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1. Introduction 

 

This Consultation Statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the 

Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012, section 15(2). Part 5 of the Regulations states what 

a Consultation Statement should contain: 

 

(a) Contains details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed 

neighbourhood development plan; 

(b) Explains how they were consulted; 

(c) Summarises the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; 

(d) Describes how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant, 

addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan 

 

This Consultation Statement summarises all the statutory and non-statutory consultation that 

has been undertaken with the community and other relevant statutory bodies and stakeholders 

in developing St Ives Area Neighbourhood Development Plan (St Ives Area NDP). It describes 

how St Ives Area NDP has been prepared on the basis of community consultations and how 

concerns have been addressed and what changes have been made to the final NDP as a result 

of the pre-submission consultation. 

 

Detailed records of the all consultation exercises, comments and feedback are presented in the 

appendices and can be found at http://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/. The 

summaries given in section 4 of this document are highly simplified representations of the huge 

volume of responses that have been considered and worked with. Community consultation has 

been at the heart of the preparation of St Ives Area NDP and the volume of this work is 

reflected in the responses on the webpage. 

 

Examples of publicity material and other related supporting documentation is also presented in 

the appendices.  

 

2. Aims of the Consultation 

 

The aims of the St Ives Area NDP consultation process were set out in the objectives of the 

Communications Strategy in July 2013 (see Appendix 1):  

(a) The overall objective of the Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) is to allow people in 

the communities of St Ives, Carbis Bay, Lelant and Halsetown to determine their own 

future development; 
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(b) The NDP should be a popular process, with inclusivity at the heart of a democratic 

process of decision making; 

(c) Achieve full community consultation, where it has not been achieved before; 

(d) Make sure people don’t ‘fall through the net’ in NDP consultations, i.e. ensure the 

inclusion of all sections of the community; 

(e) Build a groundswell of support going in to the final referendum. 

 

In order to achieve these objectives, a set of guiding principles was drawn up: 

(a) We need to go out to people, not expect them to come to central meetings;  

(b) Present the NDP in bite-size chunks;  

(c) Use local people for consultation and use local expertise, as a principle before hiring 

outside advisors;  

(d) Face to face conversation is the most effective method of communication;  

(e) Maintain a big online presence, to save on resources;  

(f) Use social media sensitively when reaching out to young people;  

(g) Topic groups need to be supported in their consultation activities;  

(h) As members of NDP working groups, our own individual actions in informing people 

about the NDP can be a useful check on the overall inclusivity of the NDP.  

 

The concept of a NDP Roadshow was developed to help achieve principles (a), (b), (c) and (d). 

This meant representatives of the NDP attending meetings of other organisations, taking a stall 

to annual parish events or the local supermarket for the morning, in order to reach people who 

wouldn’t normally come to a central meeting.  

 

3. Background to the Consultation 

From the outset of drawing up St Ives Area NDP, it was agreed that community consultation 

was to form the bedrock of the creative process, not be a series of presentations of work 

already done. The initial idea to produce a NDP came from the community and was taken up by 

St Ives Town Council a year later. A Council - community partnership was established, with an 

inclusive and open structure - see Appendix 2 and Table 1 below. An Inclusivity group was 

included in the structure to hold an overview of community engagement and monitor Objective 

(d) and the guiding principles in particular.  
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Table 1 Timeline of St Ives Area NDP Start-Up 

February 2013 Initial scoping meetings – Lelant, Carbis Bay and St Ives 

 

March 2013 Public meeting to discuss aims, issues and operating structure 

 

April - May 2013 Set up of Topic Groups, with community volunteers as Chairs 

 Housing 

 Built Environment 

 Open Spaces 

 Culture and Heritage 

 Transport 

 Local Economic Development 

 Amenities and Facilities 

 Inclusivity 

Appendix 4 shows the invitation letter sent to 138 community 

organisations. Meetings were also advertised in the local 

press.  

May 2013 Set up of Steering Group, with Topic Group Chairs and 5 town 

councillors, town councillor elected as Chair 

 

Once topic groups were established, they began collecting evidence relevant to their issue – 

from the Penwith Local Plan 2008, the emerging Cornwall Local Plan, NPPF and other local 

strategies that have been produced by the council and/or community groups in the past twenty 

years (see Basic Conditions Statement and Evidence Base Review for details). All topic group 

meetings have been fully open meetings. Thirty-four community volunteers have been actively 

involved for the duration of the entire process, with others coming in and out along the way. 

 

The steering group became a quasi-committee of the town council, with the Mayor, Deputy 

Mayor and Cornwall Council representatives as ex-officio members. Appendix 3 shows the 

Terms of Reference for the steering group and topic groups. 

 

The operating structure has facilitated an inclusive and participatory process throughout the 

production of St Ives Area NDP and has resulted in strong feelings of community ownership of 

the Plan, in line with the original intention of the 2011 Localism Act.  

 

The following section details how these community-led topic groups have engaged with the 

wider community.  
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The website (https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/) has, throughout the entire period, kept 

everyone informed about meetings and events and up to date with the progress of the NDP.  

 

4. St Ives Area NDP Consultation Record 

 

Consultation has been on-going, but the nature and content of questions and information has 

followed distinct stages or ‘rounds’. Table 2 shows the full consultation record for St Ives Area 

NDP, by round. 

 

Parish-wide mailings are show in RED; specific NDP events are shown in BLUE, Roadshow 

events are shown in ORANGE; statutory consultees are shown in GREEN; other types of 

communications are shown BLACK.  
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Table 2 St Ives Area NDP full consultation record 

 Type of 

Engagement 

Date Venue Number of 

Attendees/ 

Recipients 

Round 1 – Scoping 

Lelant Residents Public Meeting 5 Feb 2013 The Badger 20 

Carbis Bay Residents Public Meeting 6 Feb 2013 Chy-an-Gweal Chapel 20 

St Ives Residents Public Meeting 13 Feb 2013 St Ives Guildhall 50 

Neighbourhood Planning Public Meeting 27 Mar 2013 St Ives Guildhall 40 

Community Organisations Invitation letter 3 April 2013 N/A 138 organisations 

Neighbourhood Planning workshop Public Meeting 15 May 2013 St Ives Guildhall 23 

Round 2 – Issue Gathering 

Love Architecture – Planning for Real Stall at Event 29 June 2013 Porthminster Beach 30 

Mailing List E-Newsletter 30 July 2013 N/A 230 

Harbour Day Stall at Event 10 Aug 2013 St Ives Harbour Unknown 

Community Organisations Letter 14 Aug 2013 N/A 138 organisations 

St Ives Library Fixed display 9 Sep – 22 

Nov 2013 

St Ives Library Unknown 

Steeple Woodland Open Day Stall at Event 22 Sep 2013 Steeple Woodland 

Nature Reserve 

Unknown 

Mailing List E-Newsletter 25 Sep 2013 N/A 230 

St Ives Crime Prevention Group Meeting 29 Sep 2013 St Ives 13 

Household survey and return 

envelopes 

Parish-wide 

mailing 

10 - 20 Oct 

2013 

N/A 7000 households 

https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/


St Ives Area NDP Consultation Statement  
 

8 
For all consultation details and responses see https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/ 

 

Halsetown Event 5 Oct 2013 The Halsetown Inn 40 

Lelant Event 19 Oct 2013 Lelant Village Hall 100 

Carbis Bay Event 2 Nov 2013 Carbis Bay Memorial Hall 100 

St Ives Event 16 Nov 2013 Guidhall 250 

West Cornwall Golf Club Meeting 9 Oct 2013 West Cornwall Golf Club 18 

St Ives Youth Council Meeting 10 & 28 Oct 

2013 

St Ives School 16 

Mailing List E-Newsletter 21 Nov 2013 N/A 309 

St Ives Infant School Christmas Fair Stall at Event 25 Nov 2013 St Ives Infant School 4 responses 

Mailing List E-Newsletter 20 Jan 2014 N/A 468 

Local Economic Development Public Workshop 22 Jan 2014 Café Art, St Ives 22 

Local Economic Development Street Survey Feb 2014 Penbeagle Estate, St 

Johns, Ayr, St Ives town 

centre, St Ives Leisure 

Centre, Belyars 

50 

Businesses Survey Feb 2014 Industrial Estate 21 

Round 3 – Preferred Policy Options 

Mailing List E-Newsletter 17 Mar 2014 N/A 469 

St Ives Chamber of Trade Meeting 30 Apr 2014 The Western Hotel 20 

May Day Celebrations Stall at Event 5 May 2014 St Ives Harbour 153 

St Ives Farmers Market Stall at Event 15 May 2014 St Ives Guildhall 54 

Policy Option direct consultation Parish-wide 

newsletter 

19 May 2014 N/A 7559 households 

and businesses 

Lelant Event 28 May 2014 Lelant Village Hall 13 
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Carbis Bay Event 30 May 2014 Carbis Bay Memorial Hall 26 

Carbis Bay Residents Action Group Official Response 30 May 2014 N/A  

Mailing List E-Newsletter 3 Jun 2014 N/A 463 

Carbis Bay Stall 4 Jun 2014 Tesco, Carbis Bay 38 

St Ives Event 4 Jun 2014 St Ives Guildhall 20 

St Ives Children’s Centre Stall at Event 6 Jun 2014 St Ives 31 

Every Child Matters Official Response 19 Jun 2014 N/A  

English Heritage SA Scoping  19 June 2014 N/A N/A 

Natural England SA Scoping  19 June 2014 N/A N/A 

Environment Agency SA Scoping  19 June 2014 N/A N/A 

St Ives School Focus Group Meeting July 2014 St Ives School 8 

Halsetown Fete Stall at Event 3 Aug 2014 Halsetown 25 

Mailing List E-Newsletter 13 Aug 2014 N/A 478 

St Ives Harbour Day Stall at Event 17 Aug 2014 St Ives 115 

Steeple Woodlands Open Day Stall at Event 21 Sep 2014 Steeple Woodland 

Nature Reserve 

32 

Round 4 – Pre-submission Draft St Ives Area NDP 

Household survey and return 

envelopes 

Parish-wide 

mailing 

17 Nov – 2 

Jan 

N/A 7000 households 

Carbis Bay Event 29 Nov 2014 Carbis Bay Memorial Hall 43 

Halsetown Event 29 Nov 2014 Halsetown Inn 15 

Lelant Event 6 Dec 2014 The Badger Inn 26 

St Ives Event 6 Dec 2014 St Ives Guildhall 30 

Mailing List E-Newsletter 17 Nov 2014 N/A 477 
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Statutory agencies and key consultees Email 17 Nov N/A 8 

Mailing List Consultation 

Reminder 

16 Dec 2014 N/A 492 
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In summary; 

a) approximately 1050 people have attended NDP-specific events; 

b) Households and businesses have received three door-to-door mailings, two of which 

were accompanied by return envelopes to facilitate response – 1041 responses to the 

first, 782 responses to the second; 

c) The St Ives Area NDP mailing list is 492, receiving bi-monthly updates and requests for 

feedback; 

d) 138 community organisations have been directly contacted three times for input; 

e) The St Ives Area NDP Roadshow has gone out to 22 meetings and events, some of which 

were return attendances at annual events providing continuity of consultation and 

demonstration of how responses received 12 months ago have been translated into draft 

planning policy. 

 

The scale of wider community consultation produced a large volume of responses and input, 

which Topic Groups have held and considered as they have worked through the process. There 

were some quantitative responses and a high level of qualitative written responses. The 

operating structure allowed every single qualitative response to be read and taken into 

consideration at every stage of the process.  

 

4.1 Round One: Scoping, Feb 2013 

See Section 3. 

Minutes from Scoping meetings can be viewed at 

http://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/ 

 

4.2 Round Two: Issues Gathering, June – Feb 2014 

Aim 

The aim of this round was to identify the main issues of concern to people living and working in 

the NDP area, from which Proposed Policy Options were drawn up.  

 

Methods 

Consultation was carried out by: 

1. Household survey posted to all 7450 residential and business addresses in the NDP area, 

with return envelope; 

2. Online survey available on the NDP website; 

3. Four events held in Halsetown, Lelant, Carbis Bay and St Ives; 

4. Roadshow (see table 3); 

5. Targeted Economic Development surveys; 

6. Display in St Ives library (with feedback forms); 
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7. Advertising and copy in local newspapers (see Appendix 5 for examples); 

8. Email was circulated to the email list with details of all the events, website and online 

survey; 

9. Posters were put up around the parish advertising events and encouraging people to 

complete and return the survey. 

 

Results 

1041 survey responses were received plus many written responses from events, the roadshow 

and via the website and email address. The responses are too numerous to show in their 

entirety in this document, but can be viewed in full at 

http://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/. An analysis of the 

household survey was carried out to assist topic groups process all the information resulting 

from the consultation round – see Appendix 6. Table 3 summarises the main issues of concern 

from the survey, events, roadshow and emails that formed Round 2 of consultation and fed into 

Round 3.  

  

Table 3 Main issues of concern 

TOPIC Main Issues of Concern 

Culture and Heritage 1. Provision for traditional industries 

and community activities 

2. Protection for specific buildings and 

places of historic and community 

importance 

Local Economic Development 1. Diversification of the economy 

2. Provision of shops for local needs 

3. Good quality employment creation 

Housing 1. Housing target too high, particularly 

with regard to infrastructure 

2. Provision of affordable homes – 

housing association and for sale 

3. Proliferation of second homes and 

holiday lets 

https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/
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Open Spaces 1. Protection of footpaths, trees and 

woodland, beaches and public open 

spaces, including specific sites 

2. Not enough allotments and 

community gardens 

Amenities and Facilities (Well-

being Sports and Leisure) 

1. Public toilets 

2. Lack of facilities in Carbis Bay and 

Lelant 

3. Protection for existing community 

facilities 

Transport 1. Parking 

2. Traffic Volumes and management 

Built Environment 1. Protection for the historic character 

of towns in the NDP area 

2. Use of traditional materials 

3. Enhancement of public spaces 

 

The concerns that were land-use related and could be included in a planning policy document 

were taken forward by the topic groups to develop preferred policy options along with evidence 

gathered from other sources (see Evidence Base). Some of the concerns that couldn’t be 

addressed in the NDP have gone into the St Ives Area Action plan as projects to be prioritised 

by the town council and community groups over the next 15 years.  

 

4.3 Round 3: Preferred Policy Options, Mar – Sep 2014 

Aim 

The aim of this round was to show people living and working in the NDP area how their initial 

input had been used by the Topic Groups to identify policy areas and ask if it was in line with 

their concerns. From this, more refined draft policies were drawn up.  

 

In the previous round, young people and people living in Carbis Bay were under-represented in 

the responses. During this consultation round, effort was therefore made to target these two 

groups, through: 
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1. Focus group at St Ives school 

2. Stall at St Ives Children’s Centre 

3. Direct approach to Carbis Bay Resident’s Action group requesting comment 

 

Method 

Round 3 of consultations for the St Ives Area NDP focused on the preferred policy options 

produced by our topic groups. The policy options were ideas in the early stages of formation 

and the aim of the consultation was to gauge public opinion on the direction we were taking.  

 

It was an intermediary, rather than full consultation, comprising:  

1. A parish-wide newsletter mail drop with 16 ‘headline’ policy options to raise interest  

2. Six events around the parish – three in St Ives, two in Carbis Bay and one in Lelant  

3. An online survey of the 16 ‘headline’ policy options  

4. Roadshow (see table...) 

5. Email was circulated to the email list with details of all the events, website and online 

survey. 

 

At the events, attendees were asked to put a green sticker next to policy options they 

supported and a red sticker next to those they opposed. For the online survey, respondents 

were asked to select:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

In both cases, there was also opportunity for general comment.  

 

The Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report was also sent to Statutory Consultees for comment 

– English Heritage, Natural England and the Environment Agency. Details are included in the 

final Sustainability Appraisal accompanying St Ives Area NDP.  

 

Results 

In total, 335 attended the events and 64 people completed the online survey. The full results 

and analysis are included in Appendix 7. 

The ‘headline’ policies received the following response: 
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Table 4 Response to Preferred Policy Options 

Policy Response 

50% affordable housing in new developments Strongly Support 

Affordable housing component on site Strongly Support 

All new housing developments for resident occupiers 

only and no more than 50 dwellings 

Strongly Support 

Affordable housing to be allowed on unallocated land Strongly Support 

Restrictions on building design to preserve each town’s 

character 

Strongly Support 

Restrictions on new self-catering accommodation Strongly Support 

Development of public spaces Support 

Protection for trees, woodland, hedgerows and Cornish 

hedges 

Strongly Support 

Restrictions on development in domestic gardens Strongly Support 

Protection for high grade agricultural land Strongly Support 

Support for developments which contribute to the local 

economy 

Support/Strongly 

Support 

Manage and limit traffic flows into and within St Ives 

town centre 

Strongly Support 

New housing must provide off-street parking Strongly Support 

Support for renewable energy generation Strongly Support 

Support for public creative spaces and live-work units Support 

St Ives Community Land Trust have first refusal on 

community buildings for sale 

Strongly Support 

 

During this consultation round, more detailed legal and planning advice was also sought on the 

viability of turning the preferred policy options into robust planning policy in the specific context 

of the NDP area. Hence, some of the above were discarded, e.g. support for renewable energy 
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generation. It was at this point that the balance St Ives Area NDP has sought to strike between 

community opinion and effective policy based on evidence, became most acute, i.e. the 

engagement and evidence that should form the basis of any neighbourhood development plan. 

 

The emerging draft policies were also sent to relevant Cornwall Council departments at this 

stage for comment and input. The action taken on the basis of their advice is detailed in 

Appendix 8.  

 

The resulting pre-submission draft was felt to reflect this balance and was put out to 

consultation in November 2014.   

 

5. Pre-submission Draft St Ives Area NDP, Nov 2014 – Jan 2015 

 

Aim 

Pre-submission or Regulation 14 consultation  was the statutory stage of engagement with the 

neighbourhood on the draft NDP, engaging with a wide cross-section of the population, and 

providing a wide variety of different ways for people to get involved. The aim was to ensure that 

all local residents and businesses were aware of the draft NDP and how to comment on it. 

 

In addition all relevant statutory consultees contacted and key statutory consultees (including 

adjoining local authorities and parish councils) were sent a copy of the draft NDP and 

Sustainability Appraisal.  

 

 

Method 

Round 4 was a six week consultation and fulfilled the requirements for this formal process 

through: 

1. Household survey posted to all 7450 residential and business addresses in the NDP area, 

with return envelope; 

2. Copies of the draft St Ives Area NDP available to view in eight locations around the area 

– St Ives Guildhall, St Ives library, St Ives Archive Study Centre, Cafe Art, St Ives 

Childrens Centre, St Ives Royal British Legion, The Halsetown Inn, The Badger Inn 

(Lelant); 

3. Online survey available on the NDP website; 

4. The draft St Ives Area NDP and Sustainability Appraisal available on the NDP website; 

5. Four events held in Halsetown, Lelant, Carbis Bay and St Ives; 

6. Roadshow (see table 3); 

7. Advertising and copy in local newspapers (see Appendix 5 for examples); 
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8. Posters were placed around the parish advertising events and encouraging people to 

complete and return their surveys; 

9. Email was circulated to the email list with details of all the events, locations of the copies 

(point 2 above), website and online survey; 

10. The draft St Ives Area NDP and Sustainability Appraisal were emailed to statutory 

consultees and community organisations on Mon 17 November  

 

In the household survey, a simple ‘Agree’ or ‘Disagree’ response was requested for each of the 

59 policies in the draft NDP, with a space for suggestions as to how policies ‘disagreed’ with 

could be improved. In this way, every person living and working in the NDP had the opportunity 

to comment on every policy. It also gave a clear indication of the level of support for each policy 

as well as the NDP as a whole. It was imperative that the policies reflected accurately what 

people had told the team they wanted for the area.  

 

The draft NDP was sent to the following statutory and key consultees for comment:  

 

Statutory 

Affordable Housing Team  

Andrew George MP 

Coal Authority 

Coastline Housing  

Conservation Team  

Cornwall Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty (AONB) 

Cornwall Council 

Cornwall Council Highways 

Cornwall Football Association 

Cornwall Town Centre Management  

Cornwall Wildlife Trust  

Devon and Cornwall Housing 

Economic Development  

English Heritage 

Environment Agency 

Gwinear and Gwithian Parish Council 

Hayle Town Council 

Homes and Communities Agency 

Ludgvan Parish Council 

Marine Management Organisation(6) 

National Trust  

Natural England 

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited  

Primary Care Trust  

Ramblers Association 

South West Water 

St Erth Parish Council 

Towednack Parish Council 

Zennor Parish Council 

 

Key 

St Ives Jumbo Association 

1st St Ives Beaver Scouts 

1st St Ives Cub Scouts 

1st St Ives Scout Group 

1st St Ives Scouts 

2nd St Ives Scouts 

3rd St Ives Beaver Scouts 

3rd St Ives Cubs 

3rd St Ives Scout Group 

5th St Ives Brownies 

Air Training Corps St John Ambulance 

Brigade 

Allotment Association 

Ayr Field Community Group 

Bagas Porthia/St Ives Guisers 

Bible Christian Chapel 

British Army Association 

Carbis Bay Village Hall Committee 

Carbis Bay Women's Institute 

Church Bedford Road 
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Church Fore Street Methodist 

Church of the Vine 

Church Sacred Heart and St Ia 

Church St Anta, Carbis Bay 

Church St Ia 

Church St Uny, Lelant 

Church Zion Community 

Community Network Panel 

Cornerstone Theatre Company 

Cornwall Care Working Group 

Cornwall In Bloom 

Craze Hunkin Almshouse Trust 

District Commissioner and 3rd St Ives 

Guides 

District Commissioner Scouts 

Friends of Edward Hain Hospital 

Friends of Stennack Surgery 

Friends of the Guildhall 

Halsetown Football Club 

Halsetown Women's Institute 

Harbourmaster 

Hayle Runners 

Island Centre 

Keep St Ives Special (KSIS) 

Kidz R Us 

Leach Pottery Advisory Group 

Lelant History Group 

Lelant Village Hall Committee 

Lelant Youth Club 

Mariners Football Club 

Matthews Trust Alms Houses 

Morgarows St Ives Ladies Hockey 

Off-street Skateboarding Association 

PASTI 

Penwith 50+ 

Penwith Access and Rights of Way (PAROW) 

Penwith Area Crime Prevention Group 

Penwith Rural Transport Forum 

Penwith Trefoil Guild 

Police and Communities Together (PACT) 

Probus Club of St Ives 

Rainbow Guides 

Richmond Garden Committee 

RNLI 

Rough Coast Community Arts CIC 

Sir Henry Irving & St Ia Lodge 

St Andrew's Street Traders 

St Ia School 

St Ives Air Training Corps 

St Ives Archive Study Centre 

St Ives Arts Club 

St Ives Bay Line Forum 

St Ives Bay Youth Council 

St Ives BID 

St Ives Blind/Handicapped 

St Ives Bowling Club 

St Ives Boy Scouts 

St Ives Camera Club 

St Ives Chamber of Trade 

St Ives Community Police 

St Ives Concert Band 

St Ives Cricket Club 

St Ives Dog Owners Group 

St Ives Fire Brigade 

St Ives Football Club 

St Ives Girl Guides Commissioner 

St Ives Good Companiions, Over 60s Club 

St Ives Infant School 

St Ives Inner Wheel 

St Ives Judo Club 

St Ives Junior School 

St Ives Ladies Darts League 

St Ives Ladies Keep Fit Club 

St Ives Ladies Lifeboat Guild 

St Ives LETS 

St Ives Library 

St Ives Macmillan Nursing 

St Ives Meals on Wheels 

St Ives Museum 

St Ives National Coastwatch Institution 

St Ives Old Cornwall Society 

St Ives Pilot Gig Club 

St Ives RBL Ladies Section 

St Ives RNLI 

St Ives Rotary Club 

St Ives Round Table 

St Ives Royal British Legion 

St Ives Sailing Club 

St Ives School 

St Ives School of Painting 

St Ives September Festival 

St Ives Society of Artists 
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St Ives St John Ambulance 

St Ives Sure Start Centre Advisory Board 

St Ives Table Tennis Club 

St Ives Townswomen's Guild 

St Ives Trust 

St Ives Twinning Association 

St Ives Women's Institute 

St John's Playgroup 

St Uny School 

Steeple Woodland Project Group 

Tate Gallery Advisory Council 

The Salvation Army 

West Cornwall CCTV Interest Group 

West Cornwall Golf Club 

West Cornwall Healthwatch 

West Cornwall Police Cadets 

 

 

Results 

Public Consultation 

In total, 782 surveys were completed and returned. Table 5 shows the percentage of 

respondents who agreed or disagreed with each policy NB. respondents did not always 

comment on every policy, so the actual number has also been shown. Where lower response 

numbers occur, comments suggested that lack of clarity/understanding was a factor. 

 

Nevertheless, every policy received a majority ‘Agree’ response.  

 

Land Allocation AM4 was the closest call with a 53-47% result in favour. The Allocation forms 

part of a much larger area that was the subject of a contentious planning application at the time 

of consultation, which many people referred to in their reasoning for disagreeing with it. 

However, overall support for the approach taken to Land Allocations in St Ives Area NDP would 

suggest that the result for AM4 was skewed by outside circumstances (NB. the application was 

rejected by the Local Planning Authority) on the grounds that it contravened the Land 

Allocations in the emerging St Ives Area NDP). 

 

 

Table 5 Pre-submission responses 

Policy Agree 

(%) 

Agree 

(No.) 

Disagree 

(%) 

Disagree 

(No.) 

CH1 97 720 3 25 

LED1 94 699 6 43 

LED2 88 651 12 85 

LED3 85 628 15 112 

LED4 89 610 11 77 
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LED5 80 575 20 141 

LED6 95 703 5 37 

LED7 97 705 3 24 

LED8 69 493 31 221 

LED9 78 569 22 159 

H1 77 556 23 167 

H2 85 630 15 110 

H3 92 659 8 58 

H4 82 559 18 125 

H5 95 699 5 33 

H6 76 518 24 165 

H7 94 675 6 45 

AM1 79 562 21 148 

AM2 78 523 22 146 

AM3 63 437 37 255 

AM4 53 368 47 332 

AS1 61 425 39 267 

AS2 61 428 39 273 

AS3 61 417 39 264 

AS4 61 420 39 263 

AS5 61 409 39 264 

AS6 66 441 34 228 

OS1 97 732 3 23 

OS2 97 720 3 24 
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OS3 97 724 3 25 

OS4 98 734 2 13 

OS5 96 719 4 33 

OS6 96 713 4 33 

OS7 98 736 2 15 

OS8 94 695 6 43 

OS9 96 713 4 32 

CF1 99 737 1 8 

CF2 93 672 7 51 

CF3 85 590 15 105 

T1 98 737 2 13 

T2 95 706 5 38 

T3 95 693 5 39 

BE1 97 732 3 19 

BE2 96 704 4 32 

BE3 97 720 3 23 

BE4 96 677 4 25 

BE5 95 662 5 32 

BE6 95 655 5 37 

BE7 95 654 5 34 

BE8 95 655 5 33 

BE9 95 636 5 35 

BE10 94 614 6 37 

BE11 94 626 6 38 
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BE12 93 624 7 46 

BE13 95 631 5 36 

BE14 94 624 6 37 

BE15 95 627 5 34 

BE16 94 627 6 386 

BE17 91 602 9 60 

 

 

Written responses were also received -  see Appendix 9. These were reviewed by the topic 

groups at an open session on 13 January 2015. All topic groups attended, meaning that any 

cross-cutting issues could be dealt with then and there. The group dealing with housing and 

land allocations had the most responses to review and reconvened the following week to 

complete the exercise.  

 

Responses were reviewed in light of the fact that the majority of respondents agreed with the 

policy. All pertinent points and constructive recommendations for policy improvement were 

responded to, and tweaks made to policies and justifications – see Appendix 10.  

 

Statutory Consultation 

The groups also reviewed responses from statutory consultees – see Appendix 11. This was also 

done by sub-group of the steering group on 14 January 2015 to ensure that all concerns raised 

were discussed in detail and an informed response made.  

 

In light of the strong support for the policies (as shown in Table 5) and the nature of responses 

received, it was judged that no changes to the policy intent of St Ives Area NDP were required. 

However, as stated above, minor amendments were made to reflect new legislation on 

affordable housing, to reflect new evidence received, to strengthen policies in line with 

objectives and in response to recommendations in the Sustainability Appraisal. 

 

Details of the changes made in response to consultation comments can be found in Appendices 

10 and 11. These amendments have not altered the policy approach within St Ives Area NDP.  
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6. Media, PR and Communications 

 

6.1 Website 

A comprehensive, accessible website was considered an essential component of the 

Communications Strategy for St Ives Area NDP (see Appendix 1).  

 

Since it was set up in 2013, the website has received over 400 unique visitors1, with viewing 

figures just over 12,000. 

 

The website has performed several roles: 

 

Information/awareness: 

a) regular updates have kept people informed on the development of the NDP; 

b) all meeting dates and venues were advertised in advance; 

c) resources are provided for topic group volunteers, including guidelines for neighbourhood 

planning and examples of ‘made’ NDPs. 

 

Transparency: 

a) minutes of all steering group and topic group minutes are published; 

b) all consultation responses are published; 

c) all evidence is published (inc. Previous plans and strategies for the area) 

 

Consultation/volunteer involvement: 

a) encouragement for volunteers to join the topic groups; 

b) all consultation events were advertised; 

d) a link to the online surveys for Rounds 3 and 4. 

 

6.2 Media and PR Activity 

There are two widely read local newspapers in the area – St Ives Times and Echo and The 

Cornishman. Both have been supportive of the process to draw up a neighbourhood 

development plan for St Ives area and have included coverage of all stages of consultation – 

see Appendix 5 for examples. The ‘Down Your Way’ section of The Cornishman has proved a 

useful way of advertising upcoming consultation events at no cost to the NDP team.  

 

October, November and December 2013 in particular saw an intensive press campaign, to raise 

the profile of the neighbourhood planning process and raise awareness of its ‘community-led 

nature’. For example, a series of ‘Neighbourhood Planning and the Community’ articles were 

                                                        
1 4202 at the time of writing (Jan 2015) 
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run, profiling a different volunteer each week; consultation events were written up and reported 

on and the attendance at one of the local MP for St Ives was an opportunity for further 

coverage. This period coincided with the Round 2 ‘Issues Gathering’ activities – household 

survey, events and Roadshow. The mailing list doubled from 230 to 468 as a result.  

 

St Ives Community TV also made a promotional film, which is available on the website - 

https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/ 

 

6.3 Email and Newsletters 

As part of all the public events and consultations, people were invited to give their email 

address if they wished to be kept in touch with how the NDP was developing and to hear about 

future consultations. The Bi-monhtly E-Newsletter ‘Neighbourhood Plan News’ has been sent out 

to the email list – available to view at https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/neighbourhood-plan-

news/ 

 

The email list has grown to approximately 500 over time and has been an important part of 

maintaining communication with the wider community, local newspapers, neighbouring parish 

councils and the local MP.  

 

7. Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 

Following production of the SA Scoping Report in house, URS were commissioned to conduct the 

full Sustainability Appraisal. The draft SA went out to consultation in parallel with the pre-

submission consultation on the draft St Ives Area NDP. It was publicised on the website and 

statutory bodies were informed on the same communication as for the pre-submission 

consultation.  

 

Only one response was received from English Heritage – see Appendix 11. This was mainly for 

clarification and with a recommendation to include more specific context in the Land Allocation 

policies. Both were responded to.  

 

The draft SA made five recommendations. All of these were considered by the steering group – 

four were considered to not significantly change policy intent and incorporated into the draft 

NDP. The fifth – a recommendation to incorporate provision for renewable energy provision – 

was not identified as a community priority in the early rounds of consultation and is considered 

to be adequately covered in the emerging Cornwall Local Plan. It is an issue that will be looked 

at again in the first 12 month review of St Ives Area NDP.  

 

A copy of the final SA report is included in the NDP submission. 
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APPENDICES 

 

APPENDIX 1  St Ives Area NDP Communications Strategy 

 

1. Objectives 

a) The overall objective of the Neighbourhood Plan (NP) is to allow people in the 

communities of St Ives, Carbis Bay, Lelant and Halsetown to determine their own future 

development. 

b) The NP should be a popular process, with inclusivity at the heart of a democratic process 

of decision making.  

c) Achieve full community consultation, where it has not been achieved before. 

d) Make sure people don’t ‘fall through the net’ in neighbourhood plan (NP) consultations; 

a. i.e. ensure the inclusion of all sections of the community 

e) Build a groundswell of support going in to the final referendum. 

 

2. Principles  

 We need to go out to people, not expect them to come to central meetings; 

 Present the NP in bite-size chunks; 

 Use local people for consultation and use local expertise, as a principle before hiring 

outside advisors; 

 Face to face conversation is the most effective method of communication; 

 Maintain a big online presence, to save on resources; 

 Use social media sensitively when reaching out to young people; 

 Topic groups need to be supported in their consultation activities; 

 As members of NP working groups, our own individual actions in informing people 

about the NP can be a useful check on the overall inclusivity of the NP. 

 

3. Message 

 

YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD, YOUR PLAN 

 

The NP is different to past plans because it will have the force of statutory law; 

All future planning applications will have to comply with NP policies; 

 

The NP can also be prescriptive, i.e. what do we want for St Ives and where?; 

If we think it’s too late, remember ‘the horse could bolt a lot further’ without a NP! 
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4. Audience 

Our objectives state the full St Ives Parish community.  

There will be those who are used to being involved in consultations and who will engage 

easily. This is a minority. 

In order to ensure that no one ‘falls through the net’, we need to pay particular attention to 

reaching: 

  All social groups 

  All ethnic groups 

  All age groups 

  Disabled people 

  Home owners and rental tenants 

  Second home owners 

 

5. Methods 

(and how we will achieve them) 

1) Consultation Events  

At central locations in St Ives, Halseton, Carbis Bay and Lelant 

All Topic Groups will have a dedicated area for displays and consultation activities 

Events will include drinks and refreshments and live entertainment 

Events will include a guest/well known speaker in attendance 

 

2) Road show 

To attend organisation meetings and events to raise awareness of the NP and 

carry out consultation 

To attend annual local events to raise awareness of the NP and carry out 

consultation 

 

3) Leaflets 

Door-to-Door 

Aug/Sep 2013; Mar 2014; Jun/Jul 2014 (to precede Consultation Events) 

Parish-wide, approximately 7000 households 

May be accompanied by a Newsletter or Residents Survey 

Return envelopes included 

 

          Regular distribution of leaflets and posters to: 

   St Ives Library  Badger, Lelant 

   Cafe Art   Halsetown Inn 

   Archive Centre  Halsetown Community Notice Board 
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   Farmers Market  Colenso 

   Church notice boards 

   Council notice boards 

   Trewartha notice board 

 

4) E-Newsletter 

Every two months, starting July 2013 

 

5) Website 

Regularly updated with: 

 Meeting agendas and minutes 

 Events Calendar 

 News Events 

 Latest News 

 Discussion Forum 

 About Neighbourhood Planning 

 

6) Facebook and Twitter 

Regularly updated by allocated Clerical Assistant 

 

7) Radio 

Radio coverage of main consultation events (Sep 2013 – July 2014) 

BBC Radio Cornwall, Pirate FM, Heart, Penwith Radio 

 

8) Times & Echo and Cornishman 

Regular press releases, with a specific angle 

E.g. “a leaflet will be coming through your door, please don’t ignore it...” 

