and the requirements of Test  3 thereby met.  
 
4.16 I n the context  of the Scoping Report  (CD 142) for the EIA to 
accompany an out line planning applicat ion, English Nature (now Natural 
England)  requested considerat ion of an Appropriate Assessment  under 
Regulat ion 48 of the Conservat ion (Natural Habitats etc)  Regulat ions 
1994.  This includes potent ial 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 I  agree, that  work has been sat isfactorily 
undertaken in the context  of the AAP to address these mat ters.  This work 
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confirms that , even in combinat ion with the construct ion of the new power 
stat ion at  Langage, the increase in NOx and SO2 em issions over Dartm oor 
following the Sherford development  will be negligible and that  no new 
water ext ract ion licences will be required, leading to very lim ited effects 
that  are not  significant .  Sim ilar conclusions apply in respect  of air  quality 
over both Plymouth Sound and the Tamar Estuaries.   
 
4.18 The provision of a new waste water t reatment facilit y will mean a 
negligible and therefore not  significant  effect  in terms of water  quality in 
relat ion to the form er, whereas the loss of surface water runoff from  
farm land should actually reduce the level of nut r ients reaching the Yealm  
estuary.  Given the likely movement  routes for birds (notably lit t le egret  
and avocet )  into and out  of the Tamar Estuaries Complex, the r isk 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 conservat ion issues st ill need to be fully addressed at  a 
more detailed level in the context  of the EI A of planning applicat ions and 
suitable m it igat ion measures applied in some respects, the AAP proposals 
should not  adversely affect  the integrit y of any Natura 2000 sites.  
Consequent ly, test  3 is also sat isfied in this respect . 
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Part  Tw o –  Tests of Conform ity, Coherence and Effect iveness 
 
5. General 
 
5.1 The proposal derives from  a strategic requirem ent  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 lat ter both envisage 4,000 new dwellings by 2016 
plus employment , community and other necessary facilit ies and services.  
Parts 2 and 3c)  of policy CS4 of the adopted SHCS confirm these 
requirem ents, as well as the key role of new t ransport  infrast ructure, such 
as improvements to Deep Lane junct ion (DLj )  on the A38 and a high 
quality public t ransport  system linked to Plymouth from  the 
commencement of development .   
 
5.2 Bearing in m ind that  part  of the proposal lies within the Plymouth 
City Council (PCC)  boundary, the plan properly acknowledges the 
importance of j oint  working and consistency with the Core St rategy for  
Plymouth (PCS) and the North Plymstock Area Act ion Plan (NP AAP) .  I n 
this context , this examinat ion report  is being produced to a similar 
t imescale as for the NP AAP to help ensure “cross border” co-operat ion.  
Taking all of the above into account , I  am sat isfied 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 
dist inct ive, sustainable development  involving the creat ion of a m ixed and 
balanced comm unity, with all necessary services, ut ilit ies and comm unity 
facilit ies to be provided as part  of the new developm ent .  Accordingly, I  
conclude that  the SAAP policies and proposals have had regard to the 
Council’s Community St rategy and that  Test  5 is also therefore met .  
 
5.4 I n para 5.52 of the adopted SHCS, the Council acknowledges that  
“it  is probably not  realist ic” 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 direct ion towards 
Plymouth”.  I n view of the regional and strategic significance of the 
Sherford proposals, I  am  sat isfied that  this is an appropriate and essent ial 
part  of the plan to help ensure the cont inuing sustainable development of 
the new com munity to its full potent ial by ident ifying the likely direct ion of 
any future growth beyond 2016.  I n my judgement , this is ent irely in 
accord with the m ost  up to date nat ional guidance in para 53 of PPS 3.   
 
5.5 I t  is also necessary to guide all those concerned with its 
implementat ion so that  they are able to plan their  cont ribut ions to the 
successful delivery of the schem e in accordance with the aims and 
object ives of the AAP and in co-operat ion with proposals on the Plymouth 
side of the border.  Overall, I  conclude that  the document  provides a clear  
spat ial vision and st rategic object ives for the new comm unity, 
incorporat ing local dist inct iveness and a co-ordinated approach to 
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implementat ion within the plan period that  is also consistent  with the NP 
AAP, thereby conform ing with Test  4. 
 
5.6 The overall scale of development  proposed at  Sherford inevitably 
raises quest ions as to whether the project  is econom ically viable and if it  
can realist ically be delivered within the t imescale envisaged.  I n part icular, 
it  is common ground that  the cost  of providing the extensive 
infrast ructure necessary will be high and require the close co-operat ion of 
a number of agencies in implementat ion.  For example, the required 
t ransport  improvem ents, including those at  DLj  on the A38, are likely to 
require some elem ent  at  least  of regional public funding. 
   
5.7 Concerns have also been raised about  the pract icality of providing 
the “high quality, high capacity, high frequency, public t ransport  link with 
Plymouth from the commencement  of development ” referred to in part  3 
c)  ii)  of policy CS5 of the SHCS.  I n response, both SHDC and PCC, 
supported by DCC, express confidence that  all the major elements of 
infrast ructure are already understood and quant ified from  the preparatory 
work undertaken to date on a co-ordinated basis.  Moreover, one 
organisat ion, which is expected to act  in the “lead developer” role, now 
claims cont rol over all the land needed to implement the proposals in the 
AAP and has been exploring mat ters of implementat ion for som e t ime 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  som e funding, including for improvements to 
DLj , is already in place from other schem es in the locality.  Due to the sub 
regional significance of the overall Sherford developm ent  and that  of the 
Langage em ployment  schem e nearby, there is also a st rong likelihood that  
further regional level funding will be forthcom ing to assist  in br inging 
forward this and other important  t ransport  elements.   
 
5.9 The promoters also state that  the costs of dealing with main gas 
and overhead elect ricity lines have been factored in and are not  likely to 
give r ise to delays.  From the examinat ion evidence, I  am  also content  
that  key infrast ructure provision such as educat ion, health, social, 
recreat ion and other comm unity/ cultural facilit ies has also been taken into 
account  in the project  management  work undertaken to date.  
Accordingly, I  conclude that , in principle, the requirements of policy SNC1 
should not  render the overall scheme econom ically unviable and that  Test  
7 is met  in this respect . 
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6. Main I ssue ( Proposals Map)  
 
6.1 The general locat ion for the Sherford New Comm unity has been 
agreed through the DSP and the SHCS, largely based on relat ionship to 
Plymouth and the relat ive lack of st rategic and local constraints to 
development , including in terms of potent ial landscape impact .  
Nevertheless, choices st ill need to be made on the m ore specific locat ion 
and site boundaries for the main development  area through this AAP.  
Following the EbD process, which concluded that  the southern ªChit t leburn 
Opt ionº 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 
comm unity. 
 
6.2 This choice has been challenged during the exam inat ion process on 
the basis that  a more southerly locat ion, albeit  overlapping the AAP site to 
a significant  degree and now known as ªSherford Refinedº, is a more 
suitable alternat ive for a variety of reasons.  The fact  that  the prom oters 
provided only lim ited informat ion about  this scheme during the format ive 
stages of the docum ent 's product ion has led to the unsat isfactory but  
regular (and somet imes cont radictory)  submission of further explanatory  
details at  various stages of the process.  This included during the 
examinat ion hearings and culm inated in the subm ission of an out line 
planning applicat ion only days before the reconvened sessions. 
 
6.3 Whilst  this series of events is clearly the opposite of the ªfront -
loadingº expected in the LDF process, in conjunct ion with the NP AAP 
Inspector I  have j udged it  necessary to accept  m ost  of this informat ion for  
considerat ion, in order to be able to m ake 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 informat ion 
received in relat ion to both schemes since June 2006 and conduct ing a 
ªcompare and cont rast º exercise on their  respect ive sustainability 
credent ials to assist  the drawing of conclusions in this report .  I  am  
sat isfied that  this has been completed as sought and that  therefore I  can 
consider the relat ive merits of the sites under the following main headings 
where material differences have been ident ified. 
 
Flood Risk 
 
6.4 At  the examinat ion, and in the light  of further informat ion 
submit ted with the relevant  planning applicat ions, the EA was able to 
confirm  that  the scheme in the AAP was capable of fully meet ing their  
requirem ents in term s of flood r isk management  via sustainable drainage 
systems and lim it ing surface water run off flows to no greater than 
current  ªgreenfieldº levels.  For the same reason and notwithstanding 
some outstanding mat ters of detailed concern regarding the proposed 
t reatm ent  of the floodplain of the Sherford st ream, part ly due to the 
intended locat ion of new built  development  on both sides of the valley, the 
EA also advised that  a sim ilar ªin pr incipleº conclusion could now also be 



Sherford Area Act ion Plan DPD 2016 
I nspector ’s Report  – July 2007 

 

 13 

drawn regarding the alternat ive.  Accordingly, I  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 essent ially neut ral in relat ion to any 
choice of the m ost  appropriate locat ion for the new comm unity. 
 
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 compet ing schem es in terms of their  proposals for 
meet ing the requirements of parts 9 b) , 10 and 11 of policy SNC 5 in 
relat ion to a renewable energy st rategy.  This has only become apparent  
at  a very late stage in the exam inat ion process.  I t  follows the clarificat ion 
at  the reconvened exam inat ion sessions that  “Sherford Refined” would not  
expect  to have any large wind turbines on site but  rather  at  an undefined 
locat ion off site or some alternat ive means of energy generat ion from  
renewable sources in order to deliver the 50%  provision sought . 
 
6.6 I n cont rast , the AAP site proposals envisage locat ing large wind 
turbines on site, potent ially within the major community park to the south 
and east  of the main built  developm ent , as referred to in para 7.42 of the 
document .  I rrespect ive of any community benefit  associated therewith, it  
seems to m e that  this posit ive commitment  to pract ical implementat ion of 
a realist ic renewable energy st rategy for the new community, supported 
by the extensive research undertaken to date, must  count  st rongly in 
favour of the AAP site proposals.  This is part icularly so when compared to 
the uncertainty surrounding the alternat ive’s abilit y to deliver on this very 
important  elem ent  of sustainable developm ent  in an era of climate 
change. 
 
Archaeology 
 
6.7 I n addit ion to those known from published records, areas of 
potent ial archaeological interest  have been found on the AAP site as a 
result  of more detailed recent  surveys, par t icular ly on the northern (south 
facing)  valley slopes, where form er set t lement  and medieval agriculture 
m ight  reasonably be expected to have occurred.  Nevertheless, there is no 
firm evidence to suggest  that  such remains as there may be are of such 
rar ity or significance that  they would const itute a const raint  of such 
histor ic 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 object ion to the AAP from  EH or DCC Archaeology. 
 
6.8 On the other hand, the unique site area of the alternat ive scheme, 
to the south and east  of the Sherford stream, has yet  to be subjected to 
such detailed invest igat ive fieldwork and therefore a full picture of the 
archaeological potent ial of that  land remains unclear at  present .  
Consequent ly, there is no firm  factual basis for the claim  that  the 
alternat ive site is to be preferred in terms of potent ial impact  on the 
archaeological interest  of the area. 
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6.9 Neither scheme direct ly affects the SAM at  Wasteberry Camp to the 
east  of Sherford and whilst  large wind turbines in the proposed 
comm unity park m ight  be seen in the landscape from  that  locat ion, the 
intervening distance is such that , in my opinion, with careful sit ing and 
landscaping, there need be no significant  harm  to its set t ing or histor ical 
value as a result .  
 
6.10 Accordingly, I  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 I  am  sat isfied that , subject  to the 
applicat ion of parts 8, 9 and 12 of policy SNC 10 to any m ore detailed 
proposals, including in the context  of an EI A, both the AAP overall and the 
implicat ions 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 I  listed building, is around 1.3 km  
from  the nearest  element  of built  development  in the AAP proposals, apart  
from  potent ial wind turbines in the community park.  As current ly 
indicated, these are also to be about  1 km  away.  I n such circumstances 
and taking into account  the intervening landform , which I  saw on my 
visits, and potent ial landscaping in the proposed community park, I  do not  
consider that  the landscape set t ing of the building would be materially 
affected by the proposals.   
 
6.12 The specific issues of potent ial noise and vibrat ion ( including 
possible infrasound t ransm ission) , am ongst  others, clearly require detailed 
invest igat ion in the context  of part  11 (as revised by my recommendat ion)  
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 relat ionships between all 
listed buildings on or near the site and the developm ent  proposals, which 
are properly spelt  out  in parts 8, 9 and 12 of policy SNC 10. 
 
6.13 I n terms of a comparison between the two proposals, I  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.  I n this respect , 
the promoters of the schem e in the AAP current ly envisage that  the main 
farm  houses would be retained as individual residences with outbuildings 
in their own grounds. The alternat ive proposes that , in the main, the 
exist ing groups of farm buildings should be converted for business 
purposes, form ing a significant  part  of the overall on site provision of 
employm ent  uses.   
 
6.14 Whilst  their  statutory protect ion as listed buildings should ensure 
that  the architectural and histor ic interests of the st ructures themselves 
are not  damaged, it  seems to me that ,  notwithstanding part  8 of policy 
SNC 10, their  set t ings m ight  be at  greater r isk of unsympathet ic change 
or harm , both visually and physically, if ut ilised to provide ancillary 
facilit ies, such as parking for employees.  Nevertheless, this is largely a 
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mat ter of detail for planning applicat ions and does not  materially affect  
the different iat ion of the two schemes, both of which are capable of 
complying with the relevant  requirem ents of policy SNC 10 in this respect .  
I  t herefore conclude the AAP is sound in respect  of this mat ter. 
 
Noise 
 
6.15 By vir tue of being fur ther away from  the A38, the pr incipal current  
and future noise source in the locality, there is no doubt  that  the 
alternat ive scheme would be preferable to that  in the AAP on this issue, in 
accord with the advice in PPG 24.  In part icular, ªSherford Refinedº would 
be largely, if not  ent irely, within Noise Exposure Category (NEC) ‘A',  
where noise need not  be a determ ining factor .  I n cont rast ,  as things 
stand, the AAP site would be affected by t raffic noise from  the A38 along 
its northern edge to the extent  that  a narrow st r ip of land at  least  would 
fall within NEC ‘C',  where noise sensit ive development  such as resident ial 
should not  normally take place.  Moreover, a m uch wider area on the 
northern part  of the site would fall within NEC ‘B', where noise and 
relevant  protect ion m easures should be taken into account . 
 
6.16 Nevertheless, para 8 of PPG 24 confirms that  categories B and C 
deal with situat ions where noise m it igat ion measures may make 
development  acceptable and part  2)  of policy SNC 15 requires the creat ion 
of a Noise Buffer Zone to protect  the new community from  that  generated 
by the A38.  I n the light  of my recomm endat ions in relat ion to both part  
2)  of policy SNC 15 and para 7.103, I  am sat isfied that  this should ensure 
that  no new noise sensit ive developm ent  takes place at  Sherford on land 
that , pr ior to development, would fall within the NEC ‘C' designat ion.   
 