Coverage of main consultation events (Sep 2013 – July 2014) 

Advertising consultation events and Roadshow, draft NP consultation and 

referendum 

 

6. Resources 

Comprehensive list of community organisations and contact details. 

List of annual local events at which the NP can be publicised or consultations run 

Consultation Events and E-newsletter stories will be standing items on the steering 

group meeting agenda, 

Dedicated Inclusivity Team, with the remit to ensure as many people are reached by 

the NP activities as possible, and coordinate the E-newsletter. 
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Dedicated Consultation Event Team, who will decide dates, venues and contents of 

consultation events, and facilitate their delivery. 

Links with the local press, i.e. Times and Echo, Cornishman. 

Marketing and Communications expert on the steering group and Inclusivity group. 
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APPENDIX 2 St Ives Area NDP Operating Structure 
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APPENDIX 3 St Ives Area NDP Steering Group Terms of Reference 

 

1. Purpose of the Steering Committee 

1.1 St Ives Town Council is the qualifying body for the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan for 

their civil parish area. The Town Council has invited the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group to 

facilitate the creation of the plan.  The Steering Group sits as the Project Board for project 

management and decision making purposes and will lead the preparation of the St Ives Area 

Neighbourhood Plan. The Group will guide and agree the content of the Plan and all associated 

evidence and analysis up to Preferred Option Consultation Draft stage.  

1.2 The Group will: 

• provide a locally accountable and representative lead for creating the neighbourhood 

plan; 

• agree a project timetable and endeavour to secure compliance; 

• agree a project communication, consultation and engagement strategy; 

• agree a project budget and seek confirmation from St Ives Town Council; 

• agree the initial scope of the Plan prior to early public engagement; 

• confirm, subject to consultation with the Town Council, the scope of the Plan 

following analysis of early and subsequent community engagement; 

• approve all background and evidence based reports prior to publication; 

• agree all consultation documents prior to publication; 

• agree a final submission version of the St Ives Area Neighbourhood Plan, for ratification 

by the Town Council;  

• actively support and promote the preparation of the St Ives Area Neighbourhood 

Plan throughout the duration of the project; and 

 Ensure all activities comply with the Data Protection Act, including the storing of 

confidential information. 

 

1.3 The Steering Group will be established for a time-limited period. The project is intended to 

run until a Plan has been presented for independent examination. The Steering Group will 

remain active until the independent examiners report is published. 

 

2. Steering Group Objective 

2.1 The objective of the Steering Group is to produce a sound Neighbourhood Plan for the Civil 

Parish of St Ives that defines the spatial planning policy priorities identified by the community 

taking into account all representations made during the plan-making process and having regard 

to all relevant existing plans and evidence. The Plan will include or be supported by an 

appropriate delivery plan setting out, where relevant, the means by which these policy priorities 

may be implemented. 
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3. Steering Group Membership 

3.1 The Steering Group will comprise chairmen of the Topic Groups plus five town councillors. 

 

There will be four co-opted members: three Cornwall Councillors for St Ives and the Mayor of St 

Ives. And for information, the Cornwall Council Community Network Manager. 

 

4. Reporting and Communication 

4.1 The Steering Group chairman will report regularly to the Town Council setting out progress 

on its work.  

 

4.2 The process will be supported by the Town Council as local authority and qualifying body. 

The Town Council will approve the Submission Draft Neighbourhood Plan prior to publication for 

consultation and independent examination. 

 

4.3 All communications, publications, consultation and community engagement exercises will be 

endorsed directly by the Steering Group.  

 

5. Meetings 

5.1 Steering Group meetings will take place regularly, by agreement. All meetings should take 

place in St Ives Parish. The Town Council will arrange appropriate venues for the meetings. 

 

5.2 The Steering Group will elect a chair and vice-chair from its membership, both of whom will 

be town councillors. The chair will be reviewed as part of the Town Council’s annual committee 

review.  

 

5.3 Decisions made by the Steering Group should normally be by consensus at Steering Group 

meetings. Where a vote is required each member shall have one vote. A minimum of five 

members shall be present where matters are presented for decisions to be taken. A simple 

majority will be required to support any motion. The Chair, or in their absence the Vice-Chair 

shall have one casting vote. 

 

5.4 Steering Group members shall declare Interests at meetings where appropriate. 

 

6. Support 

6.1 The Town Council will provide all secretarial services required by the Steering Group. 
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7. Conduct 

7.1 The Steering Group will follow the code of conduct set out by St Ives Town Council. The 

Steering Group as a whole is accountable to the wider community for ensuring that the Plan 

reflects their collective expectations. The Steering Group will achieve this through applying the 

following principles: 

• Work with mutual trust and respect, and combine their expertise; 

• Be clear when their individual roles or interests are in conflict; 

• Provide feedback from Steering Group meetings to their Topic Groups; 

• Assist their Topic Groups to bring appropriate ideas and concerns to the 

attention of the Steering Group; 

• Inform the Steering Group when they are unable to deliver agreed actions; 

• Treat everyone with dignity, courtesy and respect regardless of their age, gender, sexual 

orientation, ethnicity, ability, or religion and belief; and 

• Actively promote equality of access and opportunity. 

 

 

St Ives Area NDP: Topic Group Terms of Reference 

A steering group will oversee the process of delivering the Neighbourhood Plan. In order to 

quantify the detailed aspects more specifically it has been agreed to set up seven Topic Groups 

looking at specific areas. These are: 

 Housing 

 Transport 

 Economic Development 

 Open Spaces 

 Built Environment 

 Cultural Heritage 

 Amenities and Facilities 

 

There will also be over-arching groups, with representation on each of these Topic Groups. 

These are:  

 Inclusivity: Communication and Consultation 

 

These groups will be fluid and their work will inevitably over-lap. The purpose of this document 

is to establish the broad parameters within which each Topic Group will operate in order to 

ensure that the Steering Group can compile a comprehensive and inclusive Neighbourhood Plan.  
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Objectives 

 Identify key themes and comprehensively research their area of interest; 

 Review existing evidence, identify gaps and consider whether any further research 

needs to be undertaken or commissioned; 

 Review existing plans and identify gaps; 

 Identify key players and sources of expertise to assist with policy development. 

Key areas covered:…..(to be completed by each topic group) 

 

Membership 

The Topic Group will contain: 

 A Chair (who will sit on the Steering Group), Vice Chair and Secretary; 

 At least one representative from each area of the parish, i.e. Lelant, Carbis Bay, 

Halsestown and St Ives; 

 At least one representative from the Inclusivity group; 

 Sub-groups, if the work undertaken requires them. 

  

Communication with Steering Group 

The Topic Group will: 

 Send timelines and project plans to the Steering Group; 

 Provide an outline budget for planned activities to the Steering Group; 

 Report activities and progress regularly to the Steering Group; 

 Provide an eventual document of policy recommendations to the Steering Group based 

on research, community consultation and expert guidance. 

 

Meetings 

 To be held at a time and venue convenient to the majority of group members;  

 Attempts will be made to rotate meeting venues around the parish, so as to  facilitate 

access to meetings for all interested parties; 

 The Topic Group will meet no less than…..times per year; 

 The Topic Group will be responsible for advertising and promoting meetings; 

 The Secretary of the Topic Group will maintain minutes of all meetings, including lists of 

attendees and organizations they represent. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/


St Ives Area NDP Consultation Statement  
 

34 
For all consultation details and responses see https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/ 

 

APPENDIX 4 Community Organisations Invitation Letter to NDP Involvement 
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APPENDIX 5 Press Coverage 

July 2013 
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Sep 2013 
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Oct 2013 
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Nov 2013 
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Dec 2013 
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Jan 2014 
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June 2014 
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Nov 2014 
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Jan 2015 
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APPENDIX 6 Round 2 Household Survey Response Analysis  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Survey Oct – Dec 2013 

Response Analysis 
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In October 2013, a detailed survey was sent to every household and business address in St Ives 

parish, 7000 addresses in total. The survey was wide in its scope of topics, reflecting the early 

ambitions of the St Ives Area Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP). The topics included were 

– transport, housing, built environment, open spaces, economic development, amenities and 

facilities and culture and heritage. 

A total of 1041 were returned, a 15% response rate. The responses formed a major part of the 

evidence used by topic groups to draw up draft preferred policy options. 

The following is the analysis of the data based questions, i.e. questions that required a tick box 

answer and a brief summary of the written responses2. Links to more detailed reports of each 

sector are given throughout the document.  

 

Personal Information: Profile of Respondents 

The age, sex and ethnicity of survey respondents are broadly representative of the general 

demographic of the area. The 2011 Census data shows over 21% of residents of St Ives parish 

are over 65 (22.6% in Cornwall as a whole); although 13% residents of St Ives parish claimed 

Cornish national identity as compared to 22% in our survey. Our survey used different age 

groupings, but the 33% over 60 can be roughly compared to the older demographic picked up 

in the Census (chart 2). However, we still need to make more effort to reach other age groups 

in the parish, particularly the under 30s.  

 

                                                        
2 This report presents the questions in the order that they were asked in the survey, with the 

exception of some personal information which has been collated in the first section for the 

purposes here. NB. However, the chart and table numbers here do not follow in exact 

seequence the question numbers in the survey.  

43% 

57% 

1. Sex 

Male

Female

0% 1% 5% 
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2. Age 
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More people from St Ives (town centre and out of town) responded than from other centres in 

the parish. But as a percentage of population density, Lelant residents provided the highest 

level of response (chart 4).  

The employment status of survey respondents 

differed slightly from the area in general. The 2011 

Census showed 39.4% of residents of St Ives 

parish as ‘not in employment’, i.e. retired, student 

or unemployed.  49.5% of our survey respondents 

ticked ‘Not Working’, which covered the same 

categories (chart 5).  

The survey did show that the majority of 

respondents in work, work within the parish, with 

just under 20% ticking ‘Other’, i.e. working outside 

of the parish. A similar trend was picked up in 

where respondents spend leisure and social time, 

76% 

0% 

0% 
22% 

2% 

3. Ethnicity 

White (e.g. British,
Scottish)

Mixed (e.g. white
and Asian)

Asian or Asian
British

Cornish

6 

79 

89 

655 

93 

Halsetown

Lelant

Carbis Bay

St Ives

Other

6. Where do you socialise 
most often? 

*922 responses, 89% submissions  

7 

18 

48 

236 

197 

495 

Halsetown

Lelant

Carbis Bay

St Ives

Other

Not working

5. Where do you work? 
*1001 responses, 96% submissions 

25 

150 

321 

290 

255 

Halsetown

Lelant

Carbis Bay

St Ives - town centre

St Ives - out of town

4. Where do you live? 
*1041 responses, 100% submissions 
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with 90% socialising most often within the parish (chart 6).  

 The general trend from all these responses shows that we have a representative sample of 

people who live, work and socialise in the parish. There are some areas which need to be 

strengthened – namely representation of all age groups and more respondents from Carbis Bay. 

But we can be reasonably confident that the remainder of the survey is a good reflection of the 

views of the local community.  

 

Transport 

 

Transport was the first topic area 

respondents were asked about in the survey. 

When asked how they travel to work, the 

high number of ‘Not Applicable’ responses is 

reflective of the high number of respondents 

not working (chart 7). Of the people who do 

travel to work, car was the most common 

answer – 53% respondents; on foot – 31%; 

bus – 8%; rail – 4.5%; cycle – 2.5% and 

motorcycle – 1.5%.  

Respondents were asked about their main 

concerns relating to traffic, transport and 

access (chart 8). The top three responses were; 1. Parking;  2. Traffic volumes; and 3. Traffic 

management and congestion.  

Walking and pedestrian access are the main concern regarding non-motorised travel in the St 

Ives Area, with issues relating to cycling of concern to a small number of respondents and low 

ranking in importance.  

Public transport is the number one concern for 1 in 10 respondents in the area, with bus 

services being the main concern. Concerns about rail services are of concern to only a small 

number. Speeding and freight/goods deliveries in large vehicles affect between 1 in 20 and 1 in 

25 respondents, with park and ride facilities being the main concern for only 1 in 35. However, 

park and ride facilities do register as of lower ranking importance to 1 in 12 respondents.  

6 

9 

18 

32 

68 

128 

217 

466 

Motorcycle

Cycle

Rail

Bus

Work at home

On foot

car

not working

7. How do you travel to work? 
*944 responses, 91% submissions 
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Table 1 shows how these responses differed by area.  

Table 1 

Concern Most 

Important 

in 

Least 

Important 

in 

Concern Most 

Important 

in 

Least 

Important 

in 

Parking  St Ives Lelant Traffic - 

congestion 

Carbis Bay Lelant & 

Halsetown 

Traffic - 

management 

Halsetown Lelant Traffic - 

freight 

St Ives Lelant & 

Carbis Bay 

Traffic - volume Lelant Halsetown Park and 

Ride 

Lelant Halsetown 

Traffic - other Lelant St Ives Traffic - 

speed 

Lelant St Ives 

Pedestrian/walking Lelant & 

Halsetown 

Carbis Bay Public 

Transport - 

general 

Carbis Bay Lelant & 

Halsetown 

Public Transport - 

bus 

Halsetown & 

Carbis Bay 

Lelant Public 

Transport - 

rail 

 Lelant St Ives 

Cycling/Cyclist Lelant Halsetown Pedestrian & 

Cycling 

Halsetown St Ives 

0 50 100 150 200 250

Cycling/Cyclist

Pedestrian & Cycle

Public Transport-Rail

Park & Ride

Public Transport-General

Traffic-Freight

Traffic-Speed

Public Transport-Bus

Pedestrian/Walking

Traffic-Congestion

Traffic-Other

Traffic-Management

Traffic-Volume

Parking

8. What are your main concerns about traffic, transport and acess in the St 
Ives area? Please rank in order of importance (with 1 being the most 

important) 
*867 responses, 83% submissions 

1

2
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4

5

6
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The most popular way of improving transport in the St Ives area in chart 9 was to introduce 

restricted hours for town centre loading and unloading. All five suggestions put forward actually 

had strong support from the 999 people who responded to the question, although 205 

respondents said they would oppose or strongly oppose pedestrianisation of St Ives harbour for 

part of the day.  

 

When asked to 

comment on the 

possibility of 

increasing, decreasing 

or maintaining various 

transport options, 

increasing Park and 

Ride routes was a 

popular option, despite 

not registering so 

highly in a previous 

question (chart 8).  

See http://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/transport/ for the full reports and analysis of the 

transport questions.  
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Pedestrianise St Ives town centre - Fore Street

Pedestrianise St Ives harbour for part of the day

Restricted hours for town centre loading/unloading

Better signage in the area when travelling

Freight Hub - to reduce size/number of delivery vehicles in
town centres

9. Would you support the following ways of improving 
transport in the St Ives area? 

*999 responses, 96% submissions  

Strongly Oppose Oppose No Opinion Support Strongly Support

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700

Short stay car parking spaces

Long stay car parking spaces

Pedestrian routes

Cycle routes and cycle storage

Park and Ride routes

10. Please comment on the following 
*882 responses, 85% submissions 

No change

Decrease

Increase
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Amenities and Facilities 

 

Overall, respondents were most satisfied with library services in the area, and least satisfied 

with public toilet provision. Police, dental and medical services are also cause for dissatisfaction, 

dental and medical services particularly in the Carbis Bay and Lelant areas.  

Respondents were also asked: 

Are there any additional facilities you would like to have in your area? Please specify.  

The top 10 answers were: 

1. Chemist and/or doctors (Carbis Bay and Lelant) 

2. Childrens’ play areas/centre 

3. Sports hall/courts/pitch 

4. General shops, for local people 

5. Community Centre (including youth club) 

6. Car park (cheaper) 

7. Petrol station 

8. Parks and gardens 

9. Improved bus services 

10. Post Office (Lelant)  

There were seventy six different facilities identified in response to this question (see 

http://stivesnplan.files.wordpress.com/2014/03/amenities-and-facilities.pdf for the full report).  
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11. Are you satisfied/dissatisfied with the provision of the 
following in your area? 

*1003 responses, 96% submissions 
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Housing 

 

67% respondents thought that the local government housing target for St Ives and Carbis Bay 

of 750 new homes by 2030 was too high (chart 12). NB. This target has since been revised 

upwards to 1000 in the emerging Cornwall Local Plan, presenting St Ives Area NDP with a 

dilemma in terms of allocating sites for new housing, given that the majority of our respondents 

already thought 750 was too high. In Lelant, respondents thought between 0 and fifty new 

homes would suffice to meet needs up until 2030, similar results for Halsetown, although there 

were fewer opinions on this (chart 13). Of the new homes that are to be built, 34% respondents 

said that 80% should be affordable to local people on average incomes (chart 14). 
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12. The government housing 
target for St Ives and Carbis Bay is 
750 new homes by 2030. Do you 

think this is (please tick) 
*954 responses, 92% submissions 
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13. There are different targets for 
Halsetown and Lelant. If you live in either of 

these villages, how many new homes do 
you think should be built by 2030?  

*368 responses, 35% submissions 
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14. What proportion of new homes do you think 
should be affordable to local people on average 

incomes? 
*884 responses, 85% submissions 
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75% 

25% 

16. Holiday Lets 

Yes

No

81% 

19% 

17. Second Homes 

Yes

No

This sentiment was repeated in responses to the following question (chart 15), with affordable 

housing, particularly for young couples and families being the most popular answers, alongside 

housing association sheltered housing for the elderly.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The following question was then asked: 

Do you think there should be a limit on holiday lets/second homes in the St Ives 

Area? 

 

A significant majority of respondents 

said ‘Yes’, capping them to 10% or 20% 

of new homes built – matching the 80% 

affordable in previous questions.  
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15. When new homes are built, what size and type 
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*913 responses, 88% submissions  
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*553 responses, 53% submissions 
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Local Economic Development 

Respondents were asked: 

Where do you do most of our grocery shopping? 

The top answers were: 

1. Tesco 60.5% 

2. Local shops 21% 

3. The Cooperative 13.1% 

Table 2 shows the reasons people gave for not shopping locally. Where people specified lack of 

choice, it was very often accompanied by a comment on the predominance of food outlets, surf 

shops and expensive clothes shops in St Ives. “St Ives doesn’t cater for locals”. 

Lack of choice in the town centre is by far the most popular reason for why people don’t shop 

locally – almost half the people who answered the question gave this as a reason. What is 

interesting is that the shops/goods that people cite as being unavailable, usually are available in 

the town centre. For example, fresh fruit and veg (TRIM, Allotment Deli, The Floral Shop, 

Osbornes), fresh fish (TRIM, fish counter on Harbour), hardware (Colenso), butchers (Butchers 

on Tregenna Place, Osbornes). 

84% respondents said 

they would use local 

shops if there were 

more of them (chart 

19). 

Of the 16% who said 

no, the reasons cited 

were lack of choice, 

cost, parking, 

convenience of 

supermarkets and a 

feeling that there are 

already sufficient shops 

in St Ives area.  

Of the 84%, the most popular local shops that respondents would like to see more of included a 

general household – a ‘Woolworths-type shop’; clothes and shoe shops; hardware and  

 

84% 

16% 

19. If there were more local shops would you 
use them? 

*934 responses, 90% submissions 

Yes

No
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electricals and a fishmongers (see http://stivesnplan.files.wordpress.com/2014/03/survey-

response-analysis.pdf for the full report).  

Respondents were also asked: 

Is there are a type of employment you would like to have that you feel is no provided 

locally? Please give details.  

These were written responses and the summary report can be found at 

http://stivesnplan.files.wordpress.com/2014/03/summary-of-written-responses.pdf 

 

Open Spaces 

 

Overall, respondents 

felt that there were 

about enough outdoor 

sports facilities, 

children’s play areas, 

natural spaces and 

public parks and 

gardens. The one 

option that received 

more ‘not enough’ 

responses was 

allotments and 

community gardens (chart 20).  

The majority of respondents 

felt that, yes, all of the areas 

suggested should be protected 

from being built on – that’s 

footpaths, trees and woodland, 

private gardens, beaches, 

coastal areas and estuaries and 

public open spaces (chart 21) . 

Although almost 200 people felt 

that private gardens should not 
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20. What do you think about the provision of 
these open spaces in the St Ives Area?  

*971 responses, 93% submissions 

Not enough

About right

Too much

0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200

Public open spaces

Beaches, coastal areas and
estuaries

Private Gardens

Trees and Woodland

Footpaths

21. Should the neighbourhood plan protect the 
following areas from being built on? 

*996 responses, 96% submissions 
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be protected under the St Ives Area NDP.  

Again, the majority of respondents said that, yes, they did enjoy open/green spaces for leisure, 

tying in with their desire to see them protected from development (chart 22).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Built Environment 

Responses to the 

question of protecting 

the historic cores of 

the communities and 

specific cultural 

buildings in the parish 

were strongly in favour 

for all the suggested 

areas (chart 23). The 

lowest ‘yes’ response 

was for Halsetown 

which was still 79% of 

respondents. With the 

exception of Carbis Valley and specific buildings of cultural interest, these areas are already 

designated Conservation Areas. 

There was slightly less support for enhancing the appearance of key areas in St Ives town in 

particular (chart 24). The bus station came out as most popular for enhancement and the  
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5% 

22. Do you enjoy open/green spaces 
for leisure activities? 

*910 responses, 87% submissions  
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23. Do you think there should be 
protection for the historic character 
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*990 responses, 95% submissions 
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associated restaurant was also frequently mentioned in the written responses. It could be the 

case that the lower 

response rate to this 

question was due to a 

poor understanding of 

what ‘improved 

visually’ could mean or 

achieve.  

 

 There was very clear 

support for the use of 

traditional materials in 

new developments 

(chart 25).  

Whereas feelings 

about the appropriate balance between conservation and development overall were mixed 

(chart 26). While few respondents 

advocated for more development, the 

responses for ‘More Conservation’ and 

‘Balance between the two’ were evenly 

spread with the exception of St Ives, which 

70% respondents felt should be subject to 

greater conservation.  

This was also reflected in the written 

responses, many of which referred to 

recent “over-development” of St Ives town.  
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24. Would you like to see the 
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*871 responses, 84%  submissions  

95% 

5% 
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*956 responses, 92% submissions 
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*963 responses, 93% submissions  
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Respondents were also asked: 

Do you have any comments on recently constructed buildings in this area? 

The comments were overwhelming negative. Particular developments that were referred to 

frequently were: 

 Porthminster/Harbour Hotel 

 Saltings Reach - Lelant Saltings 

 Morwenstow House 

 Roach’s Garage Site 

 Restaurant at St Ives Bus Station  

The site (including infill), size (particularly height), density of buildings, materials and design 

were all criticised. There is a desire to see developments that are in-keeping with their 

surroundings and that use traditional materials but this does not preclude good contemporary 

design. See http://stivesnplan.files.wordpress.com/2014/03/built-environment-survey-results-

analysis.pdf for the detailed analysis report.  

 

Culture and Heritage 

Chart 27 shows the proportions of 

respondents who selected each option 

for provision. Greatest support was 

shown for traditional industries and 

community activities, 701 and 651 

people respectively selecting these 

options, with artists receiving the lowest 

number – 276. Written comments 

accompanying the tick-box answers 

referred to the already relatively high 

provision for artists in the town of St 

Ives specifically.  

 

 

Respondents were also asked: 

Which historic and/or community buildings do you think are most important to the St 

Ives area? 

13% 

34% 
32% 

21% 

27. Do you think there should be more 
provision for the following? (please tick) 

*815 responses, 78% submissions 
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Table 3 shows the top ten buildings/areas that were identified by the 657 people who answered 

this question.  

Table 3 No. of  Responses 

Guildhall 229 

Museum 188 

Churches 174 

Library 160 

Downlong cottages 93 

Tate 69 

St Ives Theatre 60 

Porthmeor Studios 59 

Harbour front 56 

Fishermens' Lodges 53 

 

In total, seventy four buildings/areas were put forward as important to the St Ives area, 

reflecting written comments on the “unique character of St Ives” and an overall desire to 

protect it.  

Final Question and Additional Comments  

The final question in the survey was as follows: 

What would be your top priority project for the St Ives area for the next 15 years? 

The back page of the survey was also blank and respondents were invited to write any 

additional comments about planning and/or the St Ives Area NDP. 

These two sections attracted a huge number of written responses and comments that were 

divided and analysed by sector – transport, amenities and facilities, housing, local economic 

development, open spaces, built environment and culture and heritage. Analysis can be found in 

the detailed reports referred to throughout this document. There were too many to analyse 

together. Indeed, one of our main learnings from producing and running this survey has been 

the need to limit the number of open-text written responses in order to facilitate analysis. It has 

taken many people many hours to condense the information into the form presented here. Huge 

thanks are due to the community volunteers who have undertaken this task.  

And, by dividing the written responses to the final questions by sector, we have ensured that 

every comment has been read and considered by the topic groups. All of this information has 

informed the production of draft proposed policy options which will go on to become the policies 

in St Ives Area NDP. The intention of the Oct – Dec 2013 survey was to make our NDP policies 

as community-led as possible. And we are on our way to achieving that goal.  

To view the complete survey online go to http://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/evidence-and-

policy/ and click on the link.  
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APPENDIX 7 Round 3 Preferred Policy Options Response Analysis 

 

St Ives Area Neighbourhood Development 

Plan: Consultation Round 3 Responses  

May – June 2014 
 

Round 3 of consultations for the St Ives Area Neighbourhood Plan focused on the preferred policy options 

produced by our topic groups. The policy options were ideas in the early stages of formation and the aim of 

the consultation was to gauge public opinion on the direction we were taking.  

It was an intermediary, rather than full consultation, comprising: 

 A parish-wide newsletter mail drop with 16 ‘headline’ policy options to raise interest 

 Six events around the parish – three in St Ives, two in Carbis Bay and one in Lelant 

 An online survey of the 16 ‘headline’ policy options 

At the events, attendees were asked to put a green sticker next to policy options they supported and a red 

sticker next to those they opposed. For the online survey, respondents were asked to select: 

 Strongly support 

 Support 

 No opinion 

 Oppose 

 Strongly oppose 

In both cases, there was also opportunity for general comment.  

In total, 335 attended the events and 64 people completed the online survey. The following report details 

their responses.  
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HOUSING 

H1: 50% affordable housing on all new developments 

Survey response: 

 

Event response: 

Support – 46 

Oppose - 1 

 

Comments from surveys and events:  

 

 Absolutely agree with 50% affordable. Possibly with minimum residency qualification to help 

local families. 

 Somewhat unrealistic, will stifle development. 

 If a local need can be proved for housing then a percentage should affordable for local people. 

 This will act as a massive disincentive to lower and mid range developers who build ordinary 

family houses on tight margins whilst not stopping the more wealthy boutique developers 

who have the margins and resources to withstand such burdens. You may as well put up a sign 

on the edge of town saying closed and risk nothing getting built! Surely 25-30% is enough. 

 All the housing should be affordable really. 

 Affordable housing to stay. That way, not to be bought to be sold on. 

 Very good, as long as it remains so. It would be very difficult to 'police'. 

 Good idea - half affordable and half market housing. 

 Affordable homes must be affordable and supported by employments locally. 

 At least 50% affordable. 

 At least 50% 

 Not to be sold to people to use for holiday lets. To be restricted to people who have strong 

local connections. Too much of the area is owned by people who do not live here permanently 

and many parts of the area are like a ghost town in the winter whilst locals are desperate for 
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somewhere to live 

 I think all new developments should be affordable housing.  There are far too many properties 

built in St Ives that only wealthy people can afford. 

 why ?    what is affordable ?  why not community housing ?   if do then needs to cover flats 

 I would prefer a larger percentage until enough is built to satisfy local demand for affordable. 

 But what do you mean by affordable? No matter what the price, tying people into fraudulent 

mortgages for the rest of their life is not, in my opinion, affordable. 

 50% affordable housing makes every estate a council estate resulting in little incentive for high 

earners to move into the area. 

 There are too many expensive properties in this area 

 

H2: Affordable housing component must be on site and not elsewhere 

Survey response: 

 

Event response: 
Support – 29 
Oppose – 2 
 
Comments from surveys and events: 

 I think this point is very important. There needs to be integration and balance of interests on both 

sides. 

 Anything else means developers can put up the properties anywhere they can stick them. 

 Must be onsite and cash offsets should not apply. 

 Affordable housing is essential - anywhere would be more desirable than none. 

 Very good idea, prevents misuse by developers. 

 The benefit should be on the proposed site otherwise the affordable element  could built in any 

area. 

 It would not make development or redevelopment viable allowing areas to become run down? 
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 Who cares as long as they get built. It may be that a developer can identify a cheaper site elsewhere 

and provide more affordable homes than shoe horning a few into an existing development. Why not 

leave this as a negotiating point for individual applications? 

 Spelling error in affordable. 

 Very good, as long as it remains so. It would be very difficult to 'police'. 

 Affordable should be for locals born and bred (or schooled here), should stay affordable for future 

generations. 

 why  ?   if no allows developer to charge more for the houses and then charge cost of agreed number 

of plots or % of development turnover to build community housing 

 I have been told that the affordable homes are sometimes built to a higher standard, including 

environmental standards, than the private housing so this could be a very good thing. 

 

H3 & H15: All new housing developments mush be for resident occupiers only and no more than 50 

dwellings 

Survey response: 

 

Event response: 
Support – 55 
Oppose – 3 
 
Comments from surveys and events: 

 Absolutely. No letting agents in other parts of the country buying up and charging extortionate fees, 

deposits and rental on properties that will be empty out of season. 

 Business in the area is well supplied with sites - look how many empty shops in St Ives.  It is too easy 

to discard existing sites in favour of the new. 

 I think a development of 50 dwellings is too large 

 Without a doubt...more than 50 houses makes it more like a small village. 

 Resident occupation is ideal, but how to maintain this if original buyer/resident sells to second 

home/holiday let? Will this be a bylaw? 
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 Please ensure that you take into account potential development described as 'apart hotels', i.e. not 

holiday homes as such but self-catering within a hotel environment - self catering by another name 

but called a hotel. 

 Totally unrealistic, will stifle development. 

 Very good idea but difficult to enforce. 

 Before any more houses are built in this area the infrastructure must be improved.  There should be 

no major developments until there are more school places. 

 I support the 50 dwelling limit to maintain character but can't see the point of fully residential 

restriction. Job creation is a massive issue locally so why seek to do this. 

 Why? 

 Residents only, not shared. 

 Very good, as long as it remains so. It would be very difficult to 'police'. 

 I strongly believe that any new developments should be restricted to a maximum of 50 dwellings and 

should be for resident occupiers only. 

 50 dwellings is too many, but should be fully residential. 

 Most important. Essential. If the current trend continues, people will stop visiting. 

 New buildings must be fully residential. There are enough holiday/second homes in St Ives. 

 what does fully residential mean?   contradicts the idea of live/work units 

 This is 2 questions. Yes to the first. I think the new Mike Peters estate is 59 and it is not too massive. 

(Although this conflicts with my view that we should not build on greeen fields.) 

 But how do you stop them becoming second homes? 

 the plan is too "introvert" 

 Gonwin Manor proposal should apply under these conditions. Present proposal is far to large 

 No more second homes please 

 

H5: planning permission should not be granted unless a local need can be established.  

Event response: 

 unrealistic. Problematic to deliver unless at county level. If so, no need in local plan. 

 

H16: Exceptions Policy to allow affordable housing on land not already allocated for housing 

Survey response: 
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Event response: 
Support – 4 
Oppose – 14 
 
Comments from surveys and events: 

 I have concerns here - only acceptable if 100% guarantee that some clever developer would be 

unable to exploit the exception and build high cost luxury homes on land that would otherwise be 

used as public open space. 

 While the government appear to be relaxing planning regulations and giving the 'green light' to 

developers it is important to have restrictions to protect local land. 

 I live by the rugby field in St.Ives and am worried that there will not be anywhere for the young 

people of our community to play their ball games, fitness and health should be encouraged  before 

profits for a few. 

 Any planning permission refused must not be over-ruled by outside parties. 

 Could be a problem unless the deposits for the houses are kept really low. 

 Agreed - but a strong community need. 

 Could make ghettos and hurt the local society. 

 don't really understand the implications of this so can't comment 

 needs clarification 

 not enough info 

 not sure what is meant by this 
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BUILT ENVIRONMENT 

 

BE1: Historic Core – recognise and respect the essential elements of the town’s unique character 

Comments from surveys and events: 

 vital, signing on harbour needs urgent attention. 

 

BE2: Restrictions on building design – scale, materials, density, space standards – to preserve each town’s 

distinctive character 

Survey response:  

 

Event response: 

Support – 41 
Oppose – 1 
 
Comments from surveys and events: 

 Again, I think integration is very important. 

 This is a bit late in the day, some of what has been allowed is cringe making.  We have low quality 

UPVC windows in cottages/houses that are very old.  Maybe wood isn't so popular now but there are 

man made sash windows.  Glass balconies on old properties!  Just look at what has happened on 

Treloyan Ave - is this preserving the towns character ? 

 The character of the area must be maintained. 

 The CC design guide allows for individual expressions so we need to ensure some fluidity whilst 

respecting the vernacular 

 Lose this and we destroy the town and its major selling points. 
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 If guidance on suitable designs can be sought, it could be of great benefit and will hopefully restrict 

the monstrosities that have sneaked in. 

 All sorts of things have been tried for about 50 years - good luck! 

 surely already exists though 

 This could stifle good modern design.  Much of whay is already there is dull. 

 it is too late though , see all the recent developments on the way in 

 

BE2: Restrictions on new self-catering accommodation 

Survey response: 

 

Event response: 

Support – 37 
Oppose – 1 
 

Comments from surveys and events: 

 These need to be hidden away behind trees, not given prime positions along the coast-line. 

 It is absolute overkill, look on any of the websites and they are discounting by 15/20%, even in to 

July. However, I don't know how we can restrict this in practice. 

 This should be near the top of the priority list. Again, could this be achieved by bylaw? 

 No new self-catering will stagnate the market to tourism. The town is totally dependent on this 

trade. Totally unrealistic. 

 St Ives is not a museum, it is (or should continue to be) a living town. So also encourage excellent 

and appropriate, sympathetic, use of modern design and materials. 

 Limiting new self-catering accomodation will adversely affect tourism and prevent retiring hoteliers 

from realising the true value of their property which is probably their pension. 

 I think there is now enough self catering accommodation available in the area especially with the 

huge development now being built at Laity Lane, Carbis Bay.  Most of the self catering cottages in 
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downalong are empty during the winter months so do not consider that more of this type of 

accommodation is required. 