6.17 Sim ilarly, I  consider that  appropriate detailed layout  and design, 
together  with suitable planning condit ions, should be sufficient  to mean 
that  new housing on the northern part  of the site would have an adequate 
level of protect ion against  road t raffic noise, including in outdoor areas, as 
well as internally, even if it  remained within NEC ‘B'.  I  have no doubt  that  
on a greenfield site such as this the scheme in the AAP is capable of 
providing sat isfactory living condit ions for new residents in this respect .   
 
6.18 I n my view, this would be so irrespect ive of the creat ion or 
otherwise of a cont inuous noise barrier along the southern side of the 
A38.  This is a matter for detailed assessment and determ inat ion via 
planning applicat ions 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 at tenuat ion and/ or m it igat ion may 
also be relevant  in this context .   
 
6.19 I  therefore see no j ust ificat ion for excluding the land current ly 
subject  to the NEC ‘B' designat ion from the developm ent  site.  
Consequent ly, I  conclude on this issue that , whilst  the alternat ive 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 nat ional guidance in PPG 24 if 
implemented as envisaged in the document . 
Biodiversity 
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6.20 As set  out  in Sect ion 4 on Test  3, I  am sat isfied that  sufficient  up to 
date informat ion about  the environmental characterist ics of the area has 
been collected, in accord with nat ional guidance in PPS 9, in order to 
properly assess the potent ial harm to biodiversity interests ar ising from  
the AAP proposals.  This includes in relat ion to possible harm  to protected 
species, such as bats, as well as the potent ial to sustain and enhance 
biodiversity through the maintenance of exist ing habitats, for  example 
Sherford Quarry, and the creat ion of new ones, including the major  
comm unity park, as part  of m it igat ion and compensat ion m easures. 
 
6.21 I n the document , para 4.9 clearly lists the effect ive protect ion of 
the bat  environment as one of the main const raints to be observed in the 
development  of Sherford.  I n addit ion, object ive g)  in para 6.5 requires 
that , overall, the scheme should result  in a posit ive gain, over and above 
the current  posit ion, in biodiversity terms, whilst  pr inciple 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 I n part icular, parts 5, 6, 7 and 12 of SNC 10 set  out  specific policy 
requirem ents to be met  within a comprehensive Biodiversity St rategy for  
the new comm unity.  These include protect ion of features of significant  
wildlife importance, which would encompass exist ing bat  roosts, 
managem ent  plans for species and habitats and the provision of corridors, 
greenways and buffer zones designed for wildlife protect ion and dispersal 
through and around the developm ent .  The lat ter would clearly be 
expected to incorporate suitable commut ing routes and foraging areas for  
bats, including the European protected species ident ified as present  on the 
site and nearby. 
 
6.23 I n the light  of the above, I  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 schem e.  This conclusion is supported by the endorsem ent  
of NE, amongst  others, for  these aspects of the scheme. 
 
6.24 On a comparat ive basis, the SA Addendum found no significant  
differences on biodiversity at  this level of analysis, notwithstanding the 
absence of an NE assessment  of the alternat ive site proposals.  Clearly, 
protect ion and m it igat ion measures for protected species would be 
required in both cases.  From the examinat ion discussions, it  seems to me 
that  such differences as do exist  marginally favour the “Sherford Refined” 
schem e.  First ly, the retent ion of a wider undeveloped corr idor south of 
the A38 would be preferable for retaining links for the bat  colonies at  
Salt ram  House to the more open count ryside to the east  and the exist ing 
roosts at  But las Farm .  There would also seem to be some biodiversity 
advantages, part icular ly for bats, from  the proposed creat ion 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 t rees.  This is part icularly so when 
the future cont rol and management  of the area between the A38 and the 
electr icity line, to ensure appropriate uses favourable to biodiversity, 
could not  be guaranteed for the long term  under the alternat ive site 
proposals.  Moreover, in my judgement  based on the exam inat ion 
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 light ing, as well as roadside levels and vegetat ion.  With 
the loss of exist ing t rees and hedges m inim ised, the exist ing bat  roosts at  
farm  groups and elsewhere can therefore be sustained by the creat ion of 
wildlife corr idors, including into the major community park to the south 
and east .  I t  is also clear that  scope exists to finesse the proposals at  the 
detailed design stage to address any rem aining concerns about  potent ial 
impacts on the sustainable conservat ion of all bat  and other protected 
species present  on and around the site.  This work is already under way in 
connect ion with the EIA and planning applicat ions, in consultat ion with NE 
and other specialist  bodies.  
 
6.27 I n such circumstances, I  am  sat isfied 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 protect ion of 
the biodiversity of the site, including the bat  species protected under 
European law.  I n addit ion, the proposed comm unity park provides a good 
opportunity to create new habitats for the enhancement of the overall 
biodiversity of the site. 
 
6.28 I  therefore conclude that , whilst  the alternat ive proposal offers an 
ostensibly easier solut ion in terms of wildlife corr idors to the north and 
around Sherford Quarry, the AAP contains suitable policies and provisions 
to fully and properly address the relevant  issues arising in relat ion to 
biodiversity.  I t  is also more likely to deliver the necessary cont rol and 
managem ent  to achieve the relevant  object ives in the longer term .  
Consequent ly, I  conclude that  it  is sound on this issue. 
 
Employm ent  
 
6.29 I n the context  of the approved DSP and SHCS, para 7.85 of the 
document  st resses the importance of good links between Sherford and the 
major regional employment  site at  Langage just  to the nor th, in order to 
help achieve their respect ive complementary st rategic object ives.  As 
noted in the SA Addendum, for the most  part  at  least , the alternat ive 
proposal land is further away from  Langage and would not  be linked by a 
new road unt il after the first  phase of development  at  least .  
Consequent ly, it  would be less easy for new residents to walk or cycle and 
exist ing public t ransport  links to Langage from  locat ions to the south and 
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along the A379 are also relat ively poor and t ravel via indirect  routes on 
narrow count ry 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 t ravel modes other  
than the car.  An immediate and significant  improvem ent  in public 
t ransport  links across the site, between DLj  and the city cent re, would 
also form  part  of the scheme.  And links to Derr iford, an important  
secondary cent re with the major regional hospital, airport  and business 
parks, as well as other locat ions in the city, would also be quicker and 
more direct  from  the AAP site than using the A379 from  Chit t leburn, at  
least  in the first  phase of development  when t ravel pat terns can become 
established.  By providing the links vital to the successful implementat ion 
of both Sherford and Langage, including their  complementary employment  
provision to serve the sub regional economy, I  have no doubt  that  the 
AAP site is capable of meet ing the requirements of para 7.85 of the 
document , whereas the alternat ive proposal in its current  form  is not . 
 
6.31 The SA Addendum also cont rasts the zoning of employm ent  in the 
alternat ive proposal into three main locat ions unfavourably with the AAP's 
st rategy of integrat ing mainly small commercial units into m ixed use 
areas on sustainability grounds.  Given the potent ial effects of 
employm ent  zoning on the init ial establishment  of comm ut ing pat terns, 
integrat ion of suitable employment  provision into resident ial areas and 
town and neighbourhood cent res alongside retail, office and service uses,  
including live/ work units, rather than separat ion, is to be preferred in 
pr inciple in my view.   
 
6.32 With larger B2 and B8 premises likely to be bet ter suited to the 
Langage site in general, I  consider that  the concept  of making 
employm ent  provision in Sherford in small clusters, principally along 
t radit ional st reets, and m ixed with other uses, rather than str ict ly zoned, 
is an ent irely appropriate and suitable spat ial object ive for the new 
comm unity.  I n sustainability terms it  should encourage walking, cycling 
and public t ransport  use as well as shared/ m ixed journeys, thereby 
helping to prom ote m odal shift  and to reduce the need to t ravel overall. 
 
6.33 Together with the creat ion of m ixed use neighbourhood cent res, 
close links between employment , comm ercial, 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 bet ter links to Langage, the city 
cent re, Derr iford etc and a more sustainable locat ional st rategy within the 
development , I  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  alternat ive proposal in spat ial planning terms.  
         
Landscape 
 
6.34 I t  is common ground between the two compet ing schem es that , in 
terms of the likely landscape impact  of the new comm unity in the wider  
area, the relat ive lack of visual int rusion arising from either proposal, due 
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to the local set t ing and landform , is one of the main reasons for  Sherford’s 
select ion as the most  suitable locat ion in the sub region.  Although visible 
from  som e locat ions 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 slight ly higher ground, closer to 
the A38 and therefore som ewhat  m ore prom inent  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.  I t  would also be physically well related, although not  direct ly 
at tached, to exist ing built  up areas.  On a comparat ive basis, the 
alternat ive 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 important ly, in my opinion, it  would be perceived from most  
direct ions, including higher land to the north and south, as extending the 
urban area further away from  the city.  As I  saw on my site visits, it  would 
also be more closely associated with Brixton creat ing a greater  degree of 
visual coalescence with an exist ing set t lement  from  some viewpoints than 
the AAP site and a greater risk that  closer physical connect ions m ight  
follow in the longer term. 
 
6.37 I  conclude from  this that , despite being part ly on slight ly higher  
ground and closer to the A38, the AAP site would represent  a bet ter  
choice as an approximately cont iguous expansion of the exist ing built  up 
area of the city.  I t  would benefit  from visually significant  open areas 
providing a firm  boundary to any future expansion to the east  and south, 
with the A38 perform ing a sim ilar funct ion to the north.  I n m y opinion, 
there would be other  comparat ive landscape advantages too.   
 
6.38 First ly, the prominent  overhead elect r icity lines running across the 
northern part  of the site would be rem oved and secondly, no need for  
road improvem ents along the A379 west  of Chit t leburn, with their  
potent ial visual impact  on steeply sloping valley sides, would arise.  In 
addit ion, to my m ind, serious doubts about  the deliverability of the short  
term management and long term  retent ion of the wider area of land 
between the A38 and the electr icity lines in “Sherford Refined” undermine 
any potent ial value as a landscape buffer to the Plympton area.  I n 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 I n cont rast ,  “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 part icular importance, in my view, is that  the alternat ive would 
int roduce built  development  into the lower slopes of the Sherford valley, 
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unlike the AAP site.  With its relat ively steep valley slopes and vegetat ion 
cover, I  j udge this to be a generally more int imate landscape of a higher  
quality character and appearance than the more open and gent ly sloping 
agricultural fields to the north.  I n my view, its smaller scale features 
would be more sensit ive to changes ar ising from  buildings and roads as a 
result .  I rrespect ive of the design skills employed, I  therefore agree with 
the outcom e of the EbD process that  this area would be m ore significant ly 
harm ed by new developm ent  in landscape terms and should be excluded 
from  the site of the new comm unity accordingly.       
 
6.41 I n the light  of the above, I  consider that  the alternat ive proposal is 
significant ly 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 respect ing exist ing important  features, such 
as the t rees at  Sherford Quarry, as part  of a comprehensive st rategy, I  
am  also ent irely sat isfied that  the AAP is sound in this respect . 
 
Design  
 
6.42 The overall vision for Sherford is that  it  should be a m ixed use 
development  within a high quality environment  that  is well designed and 
locally dist inct ive.  From everything that  I  have read, heard and seen in 
relat ion to the AAP, I  have no doubt  that  it  is capable of deliver ing this 
vision as an exemplar new comm unity.  Moreover, there is robust  and 
credible evidence that  the details of the scheme indicated on the 
proposals map are consistent  with the foundat ional and key developm ent  
pr inciples set  out  in chapter 6 of the document  and would meet the 
requirem ents of policy SNC 3.  Nevertheless, it  is necessary to assess 
whether the alternat ive proposal would per form  bet ter in these respects. 
 
6.43 The earlier concept  that  Sherford should comprise “4 ham lets (or  
linked villages)  in the valley” is no longer considered relevant  in the light  
of the EbD process and more recent  nat ional guidance, including PPS 1 
and PPS 3, on the creat ion of sustainable set t lem ents.  I nstead, whilst  
largely self sufficient  in terms of services and facilit ies, the new 
comm unity also needs to be well related to the city of Plymouth and its 
eastern suburbs if higher level social and econom ic links are to be 
encouraged.  Moreover, in order to meet  sustainability object ives, 
including reducing the need to t ravel and making efficient  use of land, it  
has to be designed as more of an urban extension and based on the 
creat ion of walkable neighbourhoods within a compact  physical form . 
 
6.44 I n this respect  the alternat ive proposal, spreading up the Sherford 
valley from  the south, would have a m ore dispersed layout , fragmented 
by open spaces to a greater degree than the AAP site.  Also taking into 
account  the reduced retail space and increased separat ion of the 
employm ent  zones envisaged, I  consider that , overall, “Sherford Refined” 
would have a comparat ive lack of m ixed use integrat ion as a result  and 
make less efficient  use of land.  The topography of the southern part  of 
the alternat ive site, with generally steeper slopes within a more sensit ive 
landscape context , would also make developm ent  there less likely to 
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encourage walking, cycling and modal shift  and more difficult  to 
sat isfactor ily achieve the higher housing densit ies required in the interests 
of sustainability. 
 
6.45 This would be part icular ly so for the first  phase of the alternat ive 
schem e.  I n m y 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 cent re and the main road access through an employm ent  area, 
rather than as part  of an exemplar new community.   
 
6.46 The form and nature of the alternat ive layout  also br ings doubts 
about  the deliverability of later phases, when this is crit ical to achieving 
the housing numbers required in the DSP and SCHS, and less certainty 
over arrangem ents for future growth westwards post  2016, including for  
public t ransport  links.  I n part icular, the eastern edge of the new 
comm unity 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 opportunit ies in both schemes for benefits to arise 
for exist ing comm unit ies in terms of improved shared facilit ies, such as for  
health, sport  and leisure.  Accordingly, cr it icisms of the proposed open 
space dist r ibut ion on the AAP site as unbalanced seem to me to be 
m isplaced in that  par t  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 slight ly less well dist ributed throughout  than in the 
alternat ive, this is an acceptable aspect  of the funct ion of the new 
comm unity in meet ing local housing needs in the most  sustainable way 
possible, through the design of walkable neighbourhoods of m ixed use 
development  within a compact  overall footpr int .  Moreover, the larger  
comm unity park proposed in the AAP provides greater scope for  
accommodat ing a wider variety of comm unity uses and facilit ies, as well 
as for the enhancem ent  of biodiversity. 
 
6.49 With regard to relat ionships with peripheral communit ies, such as 
Plympton, Elbur ton and Brixton, the AAP site is obviously much closer to 
the form er whilst  the alternat ive is closer to the lat ter.  However, distance 
alone does not  provide dist inct ion between set t lements any more than 
proxim ity necessarily means coalescence.  Rather, it  depends on factors 
such as form , layout  and design, as well as visual links and public 
percept ions thereof.  I n these respects I  find no significant  differences 
between the schem es that  could not  be sat isfactorily addressed at  the 
detailed design stage to ensure that  the new comm unity remains separate 
but  well related in physical terms to its neighbours. 
 
6.50 Overall, I  conclude on this issue that , based on the current  
proposals, the alternat ive schem e 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 object ives set  out  in the document.     
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Transport  
 
6.51 Both policy ST8 of the DSP and par t  3 c)  ii)  of policy CS4 of the 
SHCS require sustainable access networks and t ransport  systems for the 
new community.  I n part icular, the lat ter includes “a st rategic high 
quality, high capacity, high frequency public t ransport  link with Plymouth 
from  the commencement  of developm ent ”, as well as a Public Transport  
I nterchange at  DLj  and a well linked network of safe routes for  
pedest r ians and cyclists throughout .  I t  is therefore clear that  no 
proposals which failed to m ake sat isfactory provision to deliver these 
requirem ents should receive planning permission, even if t here were no 
equivalent  policies in the AAP. 
 
6.52 I n fact , parts 1-14 inclusive of policy SNC 7, together with the 
support ing text  in paras 7.63-7.74 inclusive, provide considerable detail of 
the measures necessary to meet  the aim of creat ing a comm unity that  is 
an exemplar of sustainable t ravel.  This recognises that  levels and m odes 
of movem ent  are a key element  of the spat ial vision for the sustainable 
growth of the city and sub region and that  in the Eastern Corr idor this is 
emphasised by the concent rat ion of new development  at  Sherford and 
Langage.   
 
6.53 Consequent ly, there is a requirem ent  for  an I ntegrated Movem ent  
and Transport  St rategy, 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-operat ion and agreement  between the HA, 
DCC and PCC as highway authorit ies, including during the EbD process, I  
am  sat isfied that , as noted in para 7.67 of the docum ent , Test  4 has been 
sat isfied in terms of regard to other relevant  plans, policies, st rategies and 
nat ional guidance on t ransport  mat ters. 
 
6.54 With regard to Test  6, the details of the wording in this AAP and the 
NP AAP do not  need to be ident ical in order to be consistent  and in 
relat ion to their  respect ive commitments to deliver HQPT, as per the ECS, 
I  do not  consider that  there is any material difference.  Consequent ly, 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 cent re via a new High St reet  through the site. Although bus 
based init ially, as evidenced in the current  planning applicat ion the design 
and layout  would facilitate other opt ions later , part icular ly once a 
dedicated route is available west  of Haye Road as envisaged in the NP 
AAP.  I t  would also have the major advantages, compared to the 
alternat ive, of facilitat ing necessary improvements to DLj  and providing an 
A38 P +  R site in the first  phase of development  that  would both help to 
address exist ing highway capacity issues and safety concerns.  
 
6.56 I n cont rast , the alternat ive schem e would rely on bus services 
taking a longer route via the A379 to the city centre for  public t ransport  
provision during the first  phase of development  of around 1,500 houses.   
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The HQPT route would also be more undulat ing across steeper gradients 
and more expensive if not  technically more difficult  to const ruct .  For the 
southern part  of the new comm unity this main route to Plymouth would 
remain longer compared to the AAP site alignment.   
 
6.57 I t  would also involve unnecessary addit ional t raffic movem ents of 
all types through Elburton and potent ially disrupt ive road improvements 
on the A379 west  of Chit t leburn.  I n addit ion to the addit ional vehicle 
m iles generated as a result , to my m ind, this would be less at t ract ive to 
new residents as an alternat ive to the car at  an important  t ime in the 
development  process when t ravel pat terns can become established.  The 
lack of a direct  road link or good public t ransport  services to Langage in 
the first  phase of the alternat ive scheme is addressed under Employment . 
 
6.58 Although “Sherford Refined” would also involve a potent ial public 
t ransport  interchange for buses and a P +  R facilit y serving the A379 
route, the ECS has confirmed that  this is only a desirable later, rather 
than an early essent ial, element  of the overall package of measures for  
the sustainable developm ent  of the eastern side of the city.  Moreover, it  
would be unlikely to prove financially viable in the short  run, thereby 
requir ing public or pr ivate subsidy for some t ime at  least ,  if t he current ly 
est imated level of usage is correct . 
 
6.59 I n comparison, all the highway authorit ies agree on the value of 
providing a P +  R site on the m uch busier A38 as early as possible, as it  
would have benefits in taking t raffic 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 addit ion to much needed capacity improvements 
to DLj , in co-ordinat ion with other developments, in phase one, whereas 
in the alternat ive scheme there would be no new road link to the A38 unt il 
phase two at  least . 
 
6.60 I rrespect ive of the exact  route alignment  between Vinery Lane and 
Haye Road, which is a mat ter for the NP AAP and subsequent  detailed 
determ inat ion, the examinat ion evidence and the details of the current  
planning applicat ion confirm that  the AAP proposals are capable of 
deliver ing an HQPT route between DLj  and the A379 at  Stanborough Cross 
at  the commencem ent  of developm ent  as required.  Sim ilarly, all the 
evidence for the cross border exam inat ion session now points to the road 
improvem ents to Haye Road and at  Stanborough Cross, necessary to 
provide suitable bus priority measures and to cope with the expected 
increase in t raffic, being deliverable without  significant  delays. 
 
6.61 I n terms of potent ial impacts on local roads, som e, such as the 
route through Plympton St . Maurice and its conservat ion area, will require 
sensit ive management measures to m inim ise harm from  t raffic increases 
but  all have to be addressed in the St rategy required under part  13 of 
policy SNC 7 and the full Transport  Assessment  in connect ion with any 
planning applicat ion.  Taking into account  all of the other requirements of 
policy SNC 7 and the evidence available to date, including the ECS, I  
share the j oint  view of the highway authorit ies that  the AAP’s overall 
package of t ransport  improvem ents and the detailed measures on the 
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surrounding network should ensure that  no significant  det riment  to the 
safe operat ion of local roads around Sherford will ar ise.  I  therefore 
conclude that  the t ransport  proposals for the AAP site are sound and 
would fully meet  the relevant  requirem ents of the DSP, SHCS and the 
policies in this docum ent .  I n my opinion, the same conclusion cannot  be 
drawn for the alternat ive proposal.     
 
Conclusions 
 
6.62 I n conclusion, I  fully endorse the outcome of the EbD process, 
which exam ined the opt ions for the new community in considerable depth, 
including through scrut iny 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 st ream, reinforced by a major public park on the valley 
slopes beyond.  I t  would also involve a st ructure of walkable 
neighbourhoods, well related to the surrounding set t lem ents and 
DLj / Langage, with suitable arrangements for future growth to the west . 
 
6.63 I n conjunct ion with the NP AAP, the SAAP provides an appropriate 
and suitable framework to facilitate the delivery of the new comm unity, 
including HQPT, not  only up to 2016 but  also beyond through further  
growth in a wester ly direct ion, unlike the alternat ive.  Moving the 
development  site to the south and east  would not  achieve the greater  
separat ion sought  by some respondents as the pr inciple 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 ident if ied in the AAP site 
would also be developed eventually, j ust  at  a later date.  As a result , 
development  could not  be contained within the Sherford valley, due to the 
size of schem e now needed to meet  DSP and SHCS (and em erging RSS) 
requirem ents, in any event .  
  
6.65 Overall, I  therefore conclude that  ªSherford Refinedº is not  a more 
appropriate alternat ive site for the new comm unity and that  the AAP is 
essent ially sound as submit ted in terms of the boundaries and form of 
development  indicated on the Proposals Map.  However, in the light  of my 
conclusions and recommendat ions in relat ion to policy SNC 15 and para 
7.103, the ªnoise buffer zoneº and ªgreen buffer zoneº along the northern 
edge of the site alongside the A38 t runk road should also be shown on 
both Diagrams 4 and 5 as a ªwildlife corr idorº.  For clar ity, I  also endorse 
the Council's suggested change to add a scale to both proposals maps. 
 
R2  -  ADD THE “ W I LDLI FE CORRI DOR”  DESI GNATI ON TO THE 
“ NOI SE BUFFER ZONE”  AND “ GREEN BUFFER ZONE”  TO THE 
NORTH OF THE SI TE ALONGSI DE THE A3 8  TO BOTH DI AGRAM 4  
AND DI AGRAM 5 . 
 
R3  -  ADD “ SCALE -  1 :1 4 ,5 0 0 ”  TO DI AGRAMS 4  AND 5 .   
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7. I ntroduction ( 1 )  
 
7.1 Subject  to the necessary updat ing of the text  of certain paragraphs 
consequent  upon the adopt ion of the document , for which individual 
recomm endat ions are not  necessary, the int roductory sect ion of the AAP 
is uncont roversial 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  essent ial nor appropriate in an AAP and in any event  
will be unnecessary upon the plan’s adopt ion.  They should therefore be 
deleted. 
 
R4  -  UPDATE TEXT OF CHAPTER 1  AS APPROPRI ATE FOR THE 
ADOPTED VERSI ON ( SEE APPENDI X THREE) . 
 
R5  -  DELETE FI RST SENTENCE OF PARA 1 .2 3  AND ALL OF PARAS 
1 .2 4  AND PARA 1 .2 5 . 
 
 
8. Context  ( 2 )  
 
8.1 Whilst  essent ially sound in all respects, sect ion 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 adopt ion of the 
RSS in para 2.4.  Para 2.26 needs to be amended in relat ion to the up to 
date posit ion concerning the masterplan, whilst  paras 2.31 and 2.33 also 
require updat ing for accuracy about  the South Hams Sustainable 
Comm unity St rategy 2006 – 2011 (SHSCS) . 
 
R6  -  UPDATE TEXT OF CHAPTER 2  REGARDI NG PPS 3 , RSS AND 
SHSCS ( SEE APPENDI X THREE)  AND MAKE CONSEQUENT 
AMENDMENTS THROUGHOUT THE DOCUMENT. 
 
 
 
9. Cross Boundary I ssues ( 3 )  
 
9.1 As with sect ions 1 and 2 of the AAP, part  3 of the document is 
essent ially sound, being largely descript ive of the joint  working between 
the various authorit ies undertaken to date, together with an appropriate 
commitment  for that  to cont inue in relat ion to implementat ion.  
Nevertheless, m inor elements of the text  require updat ing, such as parts 
b)  and f)  of para 3.3, whilst  paras 3.5 and 3.6 need small alterat ions in 
wording to recognise that  there will be more than one planning applicat ion 
to be determ ined in connect ion with the development of the new 
comm unity. 
 
R7  -  UPDATE PARTS b)  AND f)  OF PARA 3 .3  AND REW ORD PARAS 
3 .5  AND 3 .6  TO REFER TO MORE THAN ONE PLANNI NG 
APPLI CATI ON . 
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10. Locat ion ( 4 )  
 
10.1 Sect ion 4 of the AAP provides a descript ion of the site to be 
developed, together with an ident ificat ion of opportunit ies and local 
const raints, that  I  find to be accurate, appropriate and therefore sound as 
submit ted. 
 
 
11. Vision ( 5 )  
 
11.1 The Council’s overall vision for Sherford remains that  it  should 
become a “flagship development  of a m ixed and balanced community, 
leading the way in sustainable technology, encouraging environmentally 
and socially responsible lifestyles and improving the quality of life”.  This 
object ive appears to enjoy almost  universal support  and is clearly 
consistent  with the aims of current  nat ional guidance and the relevant  
planning policies of both the DSP and the SHCS, as well as the emerging 
RSS.  Accordingly, given that  it  is ent irely consistent  with the Council’s 
Comm unity Strategy, I  am  able to posit ively endorse this part  of the 
document  as sound and sustainable. 
 
11.2 Notwithstanding, as a mat ter of clar ificat ion, I  agree with the 
suggest ion that  the words “not  j ust  a dormitory suburb” should be deleted 
from  part  b)  of para 5.2, if only because Sherford is not  intended to be a 
“dorm itory suburb” at  all, albeit  there will inevitably be close links with the 
exist ing built  up area of Plymouth and the city cent re. 
 
R8  -  DELETE “ not just  a dorm itory suburb”  FROM PART b)  OF PARA 
5 .2 . 
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12. Developm ent  Object ives and Principles ( 6 )  
 
12.1 Para 6.3 of the document  makes clear  the importance of creat ing 
walkable neighbourhoods within the new comm unity, in order to 
encourage the use of modes of t ransport  other than the private car and 
reduce the overall need to t ravel for new residents.  To that  end, key 
pr inciples a)  ± h)  in para 6.4 are ent irely consistent  with the creat ion of a 
sustainable development , although I  endorse the Council's proposed 
change to add a reference to ªabout  400mº as a definit ion of a 5 m inute 
walking distance in pr inciple a) .   
 
12.2 For the same reasons and in order to confirm that  pedest r ians and 
cyclists should have pr ior ity in the layout  of new st reets, rather than 
dr ivers, I  further agree that  the words ªwhere pedestr ians, cyclists and 
dr ivers are made equally comfortableº 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 gasº, rather than just  ªcarbon dioxideº, in reference to 
em issions in the third sentence of para 6.5 would facilitate wider  
considerat ions relat ing to climate change being taken into account  in 
design and layout  terms, and should therefore be included. 
 
R9  -  ADD ª ( abou t  4 0 0 m ) º  AFTER ª w alk º  I N  PART a)  OF PARA 6 .4 . 
 
R1 0  -  REPLACE ª car bon  d iox id eº  W I TH ª g r een h ou se gasº  I N  
THI RD SENTENCE OF PARA 6 .5 . 
 
R1 1  -  DELETE ª ,w h er e p edest r ian s, cy cl ist s an d  d r i v er s ar e m ad e 
equ al ly  com for t ab leº  FROM PART a)  OF PARA 6 .6 . 
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13. SNC 1  –  Stra tegic Requirem ents 
 
Retail –  Part  7 )  a) . 
 
13.1 The Council’s part ial reliance in the evidence base on a com parator 
study of other freestanding market  towns serving rural areas has been 
crit icised as inadequate as a j ust ificat ion for the level of new retail 
floorspace proposed at  Sherford in this policy and not  com pliant  with the 
requirem ents of PPS 6.  I t  was suggested that  the absence of a proper 
quant itat ive analysis means that  the relevant  policies of the AAP (SNC 1, 
SNC 8 and SNC 11 – 14 inclusive)  effect ively prejudge the outcome of the 
Retail Impact  Assessment  (RIA)  required under par t  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 
comm unity, where new residents should be able to meet  their  day to day 
needs in a new town or local/ neighbourhood centres without  t ravelling 
out , part icular ly by pr ivate car, as far as possible.  I n this rare context ,  I  
recognise the validity of a “non standard” approach to new retail 
provision, so as to balance both qualitat ive and quant itat ive 
considerat ions as referred to in the first  bullet  point  of para 2.16 of PPS 6. 
 