 There's enough? 

 I declare an interest as a landlord but why try and kill the thing that keeps half the town employed. A 

more balanced approach would be nice. 

 Too many self-catering apartments/houses are being built. 

 Restrict developers knocking down old granite houses and building apartments and not living locally. 

 There are enough self catering/ second homes here. The town is dead in winter and this is no good 

for the local economy. We know lots of second homes that have reserved parking spots and sell 

them to other users yet we can't get one even though we are working. There is no proper regulation 

of second homes. They are dirty users leaving rubbish and improper recycling all over the place. I 

would like to see a proper surcharge that covers the mess that their tenants leave all over. 

 We have more than enough flats and second homes so we should limit any more by introducing 

planning permission for change of use. 

 Much of St Ives is a ghost town in the winter whilst local people are desperate for somewhere to 

live. With low wages they cannot afford to pay the high prices for houses that the holiday companies 

pay. 

 Support some restriction but needs more detail 

 Strongly support restrictions as I feel there are too many self-catering holiday apartments that 

remain empty in the winter. 

 It seems that new properties are built, some of them affordable housing, and straight away they 

become holiday lets.  Surely we have enough of these places in St Ives.  I understand that St Ives is a 

tourist town but, at the end of the day, there are only so many tourists that one town can 

accommodate. 

 but what does this mean ?  surely all flats and houses are self catering  do you mean timeshares or 

chalets? 

 Strongly Support 

 Odd options!  Strongly support restriction. All new self catering accomodation MUST have associated 

off street parking. 

 Don't know how this could happen 

 this is a holiday resort, come on get real!! 

 Ref points one and two.  I assume these should read support as oppose to oppose and if this is the 

case, I have ticked support 
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BE3: Development of public spaces, e.g. a town square at the Sloop, a pedestrian are at Royal Square 

Survey response: 

 

Event response: 

Support – 23 
Oppose – 3 
 
Comments from surveys and events: 

 Both good ideas. Not sure where buses would go re Royal Square, but the area there definitely could 

do with a re-think. 

 A town square at the Sloop?  That's just plain frightening - isn't it part of the conservation area?  

Please do not even consider developing this historic part of St Ives! 

 "can't comment as no detailed info.available at this time, or IF it is on the site I can't find it.... 

 You must consult with those trying to earn a living at the Sloop Craft Market sooner rather than 

later... and there is a need to retain public toilets there including for the disabled." 

 If buses are re-routed, care must be taken to ensure residents are not put off by a new drop off area, 

e.g. many residents use for library and shops. 

 Don't know how this would work with so much parking required or the volume of traffic but worth 

considering. 

 A bandstand would be a great attraction for the tourist's and the town band. 

 We lack any public squares in St.Ives apart from Norway square which is delightful and great when 

used for poetry and music. 

 Need more information. Parking in St Ives is vital. 

 I support the development of new public spaces but I have serious concerns regarding the Sloop 

area. Will the Sailing Club be able to maintain its position as an important LOCAL amenity used 

mainly by LOCAL people. In addition it is completely welcoming to any visitor and is working hard to 

integrate the local children. I don't support the pie in the sky water sports centre ( put forward by 
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the Jumbo Association plans without any consultation to the Sailing Club) I would far sooner see a 

Sailing Club and a town Square. 

 We have very few public spaces available in the town and I am opposed to a town square at the 

Sloop.  I don’t disagree with the concept of creating space for storage for the sailing club and  gig 

club, but the car park behind the Sloop is absolutely vital so that rules out a town square. 

 Good idea - clean the place up. 

 Clean up desperately needed. 

 I cannot imagine how a town square at the Sloop could be arranged though it sounds appealing! 

However Dobles Wall should have a preservation order put on it. 

 to what point?   sloop will only benefit Symons 

 Its very important to ensure the environment supports attractive acessible open space for walking, 

cycling etc for health, wellbeing and longevity. 

 "The sloop area is already an eyesore, more needs to be done to improve the appearance of the 

frontage but just making more drinking space is not the answer. 

 The best improvement for royal square would be to regulate and control the taxis. there are so many 

near misses involving taxis and they drive far too fast. Also split the ranking to reduce the impact." 

 we should press the bus companies to stagger the arrival and departure of buses before there is a 

bad accident. At present the buses arrive within a short time of each other. It is particularly 

dangerous in the summer. 

 

BE 6: Tourist Experience – present, interpret and promote St Ives as an historic Cornish town of quality, 

character and significance. 

Comments from surveys and events: 

 And a place to relocate your business to, see LED 1. 
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OPEN SPACES 

OS7: Protection for trees, woodland, hedgerows and Cornish hedges 

Survey response: 

 

Event response: 
Support – 62 
Oppose – 0 
 
Comments from surveys and events: 

 This is vital for the character and the soul of the place. 

 Once we lose these they are gone forever. 

 This should be strictly adhered to...we are losing so many open areas for example Gonwin Farm has 

been allowed to re-locate the public footpath which previously went through it's land but now 

makes it very difficult to negotiate this area. 

 "We have so few trees in Cornwall so should protect the ones we have and the few green open 

spaces, especially in  

 St Ives and Carbis Bay/Lelant." 

 Particularly on prominent roads. Encourage new planting to mask the terrible recent (1960s+) 

developments 

 Favourable if it can be implemented. 

 One area which seems to be neglected is the last remaining area of grassland below the Coastguard 

cottages.  A pre-planning proposal was recently submitted by those who live in Am Meer on 

Treloyhan Road but I am told that field is part of the sewage works.  We must protect that area. 

 These laws should be punitive and really hurt those who break them. 

 St Ives desperately needs to preserve as much greenery as possible as it has so little of it. 

 We need more green spaces around the town not fewer.  After all, trees are the lungs of the town. 

 Absolutely!! 
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 and wetlands and meadows and unimproved pasture and heathland and moorland and common 

land 

 

OS18: Development which would have a significant adverse effect on the setting or character of the town 

or villages will not be permitted.  

Comments from surveys and events: 

 if the areas of Halsetown, St Ives, Carbis Bay and Lelant are not safe-guarded, roads etc could not 

cope with the increase in traffic etc. 

 

 

OS19: Proposals for development which would result in the loss of or have an adverse effect on the local 

environmental value of the following open areas will be not permitted: a) Beach Road; b) The Island, St 

Ives; c) Trenwith, St Ives; d) Tregenna, St Ives; e) Treloyhan, St Ives; f) Land above Porthminster beach; g) 

Carbis Valley, Carbis Bay; h) Steeple Fields 

Comments from surveys and events: 

 Support! 

 

OS20: Restrictions on development in domestic gardens 

Survey response: 

 

Event response: 
Support – 41 
Oppose – 0 
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Comments from surveys and events:  

 This would depend on proximity to other dwellings, and considerations as to whether new building 

would impede views or require felling of trees (etc.). 

 Some of the building allowed in the past has been ill-thought.  We are so fixated with the tourist we 

forget that one day they may go away - we are already seeing a reduction and who will buy 

properties that have no privacy? 

 Agree in principle but some larger gardens may be acceptable for infill. 

 Each application should be judged individually.  It could be better than building on a green space if it 

is already a residential area. 

 It there is adequate plot size. Beyond the token 50m2 previous guide 

 A common sense approach would be nice but shoe horning houses into inappropriate sites looks 

ugly and imposes burdens on traffic, parking etc etc 

 Depends on where it is and access. 

 Good idea. People can be so sneaky, though in some cases a legitimate reason should be considered 

for an extension (or other) to help elderly relations. 

 Massive problem. There is no resident parking available so people concrete over every space for 

parking. The reserved parking bays are plentiful and empty most of the time. This really needs 

addressing by just putting a registration number on the reserved passes. Check this against the 

registered owner and this is sorted. Ŷj 

 Too many gardens are being sold off for building plots. Again, we need more green space, not less.  It 

also means that properties are built closer and closer together and no outside space is left at all. 

 much too late also surely now would be legally tested esp if neighbour had done 

 I love my garden but I would prefer my neighbour to build in theirs rather than loose another green 

field. Dense living down along seems to have suited people well. The most important thing is to have 

free access to open space so people can walk in nature for health and well being. 

 depends whether it's appropriate. size of garden, location etc 

 why persecute the ordinary member of the public? 

 Green space and gardens for children to play. 
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OS22: Protection for grade 1, 2 and 3a agricultural land 

Survey response: 

 

Events response: 
Support – 40 
Oppose – 0 
 
Comments from surveys and events: 

 Much of the beauty of the place is inland, as well as the sea views. The agricultural land plays a big 

part in this. 

 This is vitally important and I would like this to be if not at the top of your priority list then very near. 

 We need to continue to protect our green infrastructure 

 Brownfield sites must be used first. 

 It is vitally important that the green belt between Carbis Bay and Lelant is protected. It is also very 

important that the village of Lelant is protected by not allowing large developments in Carbis Bay 

because the road through Lelant is very narrow and will not take much additional traffic. It is also 

vital in my opinion that current agricultural land is protected. There are plenty of sites available that 

can be developed where agricultural land does not have to be used. 

 Protect the green spaces - farmland, large gardens and open spaces are really important for spiritual 

well-being. 

 I do not know exactly what this means so need more information before having an opinion 

 Food security is a massive issue for the future. But I don't know which grades are excluded by this. 

Fields around Penbeagle are full of horses and birds eating insects including swallows swooping and 

rare butterflies and lots of bees!!! They are an amazing resource for walkers in an area where many 

cannot afford transport. Fields should be kept but acessible by footpaths for all to enjoy and 

maintain health. 

 Where possible agricultural land should be protected where it provides a separation between 

communities and an amenity. 
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LOCAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

LED1: Support for developments which contribute to the local economy 

Survey response: 

 

Event response: 
Support – 30 
Oppose – 0 
 
Comments from surveys and events: 

 Very good idea. 

 As long as they are in appropriate places. 

 But within reason. It's very easy for developers to offer workspaces etc but who makes sure that 

these are undertaken. Covenants should be put on the spaces to ensure that these are adhered to. 

 Support but within limits, i.e. no damage to other aspets of the neighbourhood plan. 

 I would support this if a need for the above could be proved.  Our economy must also be protected. 

 They don't work and there is little real need 

 Anything that helps create real jobs must be supported to give younger people a future in Cornwall. 

 We should encourage businesses to come to the area with rates reductions or tax breaks which 

would see more employment of local people. 

 In an appropriate location 

 Again, difficult, as visitors using holiday lets do contribute significantly to our economy. 

 Depends on the type of development. 

 Should be linked to affordable housing. 

 is there a need ?   anything is better than totally reliant on tourist trade 

 On brown fields 

 if by the local economy you mean real people and not local corporations and companies creaming it 

all for themselves then yes 

 No job opportunities. 
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TRANSPORT 

T2: Support to manage and limit traffic flows into and in St Ives town centre, e.g. entry permits 

Survey response: 

 

Event response: 
Support – 38 
Oppose – 3 
 
Comments from surveys and events: 

 This could work - but might snarl-up local business. 

 Traffic flow is at times. at breaking point.  Big 4WD vehicles long wheelbase vans, lorries too big for 

the roads are a common occurrence.  comments from pedestrians are on the increase and the 

calibre of tourists we seem to be attracting these days seem to think they own the roads. 

 This happened back in the 70s and kept the traffic to a minimum. All locals should be allowed a 

permit and deliveries limited to before 9 am. 

 Is this in conjunction with park and ride provision? We do need to keep the tourist business coming 

and not deterred. 

 "Need to ensure that Highways apply double yellow lines in certain areas all year round (e.g. 

stennack and back Talland) to assist traffic flow measures.  

 Ideally, signage about car park availability shoudl also be in place before Lelant so people can use 

Park and Ride id car parks are full in St Ives (or go elsewhere)." 

 Issues with restricting traffic as there is no ideal alternative to pass through the town to island, as we 

are at the end of the earth. Timed slots for heavy traffic are unsuitable and will increase delivery 

costs. 

 Support this but arrangements must be nmade for workmen,servies and visitors to residents. 

 Limiting traffic in town sounds good but many accomodation seekers would be deterred if the casual 

visitor required an entry permit. 
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 Well something has to be done.  I believe local residents should be given free parking permits to park 

near their own homes.  This would stop vehicles parking in residential roads when they should be 

using local car parks.  Entry permits or proof of residency in town would stop unnecessary vehicles 

driving through town. 

 Permits failed before but times move on. Radical re think on loading areas disabled parking and car 

parks but CC wont play ball 

 Totally support anything that helps here. 

 But the visitors would try to park on streets like ours so there would have to be yellow lines and 

parking permits for locals. 

 Times could be limited for car access, small delivery vehicles. 

 Concerned that if you restrict traffic flows further and more the rugby club further away you may 

increase parking problems and ultimately get less tourism that brings in revenues. 

 What a brilliant solution to help limit the huge amount of vehicles through Lelant, Carbis Bay and St 

Ives. 

 Too much traffic through Lelant. 

 We live in Carbis Bay and would expect to be able to support St Ives by having entry permits at any 

time. 

 "This is an incredibly important issue to many residents. We fully support the idea of limiting traffic 

into the town. We don't have enough parking for local people. Just check out the County Council 

waiting lists. You may be interested to know on all of Barnoon Car Park in the winter there are only 5 

regular vehicles parking with year long tickets. The reserved spaces are running on about 10 per cent 

capacity yet we can't get one. Small wonder that people Tarmac every inch of this place. Let's be 

honest though, this is all about money making, pure revenue streams for the County Council who are 

not interested in the least about local residents. No replies to correspondence, no accountability, no 

responsibility. Park and ride must be the answer but how will it be regulated. A congestion charge 

will not bother the Chelsea Tractor brigade piling into our walls and buildings. Again PERMANENT 

RESIDENTS must be identified now and I suggest the whole town is surveyed immediately and road 

users identified now. Permanent residents should register their vehicles now with registration 

numbers. I am sorry but to qualify you MUST BE resident here all year round. 

 Second home owners could register one vehicle per household (relatives, friends, tenants and any 

other users must and should use a park and ride )" 

 A barrier at Porthminster Hotel with entry permits seemed to work – however, it would have a cost 

as it would have to be manned 24 hours. 

 Absolutely vital. Should be done prior to any new development. 

 need more discussion first 

 There are parking restrictions on many of St Ives streets, but no one seems to take any notice of 

them.  Time and again we see cars parked on double yellow lines and nothing is ever done about it.  

If there are to be traffic restrictions, then these have to be enforced fully and drivers not allowed to 

'get away with it'. 

 already on signs - how will it be enforced?  and at what cost 

 The traffic is really no worse than 1000's of city streets across the UK. Rules cost money to enforce. 

 This will kill the Town, it never works, again sort out the taxis and midi buses , get them properly 

regulated and supervised. 
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 Essential. Permits for local businesses. We have a gallery on Wharf Road, we have to unload during 

the day with the constant threat of getting a ticket, even though we're in a loading bay. Unloading in 

the evening is difficult due to the public parking in the loading bays at night. Traffic though the town 

and on the harbour front is unacceptable. Many cars do not slow down for pedestrians. And the 

pavements are too narrow in many areas forcing pedestrians onto the road. 

 

 

T5: New housing much provide off-street parking 

Survey response: 

 

Event response: 
Support – 54 
Oppose – 6 
 
Comments from surveys and events: 

 I have a parking space, our CP is regularly used by casual parkers even on the double yellows.  The 

parking Police don't seem to make it round our lanes 

 Without a doubt. 

 This may need refining as not everyone has a car and better local transport would help. 

 Parking aims unrealistic. 

 With the parking problems this is a necessity. 

 Restrict selling off garages or parking. 

 This is one of the major issues for St Ives. Force developers to incur cost and hassle of solving this. 

 You only have to see the amount of cars parked on the road all the way up Park an Creet both sides 

of the road although some houses have garages which are full. 

 Proposals for use of Carbis Bay car park for development. Where could visitor to beach/areas be able 

to park? 

 Parking provision essential. 

Strongly Support

Support

No Opinion

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

35 

12 

4 

3 

0 

T5: New housing must provide off-street parking 
*54 responses 
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 Not all people have cars and I believe we should be encouraging the use of public transport, walking 

so don't feel this is a necessary option-perhaps a spaces nearby for health visitors, carers, doctors 

etc to park when visiting. 

 but wont work as families have 3/4 or more cars 

 Better to have a garden to grow veg than more paving. 

 If possible. I understand that this is not always possible in compact areas. 

 No policy covers the need for new infrastructure policy for the whole area. More houses, more cars 

require better entry and exit facilities for the whole area. This infrastructure needs to be part of the 

overall policy to be put in place before housing facilities are granted, otherwise visitors and locals 

will be very frustrated  

 Parking for new homes   

 Traffic and parking in and around town  

 

RENEWABLE ENERGY 

RE1: Support for local renewable power generation 

Survey response: 

 

Event response: 
Support – 23 
Oppose – 2 
Comments from surveys and events: 

 This is a very sensitive area. Any development would need to be taken on its own merits with regard 

to visibility, noise, hazard. I would strongly oppose fracking, for instance, but solar panels are fine. 

Wind farms, I think are best kept few and far between. 

 I am not sure what this entails but anything that helps is good. 

 Very keen to see this! 

 Sorry, do not have enough knowledge about this to offer an opinion. 

Strongly Support

Support

No Opinion

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

20 

19 

10 

3 

2 

RE1: Support for local renewable power 
generation 

*54 responses 
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 No windmills 

 I cannot think of anything more likely to kill the town and its trade than windfarms, solar panel 

arrays and a waste converting plant. 

 Not quite sure what you mean by this or where it would be. 

 Good idea, as we have a really suitable area for wave hubs and wind generation. 

 Power generation would have to be carefully controlled or it could result in a rash of hideous glass 

things all over our roofs.  I need to be convinced. 

 Desirable, but not desperate. 

 Again would need to know more about what is proposed before having an opinion. However I would 

probably be interested. 

 But no more huge wind turbines. 

 Hydro electric in the Stennack! Also property level generation is very successful in Germany - it 

should be supported here. 

 if that power is sold directly to local people at a reasonable rate and not sold to the national grid 

then sold back to locals at an inflated rate 

 depending on environmental impact. More detail required. 
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CULTURE AND HERITAGE 

CH1: Requirement for x workspaces and/or live-work units to be created in St Ives to support creative 

industries 

Comments from surveys and events: 

 What are the “x’s” and give example of ‘creative industries’, e.g. architects, graphic designers, 

software development, web design etc etc (St Ives). 

 would there be sufficient local people to fill these units? 

 

 

CH3: Support for a public creative space and live-work units 

Survey response: 

 

Event response: 
Support – 21 
Oppose – 0 
 
Comments from surveys and events: 

 This is would be very innovative - and competitive. 

 I would want to see a large % going to cornish people. 

 they have to be affordable!! 

 For local people. 

 Live-work units do not have a successful history in this are and elsewhere in UK. 

 If a suitable location could be found that would support local employment and a need was identified. 

 Live work doesn't work. Token work units used as garages throughout Cornwall. Difficult to fund 

 Another St Ives selling point. Another reason I support mixed developments. 

 Again I don’t understand this point.  As a trustee of Porthmeor Studios I am aware that there is 

always a demand for studios but where we could put a public creative space defeats me. 

Strongly Support

Support

No Opinion

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

20 

23 

7 

2 

1 

CH3: Support for a public creative space and 
live-work units 

*53 responses 
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 Desirable, not desperate. 

 live/work to be out of town 

 Best to utilise what is already there. 

 

CH5: St Ives Community Land Trust have first refusal on community/public buildings for sale 

Survey response: 

 

Event response: 
Support – 34 
Oppose – 1 
 
Comments from surveys and events: 

 Very good idea. Not that all of community buildings should go to residential use, but a mix of uses 

would be a 

 This ties in, I think, with 11 and 14. 

 I agree to this proposal. 

 This should definitely happen. 

 subject to open market valuation 

 Who will pay for it when it becomes a white elephant. Land ownership isn't free so this sounds a bit 

of a ideal unless we have a local philanthropist underwriting it. 

 Good idea , watch out for the supermarkets etc. 

 Definitely in favour. 

 Can St Ives Community Land Trust buy Treloyhan? What about a community effort to raise funds? 

 Agree – it has always concerned me that our Museum is vulnerable to the vagaries of Cornwall 

Council who are the landlords, that our excellent St Ives Archive has no permanent home, and I have 

heard that the Palais de Danse which is owned by Barbara Hepworth’s family is up for sale.  Could a 

Community Land Trust buy it?  Meanwhile, under the Malakoff we have a huge unused white 

elephant which has never been occupied since it was built!!! 

Strongly Support

Support

No Opinion

Oppose

Strongly Oppose

27 

19 

5 

1 

1 

CH5: St Ives Community Land Trust have first 
refusal on community/public buildings for sale 

*53 responses 
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 I am not sure who they are and how democratic they are. However I can think of quite a few 

buildings that should stay in the control of the community. 

 where will money come from 

 an open market is the answer ,not a closed shop. 

 

CH7: Policy promoting the use of Cornish language in the parish. 

Comments from surveys and events: 

 do not support. We need to concentrate our efforts  on policies which will really affect the whole 

community 

 cannot see a need for this  

 

CH General  

 all good stuff, but what about entertainment? Other policies encourage relocation of businesses and 

people, they will want good quality and varied entertainment/recreation over time. Need policy to 

cover this (St Ives).  

 

GENERAL COMMENTS FROM EVENTS 

 We are very concerned about the Gonwin Farm development – 235 houses. We cannot wait until 

2015. Indeed it is urgent that this development (which in the face of many of your 

recommendations) be refused in the coming weeks (Carbis Bay).  

 Comment on further development in Lelant and Carbis Bay – total madness! These two local areas 

do not need any further development. There is no way that small, quaint village of Lelant could ever 

cope with the influx of traffic. It is bad for most of the year now – if any further housing estates 

would have to be served by the current access roads the attractiveness of this lovely ‘jewel in the 

Cornish crown’ would be spoilt. Why make the best asset we have – tourism – a thing of the past. 

Visitors don’t want to see buildings, new roundabouts, roads, shops etc. They want to enjoy nature, 

unspoilt rural countryside, green open spaces. There are plenty of awful large sites in the St Ives area 

that would take a sensible amount of affordable, pleasant housing for local people and first-time 

buyers. The planned number of properties is by far too large. The need is simply not there. 

Eventually the properties would fall into the hands of rich second home owners from ‘up country’ 

who will make money out of them. This greed of developers and second home purchasers must be 

stopped. The new neighbourhood plan must prevent more housing being built on currently 

agriculturally used land. Farm land and associated wildlife are under threat – just enquire of the 

RSPB or Cornwall Wildlife Trust to get the figures. Let’s protect what we have got here and 

redevelop eyesores rather than use up more land. (Mrs B Hoskin, Resident of Carbis Bay). 
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GENERAL ABOUT THE NDP ITSELF 

 Apathy from the community at this stage should not be reason to have your proposals ignored by 

those in authority at this stage (Carbis Bay).  

 I believe that St Ives neighbourhood plan should, in principle, follow the main aims of the current 

Penwith Local Plan for this area (Carbis Bay).  

 I strongly believe that any planning applications for residential developments that are currently 

before Cornwall Council should be refused on the grounds that they are premature pending the 

finalisation of the St Ives neighbourhood plan (Carbis Bay).  

 General – need to do a cross-referencing exercise to show how each policy statement complements 

and/or supports other policy statements. (St Ives)  

 Unfortunately this document has ‘airs’ of becoming a NIMBY CHARTER, potentially stifling 

development and could stagnate the local economy, suppressing development and investment. The 

town’s immediate need is for affordable housing and/or social housing. (St Ives) 

 Roads, school, doctors, medical services in place to support an increase in housing (Lelant).  

 Schools need to expand to fit the need for growing housing estates and families (St Ives).  
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APPENDIX 8 Cornwall Council Comments and Subsequent Action 

 

Policy – CH1: Local Community and Heritage Assets RESPONSE/ACTION 

Policy 

wording 

 Not sure the wording is clear. seems to refer to 

change of use as much/more than development, 

and it doesn’t say what ‘consideration’ means…, 

nor what conclusions should be drawn from that 

consideration –as written it sort of leaves it open 

to a developer to say –‘ I’ve considered it, thank 

you, and ignored it…’ 

 Good - going beyond NPPF here, because talking 

about non-tangible significance, importance to the 

narrative as well as the fabric of St Ives – which I 

like… and change of use etc. – but could still use 

relevant form of words….WHS guidance could help 

here too…and again –would like to see the desire 

to use that understanding to inform new design –

this still reads mostly as a 

preserving/mitigation/recording policy rather than 

an inspirational one…. 

 would be good to have caveat that the list is only 

current as it stands, and is iterative, and will 

change as more information/list 

reviews/investigations/research etc. furthers our 

knowledge of the sites and the settlements in 

general….. 

The Conservation Area is 

covered by Article 4 and 

therefore not included in 

the NDP map so as not to 

over-complicate. 

 

Policy amended to:  

(a) point out that this is 

not a definitive list 

(b) re-word 

 

 

Justification amended to 

include reference to other 

areas of cultural 

significance (shaded 

orange on the map) and to 

architectural issues.  

  

Policy – LED1: New Economic Proposals RESPONSE/ACTION 

a.)…..  

no increased 

visual impact 

on the area’s 

landscape  

 

Perhaps should be adverse visual impact –

impact can after all be positive and beneficial. 

Accepted and change 

made 

b. in keeping 

with the 

character area  

 

I really welcome this character-area led 

approach – does it need to be strengthened to 

say not just in keeping with (because leaves 

open who and how this is decided), but 

something along lines…’as defined by BE1-17, 

and as assessed by the required assessment 

framework procedures as set out…..NPPF/EH 

Setting/EH assessment framework, elsewhere 

this document… 

Accepted and change 

made.  

References to NPPF etc. 

are included in the 

Evidence Base and Basic 

Conditions Statement. 

What does EH mean? 

English Heritage 

Sustaining 

fishery - Fishing 

continues out 

Worth pointing out that the multi-million pound 

restoration of Porthmeor studios was funded in 

part because of the continued provision of the 

Included in pre-amble 

and Evidence Base 
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of St Ives, 

despite 

significant 

decline, and 

continues to be 

an industry at 

the heart of the 

local 

community. Its 

importance 

culturally, 

environmentally 

and 

economically 

has been 

overlooked in 

recent years, 

fishing cellars there…not just a museum piece, 

but a working facility; culture and  employment 

working together as a catalyst for external 

funding/investment… 

General 

comments 

Porthrepta Car Park, Carbis Bay, is in a 

residential area. B1 and B2 may be more 

relevant and deliverable. Importance of car 

park could increase if any residential parking 

schemes are ever proposed and it could also 

help justify a reduction in off street parking 

from any further development in the area. 

Suggest the allocation policy polices are written 

to include all of the criteria, as it is complicated 

to the officer who is reading the policy.  

Accepted and change 

made 

 

Policy – LED2: General Retail RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

A number of use classes appear to have been missed 

and question whether you would want to support heavy 

industrial/storage distribution in the town and whether 

this would appeal to operators. The below paragraph is 

the NPPF’s definition of town centre uses and maybe 

better wording to use? 

Main town centre uses: Retail development (including 

warehouse clubs and factory outlet centres); leisure, 

entertainment facilities the more intensive sport and 

recreation uses (including cinemas, restaurants, drive-

through restaurants, bars and pubs, night-clubs, 

casinos, health and fitness centres, indoor bowling 

centres, and bingo halls); offices; and arts, culture and 

tourism development (including theatres, museums, 

galleries and concert halls, hotels and conference 

facilities). 

We want to keep this tight 

as there is a significant 

predominance of food 

outlets, takeaways and 

tourism related business 

in the town centre 

currently. There is also 

strong community desire 

to see a more balanced 

town centre, providing 

more for local needs as 

well as tourists. We 

therefore need to 

encourage particular types 

of retail and business over 

the plan period in order to 

provide this balance. 

Use classes retained and 

the list extended to 

incorporate other retail 

uses. 

B8 removed. 
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Policy – LED3: Catering and Food Outlets RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

Recommend merging with LED2 and using the 

uses of the NPPF. What are the reasons for no 

A5? This goes against the NPPF. Wording not 

practical because of the new PD on changing A1, 

A2 and B1a to residential without the need of PC 

(subject to conditions). 

Amended to reflect 

removal of restrictions 

on change of use and the 

remove the blanket 

restriction on A5. 

 

 

 

Policy – LED4: Change of Use RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Question the need for the policy, merge 

into LED2&3, as above, PD has changed, 

please review: 

Retail to residential - new class IA allows 

change of use and some associated physical works 

from a small shop or provider of 

professional/financial services (A1 and A2 uses) to 

residential use (C3). This involves a ‘prior 

approval’ process and the local planning authority 

can consider impacts of the proposed change. Up 

to 150 square metres of retail space will be able 

to change to residential use. This new right does 

not apply to land protected by article 1(5) of the 

General Permitted Development Order.* 

 The policy states ‘Change of Use’ but below 

suggests redevelopment? 

 Criteria b, includes A5 but in LED3, you are 

saying it’s not permitted? 

 Penbeagle Ind Estate A1-A5? Are these 

uses appropriate? 

Section (a) of LED 2 

removed due to removal 

of restrictions on change 

of use which makes this 

part of the policy 

unviable. 

Section (b) retained as a 

continuation of a 

successful Penwith 

policy preventing the 

over-use of town centre 

outlets for offices, 

namely estate agents, 

which is a very real 

threat in St Ives. Now 

section (a). 

Section (c) on Penbeagle 

retained for the time 

being, to be looked at 

again, now section (b) 

Title and policy changed 

to ‘re-development and 

change of use’. 

Penbeagle Industrial 

Estate does include a 

unit within these 

categories at present 

(Sharkey’s Fish and 

Chips). The intention is 

to keep the units in 

productive business, 

industrial or retail use, 

so these categories are 

appropriate. 
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Policy – LED5: Retail in Carbis Bay and Lelant RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Holiday Accommodation is the title of 

theme/objective whilst the policy itself relates to 

employment? 

 Slightly confused about what this policy is 

seeking to achieve? On one hand it’s saying 

certain use classes are permitted, whilst the 

other part is suggesting outlets, business and 

light industrial. Unsure on how public amenities 

and services fit into employment. 

 Suggest re-wording 

Wrong policy 

 

The policy is seeking to 

encourage/welcome 

proposals for retail and 

business development in 

Carbis Bay and Lelant, 

which currently lack both. 

Re-worded. 

 

 

 

Policy – LED6: Agricultural Development Proposals RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Where permission is required…. Agricultural 

buildings/operations have extended 

permitted development rights. 

Noted. 

Does the policy 

contravene extended 

permitted development 

rights as it currently 

stands? 

No – I would just change 

the wording to say 

‘where permission is 

required’. 

Accepted and amended. 

 

Policy – LED7: Fishing Development Proposals RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Isn’t it a hostage to fortune to simply say 

‘permitted’ like that, because it is stronger 

than the wording used on most other 

policies, and therefore could be taken to 

override other balancing issues; should it 

not be  ‘supported’ 'positively encouraged’  

'enabled as far as is feasible’ 'preferred 

over other use options’ – I know it sounds 

less positive, but concerned it will give rise 

to internal conflict within the plan as to 

relevant weight to give to different parts, 

and could subvert the other aims. 

Accepted and amended: 

 

(a) Permitted changed 

to supported; 

(b) Reference to 

Character Area 

added in 
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Policy – LED8: Holiday Accommodation, New, Extensions and 

Conversions 

RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Isn’t point C inevitable for new holiday 

accommodation? Not sure if this is 

achievable in reality? 

 Does the second part of the policy link well 

to ‘Local Economic Development’ as its 

unclear whether converting existing 

buildings will be for employment uses? 

 Is there better wording is not simply 

‘increased’ impact on countryside, but an 

adverse impact? And by open countryside 

is this also impact on the open sea-ward 

facing aspects of the settlements –not just 

countryside, but the Bay/shore/coastal 

zone, and indeed long-views from across 

the Bay? 

Point c removed. 

 

 

Second section removed, 

as it is covered by policy 

CF3. 

 

Wording amended to 

‘adverse’. 

 

Seaward and landward 

aspects included. 

 

Policy – LED9: Camping and Caravan Sites RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 As there are Article 4 Directions in St Ives 

on caravan and camping, then the word 

‘permitted’ may be taken in the wrong 

context and so it may be best to use the 

word ‘supported’. 

Permitted changed to 

‘supported’ 

 

Policy – H1: Affordable Housing RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 H1a, states minimum SPD states target? 

 The NDP supports only a single tenure of 

affordable housing (for sale) which is at 

odds with LP policy, and represents the 

lowest level of need (affordable rented 

being the CC priority). 

Amended to 50% target 

 

tenure is not specified, 

reference is given to 

guidance given in 

cornwall spd 

 

Policy – H2: Full Time Principal Residence Requirement RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 My earlier advice concerning their notion 

for “Full time principal residence housing” 

was that this is not supported by the LP, 

and if retained the NDP should make it 

clear that it is a policy strand that would 

relate only to specific community-led 

proposals that are taken forward by them 

through the NDO and / or CRTB route.he 

notion that Principal Residence Housing 

should only be supported in order to 

NDP group have been 

advised that Cornwall 

Council policy is to 

support principal 

residence housing. 
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provide cross subsidy for affordable 

housing or other development directly 

benefiting the community is also in my 

view at odds with LP policies. 

 The NDP suggests that a principal 

residence would not have price controls, 

but my view is that the constraint itself will 

impact on the market price, and mortgage 

ability, as will the further NDP condition 

that cessation of principal use requires an 

offer to sell or rent as affordable housing 

instead. It would be great if that ever 

happened, but I am not convinced of the 

practicality, and broadly speaking it is 

highly unlikely to be financially viable. 

 Not clear what the reasoning and 

justification should be that housing 

occupation should be at least 270 days per 

year. This may be difficult to enforce and 

not reflect pressures on local people who 

may have to work away but want to retain 

a home in the area. H2 policy would 

mitigate against people who live in the 

area, loose their job, move away but 

retain their home. 

 

Policy – H3: Phasing of Housing Development RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

Wording not deliverable as it stands. Need to 

investigate this further to see how the aim and 

intention can be achieved. 

Accepted and amended 

 

Policy – H5: Open Space Provision  

General 

comments 

The policy has good intentions i.e. to ensure 

developments contribute towards open space 

provision. However the statement ‘new 

developments must provide on-site children’s play 

space in proportion to the size of the development 

and appropriate in terms of safe access and 

visibility’ may cause issues as it could be 

interpreted that every small development needs to 

provide a small play area, which will result in a 

large number of high maintenance, low amenity 

value play areas (I have an example of this in 

Latchbrook Saltash- 19 play areas all with one 

spring rocker!). The incorporation of ‘or 

appropriate off site contribution’ would address 

this and allow for strategic provision in the 

appropriate location. Policy H5 should also 

reference provision of other types of open space 

provision, including teenage, public park, natural, 

Accepted and amended 
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allotments, sports etc. 