13.3 Moreover, I  have borne in m ind that , in accord with the guidance in 
para 2.15 of PPS 6, the adopted SHCS sets out  the spat ial vision and 
strategy for the network and hierarchy of cent res within the South Hams, 
confirm ing the future role of Sherford as an Area Cent re (AC)  alongside 
other market  towns such as Dartmouth, Kingsbridge and I vybridge.  I n 
order to fulfil such a role, as defined in para 5.14 of the adopted SHCS, 
the new town cent re must  contain a m ix and scale of floorspace 
appropriate to the status of an AC and generally comparable to other such 
locat ions, including in terms of comparison goods provision.  This is 
essent ial, in my opinion, in order to create a town cent re with a m ore 
t radit ional “high st reet ” 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 I n this special case, I  t herefore endorse the use of the qualitat ive 
comparator study as a useful cont r ibut ion to ident ifying those elements 
that  help to make up the t radit ional character of the high st reet  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 facilit ies in exist ing nearby cent res, such as Plym pton and 
Plymstock, further emphasises the value of the qualitat ive assessment  
approach in this instance, alongside the quant itat ive required under policy 
SNC 17 which is intended to part ly act  as a “reality check” on specific 
proposals. 
 
13.5 With regard to the level of new floorspace indicated in this policy, 
the creat ion of a new town cent re as required by the adopted SHCS will 
inevitably act  as a focus for retail and commercial provision and may well 
at t ract  a degree of t rade from  established lower order cent res in the retail 
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hierarchy, as well as exist ing out  of town stores.  I n such circum stances, I  
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 funct ion as a town cent re, in comparison to those 
already exist ing dist rict  and local cent res nearby.  Moreover, the scale of 
the retail development  proposed m ust  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  potent ial for future growth westwards 
towards Plymouth and other prospect ive developm ents on the eastern 
side of the city. 
 
13.6 Otherwise, the overall retail provision in the town cent re and in the 
local/ neighbourhood centres is likely to be insufficient  to fulfil the main 
day to day needs of new residents and thereby r isk prej udicing the 
pr incipal aim  of creat ing a sustainable new community.  For  the same 
reasons, it  is also necessary that  the town cent re should support  a 
reasonable range of size and type of comparison goods floorspace, 
together with complementary service facilit ies, in addit ion to convenience 
stores.  Without  them, there is a st rong possibilit y that  significant  
numbers of otherwise unnecessary t raffic movements will be generated to 
other cent res outside Sherford. 
 
13.7 Notwithstanding the above, the fact  that  Sherford is relat ively close 
to Plymouth city cent re m ust  also be taken into account , as it  is 
reasonable to assum e that  new residents will be likely to use it  for some 
at  least  of their com parison goods shopping.  However, neither this nor  
the relat ive proxim ity to exist ing retail facilit ies, including in the 
established cent res of Plympton, Plymstock and I vybridge, alters the need 
for the scale and m ix 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 important ly, the relevance of establishing new retail provision 
of a size and type that  makes a posit ive cont ribut ion, as part  of the 
creat ion of a vibrant  and at t ract ive town centre, to the sustainability 
credent ials of the new community as a whole should not  be 
underest imated.  Accordingly, I  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 current ly 
available in Dartm outh, another AC serving a town populat ion of only 
about  5,800 people, and only about  half that  in Totnes at  present  with an 
equivalent  populat ion 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 m arket  towns assessed in the comparat ive study if t he 
aim of creat ing a town centre with the quality, range, size and type of 
retail units sufficient  to assist  in the establishment  of an exemplar 
sustainable new com munity is to be achieved.   
 
13.10 I n part icular, the scale of floorspace provided in the new town 
cent re has to be sufficient  to allow for a cr it ical mass of comparison goods 
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units to encourage pr ivate investm ent , 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 contr ibut ion to local 
employm ent  generat ion and help the early establishm ent  of 
complementary services, comm unity facilit ies and social interact ion in the 
new town cent re on a comprehensive basis, part icular ly during the earlier 
phases.  I n my view, this would assist  the achievement  of a higher degree 
of self sufficiency/ containment  and a m ore balanced economy, closer to 
that  of m ore t radit ional market  towns than m ight  otherwise be the case in 
a new set t lement , as well as assist ing the social development  of the new 
comm unity. 
 
13.11 The important  clarificat ions in para 7.80 of the AAP to the effect  
that  Sherford will not  accommodate large footpr int  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 
det rimental impact  on the viabilit y of nearby cent res.  I n this context , part  
7)  a)  of this policy refers to ªaboutº and thus provides a degree of 
flexibilit y.  Addit ionally, it  gives some further reassurance that , 
notwithstanding the overr iding aim  of creat ing a vital and viable new town 
cent re, as set  out  in the adopted SHCS, actual floorspace built  will st ill be 
subject  to the quant itat ive test  or ªreality checkº provided by the 
requirem ent  for a RIA in part  4)  of policy SNC 17.  Clearly, this will have 
to include detailed considerat ion of any specific impacts on adjoining 
cent res. 
 
13.12 Overall therefore, I  conclude that  the retail proposals in the AAP, as 
now supported by the quant itat ive study provided by the Council for the 
Examinat ion, are generally sound and consistent  with nat ional guidance in 
para 1.5 of PPS 6, in terms of deliver ing a sustainable pat tern of 
development , as well as that  in para 2.3 regarding planning for a new 
cent re of an appropriate scale to match the significant  growth of new 
housing in the area.  I n my opinion, the scale of new floorspace ident ified 
is appropriate to provide the range of services and facilit ies needed in the 
new community if it  is to funct ion as a town cent re and fulf il its ident ified 
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 
dist ribut ion of town cent re uses, thereby helping to ensure that  everyday 
needs are met  at  the local level and taking into account both qualitat ive 
and quant itat ive considerat ions, as advised in para 2.16 of PPS 6.   
 
13.13 I n my judgem ent , the weight  to be given to the qualitat ive aspects 
has to be increased in the creat ion of a new town cent re, serving at  least  
5,500 houses, in comparison, for example, to the insert ion of a single 
retail unit  or small local cent re 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) .   Consequent ly, I  conclude that  
they are essent ially sound (with m inor amendm ents 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 Developm ent  
 
14.1 Following a reassessment  of draft  policy G of the em erging RSS in 
the light  of detailed research, the South West  Regional Assembly (SWRA)  
has now issued a statem ent  of conform ity regarding policy SNC 2 and 
specifically part  6)  dealing with carbon reduct ion targets.  I n part icular, it  
is now accepted that  a phased approach, incorporat ing current  best  
pract ice as confirmed by the Energy Saving Trust  and the Building 
Research Establishment, is appropriate, realist ic and suitable in present  
circumstances and in the light  of the technical opportunit ies likely to be 
deliverable at  Sherford.   
 
14.2 This will be subject  to monitor ing and review over t ime, part icular ly 
in relat ion 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 com munity, as well as the hierarchical approach to 
conserving energy demand set  out  in part  9)  of policy SNC 5.  
Accordingly, I  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 m ight  otherwise be the case. 
 
14.3 However, this graduated approach is intended to allow for  
alterat ions in relat ion to later phases of development , when improved 
technologies may well be available and both nat ional and regional 
guidance clearer and more demanding, in line with the government ’s 
recent ly announced aspirat ion that  all new hom es should be carbon 
neut ral by 2016.  I n 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-
evaluat ion at  the t ime new Building Regulat ions com e into force. 
 
14.4 Therefore, it  seems to me that  it  would assist  implementat ion if it  
was made clearer by an addit ion at  the end of this paragraph that  such 
reconsiderat ion of the carbon reduct ion targets for Sherford would 
inevitably include reference to both the adopted RSS and up to date 
nat ional guidance at  that  t ime.  I n 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 
neut rality in all new homes by 2016. 
 
R1 2  -  ADD “ in line w ith the adopted RSS and the m ost  up to date 
nat ional guidance”  TO THE END OF PARA 7 .1 4 . 
 
14.5 I n addit ion to the above, I  consider that  var ious textual changes 
are required to para 7.5 for clarity and/ or to avoid duplicat ion, including 
delet ion of point  c)  as unnecessary in the light  of points a)  and b)  and the 
contents of para 7.9 of the AAP.  I n the absence of any proper definit ion 
thereof, including in the Glossary, it  is not  appropriate to make specific 
reference to a Community Trust  in the AAP, part icular ly as there may be 
other opt ions available for securing the object ives sought  in part  t ) . 
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R1 3  -  DELETE “ and w ill accom pany the Masterplan”  FROM LAST 
SENTENCE OF FI RST PART OF PARA 7 .5 . 
 
R1 4  -  DELETE PART c)  OF PARA 7 .5  AND RENUMBER 
ACCORDI NGLY. 
 
R1 5  -  DELETE “ alternatives to car incl.”  FROM PART p)  OF PARA 
7 .5 . 
 
R1 6  -  DELETE SECOND “ com m unity”  FROM PART r)  OF PARA 7 .5 . 
 
R1 7  -  DELETE “ ( incl. Com m unity Trust) ”  FROM PART t )  OF PARA 
7 .5 . 
 
14.6 Reference to planning applicat ions and proposals in paras 7.6 and 
7.7 also need to remain general rather than specific in a DPD in 
ant icipat ion of more than one subm ission and m inor wording changes are 
necessary accordingly. 
 
R1 8  -  REPLACE “ The planning applicat ion w ill”  W I TH “ Planning 
applica t ions should”  I N  SECOND SENTENCE OF PARA 7 .6 . 
 
R1 9  -  REW ORD FI RST SENTENCE OF PARA 7 .7  AS FOLLOW S: “ An 
independent  Sustainability Appraisa l on subm it ted proposals w ill 
be required to be conducted by the Building Research 
Establishm ent .” . 
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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 comm unity that  is also locally dist inct ive and environmentally 
sustainable, in accord with nat ional guidance in PPS 1.  The requirem ents 
of par ts 1 and 2 of this policy for a Design St rategy and two t iers of 
Design Codes are consistent  with that  object ive and appear to have the 
support  in principle of all those responding to the AAP proposals on this 
mat ter .  Taken together with the aim  in para 7.16 to create an exemplar  
urban extension, that  meets the needs of a sustainable new community, I  
am  content  that  both this policy and its support ing text  are ent irely sound 
in relat ion to all the relevant  tests. 
 
 
16. SNC 4  –  Com m unity Facilit ies 
 
16.1 Following reconsiderat ion of the subm it ted docum ent , the Council 
now suggests that  it  would be m ore accurate if the word “St rategy” were 
to be added to the t it le of this policy, with a consequent  rewording of the 
first  line of para 7.28. I  agree that  this would be appropriate.  However, I  
see no just ificat ion for the other changes to the wording of this policy 
proposed by the Council as they amount to unnecessary complicat ions. 
 
R2 0  -  ADD “ Stra tegy”  TO POLI CY TI TLE AND REW ORD FI RST LI NE 
OF PARA 7 .2 8  ACCORDI NGLY.  ( NO OTHER CHANGES TO POLI CY 
W ORDI NG) .  
 
16.2 I n response to further discussions with the Police Authority it  is also 
now proposed that  an addit ional requirem ent  for a ‘Type 2’ police stat ion 
close to DLj  of 700 sq.m. should be added to the list  in para 7.29, with 
consequent ial renumbering and a reduct ion in the size of the police facilit y 
for the town cent re from  600 sq.m. to 150 sq.m .  As these changes ar ise 
from  a more detailed and up- to-date assessment  of policing requirem ents 
for the new comm unity, I  am  content  that  they should be made for clar ity 
and accuracy in the document . 
 
R2 1  -  ADD NEW  I TEM “ h)  ‘Type 2 ’ police sta t ion close to Deep 
Lane junct ion ( 7 0 0  sq.m .)  ( 0 .4  ha.)  to list  in para 7 .2 9 .”   
RENUMBER ACCORDI NGLY.  REPLACE “ 6 0 0 ”  W I TH “ 1 5 0 ”  I N  NEW  
I TEM i) . 
 
16.3 I n relat ion to para 7.26, on reflect ion, the Council now considers 
that  the except ion regarding improvements in overall provision referred to 
is not  appropriate in pr inciple, in relat ion to impacts on exist ing facilit ies.  
Taking into account  the possible uncertainty int roduced thereby and the 
potent ial for disputes to arise as to its applicability to different  situat ions, 
including in respect  of new retail provision, I  endorse the proposed 
rewording. 
 
R2 2  -  REPLACE “ except … pat terns”  I N  PARA 7 .2 6  W I TH “ but  
should lead to im provem ents in overall provision and encourage 
m ore sustainable t ravel pat terns.” . 
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16.4 As present ly worded, the first  part  of this policy requires the full 
range of services and facilit ies for a 12,000 populat ion to be provided by 
the developer, leaving open the quest ion of whether they are built  
direct ly, direct ly funded or otherwise secured as part  of public investm ent  
program mes (or som e combinat ion thereof) .  However, in cont rast , the 
first  sentence of para 7.29 refers specifically and only to being “built  (or  
funded)” by the developer.  Whilst  potent ially academ ic in many cases, it  
seems to me that  there could be opportunit ies arising in a developm ent  of 
this size and nature where there would be econom ies of scale, with a 
consequent  saving of public resources, if some services and facilit ies were 
provided at  Sherford to serve more than j ust  the populat ion of the new 
comm unity itself.    
 
16.5 I n such circumstances, such as those referred to in para 7.32 of the 
AAP in relat ion to the health and social care cent re and also potent ially in 
relat ion to new sports facilit ies, 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 exist ing comm unit ies.  Accordingly, I  
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 nat ional 
guidance and therefore sound under Test  4 b) . 
 
R2 3  -  REPLACE “ built  ( or  funded) ”  W I TH “ provided”  I N  FI RST 
SENTENCE OF PARA 7 .2 9  AND REPLACE “ fund”  W I TH “ provide”  I N  
FI RST SENTENCE OF PARA 8 .1 . 
 
16.6 Apart  from the above, the range and scale of facilit ies to be 
provided at  Sherford, as listed in this policy and support ing text , appears 
to be clear and comprehensive, as well as deliverable in connect ion with 
the overall development.  I  am  therefore sat isfied that  there is no need for  
any further changes to this sect ion to meet  the relevant  tests. 
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17. SNC 5  –  I nfrastructure and Ut ilit ies 
 
17.1 Based on the current ly available evidence and the locat ion of the 
site, there seems lit t le doubt  that  wind based technology is the macro 
renewable energy supply most  likely to make a substant ial cont ribut ion to 
meet ing the target  for on site generat ion at  Sherford to 2016.  I n 
part icular, I  acknowledge that  work carr ied out  to date confirms that  
factors such as building densit ies, the distances involved over the whole 
site, the low heat  load and reasonable concerns over the availabilit y and 
reliability of the supply chain for  suitable fuels, including biomass, all 
count  against  Com bined Heat  and Power plants being economically viable 
or pract ical for Sherford.  I n cont rast ,  wind energy appears to be 
deliverable with exist ing technology, cost  effect ive to both install and run 
and need not  comprom ise the sustainable form of urban design and layout  
sought  for the new community to any material degree. 
 
17.2 Moreover, I  agree with those, including the Council, who suggest  
that  wind turbines at  Sherford would provide a potent  and prom inent  
symbol of the environmental credent ials of the scheme and a rem inder to 
residents and visitors alike of the need for more sustainable lifestyles in 
an era of climate change.  The urgency of the lat ter, as recognised in 
governm ent  guidance, suggests to me that , in a locat ion already subject  
to major urban developm ent , albeit  sited between the DNP to the north 
and AONB to the south but  not  in either , the balance to be drawn between 
the potent ial landscape impact  of turbines and the need for renewable 
energy provision should fall in favour of the lat ter in this instance.   
 
17.3 Possible economic benefits to the new comm unity via ownership 
and/ or operat ion of these resources would be a potent ial, albeit  non 
essent ial, “bonus” to such provision as part  of the overall scheme.  With 
the addit ion of smaller scale renewable energy technologies, such as solar 
panels, heat  source pumps and small wind turbines, where appropriate, 
pract ical and viable, I  conclude that  the carbon reduct ion targets set  for  
Sherford in part  10)  of this policy and part  6)  of policy SNC 2 are 
reasonable and can be m et .     
 
17.4 Accordingly, I  am  content  that  the AAP should make a general 
statement  to support  wind generat ion in the support ing text  to this policy 
that  also emphasises the potent ial community benefits of such provision. 
I t  should also refer to the need for consultat ions with the relevant  bodies 
on the details that  would inform an EIA exam ining all potent ial impacts in 
connect ion with any planning applicat ion for turbines.  I  therefore endorse 
the Council’s proposed rewording of exist ing paras 7.41 and 7.42, subject  
to one except ion discussed below.  
 
17.5 The subm it ted text ,  the proposed rewording and part  11 of this 
policy refer to “wind turbines within the valley area of the Sherford 
Comm unity Park” when there is, as yet , no final confirmat ion that  any 
such provision will be achievable in pract ice in that  specific locat ion nor, 
perhaps m ore important ly, what  the maximum capacity m ight  be both in 
that  locat ion and/ or  within other parts of the development  area too.  
Consequent ly, I  consider that  the policy in the AAP should lim it  itself to 



Sherford Area Act ion Plan DPD 2016 
I nspector ’s Report  – July 2007 

 

 36 

seeking the provision of wind turbines (potent ially of var ious sizes and 
types)  as the most  likely source of macro renewable energy supplies for  
Sherford, whilst  deferr ing decisions on their  actual locat ions, which do not  
need to be resolved in the AAP, unt il invest igat ions of the maximum  
potent ial cont r ibut ion and full range of potent ial impacts across the whole 
of the site and nearby have been completed.   
 
17.6 To that  end, I  recommend that  the words “Comm unity” and “within 
the valley area of the Sherford Community Park” be deleted from  the first  
sentence of part  11.  For the sam e reasons, the phrase “to the east  of the 
new community” should be om it ted from  part  c)  of new para 7.41.  
Sim ilarly, 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 invest igated across the whole of the site, including in the 
general locat ion indicated on the Proposals Map for larger scale provision”.  
This is indicat ive rather than specific as to locat ion and does not  preclude 
provision elsewhere.  I  consider that  the Council’s proposed ext ra para 
(new para 7.43)  deals sat isfactor ily with the phasing of provision, the 
need for an EIA and the alternat ives 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. 
 
R2 4  -  DELETE “ Com m unity”  AND “ w ithin the valley area of the 
Sherford Com m unity Park”  FROM PART 1 1  OF THE POLI CY.  
 
R2 5  -  REW ORD PARAS 7 .4 1  AND 7 .4 2  AS FOLLOW S: 
 
“ 7 .4 1  Given the current understanding of the technologies 
available, including their  effect iveness and viability, it  is 
considered that  the energy strategy for  Sherford should include 
the follow ing elem ents: 
 
a)  reducing dem and for electr icity and space heat ing via high 
building fabric standards and design codes; 
 
b)  em bedding renew able energy technologies, as appropriate , 
throughout  the developm ent , and 
 
c)  subject  to detailed im pact assessm ent, providing for  the 
developm ent of w ind turbines. 
 
7 .4 2  I n current circum stances, w ind based technology is 
considered to be the m acro renew able energy supply m ost likely 
to enable the targets for  on site  renew able generat ion at  Sherford 
to be m et  in the per iod to 2 0 1 6 .  I t  is environm entally clean and 
has an established record of deliverability, cost  effect iveness, 
efficiency and re liability.  There w ould be significant  benefits from  
a com m unity share in the ow nership of the w ind turbines.  The 
provision of w ind turbines should therefore be investigated across 
the w hole of the site , including in the general locat ion indicated on 
the Proposals Map for  larger  scale provision.  This investigat ion 
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should include form al consultat ions w ith all relevant  bodies and 
det ai led  st u d ies t o  in fo r m  an  En v i r on m en t a l  I m pact  Assessm en t .º . 
 
ADD NEW  PARA 7 .4 3  AS FOLLOW S:  
 
ª 7 .4 3  Po l icy  SNC 5  t h er efo r e  p r oposes t h at , su b j ect  t o  det ai led  
assessm en t  ( in clu d in g  a  sa t i sf act o r y  EI A ou t com e) , t h e 
dev e lopm en t  o f  w in d  t u r b in es sh ou ld  be in clu ded  as an  in t eg r a l  
par t  o f  t h e n ew  com m u n i t y  con cep t , w i t h  t h e f i r st  on es t o  b e 
in st a l led  an d  oper at ion a l  d u r in g  ph ase 1  o f  t h e  n ew  dev elopm en t .  
I n  t h e ev en t , h ow ev er , t h a t  d et a i led  assessm en t s an d  
con su l t a t ion s in d icat e t h at  t h is p r ov is ion  is in app r op r iat e, o r  t h at  
t h e scale o f  gen er at ion  w ou ld  be con st r a in ed , dev eloper s w ou ld  b e 
ex pect ed  t o  in v est igat e t h e po t en t ia l  f o r  a l t er n a t iv e t ech n o log ies 
t o  con t r ib u t e  t ow ar ds t h e on  si t e r en ew ab le gen er at io n  t ar get  
an d , in  con su l t a t ion  w i t h  t h e loca l  p lan n in g  au t h or i t y , m od i f y  t h e 
en er gy  st r a t egy  accor d in g ly .  Sim i lar ly , t h e d ev e lopm en t  o f  
r en ew ab le en er gy  t ech n o log ies w i l l  b e m on i t o r ed  as p ar t  o f  t h e 
ov er al l  m on i t o r in g  r eg im e f o r  t h e AAP an d , sh ou ld  s ign i f ican t  
t ech n o log ical  adv an ces be id en t i f ied , t h e ov er a l l  en er gy  st r at eg y  
fo r  Sh er fo r d  w ou ld  b e su b j ect  t o  ear ly  r ev iew .º . 
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18. SNC 6  –  Housing 
 
18.1 The delivery of a balanced and sustainable new comm unity, 
incorporat ing a m ix of size, type and tenure of housing, is an ent irely 
appropriate object ive for Sherford, in accord with nat ional planning 
guidance including PPS 1 and PPS 3.  Not  surprisingly, it  also has the 
almost  universal support  in principle of those making representat ions on 
the AAP.  Notwithstanding, the Council now recognises that  the specific 
reference to “vulnerable client  groups in line with ‘Devon support ing 
people’ st rategy” in part  1 of this policy is unnecessarily detailed.  I n view 
of the other relevant  elements of the policy it  is not  an essent ial reference 
and should therefore be deleted. 
 
R2 6  -  DELETE “ client”  AND “ in line w ith ‘Devon support ing people’ 
st rategy”  FROM PART 1 . 
 
18.2 The Council has also responded to representat ions in relat ion to the 
conform ity of the AAP with the emerging RSS.  I n part icular, draft  policy 
H2 of the lat ter seeks densit ies of 50 dwellings per hectare (dph)  or m ore 
overall in planned urban extensions and adjacent  new communit ies to 
towns and cit ies such as Plymouth.  Bearing in m ind the guidance in PPS 
3, published since the AAP was subm it ted, it  is clear that  low density new 
housing is not  generally compat ible with the creat ion of the sustainable 
(and walkable)  new community st ructure that  is intended for Sherford.   
 
18.3 Whilst  densit ies will inevitably vary across the site, with the highest  
properly to be sought at  public t ransport  nodes in the town and 
neighbourhood cent res, I  conclude that  an overall net  density of 40 – 50 
dph should be achievable without  com prom ising any of the other  
important  design aims and object ives, as has been demonstrated 
elsewhere. 
 
18.4 Nor do I  accept  that  higher densit ies than those indicated in the 
submit ted AAP will necessarily lead to any “social disharmony or unrest ” 
and there is no firm evidence to support  this assert ion in the context  of a 
planned new comm unity.  Accordingly, I  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 I n my view, this change may also have a beneficial effect  in terms 
of the delivery of new housing to the t imescale envisaged in the AAP, as 
well as ensuring that  this policy is sound in relat ion to nat ional 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.   
 
R2 7  -  REW ORD SECOND SENTENCE OF PARA 7 .4 9  AS FOLLOW S: 
“ By reference to Planning Policy Statem ent  3  –  Housing ( PPS 3 ) , 
overall density w ill need to average 4 0  –  5 0  …” . 
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R2 8  -  DELETE FOURTH SENTENCE OF PARA 7 .4 7 . 
 
R2 9  -  UPDATE PARA 7 .4 8  FOR CONSI STENCY W I TH PPS 3 .  
 
18.6 The adopted SHCS sets an overall st rategic target  of 50%  
affordable housing for the dist rict  related to new dwellings from all 
sources.  Since the Sherford scheme comprises two thirds of this new 
housing it  is essent ial that  a sim ilar target  is applied to the new 
comm unity if the number of affordable units sought  is to be achieved.  
Nevertheless, para 29 of PPS 3 cont inues the advice of previous nat ional 
guidance to the effect  that  developer cont ribut ions to facilitate the 
provision of affordable housing in accordance with targets should be 
sought  and not  required.  Consequent ly, and to ensure consistency with 
policies CS4 and CS6 of the SHCS ªrequiredº should be replaced by 
ªsought º in part  4 of this policy. 
 
R3 0  -  REPLACE ª r equ i r ed º  W I TH ª sou gh t º  I N  PART 4 . 
 
18.7 Assessment  of the viabilit y and level of affordable housing to be 
provided is likely to be an ongoing process during the development  of the 
new comm unity, 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 docum ent , para 7.53 needs to be changed to delete that  part  of the 
last  sentence after ªaffordable housingº. 
 
R3 1  -  DELETE ª t o  be su bm i t t ed  by  t h e dev elop er s w i t h  t h e ou t l i n e  
p lan n in g  app l ica t io n º  FROM THE END OF PARA 7 .5 3 . 
 
18.8 Whilst  there is no crit icism  of the intent ion to seek a range of 
different  approaches to interm ediate affordable housing provision 
expressed in para 7.54, direct  references to actual figures are prone to 
becoming out  of date and inaccurate and therefore potent ially m isleading 
within a short  period in the overall lifet ime of the document .  
Consequent ly, they should be om it ted as unnecessary and unhelpful. 
 
R3 2  -  DELETE ª w i t h  a  t ar get  o f  £ 7 0 ,0 0 0  fo r  an  in i t ia l  sh ar e in  an  
af fo r dab le h om eº  FROM FOURTH SENTENCE OF PARA 7 .5 4 . 
 
18.9 Para 7.56 refers to the possibilit y of “off site delivery” of affordable 
housing in relat ion to the developm ent  of the new comm unity assist ing 
the wider needs of the South Hams.  Subject  to robust  j ust ificat ion this 
need not  be inconsistent  with nat ional guidance in para 29 of PPS 3 and 
may have some advantages in cont ribut ing to the creat ion of suitably 
m ixed and balanced comm unit ies.  However, in the Sherford context , the 
wider community clearly includes the city of Plymouth and the nearby 
eastern suburbs in part icular.   
 
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 opportunit ies 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 “Distr ict” should also be replaced with 
“area”, in recognit ion 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. 
 
R3 3  -  ADD “ Plym outh and”  BEFORE “ South Ham s”  AND REPLACE 
“ Distr ict ”  W I TH “ area”  I N  THI RD SENTENCE OF PARA 7 .5 6 . 
 
18.11 I n the light  of the guidance in paras 20 – 26 inclusive of PPS 3, the 
Council now proposes to int roduce an indicat ive guide to the m ix sought  
for new market  housing at  Sherford, alongside that  for affordable housing, 
in para 7.58 of the document .  Given that  it  der ives direct ly from the most  
up to date nat ional advice, I  endorse this addit ion to the plan and agree 
that  the percentages set  out  are essent ially 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 delet ion of the second sentence and the first  
part  of the third sentence, as otherwise it  would be inaccurate. 
 
R3 4  -  ADD NEW  TABLE AT END OF PARA 7 .5 8  AS FOLLOW S: 
 
Size of Unit  Affordable Housing Market  Housing 
1  Bedroom  1 0 %  5 %  
2  Bedroom  3 5 %  3 5 %  
Older  Persons   
   ( 1  or  2  Bedroom s)  1 0 %  0 %  *  
   ( 3  Bedroom )  3 0 %  4 0 %  
4 +  Bedroom s 1 5 %  2 0 %  
 
*  Market Housing m ay also provide som e 1  or  2  bed hom es for 
older  people ( e .g. ex tra  care provision) . 
 
R3 5  -  DELETE SECOND SENTENCE OF PARA 7 .5 9 . 
 
R3 6  -  DELETE “ The result  m ust  accord w ith the object ive”  FROM 
THI RD SENTENCE OF PARA 7 .5 9  AND ADD REMAI NDER TO FI RST 
SENTENCE AFTER COMMA.  
 
18.12 During debate at  the examinat ion it  was suggested that  the 
reference to Lifet ime Hom es Standards in para 7.58 m ight  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 dist r ict  contain at  least  
one person with some form  of disability, of which almost  half (48% ) 
include som eone with walking difficult ies.  The Plymouth HMNA (CD 125) 
indicates a slight ly higher level of households (26.5% ) and therefore 
supports a m inimum 20%  target .   
 
18.13 Government  policy also encourages an increased provision of 
Lifet ime Homes in the Disability Equality Act ion Plan (December 2006) , 
published since the AAP was submit ted.  I n the light  of the above I  see no 
just ificat ion for a 100%  target  but  part icular ly to provide consistency with 
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the PCS and NP AAP, I  therefore support  the inclusion of a target  of 20%  
for Lifet ime Homes in the document  via an addit ion to para 7.58. 
 