 

Policy – H6: Subdivision of Dwellings RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Subdivision of dwelling to a house of multiple 

occupation doesn’t necessarily require planning 

permission. 

 Word missing after ‘adverse’ p33. 

 Permitted indicated permission granted, as 

where supported would be more appropriate. 

When does it require 

planning permission? 

When there are over 6 

people. 

Accepted and amended. 

 

Where it doesn’t, planning 

permission wouldn’t be 

sought in the first place. 

 

‘Permitted’ changed to 

‘supported’ 

 

Policy – AM1: Allocated Mixed-use Development Site – St Ives 

Rugby Club Site 

RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 As a person who has dealt with planning 

application, I find it confusing that a 

number of policies have been listed, as 

where it would be clearer to the user if all 

of the criteria’s were listed. 

 Is there a reason why 21-32 houses are 

proposed? It is likely that if no work on 

deliverability, then the examiner will 

suggest the figure is removed? 

 Would it be worth identifying sport uses in 

terms of the existing use of the rugby club, 

 May be worth changing “as identified on 

Figure 1 and Map 7” to “Shown as M1 on 

Map 7”. 

 Criteria H, should this be included? 

Numbers removed. 

More site specific criteria 

added. 

 

 

 

 

 

Reference to map 

changed as 

recommended. 

Criteria H included as a 

reminder that this should 

happen, because 

consultation can be 

inadequate. 

‘Proposed’ added in. 
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Policy – AM2: Allocated Mixed-use Development Site M2 – Land 

off Laity Lane, Carbis Bay 

RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Is there a reason why 21-32 houses are 

proposed? It is likely that if no work on 

deliverability, then the examiner will 

suggest the figure is removed. 

 As AM1, suggest rephrasing when referring 

to maps/images. 

 Criteria H, should it be included? 

See above 

 

Policy – AM3: Allocated Mixed-use Development Site M2 –

Porthrepta Car Park Site 

RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Change “minimum of affordable housing” 

to “50% affordable housing”. 

 Porthrepta Car Park, Carbis Bay, is in a 

residential area. B1 and B2 may be more 

relevant and deliverable. Importance of car 

park could increase if any residential 

parking schemes are ever proposed and it 

could also help justify a reduction in off 

street car parking from any further 

development in the area. 

 As AM1, suggest rephrasing when referring 

to maps/images. 

 Criteria H, should it be included? 

See above 

 

B8 removed 

 

The site has been under-

used as a car park for a 

significant amount of 

time. Current interest as 

a car park is only coming 

from Carbis Bay hotel, 

which would not 

contribute to community 

use. 

 

Policy – AM4: Allocated Mixed-use Development Site – Land South 

West of Gonwin Manor, Carbis Bay 

RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Why 50 maximum, can the site deliver this, has 

any work been done on layout and the scale? 

Refer to examiners comments on St Eval. 

 As AM1, suggest rephrasing when referring to 

maps/images. 

 Criteria H, should it be included? 

See above 

 

Policy – AS1: Development Site – Land off Trenwith Lane, St Ives RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Is there a justification of having 20-31 

dwellings? 

 What does indicative range mean? 

 As AM1, suggest rephrasing when referring 

See above 
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to maps/images. 

 Criteria H, should it be included? 

 

Policy – AS2: Development Site – Land off the Belyars, St Ives RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Is there a justification of having 22-33 

dwellings? 

 As AM1, suggest rephrasing when referring 

to maps/images. 

 Criteria H, should it be included? 

See above 

 

Policy – AS3: Development Site – Land South West of Fuggoe 

Croft, Carbis Bay 

RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Is there a justification of having 29- 45 

dwellings? 

 As AM1, suggest rephrasing when referring 

to maps/images. 

 Criteria H, should it be included? 

See above 

 

Policy – AS4: Development Site – Land West of Carninney Lane, 

Carbis Bay 

RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Is there a justification of having 29- 45 

dwellings? 

 As AM1, suggest rephrasing when referring 

to maps/images. 

 Criteria H, should it be included? 

See above 

 

Policy – AS5: Development Site – Land South of Carninney Lane, 

Carbis Bay 

RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Is there a justification of having 18-26 

dwellings? 

 As AM1, suggest rephrasing when referring 

to maps/images. 

 Criteria H, should it be included? 

See above 
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Policy – AS6: Development Site – Land South of Poltreen Close, 

Carbis Bay 

RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Is there a justification of having 7 - 11 

dwellings? 

 As AM1, suggest rephrasing when referring 

to maps/images. 

 Criteria H, should it be included? 

See above 

 

Policy – OS1: Landscape Character Areas RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 Landscape Character – there needs to be 

recognition that privately owned open 

spaces or green infrastructure with no 

public access has the potential to 

contribute to the overall quality of the 

environment.  Public access may be 

desirable but is not essential. 

 OS1 D) the term screened should be 

replaced by phrasing to include softened or 

integrated appropriately into the 

surrounding landscape / landform.  Tree 

planting as a screen is often misunderstood 

and is incongruous with the landscape, 

tending to draw the eye to what is being 

screened, thereby defeating the object of 

the planting. 

 Policy OS1 is entitled ‘Landscape Character 

Areas’ but does not reference Landscape 

Character Areas but the formal landscape 

designations (AONB, AGLV etc). Through 

this approach land outside these formal 

designations will have no landscape 

protection, we have been working towards 

policies which will capture all land, such as 

‘Development should be of an appropriate 

scale, mass and design which recognise 

and respect the distinctive and diverse, 

landscape character and coastline as being 

vital to Cornwall’s economy. Development 

should have regard for the sensitivity and 

capacity of the landscape asset, the 

potential for cumulative impact and the 

wish to maintain dark skies and tranquillity 

in areas that are relatively undisturbed as 

set out in the Cornwall Landscape 

Character Assessment. 

 Not sure that is necessarily a sustainable 

argument if include the coastal zone and 

access to open access/CROW land – so 

could be challenged by developer unless 

Does not add anything to 

the policy. 

 

 

 

 

Accepted and amended. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Changed to ‘Landscape 

and  Open Spaces Map’. 

Wording amended to 

relate better to allocated 

areas. 
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tied in to formal provision – e.g. equipped 

play areas/skateboard parks etc.??? 

Children’s play sites absolutely –open 

scape provisions generally –different issue? 

 The current status of AGLV and Heritage 

Coasts has already been raised –but they 

are still valid of past/present assessment 

that these are quality areas; incidentally 

the preamble refers to Heritage Coast –the 

policy doesn’t. 

 

 

Please specify 

Have passed this 

question on to the 

Historic Environment 

Team 

 

 

Policy – OS2: Flora and Fauna RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 OS2 – perhaps some reference to the 

principles of allowing develop which 

conserves habitats favourably with a 

holistic view to maintaining the 

conservation status of protected species 

within their natural range.  Three tests are 

required as part of the European Protected 

Species Licence process, which deal with 

this in more detail as part of the planning 

process and could be referenced.  Also the 

principles that were set out in legislation 

now revoked are firstly the avoidance of 

harm, appropriate mitigation, 

compensation. 

Accepted and amended. 

 

 

 

Added in to justification. 

 

Policy – OS3: Trees, Woodland, Hedgerows and Cornish Hedges RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

OS3.  The language here needs to be consistent 

as firstly it references “important” trees, then in 

the next paragraph says “significant”.  In 

pragmatic terms, it is not realistic to always 

require important / significant trees to be retained 

in development sites, as layout, landform etc may 

impact on this, so a starting point which is more 

realistic would have more realism.  A reference to 

BS5837 Trees in relation to design, demolition 

and construction – Recommendations might be 

helpful for flagging up the evaluation of trees and 

woodlands as part of the development 

management process.  This needs to be 

considered in conjunction with the ecological 

elements (where appropriate) as these are not 

two divergent assessments and may need to be 

viewed together to ensure there are no conflicts. 

Accepted and amended. 

 

The policy intention is – 

if there are trees, 

hedgerows and/or 

Cornish hedges of 

significance, the site is 

not suitable for 

development unless they 

can be retained. They are 

rare in the NDP area and 

require future protection. 

NDP team looking into 

this. 
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Policy – OS5: Settlements and Edge of Settlements RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

Slightly confusing to the reader, why not just say 

“development proposals within or on the edge of 

settlements of St Ives Parish”? As it stands, BE1-

3 done apply. 

Accepted and amended. 

 

Policy – OS6: Open Areas within on the edge of Settlements RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

Should this policy – actually also refer to 

development that prevents/inhibits, connectivity 

between these places won’t be permitted –or 

even if they don’t contribute to connectivity 

between these places, shouldn’t be permitted??? 

‘Connectivity’ added in to 

policy objective. It is 

inherently implied in the 

pre-amble and 

justification. 

Policy – OS7: Rights of Way RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

This is kind of the policy approach to take to 

‘green corridor’ sites – development should also 

not inhibit connectivity etc. 

N/A 

 

Policy – OS8: Agricultural Land RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

This point is a general one –lack of reference to 

west Penwith ESA/emerging Landscape 

partnership –see introductory comments 

As above 

 

Policy – OS9: Panoramas and Vistas RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

‘non-designated areas also contribute to the 

special identity’ - Very welcome – although the 

preamble refers to both seaward and landward, 

the policy doesn’t pick upon the seaward aspects? 

Accepted and amended. 

 

Policy – CF3: Informal Recreation Facilities in the Countryside RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

Main observation is the need for the plan to 

strengthen links and connectivity – in this 

instance would existing or improved access by 

foot/cycle/non-road etc. be worth promoting? 

Amended and accepted. 

 

Policy – T2: Parking Provision for New Housing and other 

Development 

RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

Given that this is a character-led approach to the 

Plan, and that the existing CA’s are clearly 

inadequate in extent –might it be better to adopt 

what is used already in other policies in the 

document, a statement like: Specific Built 

This has been provided 

for in the policy. 
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Environment: Character Area Policies are fulfilled; 

particular care is need in CA’s’ 

This would seem to be more consistent approach 

in line with this other policies? See also section 

2.5 Character-based principles for development 

 

Policy – BE1: Preservation and Conservation of Historic Core Areas RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

Seem fine……all very welcome indeed –have a few 

specific comments on policies in particular… 

Also a general point –good on alterations to and impact 

on individual sites/assets etc. –what is generally 

lacking is consideration of development on setting of 

assets and areas –at least not explicitly so –could be an 

important issue even within small areas… 

Refer to point (c) which 

relates to setting. 

 

Policy – BE2: New developments and Renovations within the 

Historic Core Areas 

RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

Not sure what weight phrases such as ‘strongly 

discouraged’ or ‘encouraged’ have in practice - is 

that design guidance stuff rather than policy? 

 Prescriptions such as: c) Replicate the 

window and entrance door style historically 

typical of the Character Area could in 

practice be difficult to enforce –who 

decides, on the basis of what evidence? 

Issue we had with  putative Local 

Development Order on doors and windows 

in Penzance – and what worries me is that 

there should always be room for good, 

innovative, even, dare I say it, challenging  

new design- but imposition of traditional 

detailing on something which in every 

other respects is acceptable even though 

non-traditional, could beggar exactly that 

innovation. 

 How do these square with NPPF guidance 

not to be too prescriptive, which is what 

this appears to be, e.g.: 59. Local planning 

authorities should consider using design 

codes where they could help deliver high 

quality outcomes. However, design policies 

should avoid unnecessary prescription or 

detail and should concentrate on guiding 

the overall scale, density, massing, height, 

landscape, layout, materials and access of 

new development in relation to 

neighbouring buildings and the local area 

more generally. 60. Planning policies and 

Accepted and amended. 

 

 

Reference to innovative 

design included in 

justifications for all BE 

policies. 

 

 

 

 

 

The criteria relate to 

specific areas of 

historical and character 

importance, they are not 

blanket requirements. 

The NPPF states that 

“local and 

neighbourhood plans 

should develop robust 

and comprehensive 

policies that set out the 

quality of development 

that will be expected for 
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decisions should not attempt to impose 

architectural styles or particular tastes and 

they should not stifle innovation, originality 

or initiative through unsubstantiated 

requirements to conform to certain 

development forms or styles. It is, 

however, proper to seek to promote or 

reinforce local distinctiveness 

 If are promoting character area based 

approach should really carry that through, 

and especially if are not able to give design 

codes, then  policy would be better based 

to requiring a recognised assessment 

framework or procedure to analyse local 

character, to assess what is predominant 

detail/design features, to assess why they 

would or would not be appropriate  and to 

offer reasoned justification for straying 

form that overall character…sections a and 

b of this policy are not so prescriptive 

(although b gets close). 

the area.” This is what 

the built environment 

policies do, in line with 

stated objectives for the 

area. 

 

 

 

This would be necessary 

for a full-blown design 

guide, which is one of 

the projects included in 

the Action Plan 

accompanying the NDP. 

Inclusion in the NDP 

itself would make it too 

weighty and wordy. 

 

Policy – BE4: Down-a-long and Porthmeor East RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

f) Retain, maintain and enhance important 

street-scape features; sliding sash windows, 

four panel front doors, cast iron guttering 

and downpipes. Modern alternatives will 

only be considered insofar as they closely 

emulate the style and materials of the 

character area. 

 This is less prescriptive and may be more 

in conformity with NPPF guidance?? – I 

would insert a ‘such as’ in the list of 

streetscape features –because there may 

be others, and there are other  historic 

features, doors and windows around this 

area which don’t conform to this list… 

 A very important element, not just in this 

one character area, but all, that seems to 

be not tackled sufficiently is roofscape –not 

just use of natural slate, but appropriate 

material and methods of laying (wet 

laid/diminishing course as appropriate) but 

also roof pitches, shapes, insertion of 

oversized dormers, inappropriately detailed 

dormers and roof lights, loss/rendering of 

chimney stacks/insertion of vents etc. - 

these have all been big issues, and they 

affect the low-lying bits of St Ives because 

it is so looked down on from on high –they 

also affect the upper levels, most 

particularly in terms of appropriate design 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Accepted and amended. 

 

Point (a) refers to roof 

lines. 
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of dormers etc. I think the policies don’t 

quite get enough of this in – they appear 

very heavily street-frontage and ground-

level biased… 

 

Policy – BE7: The Island RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

Generic point –lack of archaeological assessment 

(which isn’t necessarily guaranteed by NPPF or 

Local plan. This is true of all these built 

environment policies –and not sure where else it 

may go –but highlighted by the Island which, as 

the preamble points out, is perhaps one of the 

most significantly sensitive archaeological areas in 

St Ives –and yet the need for archaeological 

assessment to be part of proposals, for 

survey/recording/mitigation after the event etc. 

doesn’t figure. Quite part from huge lost 

opportunity, the lack of this elsewhere in what is 

otherwise a very detailed NP might be seen to 

send out a signal not that the NPB didn’t want to 

consider it because adequately covered by existing 

legislation/policy (the argument used at st eval 

which was a very much more focussed and single 

issue plan) – but that they just don’t consider it 

important enough to protect/have a policy on – 

not right, I’m sure, but open to that interpretation 

– this is one of most serious issues we have with 

Plan at the moment. 

See actions for CH1. 

 

The policy prevents any 

development on the 

island, the pre-amble 

explains that this is 

because it is such a 

sensitive area, 

environmentally and 

culturally. The NDP 

therefore does 

adequately protect this 

area. 

Have any NDPs 

incorporated 

archaeological 

assessment and how 

could we do it? 

Have passed this 

question on to the 

Historic Environment 

Team 

 

Policy – BE10: The Estates RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

Very pleased to see the recognition of the surviving 

historic cottages and  groups scattered through the 

area 

Thanks! 

 

Policy – BE11: The Belyars RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

Character 

Area S13 

Description: 

The Belyars 

This area probably has most potential for further 

study, identification of local listed (or equivalent) 

buildings, perhaps a few listable examples lurking 

among the artsy crafty rookery nookery corners….. 

 Even if there isn’t a policy to do such survey 

work (and I know there are separate 

conversations happening), reference to an 

assessment process/framework which requires 

these things to be considered would be 

advantageous, and very much strengthen the 

Included in Cornwall 

Local Plan Policy 24: 

Historic 

Environment. Does 

not need to be 

included in NDP. 
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character-led analysis based approach. 

 Otherwise what is a ‘traditional building’? 

(policy BE11.g.) 

 

Accepted and 

amended. 

 

Policy – BE12: Carbis Bay RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 

See earlier comments on quality of the church and the 

area around it...some cohesion to this area in HE 

character. 

Please specify 

Have passed this 

question on to the 

Historic Environment 

Team 

 

Policy – BE13: Historic Core Areas of Lelant RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 

 As commented before, concerned that the 

shoreline areas are not covered - these are 

amongst most sensitive in this area; this is 

especially significant given that the shoreline 

zone is actually the boundary –even within, the 

Word Heritage Site designation. , but some 

elements of features here are in the non-

inscribed area (the scoria walls don’t the station 

slip for instance) 

 This is another area where archaeology is of 

paramount interest –not just coastal zone, but 

in Lelant itself –we really do not know the 

extent of what was the primary early medieval 

settlement in the area –St Ives’s mother 

settlement 

 Need to recognise use of scoria block as an 

(internationally) significant material –linked to 

adjacent WHS use and OUV. 

The policy relates to 

the built 

environment, not the 

landscape or 

shoreline 

classification. 

 

Would not add any 

more to the policy. 

 

Policy – BE14: Post -1920 Lelant Character Areas RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 

Noted and welcome that BE14 re post 1920 Lelant 

Character Areas includes ‘(b) respect the open and 

wooded aspects of the area’ but these are not all 

named specifically. 

It is not possible to 

name all specifically 

without making the 

document unduly 

weighty and wordy. 

 

Policy – BE15: Halsetown Conservation Area RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

d) infill development of open spaces will not be 

permitted. 

 Expand definition to include garden areas – it is 

Accepted and 

amended. 
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 the morphology of the settlement (cottages in 

large extended plots, bigger than gardens, 

smaller than smallholdings) that makes it 

special. 

 

Policy – BE16: St Ives, Carbis Bay and Lelant Rural Surrounds RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 

 This is where I would have expected some reference 

to the West Penwith ESA/Landscape partnership – 

these set up a whole range of policies and  

programmes which may affect, while probably outside 

the scope of the Plan, but which  might counter, or 

strengthen its objectives –needs to be at least some 

awareness they exist. 

 BE16 (f) compromises the potential for the provision 

of flats and more affordable homes by the negation of 

hard standing car parking. Appreciate that the Plan is 

trying to get the balance right, but flats replacing 

larger homes and big gardens has allowed higher 

density and development feasibility. 

See open spaces 

actions. 

 

 

 

Point (f) does not 

preclude hard standing 

car parking, just 

restricts the area that 

it can take up. 

 

Policy – BE17: St Ives, Carbis Bay and Lelant Rural Surrounds RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 

This might be thought to be relevant to Halsetown –

but I still think specific policy there is necessary as 

going beyond what is normally considered a ‘garden’ 

Please specify 

Have passed this 

question on to the 

Historic Environment 

Team 

 

d) Proper 

respect is 

given to the 

relationship 

between the 

building size 

and plot 

size, which 

should be in 

keeping with 

the 

character of 

the street; 

e) The 

proportions 

of the new 

buildings are 

in keeping 

with the 

character of 

The wording seems at odds with other policies –

should refer to the character of the character area 

instead of or as well as ‘the street’… 

Accepted and 

amended. 
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the street; 

 

Map 1 RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 

 Slightly unsure why conservation areas aren’t 

mapped –many of the comments in in the online 

background information are about keeping the 

character of the conservation areas etc. – and 

Article 4’s figure in the policy preamble –if it is 

felt adequately covered by existing legislation 

and policies (which it is not, for what it’s 

worth!), then need an explicit statement to that 

effect which is why they aren’t mapped???? 

 Key –not entirely clear what distinction is 

between orange listed buildings (of which there 

appear to be none shown on Map 1) and 

coloured other listed buildings 

 Seems to be a distinction between built-up 

areas and countryside –which I must admit I 

don’t get… Is this distinction defined anywhere? 

And does prominent mean ‘visually prominent’ 

or is it to be understood as ‘key buildings’ 

Because otherwise there appears to be different 

criteria for selecting listed buildings to non-listed 

buildings when it comes to cultural /townscape 

significance???? 

 the numbering on the map clearly does not 

relate to that given in the text, and in some 

cases very prominent mistakes 

Including 

conservation areas 

would over-

complicate the map. 

The intention was to 

keep each map to 

the point, focused on 

individual 

buildings/areas of 

heritage and 

community 

importance. 

 

In the key, orange 

buildings are listed, 

purple buildings are 

‘Key Listed 

Buildings’ (now 

amended). 

 

Numbering 

amended. 

135 Doll's 

House, 

opposite 

Porthmeor 

Square 

 Shown on map as Battery, the Island Numbering amended 

101 St Ives 

Museum 

 Actually site 96 on map – in text 96 is the listed 

Boskerris farmhouse 

Numbering amended 

102 St Ives 

Guildhall 

 Shown on map on site of Island 

Wastrel/Porhgwidden 

Numbering amended 

104  The Malakoff- but on map is Barnoon cemetery 

etc. etc. 

Numbering amended 

  It seems to go wrong in the 90s – Tate is 93 on 

the map, 98 in the list –presumably additional 

listed buildings have been added to the list but 

adjusted on the map??? 

Numbering amended 

 On the listed side, and indeed in the cultural side, 

disappointed that areas aren’t mapped: 

 The Island as a whole; Carn Crows; Carrick Du 

The Conservation 

Area is covered by 

Article 4 and 
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– these are cultural sites not just open or 

natural areas –recognition that there isn’t really 

natural environment, but man-managed  -also 

quarries, batteries, ramparts, settlement sites –

archaeology….. 

 the carn-glaze network of rocks and footpaths –

indeed areas of cobbling/streetscape/surfacing 

in general…although I appreciate how difficult to 

map at this scale, so that aspect maybe not an 

issue 

 This is not just academic interest –the impact on 

the setting of the beaches, or the harbour area, 

of development, could be as, sometimes more, 

significant as impact on individual 

buildings/streetscapes, and outside the CA 

clearly important where impact on CA could be 

hard to argue –before expansion if it is to 

happen…this is archaeology and historic 

uses/morphology/function as a determinant of 

character… 

 This then raises the issue of archaeology 

generally –which hardly features at all in the 

plan –only really on the Island –this is very 

much about standing fabric in this Plan –which 

is local choice to make, but missed opportunity 

here to have relatively simple addition to the 

Plan, and also to cement its heritage-cultural led 

character 

 This is also an introduction into the vexed 

question of mining –need to check that the WHS 

management plan policies about the context of 

non-inscribed areas and sites is understood in 

the Plan; also, the Burrows etc. –need to check 

its status, because it’s just a warren of 

mining/streaming sites…..Wheal Trenwith tin 

and copper mine, later part of St Ives 

Consolidated Mines Ltd. 

 This touches on the status of adopted CC 

documents like open spaces strategy (or here 

the WHS management Plan) which of course is 

itself mentioned in the local plan –so do the np 

policies need to be compliant, or not, with these 

documents or building capacity for future 

compliance???? 

 Policy 14 of local plan: 

 b. Protect, enhance and promote the 

 outstanding universal value of the World 

Heritage Site and its setting; supporting the 

adopted management plan. 

therefore not 

included in the NDP 

so as not to over-

complicate. 

 

Policy amended to: 

(c) point out that 

this is not a 

definitive list 

(d) re-word 

 

Justification 

amended to include 

reference to other 

areas of cultural 

significance (shaded 

orange on the map) 

and to architectural 

issues. 
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  This archaeological stuff may be relevant in 

relation to para 139 of the NPPF: 

 139. Non-designated heritage assets of 

archaeological interest that are demonstrably of 

equivalent significance to scheduled 

monuments, should be considered subject to the 

policies for designated heritage assets. 

 There are few SMs in the area –in ST Ives only 

really the cross in the churchyard –but the 

Island for instance we would argue could clearly 

be caught by para 139 –would the NP then be 

sufficiently robust to deal with it? Should there 

be a clause that seeks to explore whether any 

sites/areas in the Plan area could or should fall 

under 139?.indeed, is there a policy to pursue 

further designation (of any sort) within the Plan 

area? 

As above 

  I accept that this is the communities’ choice of 

significant buildings and places –but it seems to 

me that the parameters of what they were 

asked may not have guided this aspect of 

selection – however, rather than changing 

arbitrarily these choices,  the answer might be 

to insert text and policy along the lines of the 

above comments –‘ notwithstanding the list 

presented, we recognise the cultural and place-

making contribution of sites such as  [the island 

etc.] to the character of the town, and they 

should be considered as heritage/cultural assets 

in themselves as well as open spaces/natural 

environment etc. , and we expect assessment to 

recognise this’ type of thing 

See above 

 

Map 2 RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 

 Map 2 Interestingly the 

numbering on the map seems to have got back 

in sync with that in the list….but it means there 

is duplication of numbers certainly between 

maps 1 and 2 (see, e.g. nos. 125, 136, 152 

etc.) – need to check map 3 too. 

 Map 2 throws up more about the relationship of 

open space/natural environment and  heritage 

assets; Tregenna Castle and Treloyhan, and 

perhaps especially Trevethoe, are the most 

obvious examples of designed landscapes 

(notwithstanding how much has been messed 

around with at Tregenna). Particularly in the 

light of recent proposals at Treloyhan, this is a 

significant issue –locally listed parks and 

gardens were something Restormel were good 

at –can’t remember if Penwith did them –but 

Numbering 

amended. 

 

 

 

 

Tregenna Castle, 

Treloyhan and 

others are identified 

as heritage and 

cultural assets as 

well as open spaces. 
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even if not nationally registered, they should be 

picked up here. Also strikes me that the railway 

is not included as a heritage asset –viaducts, 

bridges, cuttings, stations; this is a whole 

complex; important because the need to 

improve may conflict with need to preserve or 

enhance (viz. St Erth)–grouped asset –changing 

one part of it will affect other parts –this idea of 

connectivity, of understanding knock-on effects, 

of butterfly wings. 

 

Railway is a 

transport/Network 

Rail issue. Not clear 

how this could be 

incorporated in 

planning policy. 

 

Map 3 RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 

Again this issues of what is and isn’t a prominent listed 

building –seems mainly to apply to St Ives town –but 

how can Lelant Church not be considered prominent? 

It certainly is in relation to Hayle, and  Trevethoe is 

pretty prominent as a landscape feature 

 For me the principle issue in Lelant is the 

failure to recognise the historic significance of 

the coastal zone –archaeology, chapels, slips, 

medieval harbours, railway, quays, wharfs, ship 

building, use of scoria, military defences over 

the centuries. Again –appreciate it’s what locals 

feel is significant –but it questions in my mind 

how they were asked. Even the golf course 

actually has intimate connections with artist 

community –it was effectively founded by and 

for the artist visitors to St Ives 

Accepted and 

amended on Map. 

 

 

Not sure what this 

would add to the 

policy. The golf 

course is identified 

as a designated open 

space to be 

protected under 

policy OS1. 

 

 

Map 6a & b RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 

 It is not clear what the maps aim to do other 

than show the settlements – these combined 

with policy as drafted could encourage 

commercial uses anywhere across the built 

areas? 

 Maps 6a and 6b seem to relate to Policy LED6 

retail in carbis bay and lelant – it’s not clear 

what the maps aim to do other than show the 

settlements – these combined with the policy as 

drafted could encourage commercial uses 

anywhere across the built areas? (unless I’ve 

misunderstood or looked at the wrong map?) 

These maps just 

show the 

settlements of 

Carbis Bay and 

Lelant for 

reference. 

 

Map 8 RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 That it is good to see they are using the CC 

evidence base for open space as their starting 

point for map 8. We do note that this is old data 

Amended. 
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 which was amended 6 months ago prior to 

adoption of the open spaces strategy. Ironically 

it was as a consequence of a complaint by the St 

Ives group that we re-evaluated the mapping – 

for example reducing the beach area to the 

mean tide mark (sea level). John Brinckoff has 

sent the current data today, and I note you have 

been copied in. 

 Map 8 is entitled ‘open spaces map’ but it then 

incorporates landscape designations. Open space 

has a particular definition and for the adopted 

strategy states it must be publically accessible. 

This map now incorporates a wide range of other 

designations, e.g. Agriculture Land 

Classifications, AONB, AGLV etc. it should 

therefore be a Landscape and Open Spaces map 

to avoid confusion. 

 It is again positive they have used the 8 open 

space classifications from the CC adopted open 

space strategy within the study. They have then 

added two more classifications in the key- i. 

‘green corridors, fingers and wedges’ which is 

repetition of our (dark green) designation 

‘natural and semi natural greenspace, green 

corridors, accessible countryside in urban fringe 

areas’ and ii. ‘Proposed areas for inclusion as 

green/ open space’- clarification is needed on 

whether this purely is a visual reference or 

whether it is publicly accessible as the definition 

for the 8 original typologies is that they must be 

publicly accessible. 

 Is there an intention to use the adopted CC open 

space provision standards within the plan 

(quantity, accessibility and quality). These are 

evidence based and set out the amount of open 

space needed by type for different amounts of 

development. Without this it will be difficult to 

negotiate with a developer how much open 

space any new development should create and in 

what location. If they are not intending to use 

the CC standards there is a significant piece of 

work needed to develop robust standards as 

without them it will be difficult to realise the 

aspirations for future Open space provision 

shown on map 8. 

 The plans relate to AGLVs, these local 

designations which are out of date and offer 

extremely limited protection, we have been 

working towards a landscape character led 

approach where ‘every landscape matters’ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Accepted and 

amended. Name of 

map changed. 

 

 

 

 

Amended. 

 

 

 

 

 

Related to H5. CC 

standards on open 

space provision are 

accepted by the 

NDP. 

 

 

 

 

The NDP can only 

use existing 

designations. 
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Map 9? RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 

 the ‘network’ is predominantly a leisure route 

which is not direct or convenient for some areas 

of the community. There are some assumptions 

made about some public rights of way and there 

ability to authorise cycling but also in terms of 

there all year round usability. 

 The proposed network will not achieve a 

discernible modal switch away from the car for 

journeys under  five miles , highly relevant to 

help combat the towns peak time congestion, 

and instead I would focus more attention on 

highway interventions along the A3047 corridor. 

The absence of any formal cycle parking in Fore 

Street/ the harbour side has already been 

identified in the LTP IP 2015 and further 

opportunities across the town at key attractors, 

for example Station/ bus station, leisure centre,  

town beaches, employment sites. There are of 

course other interventions available to improve 

the environment for pedestrians and cycles, 

20mph areas, pedestrianized zones, improved 

public transport provision, some of which may 

feature in other parts of the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 A part of the local highway network that hasn’t 

received any attention is Trewith Burrows which 

spans 2 areas at the top of the town. Currently 

cyclists must lose all the altitude travelling in an 

easterly direction and drop down towards the 

town centre as this part of the highway network 

is one-way but by giving up a lane of two-lane 

network to pedestrians and cycles it will provide 

a level route linked to the car parks , school and 

leisure centre and bridging the 2 areas of the 

town, sending out a really strong message to 

visitors to the town. 

Map has been 

removed. 

 

 

 

Map has been 

removed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map has been 

removed. 

 

Map 16 RESPONSE/ACTION 

General 

comments 

 

 Doesn’t include the quays along the water side 

by the station- could be a significant lacuna –the 

road led to the slip, not the station…… 

 Also the CA boundary is not  shown 

 Text needs a reference to the relevant map(s) 

Map has been 

removed. 
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Some general points 

For use as a working planning document: 

Pre-amble is too long, move some to Evidence Base Accepted and 

ammended 

The cross-referencing of policies is too complex Cross-referencing 

has been removed 

from some policies 

but retained in 

others where it is 

deemed necessary. 

References to maps need to be more specific Accepted and 

amended where 

appropriate. 

 

 

VISION St Ives Area – vibrant, resilient, beautiful Can I just say I think 

using the word ‘beautiful’ is brilliant? One thing that strikes me looking 

through these is that there could be potential conflicts between these 

objectives –a statement such as in the beginning of the policies section, but 

developed more in line with NPPF or the local Plan - that all these objectives 

should be considered together not in isolation, to achieve balance would 

overcome this; I think it could benefit being here and more general as well 

as in the policies section? 

Accepted and change 

made 

Objective – Culture and Heritage Not sure if strengthen and protect will be 

seen as something more than the statutory preserve or enhance –the 

significance of the use of ‘and’ instead of ‘or’ may need considering too… 

Objective considered 

to reflect the 

intentions of the Plan. 

No change. 

Again –it would be good to see a statement of intent to use the cultural and 

historic environment as a driver for enhancement, for economic activity, for 

cultural growth –for place-shaping and making….a positive force –the 

objective as it stands is a bit self-referential about the heritage itself, needs 

to be also about what it can do for you- see local plan drafts (design 

policy)and  HE white paper. 

As above 

Objective Open Spaces - Similarly could use promote, develop, enhance 

here too –not just protect as static elements –but look to enhance them, to 

increase connectivity, to think of whole area as an extended series of open 

spaces (including shore and cliffs and rurban fringe areas) threading their 

way through the areas –or, reverse that and see the areas a  total 

landscape in which the built-up areas sit. 

Accepted and change 

made. 

Objective Built Environment - really have to have ‘enhance’ – same 

comments as under ‘heritage’ got to go beyond just conserving and 

managing –got to use it to underpin new interventions etc. –needs to be 

more proactive and  forward looking I think. 

Accepted and change 

made 

We really welcome the idea of a character-area led plan; can’t praise the 

local Group enough for this approach an assessment process/framework to 

help define what character is, and how individual sites contribute to it, 

Can you expand on 

what it is meant by an 

assessment 

https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/


St Ives Area NDP Consultation Statement  
 

115 
For all consultation details and responses see https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/ 

 

would seem to be a necessary corollary of having such a character-led plan. process/framework 

and how it would be 

incorporated into the 

NDP? 

Have passed this 

question on to the 

Historic Environment 

Team 

We are concerned that the importance of archaeological sites, assessment, 

recording, and mitigation etc. isn’t sufficiently recognised. While the plan 

chooses to be very highly heritage/built-environment led, which is good, 

much of that also depends on understanding the underlying topography, 

morphology, development phases etc., as well as recognising that there 

may be extremely important archaeological sites in their own right. It may 

be that the assumption is there that these are covered sufficiently by 

national/Local Plan policies etc. –this is not so. It seems to us to be missing 

from the understanding of heritage and culture which otherwise underpins 

much of the plan – and it may give an opening to developers to argue that 

it isn’t considered significant in St Ives by the local community, to great loss 

and harm. Would very many welcome simple additions to the text and 

policies as suggested below in detail to tackle this point. 

As above 

We are concerned that there appears to be no mention of the West Penwith 

Environmentally Sensitive Area. I know it’s due to run out in 2015, but it is 

as relevant as currently preserved policies/designations such as Penwith 

policies/AGLV etc. It has direct management and policy impact on both 

natural, and importantly from our point of view, historic environment issues, 

and there is currently a very active partnership trying to get something 

done for the post ESA era –mostly in the form of a Landscape Partnership 

bid to the HLF etc. The ESA area extends into the NP area and has 

implications for the management of agricultural land in respect to natural 

and historic environment sites and processes – as the replacement 

partnership may well do too. It seems something of a serous gap in the plan 

that it doesn’t address these initiatives when it does address the issues - 

agriculture, historic field boundaries and hedges etc., and historic 

environment and natural environment sites. 

As above 

Similarly the WHS doesn’t’ seem to be addressed –an issue both in that 

Lelant shoreline is actually within the inscribed area –but also that the 

mining sites/heritage in the NP, although outside the inscribed area –forms 

a part of what is considered the context of the WHS, and is subject to 

considerations set out both in the (Adopted) WHS Management Plan, and 

indeed the NPPF –covered by the need to consider impact on setting of 

heritage assets. 

Included in Evidence 

Base 

This issue of setting is also one which needs development - rarely mentions 

impact on setting in using that term, and could strengthen this aspect –sort 

of lies within many other policies but could be stronger thread. 

Not considered to add 

anything to the 

policies 

there is a tendency for the policies to be about preserving sites, less about 

promoting, and less about increasing connectivity/access etc. – more 

obvious in open spaces where the approach could lead to a series of 

disparate, unconnected sites that don’t add up to an integrated approach – 

sure it’s not what’s intended, but may be the result. More attention to 

improving/protecting connectivity and access would be welcome? To both 

formal and informal, open and cultural space…this would also then help to 

Reference to ‘green 

corridors’ and the 

wider green 

infrastructure is made 

in the pre-amble and 

supporting text. The 

word ‘connectivity’ is a 
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achieve some of the Transport policy aims good one and has been 

added in in relevant 

places. 

policies need to go one step beyond preserving buildings and character and 

embrace the idea of using character as the springboard for interesting, 

innovative and sustainable design –not mere copyism, but which still fits in 

with character and enhances it in true sense of building on that established 

character…..it would be good to see a statement of intent to use the cultural 

and historic environment as a driver for enhancement, for economic 

activity, for cultural growth –for place-shaping and  making….a positive 

force – the objectives and policies as they stand are a bit self-referential 

about protecting the heritage itself, needs to be also about what it can do 

for you, the community and the future. 

This is sufficiently 

referred to in the text. 

The core objective is 

reflective of the Plan’s 

intentions. 

a policy to pursue further designation (of any sort) within the Plan area 

would be welcome 

Please specify 

Have passed this 

question on to the 

Historic Environment 

Team 

impact on the open sea-ward facing aspects of the settlements –not just 

countryside, but the Bay/shore/coastal zone, and indeed long-views from 

across the Bay – are touched upon, but don’t seem to find their way into 

the wording of actual policies sufficiently? 

This has been 

amended in the later 

version draft. 

Greater consideration of policy to deal with roofscape of st Ives –one of its 

defining characteristics - appropriate materials and methods, pitches, 

shapes, insertion of oversized dormers, inappropriately detailed dormers 

and roof lights, loss/rendering of chimney stacks/insertion of vents etc. 

Chimneys have been 

added in. It is 

considered that the 

rest of the issues are 

sufficiently covered by 

the policy criteria. 

It seems a long document with lots of text, e.g. up to page 20 before you 

get to any policy etc. Could they have appendices with background 

papers/more evidence papers, and make the NP a more focused succinct 

document, would make it a more accessible document and easier to use? 

As above 

Looking at the site allocations map, my previous comments I sent to you on 

these are still relevant I think e.g. AS4 AS5 AS6 may encourage a larger 

area over time and access to the north is not great. Not sure but AS4 I 

think may be landlocked? 

This concern is noted. 

The NDP does not aim 

to prevent any future 

development of 

related sites, but does 

require a greater 

‘community return on 

investment’ (see 

policy H4) if a larger 

area is developed. 

The policy they have included on phasing and the justification for this – I’m 

not sure if this is deliverable or if there is adequate justification, the 

justification they list seems like assumptions? 

See above 

Has Hugh/transport commented on their parking standards? 

 

Yes 
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There is a reference to AM4 for industrial use in carbis bay – couldn’t see on 

the map though? 

Map has been 

amended 

The built environment / character areas are a good idea for St Ives I think? N/A 

It’s not clear why the Wyevale Garden Centre at Lelant has been left out of 

the area for consideration. This, Scarletts and the Watermill are all 

significant employers and attractors to the area. There has been ‘talked 

about’ development potential of workspace on the garden centre land that 

abuts the St.Erth roundabout, and the top of it provides a safer route for 

pedestrian access than currently Nut Lane. 

Because they are 

outside the parish 

boundary – the 

designated NDP area. 

Overall, the draft Plan is clear about desired restrictions on coastal 

development but less clear about commercial site/workspace identification. 

There are commercial/workspace sites allocated. What specifically 

is not clear? 

Have passed this question on to the Economics Team. 

There are, but there are potential issues with them. I could have worded the 

comment better but there may be a need for more and a greater range of 

mixed used commercial sites and highlighting what was in the Penwith Plan. 

Appreciate the employment space issues/difficulties in this area. 

 

The area faces the 

same issues with 

finding economic 

development sites as 

it does with finding 

housing sites – there 

are limited options 

left, without using 

environmentally 

sensitive/designated 

land. St Ives CLT are 

taking forward other 

options involving 

existing buildings for 

economic/employment 

purposes, 

independently of the 

NDP, e.g. the empty 

building under the 

Malakof, Parish Rooms 

and old St Johns 

Ambulance rooms. 

There is also a 

possible extension to 

Penbeagle Industrial 

Estate which is being 

investigated by the 

CLT with CC property 

officers (legal issues 

with a possible 

covenant meant we 

couldn’t get it in the 

NDP in time.) In short, 

the NDP is part of a 

general move to 

strengthen the local 

economy. Land 

availability has mean 

that we are looking at 

more innovative 

approaches as well as 

the land allocations 

we’ve made. 
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Page 7 As with all emerging Plans, it will be useful to work with Cornwall 

council to ensure that monitoring compliments other data sources and is 

transparent in informing the wider picture for Cornwall. 

Accepted and addition 

made 

Page 11 Porthmeor Studios and Cellars is one example of a project in 

St.Ives that has benefitted from major local government and other 

investment. Mapping this may a useful addition to the Plan. 

Accepted and addition 

made 

Page 12 Note that the current round of Convergence will come to an end in 

December 2014. 

Accepted and change 

made 

There are median salary levels available at a Parliamentary Constituency 

level. Using the following methodology: 

1) using ASHE data at occupational level for the UK. 

2) the census occupational breakdown for each parish in Cornwall. 

3) multiplying numbers for each occupational group by average earnings. 

4)  producing a total earnings figure for each parish. 

5) adjusting the Cornish average to the ASHE average earnings (resident) 

figure. 

The figure for St Ives is: £17,658. This is around the median FTE figure for 

the whole of Cornwall. 

Useful information, 

thank you! 

Page 13 Shopping desirability data. It is worth raising the point that 

transactions at Lelant Post Office were minimal and led to part of the 

reasoning behind the closure in the wider programme of 2007/8. There is 

some evidence that there is desirability (eg the opening of a small store at 

the Badger Inn selling mainly beach goods) but this would need to be 

backed up by a proven strategy to deliver custom. 

This does not change 

the desire of Lelant 

residents expressed 

through consultations 

for the provision of, at 

least, a general store. 

Economic viability is 

something anyone 

putting forward a 

proposal would need 

to consider. This policy 

remains as 

aspirational. 

 

Page 16 The approach to natural environment assets does not appear 

consistent through the draft. At this point (although there is later) there is 

no mention of the woodland area assets in Lelant: Anne’s wood is 

mentioned specifically late but not the significant block of private woodland 

opposite anywhere in the document. Neither are the substantial numbers of 

TPOs in relation to each settlement including significant numbers clustered 

around the Green Lane area of Lelant. 

Accepted and addition 

made 

Nowhere is mentioned the two Green spaces in lower Lelant or near the 

Church: the latter of which was designated a ‘village green’ by the former 

Countryside Agency; or the wild scrub and marsh area (for biodiversity) 

beyond the football pitch. 

The ‘village green’ is 

very small and used 

permanently for car 

parking. The ‘wild 

scrub and marsh area’ 
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is the SSSI reference 

in the text. 

Page 22 Economic proposals could also investigate the re-use of Dynamite 

Quay for maritime or micro related purposes, appropriate to a wider 

residential area, which would be enhanced by the proposal of a footbridge 

to the Hayle spit and the harbour developments. Dynamite Quay was 

proposed as light industry in the old Penwith Local Plan. 

Outside the 

designated NDP area. 

It would be useful to analyse how live/work provision has worked at 

Penbeagle and in Hayle in order to help justify the case for a St.Ives hub. 

Live/work provision 

has not worked 

successfully in the St 

Ives area, hence it is 

not referred to in the 

NDP. Instead, ‘small 

work units’ are 

encouraged. 

Page 28 Appears to effectively prioritise housing provision for affordability. 

There are development economics issues here. Would recommend that the 

Neighbourhood Planners respond to the draft LEP Construction Strategy 

which is out for consultation until the end of October 2014 

http://www.cornwallandislesofscillylep.com/strategy/draft-construction-

strategy-2014-to-2020.html 

What are the specific ‘development economics issues’? 

Have passed this question on to the Economics Team 

Construction Strategy raises concern about the cost to developers of 

meeting planning obligations (either community infrastructure or affordable 

housing). This is not a concern shared by all of those in the sector (eg 

House Builders Federation) but is something that I have picked up from 

developers before about the range and appropriateness of supporting 

planning obligations (S106, CIL etc). 

Recommendation 

noted. 

 

The NDP takes a 

needs-led approach on 

this issue.  One aim is 

to bring community 

needs more 

prominently into the 

planning equation. 

There are ways of 

providing high levels 

of affordable housing 

if high profit is not the 

only goal, e.g. CLTs, 

housing associations. 

Survey results: text says that 13% have a ‘Cornish national identity’ but the 

questionnaire results say that 22% have a Cornish ‘ethnicity’. 

The 13% refers to the 

2011 Census. The 

wording has been 

changed to make it 

clearer 

Policy H4 underestimates the costs to the development industry of meeting 

these requirements. 

H4 is an exceptions 

policy and so requires 

greater ‘community 

return on investment’ 

than a commercial 

development site 

would. St Ives CLT can 

deliver within these 

parameters, as could a 

housing association. 

Page 37 The private woodland opposite Anne’s wood in Lelant is not 

specifically picked up in the text, or the private green space which is part of 

‘the Plantation’ Lelant 

For such a large NDP 

area, it is not possible 

to refer to every small 

green area 
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individually. Areas of 

particular importance 

to the community have 

been identified for 

protection. 

Lelant Saltings is on a flood plain. It is not proposed (?) that the P&R is 

replaced with development so what would be the opportunity for the area as 

a natural area (again) – what sort, salt marsh? Implications?. Also, 

relocation to St.Erth would raise issue of rail connectivity for the people of 

Lelant: what would be the principle station? Opportunity if role of station in 

village (ie old station) is re-established. 

What is this referring to? 

Have passed this question on to the Economics Team 

This is my personal understanding of the situation, although I think 

Transport may have a more up to date knowledge. As I understand it once 

the park and ride is at St.Erth (not sure of the timetable) then the Saltings 

station and attached land would be free. It is an identified flood plain so my 

historic understanding is (again) that development is not a possibility. It 

would make more sense (imo but Transport should have a view) that the 

old station in the village is upgraded from a request stop to the main station 

for the village to encourage use, although parking would remain an issue 

compared to the space at the saltings. 

This is a good issue to 

raise. The relocation of 

the P&R is still not 

finalised as far as we 

are aware. If things 

develop in the next 

year, this is something 

that we will definitely 

include in our 12 

month NDP review. 

In the vision on page 20 and 81 did you mean it to say lead to a reduction 

in parking?  On page 17 it talks about there being a short of parking 

spaces?  Would it be reducing inconsiderate parking you want to reduce? 

It is reduction in off-

street parking that is 

referred to. 

Page 42 – counts have just be redone by Mike Cartwright over the summer 

so you may want to include them here 

What is this referring 

to? 

Overall I was pleased to see that this supported many of the proposals 

outlined by the transport strategy in that sustainable transport should be 

encouraged, in engineering terms there is little that can be done with the 

restricted roads. 

N/A 

A re-reordering of the transport related responses on page 17 would make 

sense (in order of response). 

Accepted and change 

made 

There is a brief mention of public transport on page 42 and it is mentioned 

in the consultation responses under ‘non-traffic’ issues however it is not 

given much consideration either in the policies or actions.  The existing 

branch line and fairly frequent bus services to nearby towns should be seen 

as an opportunity to build on public transport use which will in turn help to 

alleviate congestion and parking issues within the town. 

It was felt that this 

was not possible to 

address in the NDP, 

rather through related 

projects. 

TP1 - Real time signing has been proposed in the past, see attached e-mail 

apparently there is a strategy which was awaiting discussion with Bert 

Biscoe?  Matt Sidney may be your best contact here. 

Action Plan removed 

TP2 – Signing at this junction has been tinkered with on many occasions 

over the years, the only parking signs there now are to Trenwith.  The 

reintroduction of signage mentioning in town car parks is likely to attract 

more traffic into town.  The problem with the current access restriction is 

that there are many exemptions: residents of premises represented by the 

Action Plan Removed 

https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/


St Ives Area NDP Consultation Statement  
 

121 
For all consultation details and responses see https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/ 

 

town council; persons resident or temporarily resident within the town 

centre or guests of those residents; persons requiring access for funerals, 

medical treatment, school attendance, religious meetings, political, local 

government, social or other organisations; persons engaged in any 

profession, occupation, trade or service during the course of their work; 

conveyance of goods or merchandise to any premises, emergency services; 

in respect of any building or demolition work, maintenance, reconstruction 

or improvement of roads, laying of pipes or apparatus by utility companies.  

As you can see policing this is nigh on impossible. 

TP3 – Traffic calming through Lelant may help but it should also be born in 

mind that traffic for Carbis Bay will naturally go through Lelant.  The last 

time I altered the signs at Tempest roundabout to try and encourage more 

traffic to use the coach route there were complaints from the guest houses 

in Carbis Bay about loss of trade. 

Action Plan removed 

TP4 – Bearing in mind the current access order exemptions administering 

and policing this would be challenging to say the least. 

Action Plan removed 

TP5 – I can see that Fore Street could be pedestrianised outside of a timed 

delivery period but cannot see that traffic could be entirely removed from 

Wharf Road? 

Action Plan removed 

TP6 – Towed caravans could be prohibited by traffic order as could vehicles 

over a certain width, as we have recently done in St Andrews Street. 

Action Plan removed 

TP7 - This has been discussed in the past, the issue here is that an 

objection to loading restrictions can only be overturned at a public enquiry.  

It is likely that the Freight Transport association would object due to St Ives 

being “at the end of the line” and not being able to guarantee delivery 

times. 

Action Plan removed 

TP8 – Often talked about but who would run it?  Could increase costs with 

double handling.  I understand that some businesses already have out of 

town storage up at Penbeagle Industrial Estate? 

Action Plan removed 

TP9 – May be worth speaking to Simon Murray, Sustrans Area Manager, 

reports to Matt Sidney. 

Action Plan removed 

TP10 – Slight red face here, I have been talking with town council for some 

time about putting in cycle stands in Fore Street, I must try and sort.  Also 

discuss with Simon. 

Action plan removed 
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APPENDIX 9 Pre-submission Consultation: Public Responses 

  

CULTURE AND HERITAGE 

Comments 

 The heritage assets and places such as woodland/ heathland associated with 

buildings and places must be fully protected 

 Why is it that conservation areas and listed buildings in Lelant are not only allowed 

to be destroyed but are encouraged to be destroyed by inviting increased traffic 

flow to a narrow village road that is not fit for purpose. 

 Not sure how it could be done but more cut granite buildings like the ones lost at 

Treloyhan could be protected by listing. 

 There are many valuable buildings in St Ives which are not protected and which 

are vulnerable to developers. Significant properties have been demolished on 

Treggenna Hill and replaced with abominations – e.g. grotesque blocks of flats and 

holiday chalets totally ignoring the setting and view out of St Ives harbour. The 

planning authority has no regard at all for local vernacular style and design and 

they even encourage "modern" design. No other country is so casual about 

preserving the character of its towns and villages. 

 You do not save at any cost to the ratepayers. 

 St Ives Archive needs protecting. Its our heritage and its left to find its own 

premises – again!  

 Especially St Eia Hotel – that’s a disgrace to be replaced by modern.  

 Which ones? 

 We must stop pulling down buildings with local character just to build modern ‘little 

boxes’. 

 I hope this includes open spaces – parks etc.  

 To include settings and surroundings of those protected assets.  

 To include the surroundings – no selling off gardens e.g. most of Carbis Bay.  

 As long as the scheme is legally binding. 

 This must include any buildings related to mining and fishing heritage.  

 The cobbled streets should also be preserved and maintained.  

 The Parish Church should be prevented from selling the Vicarage and the Parish 

Rooms - both should go to the CLT. 

 But not all are identified (e.g. the old school in Lelant) or private wooded areas in 

Lelant (e.g. the woods at the bottom of Station Hill, the Plantation Green Lane, the 

wooded area adjoining the old station). 

 Need to have more buildings listed, i.e. Treloyhan Manor Hotel and those with cut 

granite of historical importance. 
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 More protection is required by prohibiting any more building close to heritage 

assets. The church in Porthrepta Road was, regrettably a prime example of this 

need - observe: 2-storey house built very close to the side of the church and a 

much larger 2-storey house built opposite the church, just across the road. Both 

houses demonstrate inappropriate architecture and the view of the church should 

not have been violated. I am not religious, my opinion is not biased. 

 Broadly agree but needs to be taken on a case by case basis -can't keep 

everything in aspic or maintain everything well. 

 Demolition of landmark buildings in favour of holiday/second home accommodation 

must be restricted. 

 Area relies on tourism, like it or not. Once assets are compromised there's no 

going back. 

 Granite buildings to be preserved. Too much damage has already been done in St 

Ives.  

 Cornwall Council cannot be trusted, especially the planning department. Therefore, 

St Ives Town Council must be able to OVER RULE ANY APPROVAL BY THE 

CONSERVATION OFFICER - SHOULD CORNWALL COUNCIL WISH TO APPROVE A 

DEVELOPMENT WHICH IS NOT IN LINE WITH AREA PLAN ON CONSERVATION AREA 

AND LISTED BUILDINGS. I have the evidence to prove and support this change if 

requested. 

 Emphasis on uses for existing buildings being focused on employment NOT more, 

expensive to maintain, community buildings. 

 Make these heritage assets into places that the community can use, rather than 

left abandoned. 

 This policy should include specific reference to the impact of development on the 

appearance and setting of the heritage assets. 

 Just as I feared, it's completely art-centric with just a passing mention of writers, 

poets, musicians and composers.  There was a thriving Cornish culture here before 

artists arrived.  The cultural growth of St Ives must not just rest with art, the 

Cornish roots have been completely airbrushed out.  You have offered a translation 

into Kernewek of the main introduction to the draft plan and to avoid this being 

completely pointless you must make connection with Cornish culture somewhere 

within the plan. You state "The culture and heritage of St Ives is not a passive 

inheritance but of crucial importance to its future..." so tell us what it is.  It must 

include a reference to Cornish language and dialect as without it you fail to even 

acknowledge, let alone build in, the benefit such historical connections can make to 

the development of cultural tourism - history and heritage is big business but its 

much, much more than just painting and sculpture. 
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Specific other comments: 

p 16 - should it read "Boskerris Wartha" (and not Wortha)? 

p 17 - perhaps you could say "...by the 14th century the settlement of probably 

Cornish speaking St Ives.."   and "..populated by Cornish speaking tinners, farmers 

and fishermen..." 

p 18 point f, "with history going back before modern art" please. 

In the Culture and Heritage VISION statement on p19 and the FLOWCHART on p 

96 and in the SA REPORT para 5.2.1 may I suggest the following amendment; 

Delete the word "both" and add at the end "...while also acknowledging West 

Penwith's strong Cornish and Celtic roots." 

p 20 -"Guildhall" should have a capital "G" please. 

p 91 - "Chylason" in Carbis Bay - former home of Robert Morton-Nance, father of 

the Cornish language revival and co-founder of the Old Cornwall Societies, of which 

St Ives was the first, and the Cornish Gorsedd, is not listed. I think it should be. 

p 94 Steeple Nature Reserve is not listed. 

 I have a real concern that the plan places far too much emphasis on the artistic 

side of St Ives' cultural past.  The town has and still is, a Cornish one and we must 

not lose sight of it's Cornish past, along with the language and practices that 

existed many years ago - long before the artists colony was established here. 

 In Appendix 1 ‘Culturally Significant Buildings and Places’ you list: 128 Parish 

Rooms (these were built in 1900), 138 Original Fire Station, so why not Parish 

School (built 1847), now Redfern Court.  

 Up to date review of listed buildings and mandatory rules for protecting 

conservation areas. 

 This should be done in tandem with pedestrianising St. Ives. 

 Very much so. 

 Define what "reasonable and sustained" attempts is likely to mean in practice.  

Also, define exactly what is meant by "economic use" in planning terms e.g. 

perhaps with reference to use class. 

 Strengthen the protection.  

 I also believe that more of our character buildings i.e. cut granite should be 

preserved in some sort of way unlike what has been allowed to happen at 

Treloyhan. Pull down a beautiful cut granite building and replace with concrete 

block! 
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LOCAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Comments: 

LED1 

 A few. 

 Depends what they are. 

 The words "small-scale" should be deleted. It is important to encourage any economic activity. 

The nature of St Ives and its surroundings mean "large scale" is unfortunately unlikely. 

LED2 

 Rents too high - loss of small individual shops. 

 RENTS TOO HIGH - Greedy landlords. 

 Insert "small scale" after New. This will then read "New small scale retail business in St Ives 

town centre are encouraged." The object of this amendment is to protect the already struggling 

businesses from national chains. 

 Encouraging new businesses but restricting big chain businesses moving into the town. 

 TOO HIGH BUSINESS RATES. 

 THE CENTRE OF ST IVES WOULD BE IMPROVED IF YOU ENCOURAGED THINGS FOR EVERYT 

DAY LIVING. 

 EFFORT MADE TO REESTRICT THE NATIONAL TRADERS WISHING TO OPEN IN ST IVES. 

 THIS SHOULD NOT INCLUDE MORE CHAIN STORES BUT SHOULD ENCOURAGE INDEPENDENT 

RETAILERS & SHOPS TO SERVE THE LOCAL COMMUNITY. 

 Somehow shops that are not part of a chain should be preferred. Fat Face, Joules, Musto etc. 

do nothing to preserve the individuality of St Ives. 

 Independent retail only. St Ives is losing its uniqueness. As independent shops close they are 

being taken by national retailers that are in every town in the country. 

 Car park charges discourage the policy. 

 Emphasis on industrial and business classes in preference to retail. 

 Whilst new ventures are to be encouraged, I feel we do not want our shopping streets to be 

occupied by 'branded multiples'. We need individual outlets so our streets do not resemble the 

typical outlets of most of our towns these days. we have enough 'yuppie shops' as it is now. 

 St Ives should have a fish shop. 

 Support to small independent retailers in preference to national chains.  

 1. Fish shop/stall.  Possible Wharf Lodge;       2. 'Real' clothes shop. 

 DELETE USE CLASS B2 SUI GENERIS TO BE CONDITIONED 'AS APPROPRIATE IN RESIDENTIAL 

AREAS.  I NOTE THAT CLASS B1 HAS SUCH A PROVISO. 

 INDEPENDENT TRADERS NOT LARGE COMMERICAL STORES FROM MAIN STREAM HIGH 

STREETS ELSEWHERE. 

 AGREE BUT WE NEED SHOPS FOR LOCAL PEOPLE TO SHOP FOR EVERYDAY ITAMS AT 

REASONABLE PRICES. 
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LED3 

 Business development should be supported anywhere, if more food outlets greater competition 

and more affordable prices. 

 Too many restaurants and coffee shops. 

 St Ives one big coffee shop/restaurant/gallery. All small individual shops disappeared. 

 CATERING AND FOOD OUTLETS CREATE OPPORTUNITIES AND VARIETY. 

 Restrict large chain/franchise business moving into the town but allow new small business. 

 Competition should be encouraged and all new business inc catering should be encouraged. 

 St Ives harbour needs to be turned back into a real fishing harbour, not remain a pizza resort! 

 Will this always be able to be read in the context of the objectives given in the policy 

document? If not then the policy needs to be strengthened. 

 No more retail development like ASDA in Hayle. Looks dreadful. Ruin local business. 

 Encourage existing business to become better at what they do, don’t bring in more. There is 

enough – don’t allow big chains (such as Pizza Express) in. Allow the area to be locally small 

business supported making it more interesting and quirky. 

 DELETE USE CLASS B2 SUI GENERIS TO BE CONDITIONED 'AS APPROPRIATE IN RESIDENTIAL 

AREAS.  I NOTE THAT CLASS B1 HAS SUCH A PROVISO. 

 There are too many catering and licensed premises in St Ives, particularly in the heart of the 

town.  There should be no more alcohol licenses granted in the conservation area of St Ives 

without very strict limitations and many licenses should be reviewed to ensure peaceful use of 

homes by the residents in the town (there are still quite a lot of us living in the conservation 

area, although you wouldn't always believe it!).  St. Andrews is now almost entirely residential 

with many of the houses occupied by permanent residents - so there should be no more 

licensed premises in this area and any existing premises with licenses should have heavy and 

strict planning restrictions. 

 Controlling the nature of retail outlets in town could backfire and result in unoccupied premises. 

The market determines whether a retail outlet is successful and not, however much 

townspeople say that they want diversity in the retail provision in town. What people say and 

what they actually do in terms of shopping habits is very different. 

 By this policy you are precluding any good new upmarket restaurants being developed on new 

sites - yet these would bring a higher spending visitor in to St. Ives all year round. St. Ives 

currently is the poor relation when it comes to good class restaurants in Cornwall. 

 This policy should be deleted. It is unduly and unfairly restrictive for business 

owners/operators. 

LED4 

 RESTRICTIONS ON NON-EMPLOYMENT SHOULD BE FLEXIBLE; IF A UNIT IS VACANT, A VIABLE 

ALTERNATIVE USE SHOULD BE CONSIDERED. LED6 - THERE IS NO SIGNIFICANT 

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION AROUND ST IVES SAVE FOR GRAZING AND HAYLAGE. LAND 
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SHOULD NOT BE PRESERVED FOR FARMING IF ALTERNATIVE USES CAN BE SENSITIVELY 

ENCOURAGED. LED8 - THERE SHOULD BE NO RESTRICTIONS WHATSOEVER ON CATERED 

HOLIDAY ACCOMMODATION; IT IS THE MAINSTAY OF THE LOCAL ECONOMY AND WHAT 

VISITORS WANT IN THE 21ST CENTURY. RESTRICTING THIS WILL BE LIKE CUTTING OFF THE 

LIFEBLOOD IN ST IVES AND SENDING A VERY NEGATIVE MESSAGE! 

 What does this mean? 

 FLEXIBILITY WILL BE GIVEN TO ALTERNATIVE COMPLIMENTARY USES OR LAND / SITES WILL 

REMIAN VACANT E.G. PENZANCE TOWN CENTRE. 

 (a): "... marketed for freehold or leasehold..." Does this mean marketed to retain current use? 

 DELETE USE CLASS B2 SUI GENERIS TO BE CONDITIONED 'AS APPROPRIATE IN RESIDENTIAL 

AREAS.  I NOTE THAT CLASS B1 HAS SUCH A PROVISO. 

 Policy should allow for living above shops. 

 CHANGE OF EXISTING SHOP USAGE - NOT MORE SHOPS ! TOO MANY CAFES AND FOOD 

OUTLETS AT THE MOMENT! 

LED5 

 On brown field sites only. 

 Not built on farm land between Lelant and Carbis Bay. 

 ? TOWN CENTRES IN LELANT & CARBIS BAY. 

 Carbis Bay could do with a centre - there is nowhere fulfilling that purpose so the area lacks 

cohesion. 

 Restricted to small and appropriate service provision in keeping with locality. Consideration to 

parking provision to avoid traffic disruption. 

 Suitable for a village. 

 Restricted to small and appropriate outlets in keeping with the locality. Consider parking 

provision in any development. 

 Independent retail only. St Ives is losing its uniqueness. As independent shops close they are 

being taken by national retailers that are in every town in the country. 

 We do not need more retail businesses or public services in Carbis Bay. 

 Maps 6(a) and (b) do not identify the "town centres" of Carbis Bay and Lelant. It may not be 

appropriate to support the proposals set out in LED5 in the whole areas covered by these maps 

and "agree" above is subject to this. 

 Lelant needs a shop/retail - there is currently nothing there for the residents of the village! 

 SUBJECT TO AN 'IDENTIFIABLE NEED' TEST. 

 I do not agree with this policy on the grounds that you have lumped Carbis Bay and Lelant 

together. They are separate settlements - Carbis Bay already has commercial developments 

but Lelant has not, and has not the room or road infrastructure to cope with any. 

 Lelant & Carbis Bay should be considered in separate policies as they have very differing 

characteristics. 
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 SURELY CARBIS BAY & LELANT ARE VILLAGES - WHERE ARE THE 'TOWN CENTRES' IN C BAY & 

LELANT? 

 IMPOSSIBLE TO ANSWER WHERE ARE THESE TOWN CENTRES?  ALSO THIS DRAFT NDP DOES 

NOT INCLUDE LELANT. THERE WAS INDUSTRIAL USE AT LELANT QUAY WHEN THE RAIL LINE 

WAS IN USE. HORRENDOUS PROBELM WITH ROAD ACCESS MAKE THIS A NON-STARTER.  

VERY CAREFUL CONSIDERATION MUST BE GIVEN TO ANY BUSINESS / INDUSTRIAL 

DEVDELOPMENT IN LELANT. 

 LELANT CERTAINLY NEEDS A VILLAGE STORE. 

LED6 

 With the rate of construction in West Penwith there will be very little Agricultural land left. 

 IF AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENTS INCLUDE SOLAR FARMING I DISAGREE. 

 CAN LED6 & 7 BE LINKED IN SOME WAY SO THAT LOCAL FISH, LOCAL VEGETABLES, LOCAL 

PRODUCE IS AVAILABLE FROM LOCAL RETAILERS WHO ARE ALSO ENCOURAGED TO PFFER 

PRODUCE NATIONALLY VIA INTERNET E.G. STEVENS THE FISHMONGERS. 

 THERE IS LITTLE OR NO AGRICULTURAL PRODCUTION IN THE AREA - STERILIZING LAND USE 

FOR THIS USE WILL PREVENT OTHER FORMS OF LAND USE. 

 We need to keep green fields as they are for future generations. 

 Not solar or wind farms 

 Proposals referred to in these policies should also be subject to CH1. 

 Delete points a),b) & c). They are overly restrictive and only serve to benefit 'NIMBY's' rather 

than operators. 

 LIMIT AMOUNT OF HOLIDAY LET CONVERSION AND ENCOURAGE TRUE AGRICULTURAL 

DEVELOPMENT I.E. BUILDINGS USED OFR FOOD PRODUCTION ETC. 

LED7 

 Small scale sustainable. 

 Fishing not supported. 

 These should sit comfortably alongside St ives as a tourist destination. 

 Retail fish shop should be supported. 

 Delete words "providing they are in line with appropriate Character Area Policy for their 

location". 

LED8 

 Restrictions on currently supporting any new holiday accommodation to be put in place until full 

review of need/requirements to avoid over development and loss of further green-

belt/demarcation between St Ives, Carbis Bay, Lelant etc.. 

 No more holiday accommodation is needed. 

 No need for more holiday accommodation. 

 There are too many holiday cottages, new development will end up ruining St Ives for locals. 

 Surely we have reached maximum level of holiday accommodation for the area.  We have too 
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many 'holiday houses' in St Ives which are empty for half of the year and contribute little to the 

local community. 

 We need to restrict/stop further building of flats for holiday accommodation. We now have 

more than enough and they are destroying the character of the area. 

 There is enough holiday accommodation already. 

 Too much holiday accom. Local authorities to interested in keeping St Ives like Costa del Sol. 

The whole charm and beauty of St Ives is slowly being whittled way.  

 I do not agree to people purchasing  'homes' and then using them for summer lets - a home is 

a home 

 Badly worded - no more holiday accommodation. 

 No more holiday accommodation. 

 TOO MANY HOLIDAY LETS AS IT IS NO MORE PLEASE! 

 (EMPHASIS ON RESTRICTIONS FOR HOLIDAY ACCOMMODATION) 

 ACCOMMODATION SHOULD BE CAPPED. 

 NO RESTRICTIONS. 

 We have enough. 

 ENOUGH OF BOTH IN THIS AREA. 

 The trend seems to be away from catered into self-catering.  The only increase in catered 

seems to be at the top end of the market into boutique hotels. 

 If you mean hotels - AGREE, if you mean campsite upgrades with restaurants (e.g. Una St 

Ives) - DISAGREE. 

 What? More Una St Ives - No, no no! More cars? How foolish. 

 Not second home ownership. 

 To include on-site parking provision. 

 There are enough. 

 NOT second home ownership. 

 Second homes are not necessarily a bad thing for St ives as long as they are carefully managed 

and used to provide accommodation for visitors when not used by their owners. NB. Many 

current holiday homes are not suitable as full time residences, i.e. not outside spaces, no 

parking, very small rooms etc. 

 No more holiday accommodation, enough is enough. 

 THERE SHOULD BE NO RESTRICTIONS ON NEW CATERED ACCOMMODATION FOR TOURISM / 

HOLIDAYS - 21sT CENTURY NEEDS HAVE OVERTAKEN TRADITIONAL FACILITIES& OFFER MORE 

JOBS . INCOME TO THE AREA! 

 NOT IS IT MEANS MORE PORTHMINSTER HOTELS. 

 Difficult to comment unless the proposed 'restrictions' are detailed. 

 Encouragement to large scale hotels with supporting recreational facilities. 

 All new holiday and camping accommodation should have adequate parking so that local 
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residents can still park on the own street (Ayr). 

 We don't need any more retail businesses or public services in Carbis Bay. 

 Sufficient catered holiday accommodation. No new developments for holiday makers. Enough 

visitors already. Better to encourage catered holiday accommodation in Lelant and Hayle. 

 St Ives is already over-developed. There is a need to cherish what we have. The town is losing 

its character. The town cannot cope with any further tourism destinations. 

 We have enough holiday accommodation now surely. 

 More enforcement on restrictions. 

 surely not needed if the rise in self catering accommodation is itself restricted by the housing 

aspirations for "affordable/primary residence" ? 