R3 7  -  REPLACE “ and dw ellings w hich m eet Lifet im e Hom es 
Standards”  W I TH A NEW  SENTENCE AFTER “ Extra  Care schem e”  
I N  PARA 7 .5 8  AS FOLLOW S: “ A proport ion of accom m odation 
should be provided to the full Lifet im e Hom es Standards w ith a  
target  level of 2 0 %  distr ibuted across all tenures” . 
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19. SNC 7  –  Movem ent and Transport  
 
19.1 Given the aim  to create a new comm unity that  is an exemplar of 
sustainable t ravel, and thus the need for a design that  posit ively prom otes 
the use of m odes other than pr ivate cars, based on assessment  of 
reasonable and realist ic alternat ives I  am sat isfied that  all the elements 
set  out  in this policy are necessary, reasonable and sound.  I  am  equally 
sat isfied, taking into account  the robust  and credible evidence base 
provided, which now includes the material supplied in connect ion with the 
November 2006 out line planning applicat ion (para 7.67 of the text ) ,  t hat  
the AAP site is realist ically capable of deliver ing those requirements within 
the ant icipated t imescales.  The general endorsem ent  offered by the HA, 
DCC and PCC, am ongst  many other stakeholders, of the proposals in this 
respect , reinforces m y conclusion on this matter . 
 
19.2 Clearly, there would be some important  differences in relat ion to 
movement  and t ransport  issues in connect ion with the alternat ive 
“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 comm encement of developm ent  or unt il around 1,500 new 
dwellings plus their  associated services and facilit ies had been completed.   
 
19.3 I  also have significant  doubts about  the ability of the alternat ive 
schem e to provide the necessary high quality, high capacity, public 
t ransport  links to Plymouth and Langage during the early stages of 
development  at  least ,  as required by point  1 of this policy.  Consequent ly, 
the alternat ive scheme would generate higher t raffic movem ents along 
the A379, at  least  in the init ial phases of development , affect ing Elburton 
and thus r isk failure to adequately comply with points 9 and 13 of the 
policy as well.   
 
19.4 I n the light  of comments received, the Council now recognises that  
the wording of par t  10 of this policy would be clearer for readers and 
those responsible for implementat ion if the words “improve upon” were 
replaced by “not  exceed” and “maximum” added before “standards”.  I  
agree that  this part  of the policy would be clar ified by the proposed 
change, whilst  acknowledging that , in pract ice, the actual parking levels 
may well have to be significant ly less than the maximum standards set  
out  in nat ional guidance in PPG 13 if a sat isfactory modal shift  is to be 
achieved. 
 
R3 8  -  REPLACE “ im prove upon”  W I TH “ not exceed”  AND ADD 
“ m axim um ”  BEFORE “ standards”  I N  PART 1 0 . 
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20. SNC 8  ± Econ om y  
 
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 addit ion to that  at  the major employm ent  site at  
Langage j ust  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 
const ruct ion in the interests of sustainable development .   
 
20.2 I n order  to create the inclusive, sustainable, local economy that  this 
policy seeks for Sherford, the Council has determ ined that  a m ix of 
approximately 20%  for retail and associated service uses and 80%  for  
commercial and employment  uses of the equivalent  floorspace 
requirem ent  would be appropriate.  Although this is intended to reflect , to 
a degree, the aspirat ion for Sherford to be largely self sustaining and 
contained, as well as comparisons with established t radit ional set t lements 
of a sim ilar size, it  is also properly tem pered by the recognised proxim ity 
of the suburban retailing cent res of Plympton and Plymstock. 
 
20.3 Subject  only to agreeing that  the Council's proposed clarificat ion to 
part  1 of the policy to refer to ªgrossº in relat ion to floorspace is essent ial 
for clarity, I  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 flexibilit y (plus or m inus 5% ) will apply, dependent  on the outcome of 
more detailed assessments of opportunity, I  am  therefore content  that  the 
requirem ents of this policy and its support ing text  soundly apply the 
regional and st rategic employment  object ives to the Sherford new 
comm unity proposals. 
 
R3 9  -  ADD ª g r ossº  AFTER ª 1 6 ,8 0 0  sq .m .º  I N  PART 1 )  OF THI S 
POLI CY. 
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21. SNC 9  –  Public Space, Sport  and Recreat ion  
 
21.1 The Council now accepts that  the text  in italics following part  1 is 
not  a st r ict ly necessary part  of this policy and could be relegated to the 
support ing text .   However, it  seems to m e that , as the exact  locat ion of 
each facilit y will have to be agreed via the development  cont rol process in 
any event , it  is simply not  necessary and should be deleted as it  adds 
nothing to the remainder of the wording. 
 
R4 0  -  DELETE ALL I TALI CI SED TEXT I N  BRACKETS AFTER PART 1  
OF POLI CY ( AND DO NOT REPLACE ELSEW HERE I N  THE 
DOCUMENT) . 
 
21.2 Regarding part  c)  of this policy, I  have referred in chapter 15 above 
to the need to avoid unreasonable funding requirements being placed on 
the Sherford schem e, part icularly those which m ight  have an impact  on its 
overall economic viabilit y and/ or deliverability in accordance with the 
t imescale required.  I n this context , it  would be unsound and cont rary to 
nat ional 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  sect ion of part  c)  so that  it  reads “proport ional cont r ibut ions 
towards a swimming pool”. 
 
R4 1  -  DELETE “ provision of ( or”  AND “ ) ”  FROM LAST SECTI ON OF 
PART c)  OF POLI CY. 
 
21.3 For  sim ilar reasons, I  am  also concerned that , notwithstanding the 
proposals in the planning applicat ion subm it ted in November 2006, the 
requirem ent  in par t  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 
part icular level of open space provision simply cannot be direct ly just ified, 
even in connect ion with a new comm unity aiming to house about  12,000 
people in due course, as a specific requirem ent  of the schem e. 
   
21.4 However, there are important  funct ions of the comm unity park as a 
barr ier to fur ther urban extension to the south and south east  in the 
future, as well as a vital recreat ional facility for Sherford, with significant  
environmental benefits.  Consequent ly, it  would be appropr iate 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 determ ined via the masterplan and 
development  cont rol processes.  
 
R4 2  -  REPLACE “ a t  least  2 0 0  ha of com m unity”  W I TH “ a m ajor 
public”  I N  PART d)  ii)  OF POLI CY.  
 



Sherford Area Act ion Plan DPD 2016 
I nspector ’s Report  – July 2007 

 

 45 

21.5 Concerning the support ing text  to this policy, the first  two 
sentences of para 7.89 are not  ent irely clear as present ly drafted and 
would benefit  from some refinem ent .  I n my opinion, they should be 
combined and reworded for clar ity as follows:  ªSports and recreat ional 
facilit ies for Sherford needº;  followed by the remainder of the second 
sentence in order to be sound. 
 
R4 3  -  REW ORD FI RST TW O SENTENCES OF PARA 7 .8 9  AS 
FOLLOW S: ª Spor t s an d  r ecr eat ion a l  f aci l i t ies fo r  Sh er f o r d  n eed  t o  
in clu de …º . 
 
21.6 The first  sentence of para 7.91 refers twice to “dual use” and the 
first  instance could usefully be om it ted for the sake of simplicity.   
 
R4 4  -  DELETE “ as dual use”  FROM FI RST SENTENCE OF PARA 7 .9 1 . 
 
21.7 Para 7.92 of the text  deals with the const ruct ion of the new HQPT 
route, recommended in the Plymouth Eastern Corr idor 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.  I t  
explains the implicat ions thereof in relat ion to the intended new sports 
hub, including a sports cent re and swimming pool,  to serve both Sherford 
and East  Plymouth and is ent irely consistent  with the contents of the NP 
AAP in this respect .   
 
21.8 Following the Joint  Hearing Session of the Examinat ion into the 
cross border aspects of the two plans and in common with the NP AAP 
Inspector, I  acknowledge the widespread local concerns about  the 
potent ial effects of the new route on the playing fields.  Nevertheless, like 
him, I  too am sat isfied that  the significant  community benefits associated 
with the extensive new sports facilit ies to be provided locally, at  an early 
date in the overall development  programme, and for public t ransport  in 
creat ing the HQPT link (and thereby sustainability) , including the 
alignment  across Moorcroft  Quarry to the west  at  a later date, heavily 
outweigh the lim ited impact  on the KGV site.   
 
21.9 This is part icular ly so in view of the present  const raints and 
difficult ies, such as drainage and dog fouling, that  reduce its potent ial for  
providing high quality sports and leisure facilit ies and the improvement , 
compensat ion and m it igat ion measures listed in parts 20, 21 and 31 of 
policy NP 05 of the NP AAP.  I n my opinion, the absence of object ions in 
pr inciple from  Sport  England or  the Nat ional Playing Fields Associat ion 
reinforces this j udgement . 
 
21.10 The fact  that  the November 2006 planning applicat ion proposes an 
alternat ive route to the north of the playing fields does not  alter my 
conclusions in this respect .  Nor does the suggest ion that  legal 
complicat ions surrounding the status of the KGV site may at  best  delay or 
at  worst  preclude the implementat ion of this route affect  the soundness of 
the plan (or that  of the NP AAP) in this regard, given that  potent ial 
solut ions and/ or equally soundly based pract ical alternat ives appear to be 
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available in that  unlikely eventuality.  Consequent ly, there are no negat ive 
implicat ions for compliance with Test  8 and para 7.92 is sound as writ ten. 
 
21.11 There is repet it ion of the word “com munity” in the fift h sentence of 
para 7.93 that  should be addressed by the delet ion of “for  the community” 
and the last  usage so as to make it  sound. 
 
R4 5  -  DELETE “ for  the com m unity”  AND THE LAST USAGE OF 
“ com m unity”  FROM FI FTH SENTENCE OF PARA 7 .9 3 . 
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22. SNC 1 0  ±  Lan dscap e, Biod iv er si t y  an d  Cu l t u r a l  Her i t age  
 
22.1 Each of the elements of the Landscape, Biodiversity and Cultural 
Heritage st rategy sought  via this policy seems to m e to be highly 
desirable for the achievement  of a healthy and sustainable environm ent , 
including for wildlife, post  development , and the creat ion of a high quality 
new community, the built  form of which is properly integrated into the 
local landscape.  Whilst  parts 10 and 11 m ight  not  be deemed essent ial, 
part icularly in comparison to the other requirements, I  acknowledge that  
they could make a material cont ribut ion to the emergence of Sherford as 
an ªexemplarº schem e, as sought , and may therefore be retained for that  
reason. 
 
22.2 Regarding the relat ionship of the AAP site with Salt ram House, a 
grade I I *  listed building owned by the Nat ional Trust , and its grounds 
(well used by the public) , I  saw on my visits that , essent ially, there would 
be no direct  intervisibilit y and accordingly no harm ful visual impact  
ar ising.  All issues concerning the potent ial direct ion of growth of Sherford 
westwards towards Plymouth in the longer term, including possible effects 
on the future of Salt ram  House and its set t ing, would need to be 
addressed in the context  of part  1 a)  of proposal NP 01 of the NP AAP (as 
strengthened by the recomm endat ion in the NP AAP I nspector 's Report ) . 
 
22.3 The topography of the area is such that  a sim ilar conclusion applies 
to Plympton St  Maurice and its conservat ion area, the need for  protect ion 
of which from  addit ional t raffic generat ion is catered for as part  of NP 09 
of the NP AAP. 
 
22.4 Higher Hareston Manor is a grade I  listed building in private 
ownership, the grounds of which would be surrounded by the proposed 
Comm unity Park, thereby effect ively retaining its exist ing set t ing.  I t  lies 
about  1 km  to the south east  and beyond a r idgeline from  the nearest  part  
of the main built  development  on the AAP site and thus there would be no 
direct  visual relat ionship thereto.  Any impacts, visual or physical, ar ising 
from  the locat ion 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 
mat ter for detailed assessment  as part  of a planning applicat ion and its 
associated EIA, rather than this AAP.   
 
22.5 Otherwise, I  am  sat isfied that  both this policy and text  are 
sufficient ly clear and specific as to what  is expected of the proposed 
strategy, including in relat ion to the other delivery st rategies referred to in 
part  6 of policy SNC 17.   
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23. SNC 1 1  –  Tow n Centre  
 
23.1 I n the light  of my conclusions in respect  of part  7)  a)  of policy SNC1 
and also the absence of any definit ion of the phrase “medium sized” in 
relat ion to a food store in para. 7.99, I  consider that  the intent  of this 
policy in relat ion to the m ix of convenience and com parison retail 
floorspace to be provided in the town cent re 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 t rading 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 part icular size for the supermarket , any detailed 
proposals would rem ain subject  to the requirem ent  in part  4)  of policy 
SNC 17 for a RIA “to ensure that  Sherford is as self sufficient  as possible 
without  adversely affect ing neighbouring shopping cent res”. 
 
R4 6  -  REPLACE “ m edium  sized food store”  W I TH “ superm arket”  I N  
SI XTH SENTENCE OF PARA. 7 .9 9 .  
 
23.2 I n response to cr it icisms of the policy wording, part icularly the 
potent ial difficult ies likely to be associated with the definit ion of a 
“catchm ent  area” for  the new town cent re, the Council now proposes a 
reworking of the first  part  thereof to clar ify expectat ions.  I t  seems to me 
that  a revised version would m ore accurately define intent  and assist  
implementat ion on a phased basis.  I t  would also be more appropriate to a 
schem e ant icipated to take at  least  ten years to complete.  Accordingly, I  
recomm end 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 developm ent ” for clarity and 
consistency with other aims and object ives of the plan. 
 
R4 7  -  REPLACE “ of sufficient  scale  … catchm ent  area”  W I TH “ to 
provide sufficient  reta il and service floorspace to m eet the needs 
of those residents of each phase of the developm ent”  I N  FI RST 
SENTENCE OF POLI CY. 
 
23.3 For consistency with other changes recom mended 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. 
 
R4 8  -  REPLACE “ 9 0 ”  W I TH “ 1 5 0 ”  I N  PART 4 )  f)  OF POLI CY. 
 
R4 9  -  REPLACE “ average”  W I TH “ at  least”  I N  PART 5 . 
 
23.4 I n the light  of the contents of the RIA subm it ted with the Novem ber 
2006 out line planning applicat ion, the Council now recognises that  certain 
other m inor amendments would also help to clarify the intent  and 
implementat ion of this policy regarding retail provision.  First ly, 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 “lim ited” should be deleted from  para 7.99 (sixth sentence) to 
allow som ewhat  m ore flexibilit y in the m ix of convenience and comparison 
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floorspace to be provided.  Sim ilar ly, regarding the neighbourhood 
cent res, given the potent ial cont r ibut ion of comparison goods retailers to 
serving the daily needs of residents, it  is appropriate that  “almost  
exclusively” should be replaced by “predominant ly” in policies SNC 12 – 
14 inclusive. 
 