 I THINK THAT SELF CATERED HOLIDAY ACCOMMODATION ALREADY EXCEEDS THE TOWN'S 

NEEDS WITH MANY PROPERTIES ALREADY SECOND HOMES - IN SOME PLACES ENTIRE 

STREETS.  MANY PEOPLE HAVE FORGOTTEN ST IVES IS A PLACE TO LIVE.  A HOLIDAY 

DESTINATION NOT A HOLIDAY CAMP. FAR TOO MANY TOWNS AND VILLAGES OF CORNWALL 

ARE A PALE SHADOW OF WHAT THEY USED TO BE AND ARE NOW JUST GHOST TOWNS 

 LED8 Too many second homes already - they should pay more council tax so that the town can 

be more self-supporting and finance some of the basic infrastructure - sewage system? 

 There is more than enough holiday accommodation in the area. Anymore would damage 

community life. 

LED9 

 Restricted support for camping and caravan sites. 

 There are enough facilities of this sort. 

 NO MORE CAMPING & CARAVAN SITES. 

 There is only one in St Ives central area! 

 WITH MANY RESTRICTIONS. 

 NO NEW SITES. 

 Camping and caravan sites should be removed.  

 Already too many in the area. 

 Must restrict. 

 We have enough campsites. Fear of creating another Una (this was a campsite before its 

'upgrade' to permanent holiday chalets.) 

 Camping should be confined only to available farmland and strictly controlled by the farm 

owners. No more caravan sites, unless out of sight.  

 To include on-site parking provision. 

 More enforcement on restrictions. 

 Generally supportive but there must be a limit to the sheer number of satellite C&C sites that 

can be accommodated within reasonable access to the town centre. On-site ancillary facilities 

are essential on order to reduce the need for car journeys/parking to and from the town centre. 
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 Small sites only. 

 I would like to see the development of small sites only. 

 "with restrictions" should be removed. 

 No camping or caravan sites should be permitted on any of the areas designated and coloured 

as open spaces on Map 8. 

 Camping and caravan sites should not be permitted on any of the open spaces shown on map 

8. 

General 

 It is important that employment over rides further residential development (in the face of 

Government policy) and that allocations such as the Quay at Lelant (identified in the old 

Penwith Local Plan) are maintained for employment purposes first and foremost. Provision of 

business support will be increasingly important for home based businesses. 

 MAP 4 CONTAINS A HUGE AMOUNT OF RESIDENTIAL AREAS IN WHICH CERTAIN TYPES OF 

BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT IS INAPPROPRIATE. THEREFORE EITHER REDUCE THE SIZE / SCOPE 

OF THE CENTRAL AREA OR ADD THE PROVISO 'WHERE APPROPRIATE IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS 

TO THE POLICIES. 

 MAP 5  COASTERS IN NO LONGER A CAFE/TEASHOP BUT ST IVES BISTRO & ITS 

PREDECESSORS HAVE BEEN AT ?16 ST ANDREWS STREET FOR MORE THEN 20 YEARS. 

 

HOUSING 

Comments 

H1 – H4 

 THIS IS NOT SUPPOSED TO BE AN ANTI-DEVELOPMENT CHARTER; THERE ARE OVER 600 

PEOPLE ON THE HOUSING WAITING LIST WITH LITTLE OR NO SITES COMING FORWARD TO 

DELIVER ANYTHING LIKE THIS NUMBER. IF AFFORDABLE HOUSING IS TO BE PROVIDED 

THEN OPEN MARKET HOUSING MUST BE ALSO WITH THE RIGHT BALANCE AND ECONOMICS 

CONSIDERED AS THE PRIVATE SECTOR IS EXPECTED TO DELIVER AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

BUT THE DEVELOPMENT WILL STAGNATE IF TOO ONEROUS A LIABILITY ON PERCENTAGE 

DISPROPORTIONATE TO PROFIT IS IMPOSED - A CLEAR UNDERSTANDING ON LAND AND 

BUILDING ECONOMICS TOGETHER WITH A MORE PRAGMATIC LOCAL APPROACH TO 

PLANNING IS REQUIRED AND NOT SOME 'WISH LIST' THAT WILL NEVER BE IMPLEMENTED AS 

IT HAS FAR TOO MUCH LIABILITY ATTACHED TO IT. 

 EXPLORE WAYS TO PREVENT THESE PROPERTIES BEING SNAPPED UP UNDER COVER OF A 

GENUINE BUYER BY ESTATE AGENTS OR INVESTORS - TOO OFTER TNEY ARE BACK ON THE 

MARKET VERY QUICKLY WITH A MASSIVE MARK-UP. 

 600 PEOPLE ON THE HOUSING WAITING LIST, NOT ENOUGH SITES TOO LOW AN 

ALLOCATION NUMBER.  DEVELOPMENT FUNDING CANNOT SUPPORT 50% AFFORDABLE LET 

ALONE 100%!  SECDOND HOME OWNERSHIP SHOULD ALSL BE ENCOURAGED, BUT WITH A 
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MIX OF AAOFRDABLE & OPEN MARKET - WE LIVE IN A CAPITALIST ECONOMY WHERE 

WEALTH IS CREATED & SPREAD. 

 ST IVES IS FULL OF EMPTY HOUSES THESE SHOULD BE USED AND PEOPLE ENCOURAGED TO 

LIVE HERE ALL YEAR ROUND. THIS WOULD HELP LOCAL BUSINESSES.  

 EXPLORE WAYS TO PREVENT THESE PROPERTIES BEING SNAPPED UP UNDER COVER OF A 

GENUINE BUYER BY ESTATE AGENTS OR INVESTORS - TOO OFTER TNEY ARE BACK ON THE 

MARKET VERY QUICKLY WITH A MASSIVE MARK-UP. 

H1 

 All house must be for local people and not second homes for the holiday industry. 

 The word affordable housing is a joke. Affordable housing should be affordable and marketed 

at no more than Â£40,000. Housing development should be stopped, not phased. Britain is 

full. Send people back to their countries and we do not have a housing or employment 

problem. 

 We need more social housing not just affordable like the Green Parc flats in Hayle. 

 Affordable for local people. 

 Affordable homes for local people. 

 When are people going to come to grips with the fact that open market and affordable housing 

can be efficiently mixed, someone paying Â£450,000 for a new house will not want to be next 

door to affordable housing. This is a fact of life that in our lifetime will not change. 

 Affordable should be social at least. 

 Affordable housing is not affordable to locals. 

 Affordable housing should be for families with children and be built near schools. 

 NEW DEVELOPMENTS SHOULD BE 75% AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

 50% TOO HIGH. 

 AGREE FOR DEVELOPMENT OF 6+ HOUSES BUT OVER 30% IN SOME CASES E.G. AREAS 

WHERE STILL UNAFFORDABLE BECAUSE OF HIGH VALUES. 

 UNABLE TO AGREE AS EXPLANATIONS IN DRAFT TOO VAGUE. 

 AFFORDABLE & OPEN MARKET DOES NOT ALWAYS SIT WELL TOGETHER. 

 WHAT IS AFFORDABLE? 

 NEW DEVELOPMENTS NEED TO BE 100% AFFORDABLE HOUSING.THERE IS NO NEED FOR 

ANY MORE EXPENSIVE HOUSING TO BE BUILT. ANY NEW HOUSING FOR PEOPLE ON COUNCIL 

WAITING LISTS NOT FOR HOLIDAY HOME ETC. 

 This must be the priority otherwise our town will be without all its young people. 

 THERE SHOULD BE A STIPULATION THAT AFFORDABLE HOUSING CAN NEVER BE RESOLD AS 

SECOND HOMES. 

 Affordable housing i.e. 50% of any development must be onsite. 

 Developers should be required to provide equal numbers of affordable homes in the area but 

not necessarily on the same site. 
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 Should be a higher % of affordable housing. 

 Possibly more. 

 Too high. Some affordable housing but not 50%. What is affordable as well? Small housing 

developments and in-filling. 

 % is too high, 10% more appropriate. 

 Appropriate development is necessary to maintain the character of areas. All too often 

affordable means small houses built of cheap materials with small outside spaces for parking, 

large bins, clothes lines and leisure. 

 Should all be 100% and restricted to local buyers and full-time owner occupation. 

 And for local families only. 

 80% 

 SHOULD BE A HIGHER PROPORTION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

 Affordable and principal residence development must be monitored properly - not ultimately 

end up as holiday lets. E.g. flats developed by the Tate are being advertised as holiday lets - 

why??? 

 Affordable housing goes on to become as expensive as all the other properties. The pressures 

from money from areas such as London will always be a big part of this community. 

 Affordable housing should be related rigidly to provision of more full time employment 

opportunities. 

 New developments should be 100% affordable housing. 

 But only available to St Ives residents/workers. 

 As there is no constant employment, who pays for A.H. all on benefits? 

 Restriction on the sale of affordable homes so as they stay affordable. 

 Too high % suggest 25% 

 Insane. Strongly disagree. Should be 10%. 

 40% 

 AFFORDABLE HOUSING MUST BE RETAINED FOR LOCAL PEOPLE IN NEED & MUST BE 

PROTECTED IN PERPETUITY & NOT BE LOST TO THE OPEN MARKET.    FORMAL RECORDS 

MUST BE KEPT. 

 AFFORDABLE HOUSING CAN STILL BE TOO EXPENSIVE FOR LOCAL PEOPLE ON LOW WAGES.  

MORE SOCIAL HOUSING IS NEEDED. 

 Completely agree there needs to be support for affordable housing for local people. However, 

completely disagree that such un-workable and prohibitive conditions should be placed upon 

developers (developers simply won't build homes if their market is removed (holiday homes) 

and in any event primary legislation will surely be required.  Additionally, if affordable and/or 

social housing is built it should remain so and not be available for sale at full market value/at 

a profit in the future. The town needs balance, but stopping development that supports 

tourism, the single largest industry in the town is ridiculous and counter-productive.  Perhaps 
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it would also be sensible to consider how St Ives, Carbis Bay, Lelant and Hayle are becoming 

increasingly connected - better transport links would make a lot of sense (making affordable 

housing more accessible to people working in St Ives.  For example, better train links between 

St Ives and Hayle or even a ferry across the bay, would open up the Hayle housing market 

(which is more affordable) to far greater extent and make it easier for people to commute to 

St Ives for work. 

 Whilst all new development should provide affordable housing (at 50% if it can be justified 

through housing need) this policy is contrary to new advice from central government and so 

needs complete rewriting. 

 ADD 'WITH PRIORITY GIVEN TO HOUSING FOR RENT IN       CONJUNCTION WITH A LOCAL 

HOUSING ASSOCIATION. 

 THE MAJORITY SHOULD BE AFFORDABLE. 

 DEFINITION OF 'AFFORDABLE' - SOMEONE WITH Â£1M CAN AFFORD ANY HOUSE. LOCAL 

PEOPLE ONLY! 

 SHOULD BE 80 - 100% AFFORDABLE HOUSING SO MANY RESIDENTIAL HOMES ALREADY 

LOST. WE NEED TO GET RESIDENTS BACK LIVING IN ST IVES ESPECIALLY THE YOUNG. 

HOUSES BUILT NOW WILL JUST END UP AS HILDAY HOMES UNLESS THEY ARE CAPPED. 

 75% affordable housing at least otherwise it is just more second homes pulling the community 

spirit out of the town. 

 NEW DEVELOPMENT SHOULD BE 100% AFFORDABLE. 

H2 

 All house must be for local people and not second homes for the holiday industry. 

 HOUSING ASSOCIATIONS MAY BE A BETTER APPROACH. 

 This is discriminatory "100" should be removed from the policy statement. 

 But other high quality housing should also be supported. It is the quality of architecture that is 

important, i.e. appropriate materials and in keeping with surroundings. 

 More houses for local people. Less holiday homes that are empty most of the time. 

 Stop holiday flats and homes and there will not be a problem. 

 Modern living standards mean that some sites are not viable for permanent residency, holiday 

lets/second homes bring economic opportunities to the town. 

 It is totally unrealistic to believe that new developments in prime locations will be used as 

principal residences. St Ives is a highly desirable location and we should not be afraid of 

welcoming second home owners whose properties are let out to holiday makers, all of whom 

support the many tourist businesses - including all the food and drink establishments. We 

should be doing everything possible to position St Ives as THE no.1 holiday location in the UK 

- that means high quality accommodation for more discerning holidaymakers, who will bring 

vital spending to the town. By all means identify areas around the town where developments 

are affordable and for principal residence, but not in the prime holiday locations. This will just 
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kill off potential developments. We should celebrate our town as a place people love to visit, 

and stop worrying about the second home owners - we need them. 

 I don't agree with 100% residence because builders and such like will sell to the highest 

bidder, which is normally not a local, but Housing Association and Council Housing owned 

building should be supported and encouraged. 

 And when the occupants sell on???? 

 Encouraged yes, but probably not enforceable. 

 If a policy is implemented effectively banning new build holiday accomodation then a policy 

must also be in place to protect the existing larger family homes from being targeted to be 

carved up into micro-flats for holiday letting. 

 Not sure how you would become aware of a 'principal residence' if it became a second home. 

 The number of second homes and holiday lets has to be controlled.  The community life of St 

Ives has already been damaged, possibly forever by the high numbers of such properties, and 

the balance needs to be returned to a sustainable level.  The rise in property management 

companies is testament to what's happening. 

 I UNDERSTAND THE PROBLEM BUT CONTROL WILL BE DIFFICULT.  TRY THROUGH TAXATION 

FIRST.  SECOND HOME OWENERS MUST PAY THE SAME COUNCIL TAX AS OWNER OCCUPIERS 

AND IF NOT ACTUALLY OCCUPIED OR AVAILABLE FOR LETTING ALL YEAR ROUND AT 

COMMERCIAL RATES THROUGH LOCAL AGENTS (WHO WILL BE ACCOUNTABLE) THEN THOSE 

PROPERTIES WILL BE SURCHARGED MORE COUNCIL TAX FOR 'WASTING' THE COUNTY'S 

HOUSING STOCK. 

 Strongly disagree with H2 & H4. It will strangle the growth of St Ives. 

 This policy is totally unworkable and likely to lead to confusion and also be counter productive 

to its intention. 

- Enforcement would have to be by S106: a planning condition can be appealed/changed and 

is not enforceable in future 

- By restricting new housing to 'occupancy' existing market housing is likely to increase in 

value to increase in value as it is available to all. 

The text under 'justification' before the policy is confusing: surely if a property with a 

'principal residence' restriction created to be used as such then it would first have to be 

offered for sale as such, rather than as affordable housing etc? 

Secondly, where a person/s have bought as a principal residence and their circumstances 

change (eg job) is it fair to force them to move? EG Council Housing / Housing Association 

tenants whose economic circumstances improve are not forced to move from their properties ( 

or even face rent rises -indeed they can ' right to buy'). I agree that this is fair and just for 

tenants so the same should apply to others. 

The whole policy is 'positive discrimination' and does not fairly represent the friendliness and 

welcoming nature of St Ives. 
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 NEEDS CLARIFICATION ?  'ALL NEW HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS MUST BE FULL TIME 

PRINCIPAL RESIDENCES'. 

 No more self catering/holiday flats, etc. Too much impact on infrastructure. Also downalong 

now a ghost town, reduced to just a few residences occupied at all times of year. 

 Any new houses that are built should have a clause on them that they must always be 

permanently lived in an never second homes or holiday lets and at a price that local people 

can afford to pay. Affordable means nothing when you are on low income. 

 Too many 2nd homes - no actual life in the town. 

H3 

 All house must be for local people and not second homes for the holiday industry. 

 Housing development must be stopped. 

 Policy of phased planning of housing starts is very agreeable with 50% affordable very 

attainable. 

 Market forces should govern new housing release/construction. 

H4 

 But even 100% should not be permitted. 

 NO OTHER DEVELOPMENT. 

 AGREE TO SITES BEING HIGHLY RESTRICTED BUT NOT TO BEING 100% AFFORDABLE. 

 THERE SHOULD BE RESTRICTIONS IN NUMBER OF DWELLINGS - 100 AFFORDABLE WOULD 

BE DENSE & NOT IN KEEPING WITH THE RURAL / AGRICULTURAL SITES THEY ARE LIKELY TO 

BE BUILT UPON. 

 Basically planning should be to stop sites being developed with something which 'blots' the 

landscape. If it does, it does so whether the building is affordable or not, whether it is 

occupied 12/12 or less. 

 Why only 'affordable', this raises the question affordable to whom? St Ives should not become 

insular. 

 No new building on green sites. Agree a new policy - "Build less, preserve more green spaces" 

and create small, green parks with trees wherever possible within built up areas - it can be 

done and is needed. Also create a new rule - every new residential building must have garden 

space attached of good proportional size and parking space for 2 cars. 

 Unless strong case made! 

 INCLUDE SOME OF THE SITES. 

 Are there no sites that were industrial and not green fields up country lanes. 

 Highly restricted to no further development. 

 If good market conditions (and demand) prevail and current allocations are used up, 

unnecessarily stringent additional restrictions, will be counter productive to the plan - it will 

force up house prices further. 

Point (f) is dealt with by other policies (eg Building Regulations) and adds 
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confusion/complication. 

Point (g) needs justification to be a valid 'planning' point. 

Point (h) is superfluous: all new development/planning applications for same REQUIRE public 

engagement. 

 Strongly disagree with H2 & H4. It will strangle the growth of St Ives. 

 Delete sub-paragraph (g); amned sub-paragraph (b) to include policy H1. I agree that any 

further significant development should be highly restricted - i.e. to comply with requirements 

(a) - (f), inclusive of (h), but not for 100% affordable housing. It would be better to keep a 

50/50 mix for a better integrated social community. 

 No development should be restricted to 100% affordable housing. It is better to have a mix - 

say 50% affordable wiht 50% private. This would give a balanced community. 

H5 

 Parking provision is essential. 

 Parking provision should be mandatory. 

 Plus car spaces. 

 Please, no more housing developments. 

 Open spaces shall have forever covenants on them to prevent any building on them in the 

future. 

 CHANGE 'EXPECTED' TO 'REQUIRED'. 

 ALL HOUSES SHOULD HAVE AMPLE PARKING. 

H6 

 Family homes (e.g. Victorian style terrace houses) should not be divided into flat too small for 

permanent residence - they end up as holiday/second home units, each needing a car space 

which is never available on site and causes a nuisance to neighbours. 

 Do not sub-divide housing - possibility of renovating them to buy-to-lets? 

 Stop more flats. 

 No more development. 

 No sub-division of houses - too many flats already. 

 NO SUBDIVISION OF HOUSES ALREADY TOO MANY FLATS. 

 EXISTING FAMILY HOMES SHOULD BE RETAINED FOR FAMILY USE AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE. 

 STOP CREATING APARTMENTS & BEDSITS OUT OF LARGER HOUSES. 

 AS LONG AS PROPERTIES ARE BIG ENOUGH TO MAKE PROPER SIZED APARTMENTS. 

 Subdivision should only be allowed where there is onsite parking. 

 What guidance? 

 As long as guidance includes no self catering/holiday accommodation as a long term use. 

 Large houses should be retained and not turned into holiday flats without parking and outside 

spaces. 

 Holiday lets- no. 
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 Not sure why an arbitrary figure of 6 self-contained units has been chosen. 

 Parking and holiday let problem. 

 No more split into flats. 

 Stop converting/rebuilding large houses/plots to flats for holiday homes. Build homes not 

flats. Affordable homes in this area should be for local residents/families. Not to be used by 

other areas as a dumping ground for problem families. 

 A possible concern would be the increase in vehicles and attendant parking problems. 

 ST IVES HAS ENOUGH FLATS. TOWN STARTING TO LOOK OVER DEVELOPED. 

 PARKING IS A MAJOR ISSUE IN TOWN - SPLITING HOUSES MEASN MORE CARS. 

H7 

 WITH GUIDANCE. 

 Residential car & nursing homes should be for St Ives area residents or those with family 

living in St Ives area only. 

 CARE HOMES FOR ST IVES AREA RESIDENTS OR THOSE WITH FAMILY LIVING LOCALLY. 

 BY WHOM & WHO FOR - LOCAL PEOPLE? 

 DEFINITE IMPROVEMENTS TO EXISTING PREMISES BUT NOT NECESSARILY NEW PREMISES 

AFTER THE LAST ATTEMPT TO DEVELOP STEEPLE WOODS !!! 

 Well run nursing homes. 

 Depends on where.  

 With restrictions. 

 Depending on location. 

 Small residential home only, not complexes. 

 New system needed, these homes harbour poor care, poor staff support. Need much smaller, 

more community care and family support (individual cases). 

 If in an existing building, the character and appearance of the building should be retained if it 

is appropriate to the Character Area. 

 Can there be priority for local residents first? 

 Not in Steeple Fields. 

 These must be carefully sited. A recent example of inappropriate choice was Steeple Fields. 

 I cannot support this unless it also specifies that there are increased appropriate local health 

facilities to support such developments. 

 This policy should also require the provision of enhanced local health care and suitable 

social/community facilities. 

 FOR LOCAL PEOPLE NOT TO ENCOURAGE OLDER RESIDNETS OUT OF THE COUNTY (IMAPCT 

ON LOCAL SERVICES) 

 SHOULD BE TRYING TO RETAIN OUR CURRENT RESIDENTS, YOUNG AND OLD, NOT SHIPPING 

IN RICH OLD PEOPLE TO DIE HERE. YOUNG PEOPLE ON LOW WAGES DONT HAVE THE 

CHANCE TO LIVE WHERE THEY WERE BORN. 
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 Not at the expense of the environment. 

 THIS IS IMPORTANT BECUASE PEOPLE NEED THIS SERVICE WITHIN THEIR HOME 

NEIGHBOURHOOD AND NO TO HAVE TO BE AWAY FROM FAMILY & FRIENDS. 

 Retirement villages: the only building projects on green spaces that will do more good than 

harm are retirement villages, which can consist of more than 200 small, terraced cottages and 

all contained within just one acre of green space, packed with shrubs and flowers and trees 

and with a typical village pond created in the middle. The all-important architecture should 

totally reflect the original Cornish stone designs, together with one larger building needed for 

the accommodation of 2 experts in emergency help (for when there are medical or DIY 

problems on site) and rooms for a laundry, exercise, games etc. and a small cafe/restaurant, 

possibly a small shop/post office and overnight accommodation for visiting relatives, a 

communal lounge, an area for the local doctor etc, everything that is needed and all on the 

doorstep (in that one building). Each cottage must have a very small back and front garden 

for important reasons. All this would persistently free-up existing 3-4 bedroom houses with 

much larger gardens, all of which would take up considerably more space if they had to be 

built. Younger families need larger houses and more space and older people need to move 

into something far smaller, with help at hand. I am in this position and would sell up 

tomorrow if I could find a suitable retirement village where I could maintain my independence 

for longer. All the cottages are owned by the occupants which would also pay for necessary 

wages, maintenance, gardening etc. The ‘Cornish look’ of the village will not impact on the 

countryside, but will almost be an asset and, together with the latest in fittings inside the 

cottages, will be exactly what will appeal to older people and the ease to make a lot more 

friends (unlike when shut away in flats!) There is much more I could add but only if more new 

retirement villages are being considered.  

General 

 All housing development within the Carbis Bay area to be vigorously restricted. 

 Check out your planning department as I found they lie on agreeing to a build. 

 Stop all new building. 

 NEW POLICY: LIVE-WORK SPACES SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED IN SOME DEVELOPMENST AS A 

PRIORITY. 

 NO MORE NEW HOUSES FOR 20 YEARS/ WE JUST WANT PEOPLE LIVING IN THE HOUSES WE 

HAVE GOT. 

 HOUSING ASSOCIATIONS ARE DEFINITELY THE WAY FORWARD. 

 There has to be a strategy that matches any proposition for housing growth to employment. 

More people will require jobs. Development at Gonwin Farm should be vigorously opposed. It 

will create a precedent. The concept of affordability means that even houses labelled as such 

will be too expensive. 

 THERE NEEDS NO MORE HOUSING IN ST IVES, CARBIS BAY OR LELANT HELP LOCAL PEOPLE 
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(CORNISH) BUY THE SECOND HOMES & KEEP LOCAL PEOPLE IN LOCAL HOUSES. 

 New build homes should use natural materials, i.e. granite and slate. The best examples of 

this can be found at Pendeen, recently constructed houses. 

 No new housing until Tyringham Road in Lelant is widened or Lelant is by-passed. Make 

developers fund the work. 

 IN ANY DEVELOPMENT IT IS ESSENTIAL THAT EXISTING SERVICES ARE SUFFICIENT FOR ANY 

DEVELOPMENT.  IT TOTALLY DEPENDS ON WHO IS SUPERVISING ANY DEVELOPMENT. IT 

MUST NOT JUST BE LEFT TO THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT. IT IS ESSENTIAL THAT ST IVES 

SPEAKS FOR ITSELF. 

 All individual accommodation must have included parking. 

 The homes of today are the slums of tomorrow. Look at Roaches Court, an eyesore. 

 Would like to see policies that ensure gardens are retained. 

 The loss of the day care centre on St Andrews Street was tragic.  We should have a place for 

the older members of our community in the heart of our town. 

 NEW HOUSING IN CORNWALL SHOULD BE RESTRICTED TO BROWNFIELD SITES ONLY.  

CORNWALL HAS A VERY HIGH % OF BROWN FIELD LAND.  USE CPOS IF NECESSARY ON 

BROWNFIELD SITES. 

 In the vision statement for Housing is “support” strong enough in the reference to affordable 

housing, why not something more proactive such as “actively encouraged” or “prioritised 

above other housing”. 

 Housing is a problem but in terms of ‘getting on the property ladder’ no different from any 

other rural area. Nationally, many people still live with their parents and this is something 

everyone has to accept. St Ives people ‘sold the family silver’ by selling houses and garages in 

St Ives so it isn’t fair to blame new-comers for buying, preventing the town becoming 

inhabited or bereft of key workers is an issue. London, other major cities have battled with 

this for decades and more should be done to learn from them. There’s no need to re-invent 

the wheel.  

 

LAND ALLOCATIONS 

Comments 

M1 

 Should remain for recreational use with add on facilities for community. As a community we 

should say enough development - convert run down buildings like St Margaret's - use the 

empty second homes. 

 SHOULD REMAIN FOR RECREATIONAL USE WITH MORE FACILITIES FOR COMMUNITY - WE 

SHOULD SAY ENOUGH DEVELOPMENT - CONVERT RUNDOWN BUILDING LIKE ST MARGARETS 

USE EMPTY SECOND HOMES. 

 Disagree strongly with the St. Ives Rugby Club proposed land allocation site.   
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1) the site is potentially fine as it is and the Rugby Club should be helped to continue to 

enable everybody to make the best use of ALL its land and playing fields, rather than given 

the impression that some playing fields or other space will probably be earmarked for housing 

and other development.  In its current state, the Club and land currently offer St. Ives 

residents a vital and unique facility and also offers visitors vital facilities.    

2)  St. Ives residents should be asked whether they would like the Rugby Club and all its 

surrounding land to be kept as they are, especially if further subsidy and help for the Club 

could be obtained.  Instead residents are only being asked about housing and mixed use 

changes to the site.  If the Rugby Club cannot itself  afford desired upgrades, then options 

apart from housing development should firstly be considered and consulted upon.  

3) Notwithstanding the sports facilities, currently vital parking is provided on site at present. 

The playing fields are currently well used locally in many ways.  Camping has been 

successfully provided in August too etc.etc. All this would be reduced or adversely affected 

were housing and mixed use development to occur on site. The loss of amenities would 

adversely affect St. Ives residents and visitors 

4) the disruption of the building works would adversely affect local residents, as would the 

increased level of traffic and parking associated with 50 extra dwellings being built off 

Alexandra Road, which is hardly wide enough for its current level of traffic.   

5)  Alternative development sites could have far less negative impact, but are perhaps not 

suggested because Cornwall council has relatively more say over how this Rugby Club site is 

used and developed.   

6) The land allocation sites need to be for St. Ives current residents, rather than for potential 

future residents. 

 St Ives Rugby Club site should not be developed with housing/mixed use developments. Such 

development would be disruptive, unnecessary and would involve a loss of amenities for 

residents and visitors.   This proposal  potentially destroys several of the good things about 

the current site. Why not instead find alternative ways to support and enhance the current 

facilities? 

 References to "design" being sustainable and high standard is likely to challenged as it has no 

basis / is subjective. All policies: reference to 'community consultation' is again superfluous as 

all new applications are REQUIRED by central government to include consultation. 

M2 

 M2 (LAITY LANE) HAS PERMISSION FOR 34 HOLIDAY HOMES & THIS AGREEMENT FOR ONE 

PART OF THE SITE SHOULD BE THE ONLY ONE CONSIDERED & NOT BREECHED  MAP 2'S 

HOUSING SITE IN C BAY SHOULD BE PURSUED! 

 Need park. 

 Stop development at the line between the purple and blue patches. The lanes are so narrow, 

over the past 4 years have become much more hazardous to use. 
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 HOUSING SITE IS TOO BIG. 

M3 

 Preserve Porthrepta Car Park. So that users of Carbis Bay Beach in the summer months are 

not forced to have to pay large car park fess at beach level (now Â£10 per day and likely to 

rise!). 

 Porthrepta needed as a summer car park! 

 DELETE M3 - PARKING IS REQUIRED 

 ISN'T IT NEEDED ASA CAR PARK? 

 If Stephen Baker continues to develop Carbis Bay, parking will be a problem. 

 Are local planners sure that Porthrepta is not needed to support Carbis Bay beach in the 

Summer? 

 Parking in area is a problem.  Mr Baker i trying to build apts, on house site. 

 Stay as car park. 

 The car parking for Carbis Bay needs to be protected. There is little car parking for Carbis bay 

beach other than the small allocation at Carbis Bay Hotel. 

 There is not adequate car parking provision in Carbis Bay if the car park is allocated for 

housing. 

 At present during periods of good weather in summer there are already insufficient parking 

spaces at Porthrepta. Also consider the reduction of spaces at Carbis Bay hotel as a result of 

recent (and proposed further)development there. Loss of any of the current availability of 

parking spaces will only cause problems throughout the neighbourhood. 

 Building on Porthrepta car park and other areas close by will not only reduce car parking 

spaces but will also cause too much more traffic on Porthrepta Road through a residential 

area. 

 SURELY CAR PARKING IS MORE & MORE ESSENTIAL. 

 ANY DEVELOPMENT SHOULD ALLOW 1/3 OF EXISTING CAR PARK FOR PUBLIC PARKING. 

 Agree, but have concerns about mixed usage, and would wish to see car parking (for the 

beach) retained - also have concerns about volume of traffic on Porthrepta Road, especially as 

Carbis Bay Hotel is further developing. 

 Porthrepta is already crowded and needs careful consideration. 

 No No No! Why not purchase some land away from the area and make new small town? Very 

concerned , centre of ST Ives gets any more development at all. Concerned green area 

between Carbis Bay and Lelant become under pressure for development. We could lose the 

charm of this beautiful area  - so many large developments gone up recently spoiling the 

entrance to this much loved town. 

 Must preserve car parks at all costs - vital for tourism.. 

 See T3 loss of parking is discouraged. 

 Not sure about the loss of car parking space, but if this is what the people of Carbis Bay want, 
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so be it. 

 Keep some free parking. 

 Porthrepta Road site should only be residential has the area is residential at present, it would 

be unfair on property in the area to be subject to noisy business and properties should be 

single story not any higher to avoid loss of view & privacy. 

 USE OF THIS SITE FOR CAR PARKING IS LOW BECAUSE THE FORMER PENWITH COUNCIL 

INTRODUCED CHARGES WHICH SENT POTENTIAL USERS ON TO RESIDENTIAL STREETS.  

THESE STREETS IN CARBIS BAY ARE USED BY HOLIDAYMAKERS IN THE SUMMER & SURFERS 

IN THE WINTER WHO STRIP IN PUBLIC TO GET INTO / OUT OF WET SUITS.  AS MANY OTHER 

SEASIDE RESORTS IN THE COUNTRY, RESIDENTS SHOULD HAVE THE PROTECTION OF 

DOUBLE YELOW LINES.  THE POLICY SHOULD REFLECT THE NEEDS OF THE RESIDENTS WHO 

PAY THE TAXES. 

 WOULD PREFER HOUSING ONLY NOT MIXED. 

 Need greater use for vehicles - beach, surfing, park and ride. Development not advisable. 

M4 

 SHOULDN'T BE ALLOWED!! 

 NEED TO MAINTAIN SEPARATION BETWEEN LELANT & CARBIS BAY M4 ERODES THIS. 

 CAN THIS SITE SUSTAIN HOUSING AS WELL AS BUSINESS? 

 While I support some development here it is important that the houses are limited to a 

maximum of 50 . My reasons are that the sewage system is already overloaded, the roads 

cannot support more than 50 houses. The schools are oversubscribed and the GP's are also 

difficult to access. 

 I have nothing against the original area suggested by Cornwall Council - it seems to be a 

natural progression towards the eventual merging of Carbis Bay and Lelant which will no 

doubt come eventually. 

 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT HAS ALREADY BEEN REJECTED BY CORNWALL COUNCIL & SHOULD 

NOT BE RESURECTED COMMUNITY CONSULTATIONS HAVE IDENTIFIED STRONG OBJECTIONS 

TO THIS PROPOSAL. 

 Should not be supported. It would make the larger planned development more likely. Housing 

sites on plan 2 should be developed but not that nearest to Lelant which should be kept a 

separate village and farm land preserved. 

 No construction traffic to use Church Lane. 

 Too large-risky - where will it stop? All services seem over stretched already. 

 Re-classify area already allocated to development. Land available to be reduced to support 

lesser units allowed. 

 Agree providing part (a) is not permitted, Industrial Business usage so close to residential is 

not suitable. Also would not support development if Hendra Vean is used as an access road, 

therefore Highways would need to plan access via St. Ives Road with appropriate easing 
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measures (perhaps a roundabout ...?). 

 Gonwin needs downsizing so as not to spoil the natural beauty of the area, like the 

monstrosity that was allowed to be built on Hawks Point, a so called eco box - what a mess!! 

 Will set a precedent for all land at Gonwin farm and beyond to Lelant. This must never be built 

on. Site high up, will look a monstrosity if all this gets built on. Very detrimental to tourism. 

Visitors come here for a Cornish experience, not to be confronted wtih a large housing estate. 

We do not have the infrastructure for large developments. Roads and sewage being major 

here. Roads are gridlocked in high season now and raw sewage is pumped into the sea now. 

 Development should not be allowed. 

 Any development in this area as well as joining Carbis Bay and Lelant will be used as a reason 

in the future to further develop this area. 

 INDUSTRIAL USE INAPPROPRIATE ON EDGE OF FARMLAND.  HOUSING SITE OPENS DOOR 

FRO DEVELOPMENT ON ADJOINING GREEN FIELDS.  CONFLICTS WITH OS4, OS8 AND OS9 

 Should be carefully managed and restricted. 