23.5 Recognising that  the new town cent re 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 delet ion of the words “whole of the” 
before “town cent re” and adding “buildings” afterwards.  I  endorse this 
change as an acknowledgement  of how the schem e is likely to have to be 
implemented in pract ice for reasons of econom ic viabilit y. 
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24. SNC 1 2  –  W estern Neighbourhood Centre  
 
24.1 Subject  only to the Council’s proposed change to part  1 to replace 
“almost  exclusively” with “predom inant ly” in recognit ion of a possible, 
albeit  lim ited, role for comparison goods retailing in the neighbourhood 
cent res, I  am sat isfied that  this policy is sound.  I t  accurately and 
appropriately interprets the AAP strategy in terms of the phasing and 
implementat ion of the first  neighbourhood cent re to follow the new town 
cent re.   
 
24.2 I t  also details a suitable size and range of comm unity facilit ies and 
services to be provided in order to assist  in the creat ion of a self contained 
new community, including a secondary school and youth cent re, as far as 
possible.  I  therefore conclude that  this policy (and its support ing text )  is 
otherwise sound as subm it ted.   
 
R5 0  -  REPLACE “ a lm ost  exclusively”  W I TH “ predom inant ly”  I N  
PART 1 . 
 
 
25. SNC 1 3  –  Southern Neighbourhood Centre  
 
25.1 With the sam e m inor  change now proposed by the Council for part  
1 of this policy, sim ilar conclusions apply in respect  of this policy as for  
SNC 12 above and the detailed proposals for the second, Southern, 
neighbourhood cent re. 
 
R5 1  -  REPLACE “ a lm ost  exclusively”  W I TH “ predom inant ly”  I N  
PART 1 . 
 
 
26. SNC 1 4  –  Eastern Neighbourhood Cent re  
 
26.1 Again, the Council now seeks to am end part  1 of the policy on the 
same basis as policies SNC 12 and SNC 13.   
 
R5 2  -  REPLACE “ a lm ost  exclusively”  W I TH “ predom inant ly”  I N  
PART 1 .   
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27. SNC 1 5  ±  Bu f f er  Zon es  
 
27.1 I rrespect ive of their  exact  sit ing, width and shape ªon the groundº, 
which will be determ ined as part  of the detailed design and layout  process 
in accord with policies SNC 1, SNC 3 and SNC 17, amongst  others, the 
requirem ents 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 comm unity.  The fact  
that  the noise and m inerals zones at  least  have the potent ial to 
accommodate uses complementary to the main built  up area of Sherford, 
that  m ight  not  all be appropriate or pract ical within the set t lem ent  itself, 
reinforces this conclusion.  I  t herefore conclude that , with one except ion 
dealt  with below, policy SNC 15 (and para 7.103) is sound as submit ted. 
 
27.2 I n part  2 of this policy, the noise buffer zone alongside the A38 is 
described as also providing an opportunity for public access and structural 
plant ing.  Bearing in m ind the preponderance of new public open space 
provision to be made to the east  and south of the main urban 
development , I  consider that  this area should be specifically designed to 
accommodate public access on foot , cycle and horse to act  as an 
alternat ive facility for new residents on this side of the town and an 
east / west  link outside the principal development  area.   
 
27.3 I t  should also be of sufficient  width to ensure that  no land falling 
within NEC noise assessment  category ªCº prior to developm ent , 
according to the advice set  out  in PPG 24, forms part  of the new 
resident ial area and that  suitable noise at tenuat ion to achieve the 
standards set  out  in PPG 24 can be achieved in pract ice for  the new 
dwellings to be built  on land to the south.  
 
27.4 I n this context , with st ructural plant ing and an average width of 
about  70m, as per para 7.103, it  would also be capable of act ing as a 
wildlife corr idor, in a sim ilar fashion to that  envisaged to the north west  
and south east  of Sherford Quarry.  This would help to address concerns 
about  the potent ial ªisolat ionº that  m ight  otherwise occur of important  bat  
colonies at  Salt ram  House and possible effects on the maintenance of a 
healthy and sustainable populat ion of European protected species in 
part icular, in that  locat ion and elsewhere on the site.  I t  would also be 
consistent  with parts 6 and 7 of policy SNC 10 (and the illust rat ive 
Landuse and Greenscape Fram ework in the NP AAP) . 
 
27.5 The second sentence of policy SNC 15 2)  should therefore be 
amended to read ªI t  will also provide for public access, a wildlife corr idor  
and st ructural plant ing.º.  The fifth sentence of para 7.103 should also be 
changed, with ªalthough the width will vary according to local condit ionsº 
replaced by ªand also provide a wildlife corr idor and st ructural plant ing.º 
to clar ify that  the buffer zone is intended to fulfil more than one purpose. 
 
R5 3  -  REPLACE SECOND SENTENCE OF PART 2 )  OF POLI CY W I TH 
ª I T W I LL ALSO PROVI DE FOR PUBLI C ACCESS, A W I LDLI FE 
CORRI DOR AND STRUCTURAL PLANTI NG.º . 
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R5 4  -  REPLACE “ ALTHOUGH THE W I DTH W I LL VARY ACCORDI NG 
TO LOCAL CONDI TI ONS”  W I TH “ AND ALSO PROVI DE A W I LDLI FE 
CORRI DOR AND STRUCTURAL PLANTI NG.”  AT END OF FI FTH 
SENTENCE OF PARA 7 .1 0 3 . 
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28. SNC 1 6  –  Phasing 
 
28.1 I n connect ion with a building project  on this scale, it  is common 
ground that  a realist ic, comprehensive and sustainable phasing st rategy 
should be in place before developm ent  commences.  I  am  sat isfied that  
this policy sets out  the necessary building blocks for such a st rategy to be 
created and provides a rat ional and consistent  out line onto which further  
detail may be added as appropriate.  I n part icular, I  share the views of 
the relevant  local authorit ies 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 t ransport  
provision from the outset  and also a more suitable const ruct ion access for 
large vehicles.  I n this respect  the AAP site is clearly preferable to the 
alternat ive proposal. 
 
28.2 I n relat ion to the town cent re, I  note that  the Council now proposes 
to clar ify 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 cent re (shop)  buildings 
should be constructed in the first  phase of development , not  all would be 
expected to be occupied for retail purposes init ially, unt il an econom ically 
viable level of demand exists locally from new residents.  I  am  content  
with this clarificat ion to part  1, if only because it  reflects what  is most  
likely to happen in pract ice anyway.  I t  also reduces the chances of newly 
const ructed buildings remaining empty, albeit  temporarily, to the 
det riment  of the econom ic vitality and viabilit y of the new cent re just  as it  
is seeking to becom e established.   
 
28.3 I  therefore agree that  the following sentence should be added at  
the end of part  b)  of para 7.109:  “Although const ructed, not  all town 
cent re shop premises will be expected to be occupied for retail purposes 
unt il the resident  populat ion of Sherford is sufficient  to make it  
econom ically viable for operators” for clar ity.  This is clearer than the 
alternat ive wording put  forward by the Council in Appendix Three.  The 
further explanat ion contained in the Council’s second extra sentence 
should also be added, with a m inor adjustm ent  of wording. 
 
R5 5  -  DELETE ª w h o le o f  t h eº  BEFORE ª t ow n  cen t r eº  AND ADD 
ª bu i ld in gsº  AFTER I N  PART 1  OF THE POLI CY. 
 
R5 6  -  ADD NEW  SENTENCES AT END OF PART b )  OF PARA 7 .1 0 9 :  
ª Al t h ou gh  con st r u ct ed , n o t  a l l  t ow n  cen t r e  sh op  p r em ises w i l l  b e  
ex pect ed  t o  b e occu p ied  fo r  r et a i l  p u r poses u n t i l  t h e r esiden t  
popu la t ion  o f  Sh er f o r d  i s su f f icien t  t o  m ak e i t  econ om ical ly  v iab le  
fo r  oper at o r s.  Th e balan ce sh ou ld  be u sed  t o  p r ov id e t em po r ar y  
accom m odat io n  f o r  a r an ge o f  se r v ices pen d in g  p er m an en t  
p r em ises bein g  com p let ed º . 
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29. SNC 1 7  –  Delivery  
 
29.1 Whilst  the considerat ion and determ inat ion of planning applicat ions 
is a vital funct ion for the local authorit ies concerned with Sherford to 
perform , they also have a much wider and arguably even more important  
role in helping to actually deliver the new comm unity in pract ice.  This 
extends beyond the essent ial procedural aspects to include such mat ters 
as liaison and co-operat ion/ co-ordinat ion with all the various part ies 
involved with this extensive exercise, part icularly if and when difficult ies 
ar ise. To emphasise this wider  role, I  believe that  it  would be helpful if the 
t it le of this policy (and the accompanying sect ion of text )  were to refer  
only to “Delivery”, om it t ing the lim it ing reference to “the Planning 
Applicat ion”.  
 
R5 7  -  REPLACE “ DELI VERI NG THE PLANNI NG APPLI CATI ON”  W I TH 
“ DELI VERY”  AS TI TLE OF POLI CY AND SECTI ON OF TEXT. 
 
29.2 With one except ion dealt  with below, I  am  sat isfied that  the list  of 
“documents, assessment  and strategies” in this policy is comprehensive 
and would provide a sound basis against  which planning applicat ions 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 subm it ted and approved, the overall process will inevitably be 
iterat ive, to a degree, but  this does not  in any way invalidate the contents 
of the policy. 
 
29.3 I n the light  of representat ions received, including from the EA, the 
Council now accepts that  a Flood Risk Assessment  should be added as an 
important  item  for subm ission.  Clearly, this is essent ial in accordance 
with nat ional guidance in PPS 25 – Development and Flood Risk 
(Decem ber 2006), published since the AAP was submit ted, and should be 
included as part  10)  of this policy. 
 
R5 8  -  ADD “ 1 0 )  -  A Flood Risk Assessm ent” , PLUS ACCOMPANYI NG 
TEXT AS I N APPENDI X THREE. 
 
29.4 With these changes, I  consider that  both policy and support ing text  
meet the requirements of Test  8 in relat ion to implementat ion. 
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30. Delivery Mechanism s and Tim etable . 
 
30.1 I n addressing the overall econom ic viabilit y and pract ical 
achievability of the project  in the t imescale envisaged and the form  
proposed, it  is recognised by all concerned that  the costs of the extensive 
investm ent  required in new infrast ructure will be high and that  much of it  
needs to be “front  loaded”, if the aims and object ives of the AAP are to be 
met .  However, notwithstanding the inevitable r isks of possible difficult ies 
and delays from  present ly unforeseen problems, I  am  encouraged by the 
evidence demonst rated to date of a proact ive approach to key stakeholder  
involvem ent  by the Council and others, in accord with nat ional guidance in 
PPS 1, PPS 3 and PPS 12.   
 
30.2 As a result , t he Councils ( including DCC) are confident  that  the key 
infrast ructure requirements have been ident ified and taken into account  
with est imates of appropriate t im ing and funding, including the realist ic 
potent ial from  external sources.  This includes in respect  of t ransport  
improvem ents, such as for the DLj  and the provision of HQPT as part  of a 
Major Scheme bid by PCC under the Regional Funding Allocat ion. 
 
30.3 For their  part , the prospect ive developers of the AAP site point  to 3 
years of preparatory work and consultat ions already undertaken, with the 
main elements of infrastructure designed, programmed and costed in 
support  of the out line planning applicat ion subm it ted in November 2006.  
This includes the realignment  costs of the exist ing “power corr idor”  
(overhead elect r icity lines and an underground gas main)  across the AAP 
site and the affordable housing provision sought .  Whilst  high, the lat ter  
target  of about  half is said to be tolerable in viabilit y terms given that  
around 35%  is to be interm ediate 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 condit ions will impose 
const ruct ion costs materially above average on the total scheme.  The 
relat ively lim ited highway improvem ent  works required at  Haye Road and 
Stanborough Cross, to accom modate the HQPT route provision and t raffic 
generat ion 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 
authorit ies that  a phased series of improvements is likely to prove feasible 
to accommodate increases in t raffic flows through DLj ,  I  am sat isfied that  
the r isks arising from any reliance on external funding sources for  
t ransport  improvem ents are materially reduced, in that  not  all the 
envisaged works are likely to be needed init ially or at  once.   
 
30.6 I n the light  of all of the above, support ing my init ial conclusions in 
paras 11.7 – 11.10 inclusive of the SHCS report , I  agree with the Council 
and others that , despite the extensive “front - loading” of investment  in 
infrast ructure that  the AAP site schem e requires, the evidence base to the 
effect  that  the overall project  remains econom ically viable is robust  and 
credible.  
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30.7 Since the SHCS exam inat ion in July 2006 there has been significant  
further progress towards implementat ion of the scheme in that  the 
prospect ive developer now publicly claims cont rol over all of the land 
needed to deliver the housing, retail and comm ercial elements, as well as 
the init ial infrast ructure and services.  As I  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 out line 
planning applicat ion in Novem ber 2006.   
 
30.8 Whilst  there is as yet  no guarantee regarding detailed 
implementat ion 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 negot iat ions over land acquisit ion, or even 
CPOs, causing significant  delays to the commencem ent  of development  on 
the AAP site as proposed. 
 
30.9 As to the t imetable envisaged in para 8.3 of the AAP, the Council 
points to the t ime and effort  already invested by all relevant  stakeholders 
in preparatory work and the consultat ion process to support  their  
confidence that  both out line and detailed planning applicat ions, together  
with necessary legal agreements, are likely to proceed m ore swift ly to 
determ inat ion, even for a development  on this scale, than would 
otherwise be the case.  I n part icular, this degree of “front - loading” should 
significant ly reduce the scope for serious “in pr inciple” object ions to ar ise 
from  consultees and/ or previously unforeseen const raints to preclude or  
materially delay implementat ion.   
 
30.10 I n such circumstances, and in the light  of the current ly available 
evidence, I  am content  that  the est imated 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 rem it  to consider, I  note 
that  the subm ission of an out line planning applicat ion, together with a full 
applicat ion for const ruct ion of a new spine road across the site, is clear  
evidence of a firm  commitment  to the project  from  the prospect ive 
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 informat ion to plan 
users regarding the Council’s current  expectat ions of progress and a 
schedule against  which implementat ion may be judged.  Whilst  helpful in 
pr inciple, it  seems to me that  the content  of paras 8.4 and 8.5 is 
unnecessarily detailed and specifically related towards one part icular form  
of planning applicat ion to br ing forward the new developm ent  when 
alternat ive mechanisms may also be capable of achieving delivery and 
should not  be excluded from  considerat ion.  This may be part icular ly 
important  in the event  of material difficult ies or significant  delays ar ising 
in the progress of the developm ent  for whatever reason. 
 
30.12 Accordingly, I  consider that  both paras 8.4 and 8.5, together with 
the first  sentence of para 8.6, should be deleted as potent ially rest r ict ive 
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in failing to consider the possibilit y that  alternat ive delivery mechanisms 
may have to be ut ilised during the lifet ime of the plan.  Subject  to the 
delet ion of the words “discussed and accepted between the part ies”, which 
are unnecessary, para 8.7, together with para 8.3 and the remainder of 
para 8.6 provide sufficient  detail to facilitate appropriate m onitor ing. 
 
30.13 The est imated rate of new housing development  set  out  in para 8.7, 
should refer to first  complet ions (300 dwellings)  during 2009 (see below) , 
r ising to 600 units per annum in 2016.  This has been cr it icised as over  
opt im ist ic, based part ly 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 const ruct ion indust ry 
to deliver, as well as possible const raints on infrast ructure provision, 
including for t ransport  improvem ents, due to a potent ial lack of funding 
from  sources other than the Sherford scheme itself.   
 
30.14 However, I  consider that , if delivered as envisaged in the AAP, the 
early availabilit y of infrast ructure, services and facilit ies in the new 
comm unity should help to st imulate latent  market  demand for new 
housing, already affected by the relat ive lack of recent  supply.  The local 
demand for the affordable housing elem ent  (about  half)  is known to be 
high and r ising.  I n part icular, the early provision of a main road network, 
including the HQPT link from  DLj  to the A379, together with full servicing 
of m uch of the site and the com mencement  of many comm unity facilit ies 
in the first  phases of developm ent  should encourage the arr ival of new 
residents and facilitate a swift  build up in the delivery rate of new housing, 
once underway.   
 
30.15 I  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  cont rol process at  the detailed level, whilst  the 
establishment  of a phasing program me under part  5)  of policy SNC 17 
should also reduce the scope for future disagreements or delays over  
pract ical implementat ion.   
 
30.16 Taking into account  the level and degree of co-operat ion achieved 
so far, involving all relevant  agencies, regarding the provision of 
associated infrast ructure, services and facilit ies, I  therefore share the 
Council’s reasonable expectat ions that , once started, new housing delivery 
is capable of reaching the high levels sought  in para 8.7 to meet  the 
relevant  regional and st rategic requirements, despite the scale and 
complexity of the scheme for the AAP site.  
 
30.17 I t  is comm on ground that  the accidental om ission of any reference 
to 2009 in the schedule in para 8.7 should be rect ified by the addit ion of 
“2009 – 300 dwellings” in the appropriate place, thereby ensuring 
consistency with the total of 4,000 dwellings referred to in para 8.8. 
 
R5 9  -  DELETE PARAS 8 .4  AND 8 .5  AND THE FI RST SENTENCE OF 
PARA 8 .6 .   
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R6 0  -  REPLACE “ this”  W I TH “ the”  AT THE START OF THE SECOND 
SENTENCE OF PARA 8 .6 . 
 
R6 1  -  DELETE “ discussed and accepted betw een the par t ies”  FROM 
START OF PARA 8 .7 . 
 
R6 2  -  ADD “ 2 0 0 9  –  3 0 0  dw ellings”  TO PARA 8 .7 . 
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31. Monitoring and Flexibility . 
 
31.1 The new development plan system is inherent ly m ore flexible than 
that  which it  replaced in a number of respects.  Not  only should it  prove 
easier and quicker to prepare part ial, as well as complete, reviews of 
DPDs but  AMRs should also provide the necessary informat ion to underpin 
such exercises in a more regular and comprehensive fashion than in the 
past .  However, the success of the new system, involving “plan, m onitor  
and manage”, relies part ly at  least  on an appropriate monitoring and 
implementat ion fram ework, referred to as “crucial to successful delivery” 
in para 4.45 of PPS 12.   
 
31.2  In part icular, it  requires the ident ificat ion and monitor ing of a set  of 
key indicators and targets, such as the delivery of new housing 
complet ions.  I t  also depends on the means of implementat ion being 
clearly ident ified (para 1.8 of PPS 12)  and an effect ive response to 
difficult ies ar ising with delivery as revealed by the AMR, as well as to new 
issues arising during the plan period.  Therefore, it  is essent ial that  the 
AAP itself should contain a list  of key indicators and targets, together with 
commitments to relevant  act ions in response to the monitor ing thereof, 
where necessary, rather than reliance on the content  of the AMR alone.  
I n this respect , the AAP is deficient  as subm it ted and therefore not  sound 
in relat ion to Test  8. 
 
31.3  The fact  that  there has been a recent  history of lack of delivery 
against  DSP requirem ents in the South Hams part  of the PPUA (albeit  not  
so m uch in the remainder of the dist r ict )  adds to my concern that  this 
issue must  be adequately addressed in the AAP.  Consequent ly, it  is 
essent ial that  the plan should acknowledge the risks surrounding the early 
commencement and speedy implementat ion of the Sherford scheme and, 
more important ly, that  the Council should accept  responsibility, via the 
planning process, for addressing any significant  short falls in new housing 
delivery that  m ight  occur as a result .  I n short , if Sherford does not  
deliver as current ly ant icipated, for whatever reason, then the Council 
must  be prepared to act  posit ively in response, rather than simply relying 
on others to do so.  Moreover, the AAP needs to say as much, explicit ly, 
to be sound in respect  of test  9, otherwise it  could be inflexibly wed to a 
set  of no longer reliable assumpt ions. 
 
31.4  I  therefore conclude that ,  in order to be sound, the AAP needs to 
include both a list  of key indicators and targets to be m onitored in the 
AMR and a specific commitment  to posit ive act ion or  act ions by the 
Council in the event  monitoring reveals significant  problems or new issues 
ar ising, including in respect  of new housing and employment  delivery over  
the plan period.  I n response to the SHCS exam inat ion report ,  t he Council 
has therefore now prepared a new AAP Monitoring Fram ework, 
incorporat ing a list  of key indicators and targets, suitable for inclusion as 
an Appendix to the plan. 
 
31.5 I n addit ion, the Council also now accepts that  it  would clar ify their  
approach to monitor ing and implementat ion of the SAAP proposals if two 
further paragraphs of explanatory text  were added to sect ion 9 of the 



Sherford Area Act ion Plan DPD 2016 
I nspector ’s Report  – July 2007 

 

 60 

document  as new paras 9.5 and 9.6 respect ively.  These would set  out  
more fully the Council’s approach to implementat ion 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 act ion 
to rect ify any significant  failure(s)  to m eet  targets, including in respect  of 
housing numbers and the size, type and m ix of units produced. 
 
31.6 Whilst  possibly useful in assessing the success or otherwise of the 
aim to create a sustainable new comm unity, the potent ial difficult ies with 
using “m odal shift ” specifically as one of the key indicators in the 
monitor ing fram ework of the AAP are significant .  Not  only would it  require 
a disproport ionate use of resources for the Council, who are not  the 
highway authority, to monitor  accurately over t ime but  it  is also likely to 
be bet ter addressed in any legal agreem ent  in connect ion with specific 
measures ident ified as the responsibilit y of the developer from the 
commencement of the scheme.  I n this way, pract ical measures for the 
achievement  of more sustainable t ravel movements by residents (where 
they take place at  all)  should be “embedded” within the developm ent , 
rather than having to be “bolted on” at  a later date after monitoring. 
 
31.7 With regard to a definit ion of “material deficit ”, in relat ion 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 act ion should be t r iggered and the Council says that  they intend to 
apply that  advice in pract ice.  I n such circumstances, I  see no need to add 
a specific definit ion to the AAP, nor  to require that  anything m ore regular 
than an annual review, at  least  on a form al basis, when established t rends 
rather than short  term  or seasonal var iat ions can be bet ter  analysed. 
 
31.8 I n response to concerns about  the need for  alternat ive housing sites 
to come forward in the event  of any “material deficit ” in the complet ions 
delivered at  Sherford (also addressed in the SHCS report ) , t he Council has 
now proposed a sim ilar addit ion to the text  (new para 9.6)  as now 
contained in the adopted SHCS to provide the necessary flexibilit y, if 
required.  I  also agree with the Council that  the inevitably phased 
approach to development  at  Sherford allows for changes in nat ional or  
regional policy or expectat ions over  the plan period to be taken into 
account  as they occur and t ime for the AAP’s own policies to be amended 
(or even om it ted)  should they prove to be too onerous or challenging in 
pract ice, after  review. 
 
31.9 Moreover, in my view, the requirement  for  a range of st rategies in 
policy SNC 17 also assists flexibilit y of applicat ion over the lifet ime of the 
development  in that  they will be non statutory and inevitably subject  to 
periodic review, part icular ly if not  working as or iginally envisaged.  I n 
such circumstances, I  consider that  an appropriate degree of flexibilit y 
exists to allow significant  changes in circumstances to be taken into 
account  through reviews of part  or all of the policies and reserved 
mat ters/ detailed applicat ions, without  underm ining the overall aims and 
object ives of the plan.  This includes in terms of the opt ion for the further  
expansion of Sherford westwards towards Plymouth in the longer term .   
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31.10 I n conclusion, with the addit ions now proposed, I  am  content  that  
the m onitor ing mechanisms would be reasonable, sufficient  and pract ical 
and that  this sect ion of the plan would be sound with regard to tests 8 
and 9.  Accordingly, in addit ion to the new paras 9.5 and 9.6, the new 
Monitor ing 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 implementat ion of the AAP and” rather  than “The 
Council will develop a means for m onitor ing the AAP that  can”. 
 
31.12 I n order to facilitate effect ive monitoring of the achievement  of 
“walkability” as Sherford develops, I  also agree with the Council’s proposal 
to add 400m as the definit ion of an appropriate distance in policy SNC 1 
part  2) . 
 
R6 3  -  REPLACE FI RST LI NE OF PARA 9 .3  W I TH “ The Council w ill 
m onitor the im plem entat ion of the AAP and” . 
 
R6 4  -  ADD NEW  PARAS 9 .5  AND 9 .6  AS FOLLOW S:  
 
“ 9 .5  I m plem entat ion of the policies contained in the AAP w ill 
require concerted act ion by a  range of public, pr ivate and 
voluntary sector bodies w ork ing in partnership.  The Council has 
neither the pow ers nor the resources to im plem ent the plan alone.  
This docum ent’s role is to provide a  clear  and robust  fram ew ork 
for  developm ent  in order that  investm ent  and act ion can be co-
ordinated and geared to efficient  and effect ive delivery. 
 
9 .6  Should annual m onitoring of the key indicators set  out in 
Appendix  Tw o reveal any significant fa ilure( s)  to m eet targets, the 
Council w ill take act ion to rect ify the situat ion as soon as possible.  
This w ill include a  review  of one or  m ore of the policies or, if 
necessary, the w hole AAP.  I n the event of a  m ater ial deficit  
ar ising in the delivery of new  dw elling com plet ions against the 
distr ict  housing t rajectory, the Council w ill br ing forw ard suitable  
sustainable alternat ive/ addit ional sites as soon as possible via the  
area specific DPD’s and/ or the developm ent  control process to 
m eet  the requirem ents of the adopted Core Strategy, Devon 
Structure Plan and em erging Regional Spat ial Stra tegy.”  
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32. Appendices. 
 
32.1 Following the recommendat ions in the SHCS examinat ion report  
regarding m onitor ing, the Council now acknowledges that  this document  
should also contain an appendix clearly set t ing out  the monitoring 
framework to be ut ilised for the benefit  of all plan users, rather than 
relying ent irely on the AMR.  As set  out  above, I  fully support  this addit ion 
to the document  in the interests of clar ity and consistency with the SHCS 
and find the Council’s proposals in TP05 to be sound for this purpose. 
 
R6 5  -  RENUMBER “ APPENDI X”  as “ APPENDI X 1 ” .  
 
R6 6  -  ADD NEW  “ APPENDI X 2  –  MONI TORI NG FRAMEW ORK”  AS 
PER APPENDI X TW O TO THI S REPORT, W I TH MI NOR 
AMENDMENTS/ ADDI TI ONS AS NECESSARY FOR CONSI STENCY 
W I TH THE OTHER RECOMMENDATI ONS I N THI S REPORT. 
 
33. Glossary . 
 
33.1 I n the light  of the publicat ion of PPS 3 since the document  was 
submit ted, the Council now proposes that  the definit ions of “Affordable 
Housing” and “I ntermediate Housing” should be changed.  I n the form er 
case, the words “const rained market  housing” should be replaced with 
“discounted sale housing” and in the lat ter “(const rained)  market  housing” 
replaced with “discounted sale and sub-m arket  rented”.  I  endorse these 
changes as appropriate for consistency with the most  recent  nat ional 
guidance.  A further change is suggested to add a definit ion of a “Health 
and Social Care Cent re”, as referred to in part  e)  of policy SNC11 relat ing 
to the town cent re.  I  agree that  this would be helpful in clar ifying the 
type of provision expected.  
 
R6 7  -  AMEND GLOSSARY DEFI N I TI ONS AS PER APPENDI X THREE 
TO THI S REPORT. 
 
 
34. Overall Conclusion  
 
34.1 I  therefore conclude that , with the changes recom mended in this 
report , t he AAP sat isfies the requirements of s20 (5)  (a)  of the 2004 Act  
and the associated regulat ions, is sound in the context  of s20 (5)  (b)  of 
the 2004 Act , and m eets the tests of soundness in PPS 12. 
 
 
Nigel Payne 
 
 
I nspector 
 
 
21 May 2007 
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Appendix One –  List  of Abbrevia t ions 
 

AAP – Area Act ion Plan 
 
AC – Area Cent re 
 
AONB – Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
 
AMR – Annual Monitor ing Report  
 
CA – Count ryside Agency 
 
CD – Core Docum ent  
 
CPO -  Compulsory Purchase Order 
 
CS – Core St rategy 
 
DCC – Devon County Council 
 
DLj  – Deep Lane Junct ion (A38) 
 
DNP -  Dartmoor Nat ional Park 
 
DPD – Developm ent  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 – Governm ent  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  Schem e 
 
NE ± Natural England 
 
NP AAP ± North Plymstock Area Act ion Plan 
 
PCC ± Plymouth City Council 
 
PCS ± Plymouth Core St rategy 
 
PPG ± Planning Policy Guidance 
 
PPS ± Planning Policy Statement  
 
PPUA ± Plymouth Principal Urban Area 
 
RSS ± (South West )  Regional Spat ial Strategy 
 
SAAP ± Sherford Area Act ion Plan 
 
SA ± Sustainability Appraisal 
 
SCI  ± Statement  of Community I nvolvem ent  
 
SHDC ± South Hams Dist rict  Council 
 
SHCS -  South Hams Core St rategy 
 
SHSCS -  South Hams Sustainable Community Strategy 
 
SWRA ± South West  Regional Assembly 
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Appendix  Tw o –  Monitoring Fram ew ork 
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Appendix Three –  SAAP revised version of text  incorporat ing List  
of Council Proposed Minor Changes 

 
 
 
  