 I AM CONCERNED AT THE SIZE OF THE APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL FOR 

LAND AT GONWIN MANOR. 

S1 

 WITH REGARD TO THE TRENWITH LANE SITE THOUGHT SHOULD BE GIVNE TO A BYPASS 

LINK ROAD FOR ST IVES, FROM THE CORNISH ARMS THROUGH TRENWITH LANE (OR PART 

OF IT) TO THE STENNACK & ON TO LANDS END. 

 Re Build S1. st Ives need to preserve its ambience of open spaces and Build AS1 is a totally 

unecessary build - allegedly for the over 55's with limited access as the proposed access road 

is owned by a 3rd party who will NOT sell her driveway so the only access would be through 

the estate and the narrow dangerous road Higher Trewidden. All parties plan to oppose this 

development with all our communal intellectual powers. 

 Development should not be allowed. 

S2 

 Getting rather too close to unspoilt open countryside? 

 Delete this proposed land allocation for housing. Conficts with open spaces policies shown on 

map 8 as proposed area for inclusion as green/open spaces. 

 As far as site AS2 specifically is concerned it is good to see that the plan states that the 

character of the Belyars area should be maintained (page 39), and of course I fully support 

this. However, given the low density of housing and the size of properties in the surrounding 

area (particularly in the approach via Camaret Drive), it is difficult to see that the character of 

the area could be maintained and at the same time achieve the expected 50% quota of 

“affordable” housing. Therefore, for site AS2 it would be reasonable to allow “linked” 

proposals, so that the required proportion of “affordables” could be achieved across a group of 

two of more sites being developed at the same time. 
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S3 

 If it is not too late I wish to register my concern regarding the Proposed Land Allocation  

Policy S3: Proposed housing development site, with community consultation - land south west 

of Fuggoe Croft (it is more accurately described as land to the west of Menhir Drive). This area 

of land has proved contentious when previous planning applications have been determined, 

with three planning inquiries resulting in refusal of development. Further, there is a public 

right of way traversing the north-west corner of the area of land allocated for development, 

connecting the junction of Menhir Drive and Spernen Close to the Steeple Woodland Nature 

Reserve. This public right of way was established at an Inquiry in  2005. In 2007 a substantial 

Cornish hedge was built around the perimeter of the plot obstructing the footpath and 

naturalised vegetation within the plot was removed including several TPO protected trees . A 

lock on a gate at one end of the path has subsequently been removed and a gateway made 

through the hedge at the other end. To date, no Modification Order has been made to divert 

the course of this public right of way. 

 

I have previously raised concerns with Cornwall Council about the future of this plot, 

particularly in relation to its position between existing built development and the Steeple 

Woodland Nature Reserve and the important role it performs as a buffer between 

development and the environmentally sensitive nature reserve, both aesthetically and 

ecologically. I urge the Neighbourhood Plan Team to re-consider the policy allocation of this 

area of land to development. I am pleased to see that a small area of land between the nature 

reserve and Spernen Close has been designated as Natural and Semi-natural Open Space. 

 

I am very concerned for the fate of an area of woodland that lies between the Steeple 

Woodland Nature Reserve and existing development along Steeple Lane and is at the  

northern end of the same "buffer zone" occupied by the plot of Policy S3. This area of mature 

woodland is covered by a Woodland Tree Preservation Order and is traversed by a long 

established footpath running from Steeple Lane to the nature reserve which was well used 

until 2009 when the landowner built a substantial Cornish hedge around the perimeter of the 

woodland obstructing the path. A well evidenced application for a Modification Order to 

establish this path as a public right of way is awaiting determination. I note that an adjacent 

small plot of land, between the woodland and the Policy S3 plot, has been allocated as Natural 

and Semi-natural Open Space and fields on the other side of Steeple Lane have been allocated 

as a Green Corridor (area 9). I urge the Neighbourhood Plan Team to allocate this area of 

woodland as either of these designations as leaving it undesignated will open the way for 

development. 

S4 

 Why not have allotments. Serious need in this area (not homes!) 
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 Need green field. Perfect place for allotments (ancient lane). 

S5 

 Need park (old people and pram, push chairs, wheelchairs, seats, flowers) 

 Need park. 

S6 

 SHOWS PUBLIC OPEN SPACE - THERE IS NO PUBLIC ACCESS TO THIS AREA. 

 Unsure of this area. 

 Unfamiliar with this site. 

General 

 The Planning Committee have contravened all the planning policies in recent planning 

decisions how can we be assured that this will happen again. 

 There are more than enough houses in St Ives and the surrounding area as stands.  If more 

are built more incomers/second home owners will come and local people will be forced further 

out of town (as has happened so far).  Push Cornwall Council to adopt a more rigorous 

approach to allow planning for holiday homes!!!! 

 Is there a need for more housing? When approx 25% is not fully occupied? What are your 

proposals to address this issue? Why allow developments that are not for the benefit of the 

community, i.e. marketed solely for the second home market? 

 Stop building. Look at what you are doing. You are destroying beautiful Cornwall. Future 

generations will look at this time with disgust and see it as an opportunity missed through 

your greed. 

 Need to look at plans. 

 Sorry - not sure on this section. 

 Carbis Bay appears to have been targeted for several development sites. School places are 

not available at this time. Applications for  dwellings should take this into strong 

consideration. 

 5 sites all effecting elderly people whilst their are sites only partially developed which could be 

used, seems very biased to pick sites which have the maximum effects on local residents. 

 New builds should be eco friendly and use modern building materials and geothermal heating; 

PV cells etc. 

 We do not have facilities for so many people, especially at the surgery. I do not know enough 

about these sites. Dangerous corner. 

 TOO MUCH DEVELOPMENT WITH HOUSES CRAMMED TOGETHER JUST TO MAKE MONEY E.G. 

THE OLD DEAN COURT SITE AT ST IVES - NOW CALLED THE VIEW. IT'S A DISGRACE! NOT IT 

KEEPING WITH THE AREA & 'JERRY BUILT' FROM WHAT I HAVE SEEN!! 

 LIMITED DEVELOPMENT ALLOWED. 

 BEFORE MORE HOUSES ARE BUILT ROADS, SCHOOLS & THE ABILITY OF THE LOCAL 

COMMUNITY TO COPE WITH THE INFLUX OF PEOPLE & CARS MUST BE TAKEN INTO 
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ACCOUNT. 

 CORNWALL IS BEING CONCRETED OVER. 

 ALTHOUGH SAD AS IT IS TO SEE OPEN LAND DISAPPEAR - THOSE AREAS I AGREE WITH 

SEEM TO BE THE OBVIOUS. 

 NO HOUSING SITE IN POLTROON CLOSE. THIS SITE MUST BE REFUSED. 

 SHOULD BE AN EMBARGO ON ALL BUILDING FOR AT LEAST 10 YEARS. 

 UNABLE TO AGREE AS EXPLANATIONS IN DRAFT TOO VAGUE. 

 NO MORE HOUSES, NO MORE BUILDING, NO MORE INFILL. ONLE RENOVATION & 

RESTORATION FOR NEXT 20 YEARS.  REINSTATE THE SEWAGE EMBARGO. MAKE SURE EVERY 

HOUSE HAS A GARDEN SO THE RAIN CAN DRAIN AWAY. 

 STRONGLY AGREE WITH SITE ALLOCATIONS. 

 WE ARE DESTROYING OUR COUNTRYSIDE BY BUILDING TOO MANY HOUSES. WE HAVE NO 

JOBS IN THIS AREA FOR THE EXTRA PEOPLE. 

 TOO MUCH DEVELOPMENT ON GREEN LAND. 

 AFFORDABLE HOUSING & LUXURY HOMES TO NOT MIX ON ONE SITE!  AN AREA FOR 

AFFORDABLE & NEUTRAL PROPERTIESIS NEED FOR LOCAL YOUNG GENERATION SHOULD BE 

ALLOCATED WITH PARKING.  WHAT IS MIXED USE?  WHAT ABOUT UPDATED 

INFRASTRUCTURE TO COPE WITH ALL THESE DEVELOPMENTS? 

 SAW THIS KIND OF DEVELOPMENT HAPPENING IN KENT WHERE I ORGINALLY COME FROM.  

STARTED OFF WITH LITTLE COMPROMISES ENDED UO WITH ONE OF THE BIGGEST RUBBISH 

INCIERATORS IN EUROPE ON OUR DOORSTEP - NEEDLESS TO SAY THE NHS CANNOT COPE 

WITH THE DECLINE IN HEALTH AS A RESULT! 

 DEPENDS WHAT TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT. COMMUNITY CONSULTATIONS MUST BE 'TRUE' NOT 

PRESENTING A 'FAIT ACCOMPLIS' ASKING FOR COMMENTS 

 NO MORE BUILDING HOUSES. 

 Outside of these specific sites there should be NO development required, or permitted. 

 NEW DEVELOPMENTS MUST BE MINIMAL FOR THE NEXT 20 YEARS. ST IVES BOROUGH IS 

FROZEN! 

 FAR TOO MUCH DEVELOPMENT ON BEAUTIFUL LAND. 

 sites will cause major disruptions and inconvenience to existing residents. 

 Very opposed to development of green spaces between Carbis Bay and Lelant. 

 Already too much development. Must restrict at least some of these. 

 Controls essential, affordable housing must be weighted. 

 What of the services for all this development? Access - open spaces for each home and for the 

areas of development. NOT just rows of houses mirroring the old 1970s Moss Side 

development in Manchester. 

 NO other sites should be allowed other than these already proposed sites. 

 STOP ALL DEVELOPMENT WE HAVE HAD ENOUGH OVER THE LAST 30 YEARS. 
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 STOP BUILDING KILLING TR26. 

 Any housing development on greenfield land (e.g. off Trenwith Lane/Belyars)stopped. There is 

little greenfield land around St ives now. Please no houses on these green fields. 

 More and more housing in St Ives and Carbis Bay will simply lead to too much congestion and 

strain on basic needs. 

 Agree broadly but what about visitor parking - this is the primary problem in St Ives and not 

addressed in this plan. An area needs to be kept and developed for parking - investment in 

underground parking a priority on the outskirts of St Ives, needs feasibility study. 

 Planning department: ruined St Ives. They lied when built at the end of my garden, trees 

felled or cut back and they would retrain staff. Too late when gone. All for a view I lost. 

 No building at all! 

 Too centred on Carbis Bay. 

 THESE SITES WITH THE RESTRICTIONS PROPOSED IN POLICIES H1 - H4 WILL NOT DELIVER 

THE REQUIRED 600 HOUSES FOR LOCALS ON THE HOUSING REGISTER - A SPECIFIC DEBATE 

ON THIS AND HOW THEY ARE FUNDED NEEDS TO BE UNDERSTOOD 

 MAP 2 IS PREFERRED. 

 DON'T KNOW ENOUGH TO DECIDE. 

 I AGREE WITH ALLOCATING THE SITES BUT MAKE LOCAL PEOPLE THE PRIORITY NOT 

DEVELOPERS. 

 Increased traffic through Lelant village as soon as there are any road works on the main road 

small side road are used as a rat run and cannot cope with the traffic speed or volume. 

 General: social housing should be restricted to local families for a minimum of 10 years. 

 Existing road network will not be able to accommodate extra traffic from these developments. 

Count House Lane is already difficult due to parking. 

 Too much strain on infrastructure and existing traffic on Count House Lane and Wheal Speed 

Rd too high. Parking on Count House Lane restricts access to Spernon Close already. 

 We are against the development of all the areas shown on the map as the whole idea is 

overkill and desecration of a beautiful area. There used to be a time when there was a space 

between Carbis Bay and St Ives but this has been lost over time and now no defining line 

exists. In time the whole area will be congested with traffic, holiday makers/day trippers 

trying to get into St ives with queues going back to the A30. A nightmare for residents young 

and old. 

 Trenwith Lane/Belyars would never be affordable so best kept as a community walk. Also 

traffic issues in this area. 

 Don't build on areas which support birds and wildlife. Develop run down housing that sits 

empty. No more concrete as this does not soak away rain hence flooding. 

 Why are six of the sites in Carbis Bay - No infrastructure to support developments. 

 Say no!!! 
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 What consideration as always with the increased traffic - people - and services that already 

are so stretched? 

 I support the principles of housing development sites being limited to maximum of 50 

dwellings and dispersed around the St Ives Area rather than being concentrated in any one 

area. 

 

The proposed land allocations for developments are for St Ives - Carbis Bay and it is for the 

community in those areas to comment.  

 

As I am not resident in St Ives-Carbis Bay and I will not comment on the proposed land 

allocations there. 

 No further development unless for local people and affordable housing. 

 One general comment - all proposals refer to 'with community consultation'. Not sure this 

amounts to anything significant in the light of recent planning decisions. 

 All development should exhaust brown field sites before the use of green field is even 

considered. 

 The sites registering the highest votes should be considered first. The lower voted for areas 

should be reconsidered once other developments and their impacts are appreciated. Traffic 

planning and impact plus road safety must be of a high standard and the wider impact 

assessed before approval. Impact on utilities particularly sewage treatment must be given a 

high priority assessment before approval. To summarise the assessments should be 

progressive and reconsider the developments that have gone before. 

 Some of these proposed areas are too close to valuable open countryside to be acceptable. 

 NEW BUILDS NOT NECESSARY AS LOAS OF PROERTY IN TOWN COULD BE LIVED IN BUT FAT 

CATS HAVE BOUGHT THEM AND GIVE NOTHING BACK TO THE TOWN ALL YEAR ROUND JUST 

A FEW MONTHS OF THE YEAR. 

 ENSURE THAT SMALL DEVELOPMENTS AS STATED ABOVE OF 50 UNITS OR LESS AND 

PHASED IN. 

 I DO NOT HAVE SUFFICIENT LOCAL KNOWLEDGE TO COMMENT ON THESE SITES. 

 Build on brown-field, under-used sites, rather than building on virgin green land.  Wherever 

possible we must protect our environment - the unrelenting march for housing cannot give 

reason for building on more of our precious green land.  St Ives and Carbis Bay are expanding 

rapidly and we must use every inch within the existing boundaries of the town, rather than 

expand the boundaries and lose green land forever.  Additionally, affordable housing must 

remain so for the first and all subsequent purchasers - there is no point insisting on building 

affordable housing and then allowing it to be sold at full market value in the future (as often 

happens) - the problem is self-evident. 

 Housing need and deliverability of supply within Cornwall have not yet to be independently 
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examined and tested as part of the Local Plan process.  Site allocations within Neighbourhood 

Plans should conform with the Cornwall Local Plan and Site Allocations DPD neither of which 

have been adopted.    It is not understood why the sites indicated in Map 7 of the Plan are 

indicated as allocated sites and on what basis the decision making for allocating these sites 

have been made relative to other potential sites in the area/district.  As such, we are not in a 

position to agree with policies relating to land allocations until this matter is clarified in detail.  

The Town Council needs to make the process of site allocation clear and transparent. We do 

not agree with any site allocations being made within the Neighbourhood Plan until the Local 

Plan and Site Allocations DPD have been adopted. 

 Brown field sites should be prioritised before development on any existing greenfeild sites. 

 CARBIS BAY IS ALREADY OVER-DEVELOPED. TOTAL LACK OF INFRASTRUCTURE.MANY 

PROPERTIES ARE NOW HOLIDAY LETS. GARDENS ARE NOW IN MANY CASES SUB-DIVIDED. 

TOTALY ABYSMAL BUILDINGS ARE NOW SPROUTING UP THE WHOLE COMPLEXION & 

CHARACTER OF THE AREA IS BEING DIMINISHED.  BUILDIMGS CERTAINLY NOT IN KEEPING 

WITH THE AREA.  IF IT CARRIES ON NO-ONE WILL WANT TO VISIT. 

 Too much housing for the roads and the community. St ives/Carbis Bay will lose its main 

income (tourists) as the area cannot sustain this amount of building. Other areas in Cornwall 

area much more suitable. 

 The draft plan is an admirable document and highlights many things that the town should 

seek to achieve over the next few years. I fully support most of the proposed policies; but 

have reservations about the allocation of greenfield sites for housing as this is not what the 

majority of local people want.  

I should declare an interest in that my home is alongside one of the sites allocated (AS2). In 

this context I would like to make a few comments on the allocation of sites for development, 

which I hope will be useful. I would, of course, be pleased to discuss these further should any 

of the team so wish.  

2. Conflict with Household Survey results.  

The 2013 Household Survey showed that 67% of respondents thought that the local 

government housing target for St Ives and Carbis Bay of 750 new homes by 2030 was too 

high. This target has since been revised upwards to 1000, so the local support for this new 

target can be reasonably assumed to be even lower.  

Despite this lack of local support it seems that the St Ives Area DNP has been obliged to 

allocate a number of greenfield sites for new housing to ensure that the target of 1000 houses 

can be met. In this respect the statement on page 6 that “the St Ives Area NDP expresses the 

development aspirations of the local communities for the next fifteen year period” is incorrect. 

I suggest that the DNP should be amended to make it clear that greenfield sites are only 

being allocated to meet an imposed target which has little local support.  

3. Possible Need for Reassessment as the Situation Develops  
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As far as the actual allocation of sites is concerned, given the obligation to plan to meet a 

target of 1000 houses I accept that the overall allocation made in the DNP is reasonable. 

However, if at some future point significant planning approvals were to be given for housing 

on sites not allocated in the DNP, the rationale for the current (November 2014) allocations 

would no longer hold. This could occur, for example, if the current proposal for about 230 new 

houses at Gonwin Farm were to be approved. Such a situation might arise prior to final 

approval of the DNP, or arise several years later.  

Given the possibility that planning approvals might be given for areas outside the currently 

allocated sites, it is important that there should be a mechanism for reassessment of these 

sites as and when such approvals are given. Unless this is done, St Ives would be at risk of 

losing more fields to development than are necessary to met the target. A gesture towards 

such reassessment is made in the paragraph at the foot of page 36; but this is not adequate 

as it would only apply once the target of 1000 houses had been met; and in any case will not 

remove the threat of development from allocated sites that are no longer required to enable 

the target to be met.  

 INCREASED DEVELOPMENT FROM ALL DEVELOPMENT IN ST IVES WILL IMPACT LELANT 

VILLAGE UNLESS BACK ROADS ARE IMPROVED.  LELANT VILLAGE TRAFFIC IS ALREADY VERY 

BAD. 

 

OPEN SPACES 

Comments 

OS1 

 And cared for by Cornwall Council. 

 Needs to be rewritten more fully as at present it does not reflect the policy properly. 

OS2 

 Flora and fauna are more adaptable than some people think.  The badger who visits my 

garden doesn't seem to make any distinction between 'woodland' and 'garden' and neither do 

all the wild flowers I encourage in my garden. 

 Subject to not being contrary to other policies. 

OS3 

 HOW CAN TRELOYHAN CUT DOWN PROTECTED TREES? 

 Treloyhan Manor?? 

 Enforceable? Have experienced otherwise! 

 WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO TRELOYHAN MANOR. 

 Not protected if they are a danger or harmful to nearby residents. 

 Too many trees being cut down and hardly any replanted. 

OS4 

 Define minimised. 
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 Noise, light, dust or fumes can impact over more than "surrounding" uses but have an impact 

on the wider environment. "Agree"  above but policy could be stronger. 

OS5 

 Need to avoid with proposed land allocation policies e.g. M4. M4 should not be seen to 

contradict OS5, and it should go ahead. 

 The land between Carbis Bay and Lelant should remain as green agricultural fields and 

PROTECTED and not be built upon. 

 Treloyhan Manor/Gonwin Manor?? 

 THERE ARE GREEN FIELD SITES E.G. BETWEEN ST IVES AND HALSETOWN WHICH SHOULD 

BE PROTECTED - BURTHALLAN LANE ETC. SOME OF WHICH ARE AONB BUT BUILDING SEEMS 

TO BE EXTENDING INTO THESE AREAS. 

OS6 

 OS6 and the Gonwin area between carbis Bay and Lelant.  Tourists love this area, they don't 

want to see it changed in favour of hundreds of little boxes. 

 Add Trewyn Gardens to OS6. 

 OS6 and the delineation between Carbis Bay and Lelant, and St Ives and Halsetown. 

 The gap between Carbis Bay and Lelant must remain as green agriculture fields. This area 

must be included in Protected Area (OS6). 

 Headland@Carn Crows should be added and fully protected. Also large open space on 

Lambeth Walk and Putting greens behind Porthminster and Porthmeor.. All beaches, 

Porthminster,Porthmeor,Porthgwidden, Harbour and Carbis Bay should be protected from ANY 

development and should be named. 

 Scrutiny of the questionnaire results will need to note that answers to this section could 

contradict those in the housing section.  

Some assets (such as Anne's wood) are protected anyway: in this instance because of 

Woodland Trust ownership. However, increasing populations put pressure on these assets. 

Increasing populations will also need local, sustainable food growth which is why it is madness 

to propose Gonwin Farm and the likely consequent push for executive/millionaire housing on 

the green fields down toward the Golf Club. 

As previously mentioned: other green assets need to be listed - 

Private woods at the bottom of Station Hill, Lelant 

Plantation next to Lelant station 

Plantation at Green Lane Lelant 

'village green' (previously identified by the Countryside Agency) next to Lelant Church 

Green space and trees on the Nut Lane junction (close to Tempest) Lelant 

Tempest Land 

Woodland right along the Coach Road, Lelant Downs 

Woodland at the bottom (both sides) of Laity Lane Carbis Bay 
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Treloyan woods and Tregenna Castle woods. 

 If the park and ride moves from lelant to St Erth protect the open space next to football field. 

 Why isn't Hain Walk a protected area? 

 Cubit Plantation. 

 All existing open spaces such as the saltings, Richmond park are protected as open spaces. 

 All existing open spaces are protected including Richmond Park and the Saltings. 

 ADDITION OF LAND ABOVE PORTHKIDNEY SANDS. 

 Turn those protected green spaces within settlements into open sports areas or childrens play 

areas of communal parks all with trees. Open space and trees have essential value. Treat the 

protected areas on the edge of settlements as green belts! Introduce a high target for the 

number of trees planted close to, but especially within, built up areas, every year. 

 Include Gonwin Farm area. This is green belt and grade 2 land. 

 If Cornwall Council proposed hub at St Erth takes place and park and ride is moved, the 

saltings car park and green field must be used for community use. No homes. 

 CARRACK GLADDEN & THE AREA BETWEEN CARBIS BAY BEACH & PORTHMINSTER BEACH - 

THE AREA BETWEEN THE SEA & THE RAILWAY LINE SHOULD BE PROTECTED & NO 

DEVELOPMENT ALLOWED. 

 Far too rigid. Some development on these sites should be allowed. 

 Please add the gardens of Belmont Terrace, Ocean View Terrace and Channel View. .Very 

important garden relief areas. At threat from development for holiday lets. 

 Not the Burrows. 

 extend site number 3 (Trenwith) on map 8 to include more of the green fields between 

Trenwith Lane and the Belyars. 

 REAR GARDENS OF BELMONT TERRACE AND AYR FIELD (INCLUDING PLAY PARK) ARE 

PROTECTED AREAS WITH NO TIME CONDITIONS. 

 This policy needs to be strengthened as in its current form (Penwith Local Plan TV2) it failed to 

protect Treloyhan Manor. 

 OS6 There should be a protected area on all of the areas adjacent to and along Hain walk. 

This path/footpath is used extensively by walkers traversing between St Ives and Carbis Bay, 

who enjoy the views/panoramas/trees/flora and fauna. Hain Walk is, after all, part of the 

North Cornwall Coastal Path. 

OS7 

 Rights of way well maintained for ease of use. 

 LOOK AT DYNAMITE QUAY - JUST CLOSED OFF TO CARS AFTER 100 YEARS OF ACCESS! 

 MANY ALREADY LOST!! 

 Of course! 

 For OS7 the local area must also be considered as part of this, not just the right of way, but 

the view and experience. 

https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/


St Ives Area NDP Consultation Statement  
 

154 
For all consultation details and responses see https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/ 

 

OS8 

 UNSURE . 

 INCLUDE STOPPING THE GONWIN DEVELOPMENT THIS IS GRADE 1 AGRICULTURAL LAND 

NOT WHAT THE DVELOPERS ARE CLAIMING. 

 For agriculture only. 

 Agricultural land must be retained - there is too much development happening as it is. Please 

protect our farmland!!! 

 DOES THIS THEREFORE IMPLY THAT THERE SHOULD BE NO GREENFIELD DEVELOPMENT?  

THIS NEEDD GREATER DETAIL. 

 NO CHANGE OF USE FROM AGRICULTURAL. 

OS9 

 Cannot buy or keep a view. 

 COASTAL HILLSIDE & VIEWS TO & FROM THE COASTAL HILLSIDE SHOULD BE A 

CONSIDERATION NOT JUST ACTUAL COAST. 

 Broadly yes but again there has to be compromise occasionally. The issue of panoramas and 

vistas is a key one though - don't let a huge building block the view as has happened with 

ASDA in Hayle. 

 Surprised planning and developers have left any. 

 Enforceable? Have experienced otherwise! 

 MAYBE ADD 'FROM PUBLIC VANTAGE POINTS'. 

General 

 Over the last 60 years I have seen the landscape in St. Ives change with extensive tree felling 

and changes in the hedgerows losing a large number of species of Birds, mammals, wild 

flowers butterflies etc. 

 Are you joking?  None of the above are protected!  Look at the totally out of keeping 

developments that have occurred over the last 30 years!! 

 Stop all building. You have 50 years of infrastructure to catch up on. Why is Cornwall a poor 

county - because it is mismanaged. 

 Just ensure they are enforced to limit any abuse. Thanks. 

 Lied when did build at end of mine """said would retrain staff bit late when TREES went "". 

 Carbis Bay, Gonwin farm is wrongly being ear marked as development land. 1) too many units 

could be built on this large area and would have a unwanted impact on local services. 2) 

Agricultural land will be lost. (Grade 11 ) 

 The evidence is that public authorities developers and farmers locally do not care or make it a 

priority for up keep of footpaths, they cut down trees, nobody plants trees or looks after 

wildlife habitats - there's just a loss of environment and species - year by year and nobody in 

authority seems to do anything about it. Gardens dug up for parking. 

Local Authority's priorities should be changed. 
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Everyone in Authority interests are all about money. 

 Comment. Ensure potential developers do not in effect close off Public Rights of Way for 

developer's own profit. 

 WITH THE EXCEPTION OF OS6, ALL THE ABOVE POLICIES ARE VERY RESTRICTIVE AND 

ONEROUS - A BALANCE WITH NEED/DEMAND AND CONSERVATION IS NEEDED, HOWEVER 

POLICIES SIMPLY WORDED LIKE THIS WILL PLACE TOO ONEROUS A RESTRICTION ON ANY 

DEVELOPMENT AND BE SEIZED UPON IMMEDIATELY BY THOSE OPPOSING ANYTHING AS A 

REASON(S) TO OBJECT AND THEREFORE REFUSE SCHEMES - WHETHER THEY BE FOR 

HOUSING, RECREATION, RETAIL OR EMPLOYMENT. 

 Please think again about the proposed felling of trees at Treloyhan Manor for mroe holiday 

homes. 

 Views of local population taken into consideration in planning not plannign officers at County 

Council only as now where local views are disregarded. 

 DO NOT CUT DOWN THE TREES IN TREGENNA & TRELOYHAN - PROTECT THE ENTRANCE TO 

ST IVES. 

 DONT CUT DOWN THE TREES - LOSS OF WILDLIFE AT TRELOYHAN MANOR. 

 UNABLE TO AGREE AS EXPLANATIONS IN DRAFT TOO VAGUE. 

 WE THINK IT IS A PITY THAT THE CHRISTIAN GUIKD IS FINDING GREAT OPPOSITION TO 

THEIR PLANS FOR THEIR GROUNDSD . THEY ARE OBVIOUSLY UNABLE TO AFFORD TO KEP 

THEM IN GOOD ORDER. WISE & GOOD PLANNING OF THE PROPOSED PLOTS OF LAND 

SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED. THERE IS PLENTY OF SPACE AVAILABLE. THE COLLECTION OF 

PROTESTORS AT THERI ENTRANCE DOES NOTHING FOR THEM & DOES NOT ADVANCE THEIR 

CAUSE! 

 Very opposed to Treloyn wood development. 

 Policies should be strengthened to protect our trees and Cornish hedgerows and private 

gardens from being used as building plots. 

 Strengthen all - 'Cornwall' is disappearing. 

 Cornwall Council should not be allowed to 'sell off' public land. The council is not a business, it 

should be working for and protecting communities. 

 No buildings at all from now. St Ives is being ruined by all the new buildings - whether holiday 

flats or housing. 

 ALL THIS WORDING IS TOO SPECIAL WITH NO APPARENT FLEXIBILITY AT AL. IT IS AN 

ANTIDEVELOPMENT CHARTER! 

 We need to protect our open spaces. ST Ives is just a mish mash of poor planning, which does 

not fit with the ambience of the town. The box @ Hawks Point is another example of very bad 

planning decision! 

 If not protected, no visitors for our town. 

 Pointless if overruled at planning stage i.e. Treloyhan et al. 
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 We need to cherish our green space around and within St Ives.  The pressure for development 

(from both the luxury home/tourism industry and the push for affordable housing) needs to be 

respectful of the precious environment surrounding our town.  Why not create a development 

boundary?  And at the same time enhance every inch of green space we have in St Ives, 

introducing new ones, where possible.  Start with the harbour - make that a much better, 

higher quality experience for everyone.  Remove the ugly bins along the harbour, make the 

conservation area of St Ives traffic free (except for essential services) and enhance our public 

spaces around the harbour - the jewel of the town. 

 Enhance what we have and find spaces for pocket gardens.  If some of the huge, ugly bins 

were removed/relocated from the harbour front, there could be excellent landscaping along 

the harbour.  The harbour is a disgrace and much work should be done to remove ugly bins, 

street-furniture, tarmac and cars.  This is the heart of the town and it should be better with 

high quality paving stone, landscaping and good places for people to gather and rest (without 

having an enormous bin obstruct their view!) 

 Strongly agree with all these proposals.  We must enhance what we have and remove ugly 

street clutter to allow our public spaces to sing - the harbour would be a good place to start! 

 Whilst all of the above are broadly acceptable and positive they do not offer anything/add to 

current Cornwall Council or National planning requirements. 

 PLEASE PROTECT OU HERITAGE FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS. 

 MORRE SHOULD BE DONE TO ENCOURAGE GREEN SPACES. 

 THE PLAN STILL DOES NOT GIVE SUFFICIENT COMMITMENT TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF 

CHILDREN'S PLAY AREAS! 

 Green spaces gardens all disappearing to car parks and buildings. 

 

WELL-BEING, SPORTS AND LEISURE 

Comments 

CF1 

 Most always support the ongoing viability of St Ives leisure centre. 

 ANLY AFTER RESIDNETS KICKJED UP A HUGE COMMUNITY FUSS DID AYR FIELD GET 

PROTECTED - MOST CLLRS. HAPPY TO HAND EVERYTHING OVER TO CC & TATE. 

 ONLY IF VIABLE. 

 ANY LOSS OF FACILITIES TO BE REPLACED. 

 Actively supported. 

 Over time the leisure facilities that people want can change and I don't feel existing facilities 

should be protected - better to let nature take its course rather than supporting something 

that is no longer needed. 

 Not to let sport facilities be lost in future when owers of the land decide to change to facilities. 
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 (b); Does this mean that if equivalent (or better) new facilities can still be provided on the 

existing site or an equally appropriate (or better) alternative site then development will be 

permitted? Presumably it would be the responsibility of the developer to provide such new 

facilities? 

 REFERS TO APPENDIX 3 - CONSIDER ADDING IT TO APPENDIX 3 UNDER 'CHURCHYARDS & 

CEMETERIES' OR 'AMENITY GREEN SPACE' 

THE VICARAGE GARDEN BEHIND ST ANDREW'S STREET & STREET AN POL. 

 This policy should be clarified to only apply to facilities that are currently economically viable. 

CF2 

 A population of 11,000 has:  

1 football pitch 

0 badminton courts 

0 squash courts 

0 hockey pitches 

0 indoor tennis courts 

0 3G pitches etc 

You need to encourage more sport. 

 THERE SHOULD BE NO RESTRICTIONS; SPORTS, COMMUNITY AND RECREATIONAL USE 

SHOULD BE POSITIVELY ENCOURAGED, SUBJECT TO SENSITIVE DESIGN. ANYTHING TO GET 

PEOPLE ACTIVE SHOULD NOT BE RESISTED. 

 Make better use of the facilities we have - rugby club is prime example. 

 But it depends on what the restrictions are. 

 THERE SHOULD BE NO RESTRICTIONS. COMMUNITY /RECREATION SPACE MUST BE 

ENCOURAGED & PROVIDED. 

 Realism is required. Any community facilities should be financially self-supporting. 

 developed on brownfield sites not greenfield sites. 

 This is all good, provided it's done to high standard and not just lots of tarmac and concrete!  

Green spaces, good quality surfaces, sensitive lighting, high quality planting and traffic free 

areas.  The town is blighted by cars - the conservation area should be traffic free and 

everywhere will begin to blossom. 

 MAKE BETTER USE OF EXISTING COMMUNITY FACILITIES. 

CF3 

 Please do not add anything to the existing countryside. We are fast running out of it, as it is. 

Thanks. 

 CF2 must be weighted when deciding CF 3. 

 Protect what is left of our rural areas. 

 ACTIVELY SUPPORTED. 

 DONT KNOW WHAT THIS IMPLIES. 
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 DEPENDS WHAT THIS ACTUALLY MEANS. 

 Only if facilities do not damage areas selected. 

 THERE SHOULD BE NO RESTRICTIONS. COMMUNITY /RECREATION SPACE MUST BE 

ENCOURAGED & PROVIDED. 

 from personal experience my concern would be about idiots on mountain bikes having no 

regard for pedestrians, footpath users, etc. 

 Not if CF3 is keen to encourage things like off road cycling etc.  There are other areas around 

the country that have been damaged by well meaning policies to open up countryside areas 

for folks with off rad bikes and these policies have only succeeded in damaging areas by 

increased wear and tear and damaging wildlife areas 

 Why does sub-paragraph (a) no also refer to open space policies OS5 and OS6? 

 CF3 NOT SURE WHAT THIS MEANS. 

I WOULD LIKE TO SEE BENCHES.?.?.ETC. ON THE WASTE GROUND BELOW THE THOUSAND 

SPACE CAR PARK, PICNIC AREA WITH BINS - FOR VISITORS THE VIEW IS GREAT. 

 WHAT DOES THIS MEAN? 

GENERAL 

 Comment. The preservation of Public footpaths as they are or better in the future will need to 

be safeguarded. 

 Need a park, S W Carbis Bay. 

 People need to be able to walk along the lanes - some attention to creating some footpaths in 

areas around St Ives would be great for well-being and freedom of movement and reduce car 

use. 

 I am not an equestrian but I do feel that horse riders are under-represented when discussing 

bridalways (not mentioned in this report as far as I can see). 

 THE PLAN STILL DOES NOT GIVE SUFFICIENT COMMITMENT TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF 

CHILDREN'S PLAY AREAS! 

 No fox hunting ever. 

 

TRANSPORT 

Comments 

T1 

 INCORPORATING CYCLE PATHS WHEREVER POSSIBLE. 

 At affordable prices. 

 T1 is vague - no reference to car use. A3074 is over capacity.  The neighbourhood plan must 

address this. 

 Unrealistic as any alternative transport facilities are not sustainable once they are back onto 

the main transport network. 

 Reference is made to a dedicated cycle path along the A3074 (Lelant to Carbis Bay). In fact I 
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cycle it regularly and can confirm it is a combined pedestrian/cycleway. 

 re sustainable transport - with health concerns about diesel and the number of people walking 

in St.Ives streets in the summer alongside delivery vehicles, surely there is a need for 

restricted delivery times to shops, restaurants, etc. in the main town centre and a long term 

policy to encourage small electric delivery vehicles as in places like Zermatt in Switzerland. 

 T1 & T2/3 ARE INCOMPATIBLE / CONTRADICTORY. 

T2 

 Parking should not be encouraged at the expense of gardens - in Carbis Bay a great number 

of gardens have been lost due to squeezing in new developments and car parking space. 

 all new developments should only be considered / passed if at least 1 parking space is 

allocated. 

 Not always necessary and, in such cases, landscaping is preferable. 

 No more developments. 

 if we must have new development one parking space is not enough. 

 IF WE MUST HAVE NEW DEVELOPMENT ONE PARKING SPACE IS NOT ENOUGH. 

 MUST BE ADEQUATE FOR RESIDENTS & VISITORS. 

 NO NEW HOUSES SHOULD BE ALLOWED THAT HAS LESS THAN 2 PARKING SPACES AND NO 

CHANGES SHOULD BE MADE TO PRESENT HOUSING THAT REMOVES PARKING. 

 THIS DOES NOT HAVE TO BE SITED IN THE ACTUAL DEVELOPMENT BUT BE WITHIN A SHORT 

WALK. 

 It is important that adequate parking provision is made. For example the new McArthy and 

Stone development at Lorenzo Court has inadequate parking provision for the number of 

residents and visitors. 

 But parking as part of new development should not be at the expense of garden space. New 

flats/replacement dwellings in St.Ives and Carbis Bay have led to the loss of gardens and 

biodiversity. More of this is unacceptable. 

 More than one space per flat and extra for friends to park in houses. 

 Off road parking forms part of planning permission granted. 

 Too much parking leads to visually weak development with no solid, appropriate urban 

character. 

 All new development, whether conversion or new build must have adequate parking on site. 

 Parking restrictions in St Ives town centre should not be too onerous, e.g. when large houses 

are being sub-divided. Why not say/add - 'where parking provision is not practical, a financial 

contribution towards the St Ives Transport Strategy will be expected.' 

T3 

 Contradicts T1. 

 Better residents parking facilitated. 

 Tate already taken parking. 
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 AS SOON AS TATE WANTS PART OF CAR PARK THEY GET IT - MONSTROUS! 

 DEPENDS ON PARK & RIDE & OTHER TOP OF TOWN PARKING PROVISION. 

 WHY ARE YOU WANTING TO BUILD ON CAR PARK AT PROTHREPTA? ALL NEW HOUSES 

SHOULD HAVE ONE CAR PARKING SPACE PER BEDROOM, MOST HOUSEHOLDS ARE MULTI-

CAR. 

 Let's get rid of some yellow lines instead of getting new ones. 

 MUST NOT BE ALLOWED. 

 THERE IS AN ANOMALY REGARDING PORTHREPTA CAR PARK - HAVING ALLOCATED THIS 

BROWNFIELD SITE AS LAND FOR DEVELOPMENT - A PROPORTION OF IT SHOULD REMAIN AS 

A CAR PARK - WITH AN INCENTIVE FOR IT TO BE USED AS A PARK & RIDE FOR CARBIS BAY 

BEACH. 

 But this contradicts M3 . Insert "generally" before "discouraged". 

 Not to use car park in Carbis Bay for housing. 

 Not to use car park in Carbis Bay for housing. 

 What does 'discouraged' mean? It is either stopped or allowed! 

 The loss of Porthrepta car park will lead to serious loss of the only car parking space available 

near enough to the beach for families with young children who will have to walk or be carried 

back up a very steep and then long road. Where else can their cars be left? Porthrepta Road is 

no double yellow-lined on both sides. 

 All of these policies do not tackle the real problems - a totally weak policy this. 

 Policy should allow for loss of on-road parking if at least equivalent amount of off-road parking 

is created. 

 ALTHOUGH I AM NOT QUITE SURE WHERE TO COMMENT, THE FIELDS ABOVE TRENWITH CAR 

PARK ARE USED AS OVERFLOW PARKING DURING THE HOLIDAYS.  THIS MUST BE 

CONTINUED AND FULLY UTILIZED. IF PARKING WERE FULLY CONTROLLED MORE CARS 

COULD BE ACCOMMODATED.  THIS LAND SHOULD NEVER BE BUILT ON AS IT PROVIDES 

PUBLIC AMENITY SPACE AND IS WELL USED BY RESIDENTS. 

 TOO MANY GARDENS, GARAGES, DRIVEWAYS BEING DEVELOPED ON, FORCING CARS ON TO 

THE ROAD. 

RESIDENTS PARKING PERMITS - DESIGNATED BAYS FOR LOCALS NOT FOR SECOND HOMES 

OR HOLIDAY HOMES ETC. JUST LIKE TRURO HAS. 

General 

 Traffic signs giving clear directions to avoid needless bottle-necks in St Ives town centre. 

 Park and ride scheme would save a lot of traffic problems in the town. 

 Parking in S Ives is a nightmare, with more and more visitors using the residential areas at 

the edge of the town - Residential Parking Permits required now!  Could be a source of 

revenue for the town Council? 

 Please protect and encourage county bus routes. There is never enough room for everyone to 
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have a car and they are essential to the elderly if houses are going to be buit away from the 

town and shops. 

 Ensure that primary residents are allocated a permanent parking place, as opposed to the 

buy-to-let/second-homes who dominate the parking in St Ives. Current waiting list is 7 years 

for a resident's parking place. 

 Make it clear as  sick off people parking over my drive because FREE parking. 

 Pressure put on bus companies to stagger the times of buses at the Malakoff. At present the 

buses arrive within 5 mins. of each other. This is especially dangerous in the summer when 

visitors are unfamiliar with arrangements. Locals agree that someone is going to be injured if 

no changes are made. 

 Put up prices for incomers staying in holiday homes. 

 Encourage park & ride. 

 Encourage park & ride. 

 There are no residents parking in public car parks. There is a massive waiting list. Despite this 

huge numbers of spaces are free. Full ratepayers 100% residential should have priority over 

2nd home owners. The parking policy is pure madness! 

 Comment. St Ives/Carbis Bay/Lelant is in the unhappy position of being very popular. The 

provision of adequate parking for day visitors (as with park and ride at Saltings) has to be 

regarded as very essential. 

 Why are holiday-home owners allocated to rent annually precious council parking spaces when 

they only visit infrequently & are known to sublet. It is well known that St Ives residents wait 

years to get onto the list & then wait further years to move up the list.  There is a serious 

loophole which needs addressing. 

 T4 Prioritise permanent residents for reserved parking. 

 TRENCROM LANE NEEDS A FOOTPATH (COULD BE ONE WAY). 

 PARKING IN ST IVES & TRAFFIC CONGESTION SHOULD NE DEALT WITH - GETTING WORSE 

EACH YEAR - SEEM TO BE NO OVERALL PLAN. 

 No Western Greyhound. 

 We do not need more housing and transport through Carbis Bay. 

 St Ives needs an integrated traffic control system, including park and ride, pedestrian areas 

and cycle routes. 

 ST IVES NEEDS A MULTI-STOREY CAR PARK PLUC RESIDNETS PREMIS PARKING IN STREETS 

WITHIN THE BOROUGH. 

 We need to address the parking issues - one of the key priorities this plan ignores. Need to 

plan for it creatively and sensitively but not ignore it. 

 Use park and ride, keep cars out of town. 

 Make holiday homes pay for a space if not one and put Â£s back into St Ives. 

 LET'S HAVE A PARK & RIDE ON THE NEW LELANT BY-PASS, WHICH WILL BE PAID FOR BY THE 
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DEVELOPERS OF THE NEW GONWIN MANOR APPLICATION BEFORE IT CAN BE CONSIDERED & 

REJECTED AGAIN. 

 Restrictions on town centre access for delivery lorries, e.g. after 9am, should be included. 

Policy to restrict all non-residents vehicles from the town centre during the holiday season 

would be very beneficial to everyone. 

 Free bus park and ride for ST Ives to keep tourism high but traffic down. 

 T1 Â£1/50p charge for freedom passes? 

Would support any plan to pedestrianise parts of St Ives (yes i know this is a tired, frustrating 

topic but there must be a solution somehow....) electric town transport? underground car 

parking? (we are / were a mining community!)  

Feel that we must think very big and long term. 

 Public transport is very poor in this part of Cornwall - eg Â£7.90 for a return bus ticket to 

Redruth is absolutely extortionate. Cheaper, quicker and more frequent public transport needs 

to be encouraged to improve economic growth and enable residents to find work across the 

county. 

 Residential estates should have permit parking for residents between 6pm and 8am at least. 

Residents suffer for the sake of visitors and accommodation not offering ample parking. 

 Are any new roads planned for St Ives/Carbis Bay? As when Cornwall Council allow 

developments they narrow the roads making getting around very hard, look at ASDA Hayle. 

The stupid traffic lights at Pool and many other places that Cornwall Council do not have any 

idea. Public transport in this county is useless to be able to get to work; in Cornwall you need 

a car it is essential. 

 St Ives needs a traffic plan and needs to be developed as part of the neighbourhood plan. 

 Personal transport i.e. the car as an essential requirement for living in Cornwall and adequate 

provision is essential. 

 Cannot believe Cornwall Council (Highways) are not concerned about Lelant. The roads cannot 

cope with any further traffic. The main road through Lelant is dangerous and any new 

developments would very much increase the already horrendous traffic problems! 

 Lelant - the main road is dangerous. Increase in traffic would make this worse. This needs to 

be looked at very seriously. 

 While I'm happy with the transport policies in general, the biggest problem I have with any 

future development in this area, is a lack of adequate transport infrastructure. Encouraging 

walking, cycling and the use of public transport is all well and good and I support that, but it's 

not enough. Due to a lack of everyday retail outlets in St Ives & Carbis Bay, the only way to 

get to such shopping (and places like the tip) is to drive out through Lelant. There is no viable 

alternative, especially if you live in Carbis Bay. Lelant already struggles with the current 

volume of traffic. I feel this issue is not being addressed and heads are being buried in the 

sand at all council and government levels. I don't know if the issue is within the remit of this 
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plan but it needs to be highlighted. 

 As stated previously, cars must be removed from the St Ives conservation area (the entire 

town ideally).  The old, characterful streets were not designed for cars, so we should not 

pretend they can be accommodated now.  Society's dependence on the car is only going to 

increase, and as St Ives gets increasingly busy (a march that cannot be stopped), we need to 

take hold of the situation and simply make the town free of cars.  The should not be any 

vehicles beyond the bus station (car parking at the station should remain) and the main 

parking extended at the leisure centre (and around that area).  If major cities in Europe 

(Lucca, Sienna etc) can successfully become car free without losing any trade (in fact it's 

often enhanced because visitors want to spend more time wandering the car-free streets), 

then St Ives can achieve this also.  There are many studies on successful car free towns 

(Oxford has also achieved this in it's historic centre).  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/pubs/pdf/streets_people.pdf 

 The car parks in the conservation of St Ives should be put to far better use. If the town in 

made car-free, the Island Car Park and the Harbour Wall/Pier Car Park are two prime sea-

front sites which should be used for wonderful public space (perhaps with some of the 

recreational areas discussed in the plan) and along the harbour/pier the spaces should be 

replaced with small retail units for local fishermen to sell their catch direct to the public, or 

young entrepreneurs to start a business.  It's criminal that these prime locations within St 

Ives are given over to parking - this whole document talks about the unique beauty of St Ives, 

but it fails to mention that the hideous car parks blighting the view and hogging some of the 

best spots in town! Of course, everyone wants parking, but that demand is only going to 

grow, so better to find a sustainable solution now and return this prime spots to the public for 

better use. 

 We do not need any more parking in town (within the centre of town/conservation area). We 

simply need a far better transport policy, restricting cars from entering St Ives - limited only 

to emergency and essential services, deliveries to businesses at specific times, residents (with 

permits or temporary permits). This has been successfully implemented in many towns and 

cities (often much larger than St Ives!).  People will be the master of St Ives, not the car!  

And business will not suffer, it will thrive! 

 It is vital that more recent review of traffic in the area must be done before any medium or 

larger housing/other sites are approved. 

 TOWN CENTRE PEDESTRIANISED. 

 Need to improve local transport (buses) throughout year. Unless this is done, no new 

developments can be sustained. Routes from the Rugby Club to porthmeor Beach need to be 

all year if Rugby Club development goes ahead. 

 IF POSSIBLE A POLICY TO PROTECT THE BUS STATION WOULD BE A GOOD IDEA. 

 Transport and car parking are major issues. Inhabitants should not be prevented from access 
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to their property. Equally visitors need to be welcomed and directed. During the summer 

months a bus loop between St Ives and outlying areas would ease some of the parking and 

some of the traffic. A park and ride scheme linking more than one car park would help. An 

enterprising business might even consider a ‘meet and greet’ parking option for tourists to 

reduce the number of cars continually making circuits of the town looking for parking spaces.  

 

BUILT ENVIRONMENT 

Comments 

BE1 

 INSTEAD OF AGE CONCERN BECOMING A COMMUNITY BUILDING ITS SOLD OFF TO THE 

HIGHEST BIDDER – DISGUSTING. 

 NOW OFTEN IT IS TOO LATE DUE TO RECENT DEVELOPMENTS. IN ALL FUTURE 

DEVELOPMENTS THE SPECIAL FEATURES OF ST IVES AND ITS QUAINTNESS MUST BE 

RETAINED. DEVELOPMENT GUIDANCE BY WHOM? 

 I don’t understand all the plastic windows going in along the wharf. It thought they had to be 

in wood. I watched lat week on the harbour front two new windows large plastic replacement 

windows going in. I had thought the ruling was that any new windows going in had to be in 

wood. Last summer a brand new development - hugely expensive overlooking the harbour 

and every window plastic. PLEASE DO SOMETHING. 

 Policy BE1 (d); This seems to be more of a general policy rather than restricted to Character 

Areas S1, S2, S3, S7 and S8. It is relevant to all Character Areas. 

BE2 

 DEPENDS ON CONTEXT. 

 BROWNFIELD SITES & UNECONOMIC BUILDINGS CAN BE REDEVELOPED SYMPATHETICALLY. 

I WOULD HAVE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN GUIDANCE FOR ALL LOCATIONS E.G. OLD CORNWALL 

DESIGN GUIDE BY C.C. 

 SHOULD NOT EVEN BE CONSIDERED! 

 New development should be highly restricted. 

 No more building in historic places, unless of necessity to the existing. 

 There should be no new development. 

 I am concerned that by agreeing - the door would be closed to any new innovative 

developments in the town - if this had been in existence 30 years ago we wouldn't have had 

The Tate! So by disagreeing I am posing a note of caution! 

BE3 

 No grills. 

 While signage is an important issue it should not be to the detriment of someone trying to run 

a business and should be an issue that is approached sensibly. 

 What is appropriate? 
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 What of the sandwich boards on pavements - public rights of way which are often restricted 

for wheelchairs and prams. Who develops and approves the 'development design guidance' - 

no Mickey Mouse architectural designers but actual architects with a track record. 

 Appropriate is a feeble word - 'of excellent design' would be much more appropriate. 

 BE3 is a very good policy.  The many inappropriate and hideous signs, particularly in the 

conservation area, should be restricted.  There should be cohesion, consistency to give a 

uniformity and rhythm to the retail units.  Again this has been successfully implemented in 

many towns, pockets of big cities (see conversation areas in London and Bath).  It would be 

very good. 

BE4 

 IT SHOULD BE DOWNLONG. 

 There should be no new development. 

 Intro sentence, penultimate word should read "are" not "and". 

BE5 

 Many of the terraces have been poorly developed since the 1960s with badly chosen double 

glazing dormers, etc.  We need to promote more visual coherence in each terrace to 

encourage all new work to be in keeping with each terrace as it was originally designed. 

 New development highly restricted. 

 Preserve green garden area to rear of Bedford Road, below Carrack Dhu. 

 There should be no new development. 

 Existing rear and front gardens of Belmont Terrace, Channel View and Ocean View to be 

retained. 

BE6 

 New development not permitted - already too much out  of character development allowed. 

 There should definitely be no new development, a lot of bad design and harm to the area has 

happened in the last 5 years. 

BE7 

 Should be no development on Island and Porthmeor. 

 NO development, the Island is unique. 

 Limited development. 

 NO DEVELOPMENT ON THE ISLAND - & STOP ALL DEVELOPMENT IN ABOVE AREAS. 

 No residential buildings on the island, only open air facilities, i.e. theatre, rural museum etc. 

 Danger of over-development - why not devote as protected site with no development at all? 

 NO DEVELOPMENT ON ISLAND. 

 No Island development ever. 

 There should be no new development. 

 Never build on the island. 

 No commercial development on Island!!This includes bench memorials which should be 
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removed as they pollute the natural beauty and should be located in a place of rest, not a 

public open space. 

 NO development AT ALL on Island. 

 NO DEVELOPMENT. 

 SUGGEST REMOVAL OF CAR PARK & REINSTATE THE ISLAND SO IT CAN BE USED FOR THE 

COMMUNTIY I.E OPEN AIR THEATRE, CHILDREN'S PLAY AREA, SUMMER FETES/. 

 NEVER EVER BUILD ON THE ISLAND. 

 No development on the island at all. I doubt whether possible due to mines, north battery and 

Wheal Snuff. 

BE8 

 Should be no development on Island and Porthmeor. 

 Too late (Tate). 

 IT'S A BIT LATE. 

 There should be no new development. 

 Never build on Porthmeor Beach look at Meadow flats - full of non-local people. 

 No development on Porthmeor central either. 

BE9 

 There should be no new development. 

 Should be no development on Island and Porthmeor. 

 AGAINST ANY DEVELOPMENT AT PORTHMEOR WEST. 

 Never build on Porthmeor Beach look at Meadow flats - full of non-local people. 

 NO development Porthmeor west AT ALL. 

 NO DEVELOPMENT. 

BE10 

 Dislike the term 'The Estates'. 

 The Estates sounds patronising.  Are all areas north of Bullans Lane - eg Ayr, Penbeagle - the 

same? 

 THE USE OF THE TERM 'THE ESTATES' IS DEROGATORY AND SHOULD BE CHANGED.  

PUTTING ALL OF THESE AREAS TOGETHER IS INDICATIVE OF THIS ATTIDTUDE.  THE AREAS 

WHERE PEOPLE LIVE, EACH DISTINCTIVE AND WITH THEIR OWN CHARACTER & NEEDS, 

SHOULD BE COVERED IN FAR MORE DETAIL BY THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN. 

BE11 

 Point"e" refers to soak-a-ways (sic). This point should be deleted: the correct spelling is soak 

aways (suggesting the author misunderstands0. ALL new development is REQUIRED to not 

exceed its "greenfield" run-off of water (unless existing or riparian rights are present) - see 

Flood and water management Act (and others). Thus this clause is confusing and potentially 

contradictory to current planning requirements/consultations. 

 IT IS VERY IMPORTANT THAT GARDENS ARE NOT BUILT ON IN THIS AREA THAT COMPRUSES 
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LARGE GARDENS IN BIG PLOTS. 

BE12 

 NO DEVELOPMENT. 

 Building must be restricted to brown sites with generous open space between new building 

and the existing. 

 The Character Areas referred to in this policy conform with those shown on Map 13; however, 

the descriptive text on Carbis Bay which precedes the policies does not correspond - a new 

Character Area C2 Longstone Hill has been added which means that the descriptive text's 

Areas C2-C7 inclusive differ from the policy and map. 

BE13 

 NO DEVELOPMENT. 

 The reference to "LS" should read "L2". 

BE14 

 NO DEVELOPMENT. 

BE15 

 HALSETOWN CONSERVATION AREA SHOULD BE RETAINED IN FULL. THIS IS NOT THE CASE 

AT THIS TIME, GARAGE BUILDINGS CONVERTED TO BUNGALOWS ETC. 

 NO DEVELOPMENT. 

 Policy BE15; is entitled Halsetown Conservation Area but includes reference to Areas H2,H3 

and H4, which according to Map 15 are outside the Conservation Area, which only covers H1. 

Within H3, policy BE16 and appropriate OS policies will also presumably apply. 

BE16 

 NO DEVELOPMENT. 

 Positively no more building on rural surrounds. 

 Within this area appropriate S policies will also presumably apply. 

 CREATE A GREEN BELT ON EDGE OF BUILT-UP AREAS - PROTECT LANES ETC. NO EXPANSION 

OF CARAVAN OR CAMPING NO NEW CARAVAN OR CAMPING. 

BE17 

 Building houses in gardens is un-neighbourhly. 

 Again private gardens are all being turned into car parks. PLEASE sort out residents parking! 

 Stop digging up gardens for parking and stop cutting down trees. St Ives has so few trees in it 

- all concrete. 

 WAYS EXPLORED TO STOP THIS ALTOGETHER. 

 Development should not be allowed if it affects or interferes with neighbouring properties and 

boundaries 

 Positively no more building in private gardens. 

 Depends upon what is being proposed in a private garden. 

 Don’t allow changes integrity of area for all. 
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 No garden development on pre-1900 homes. These were designed as family homes with 

gardens and should remain so the preserve the character of Victorian homes. 

 There should be no new development, especially if it affects and interferes with adjacent 

properties and boundaries. 

 There have been too many houses popping up in peoples gardens already. 

 Stop garden developments. 

 St Ives Garden protection very important as there are so few. 

 IT IS IRONIC THIS SEEKS TO RESTRICT BUUILDING ON GARDENS WHEN THE REAL ISSUE IS 

THE INTENSITY OF NEW BUILD DEVELOPMENT TO MAXIMISE PROFIT.  MINUTE GARDENS ARE 

ALREADY COMMON ON NEW BUILD IN ST IVES CARBIS BAY & LELANT. 

 STOP BUILDING ON GARDENS THIS IS NOT A CITY  THEY ARE VALUABLE BREATHING SPACES 

& OPEN AREAS. 

General 

 Development design guidance means do not develop any further as you have already over 

developed and are guilty of destroying the area. 

 I trust development design guidance ensures that no development which will spoil the St Ives 

character (and character of above sites) is compromised. 

 All of the design guidance is inadequate and allows too much scope for developers to ignore 

vernacular style and materials. It also allows development new builds to be 25-50% too large 

relative to neighbouring properties. Developments are often inner city densities which are 

wholly inappropriate. 

 One has only to look at the new house being built on Treloyhan Park Road to see how totally 

out of character Cornwall Planning Dept. are permitting new houses to be built. 

 Knock down the Tate!  Who gives the guidance? 

 I don't know what development guidance is - you haven't explained it anywhere. 

 ALL OF ABOVE ARE ONLY SUPPORTED IF THE DESIGN GUIDANCE IS GOOD 

 THIS IS ALL TOO VAGUE - TOO MUCH FOR ME TO DEAL WITH. 

 IN AGREEING TO THE ABOVE POLICIES I BELIEVE THAT LIMITED DEVELOPMENT SHOULD 

ONLY GO AHEAD WITH EXTENSIVE GUIDANCE. 

 DONT DEVELOP ANY OF THE ABOVE. 

 BY THIS I ASSUME YOU MEAN YOU'RE GOING TO PREVENT A FREE-FOR-ALL SITUATION 

WHERE ANYONE CAN BUILD ANYTHING ANYWHERE. 

 ANY DEVELOPMENT OR ALTERATIONS TO PROPERTIES IN CONSERVATION AREAS SHOULD BE 

CONTROLLED TO ENSURE THAT THEY ARE IN KEEPING WITH THE AREA. 

 KEEP TO SMALL DEVELOPMENTS & PUT IN FOOTPATHS - IN MY AREA CONSOLS TO 

HALSETOWN THERE ARE NO FOOTPATHS & YET MORE & MORE HOUSES ARE BUILT.  LOWER 

THE SPEED LIMIT IN THE WHOLE AREA INCLUDING MAIN ROADS. 

 HAVE NO IDEA WHAT DEVELOPMENT DESIGN GUIDANCE IS SO CANNOT FORM AN OPINION.  
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 TRELOYHAN - DEVELOPMENT DESIGN GUIDANCE - UPDATES TO SAVED LOCAL POLICIES. 

 In many of these BE policies you have the wording: 'Respect the building line of existing 

streetscapes' or similar.  In some cases you mention height but in others you do not.  

Developers frequently use height as a method of fitting more into the space even when that 

detracts from the appearance both close to, in the street concerned and also from a distance, 

looking across the skyline or panorama from further away.  I would like you to change 

'Respect the building line of existing streetscapes' to 'Respect the building line and height of 

existing streetscapes', or equivalent change, in all of these policies. 

 Respect the street scene taking into account existing materials and building lines.  Especially 

important to respect the heights of existing buildings so that changes to the skyline are 

minimised.  This will help protect the vistas within the town. There is a trend of raising roof 

lines in order to increase space within existing buildings. 

 Much more attention should be paid to vernacular styles , not as a pastiche ,but using 

traditional materials. The pseudo lighthouse on Porthminster Hotel and The View in Treloyhan 

Road are glaring examples of poor design on important positions 

 I am not fully understanding the phrase "development design guidance" . Any development 

needs to be minimal and restricted to local needs of RESIDENTS not for more tourism with low 

paid seasonal jobs. The infrastructures and access are unsuitable for more second homes or 

holiday access. 

 What is development design guidance?  You are using wording you understand but the 

general public does not!! 

 Design to be in keeping with this beautiful historic location. 

 All design to be in keeping with the historic location. Please retain what we have. No neon, 

garish signage etc. 

 The development of 'design guidance' is key to the future of the St Ives environment. This 

guidance should be developed/monitored by a high quality group of well-qualified architects 

such as M J Long. It must be developed by people who have a real understanding of how high 

quality development can enhance and relate to the historic environment and should include 

sections on visual elements of design, appropriate materials, appropriate technologies to be 

used. It is not a job for the lay person. 

 All these appear to be centred around st ives , Carbis bay and Lelant seem to be excluded yet 

again 

 THERE SHOULD BE NO DEVELOPMENT IN HISTORIC PARTS OF ST IVES. 

 Design guidance? Houses are still being built in gardens, e.g. Trenwith Lane - Symons 

builders, in their garden! 

 I have over 60 years knowledge of Cornwall and have watched it deteriorate rapidly, due 

mainly to lack of control regarding architecture and the fact that the original Cornish 'look' has 

been ignored. Design guidance and a stop to the spread of building are Cornwall's only chance 

https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/


St Ives Area NDP Consultation Statement  
 

170 
For all consultation details and responses see https://stivesnplan.wordpress.com/consultation-responses/ 

 

of survival. Buildings in Cornwall should blend into the surroundings, not contaminate them. 

Cornwall is not the place for modern, expose architecture or that which resembles London 

suburbs! Map 2 clearly illustrates how housing is still spreading like a disease. 

 Who decides this? It depends on what advice is given. 

 WHAT IS DEVELOPMENT DESIGN GUIDANCE? WHAT'S THE POINT OF A QUESTIONNAIRE 

THAT DOESN'T ASK CLEAR CONCISE QUESTIONS? 

 Please say more about what "development design guidance" means in summaries like this. 

 OK in principle but not in detail. 

 Not sure what development design guidance means?? 

 These areas ought not to be developed. 

 No more development in these important areas of our towns, no design guidance needed. 

 All historic areas of St Ives should be protected from unnecessary and undesirable 

development.  In most cases there in not a NEED but a race for developers to make money 

whilst there is no plan in place and a town council that does not reflect the needs of the town 

but rolls over in the face of commercialising the town and surrounding areas.  We should be 

proud of the history of areas around like Halstown, Lelant and St Ives itself and protect these 

places for future generations - it's our only legacy 

 I PROPOSE ADDITION OF A FURTHER CHARACTER AREA: ST ANDREWS STREET & THE 

WARREN INCLUDING PEDNOLVA / LAMBETH WALK & SKIDDEN HILL.  From the long distance 

terminus (station, bus & car park) the walk through the quiet pretty streets past the Arts 

Club, Masonic Hall, Westcotts Quay, 1900 Parish Rooms & adjacent 1847 Parish School 

(Redfern Court) Memorial Gardens & St Ia church is a mile away from the commercial bustle 

of Character Areas S1, S2 & S3 & it needs the more detailed environmental control of BE4.  

These streets are predominantly residential & they need protection from the excesses of Policy 

LED2 & LED3. 

 DON'T AGREE - DEVELOPMENT IN THESE AREAS SO CANNOT TICK BOXES. 

 All policies - there should be reference to economic viability of proposals. For example the use 

of granite may lead to a shop refurbishment becoming overly expensive and thus counter-

productive to economic regeneration. 

 IS THE CONSERVATION AREA GOING TO BE EXPANDED? 

 ALL SHOULD HAVE RESTRICTIONS TO LIMIT ALTERATION NOT IN KEEPING WITH 

SURROUNDING AREA - NOT MIXED ESTATES. 

 Can there be more definitive planning constraints more clearly spelled out in the requisite 

section to prevent any more building of any type on the direct coastline itself, maybe a 

presumption of refusal unless its redevelopment of any existing dwelling that needs it. 
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APPENDIX 10 Pre-Submission: Public Responses and Subsequent Action 

 

Policy Issue Raised Response/Action 

CH1  Granite buildings are not singled out. 
 
 Settings and surroundings – have we given 

enough consideration to these. Although it 

comes under Open Spaces perhaps the 
relationships between buildings are 
important, e.g. Parish Rooms, Redfern Court 

(old church school), St Johns Ambulance and 
Vicarage garden (old graveyard).  

 Mining and fishing – more listings need to be 
done. 

 Important buildings in Lelant not listed. 
 Completely art-centric with just passing 

reference to writers, poets, museums etc. 

 The list is not exhaustive and may be 
added to, as stated in the policy. 

 
 “and their surroundings” added in 

to policy.  
 
 

 
 
 As point 1 above.  

 

 As above. 
 The policy doesn’t refer to art. Other 

buildings of cultural importance can be 
added to the list (as above). 

LED1  Words ‘small scale’ in first sentence should be 

removed.  

 ‘small scale’ removed from policy. 

LED2  Chain businesses need to be restricted as 
they are taking over the town centre. 
 

 Use class B2 and sui generis should not be 
included. 

 ‘SME scale businesses will be 
preferred’ added to policy. 
 

 Use class B2 and sui generis 
removed from policy. 

LED3  Restrict large chain/national franchise 
businesses, but support new small 
businesses.  
 
 

 Use class B2 and sui generis should not be 

included. 

 Clause a) amended to ‘Take into 
account (i) scale; (ii) need to 
improve balance; (iii) contribution 
to diversity of businesses already 
operating.  

 Use class B2 and sui generis 

removed from policy. 

LED4  Use class B2 and sui generis should not be 
included 

 Policy does not reflect objective because of 
mis-placing of use class A2. 

 Use class B2 and sui generis 
removed from policy. 

 Use class A2 moved from first to 
second section.  

LED5  Why is Halsetown not included?  
 
 
 

 
 

 Preference for Brownfield sites 
 Small and appropriate service 

provision/independent retailers 
 Identify an existing centre 
 
 

 Carbis Bay and Lelant shouldn’t be lumped 
together, they are separate settlements 

 Halsetown was not included because it 
was not raised as a concern of 
Halsetown residents in early 
consultations. Lelant and Carbis Bay 

residents gave very strong responses 
for more amenity/service provision. 

 Policy amended accordingly 
 Policy amended accordingly 
 ‘Centres’ are not referred to, partly 

because they are currently undefined in 
both settlements. The policy refers to 
developments ‘within the settlement’. 

 They are not lumped together, 
proposals for Carbis Bay and Lelant will 
be considered separately according to 
the needs of each settlement.  

LED6  Importance of linking businesses  
 

 

 Importance of renewable energy, i.e. wind 
and solar 

 Reference to support for supply-
chain linkages added to 

justification text. 

 Reference to support for renewable 
energy added to justification text.  
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LED7  No change needed. 

LED8  The distinction between catered 
accommodation and self-catering 
accommodation needs to be strengthened.  

 Policy amended accordingly. 

H1  No change needed. 

H2  How will this be enforced?  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 Justification amended to include: 
the planning condition runs with 
the land not the initial purchaser. 

Breach of Condition can be served 
and if not complied with 
prosecution proceedings may be 
commenced (as a precursor to a 
Planning Contravention Notice) 

 Policy amended to ensure clarity 

that second homes and holiday lets 

are not permitted at any time.  

H3  No change needed. 

H4  Where viability is an issue, contributions 
should be sought to enable affordable 

housing to be provided on site first.  
 Needs stronger emphasis to ensure that 

allocated sites are developed first before 
consideration is given to applications on 
exceptions sites. 

 Policy amended accordingly 
 

 
 Policy amended accordingly. 

H5  Is the policy robust enough? How to ensure 

that loopholes are not exploited? 

 Policy amended to include: ‘Large 

Scale: new developments will 
provide on-site open space (for 

play, equipped or not) which shall 
be transferred to the town council 
for a minimal amount (£1 + 
peppercorn) together with a 

maintenance sum to cover a 10 
year maintenance period’  

 Smaller developments: as worded, 
‘expected’ removed. 

H6  Why is it only subdivisions of six or more?  Policy amended to cover all 
subdivisions. 

H7  Retirement housing is needed as much as 
care homes 

 Policy amended to cover 
retirement housing. 

AM1  All site allocations: housing densities and 
over-development 

 

 
 
 
 
 Sensitive site, concerns over impact of 

development 

 All policies amended to include: 
‘Housing density is in the order of 

35 dwellings per hectare’. This still 

allows for up to 350 dwellings in 
the space allocated (47 more than 
required under the remaining 
housing 2030 housing target). 

 Policy amended to include 
requirement for screening through 

landform, trees and planting 

AM2  The site is adjacent to an existing housing 
estate that currently has no open/play space. 

 Policy amended to include 
additional requirement that 
open/play space is provided to 
meet the needs of existing and new 
housing on the estate. 

AM3  Site is needed as a car park 

 

 Policy to amended to include: ‘At 
least 50% of the site is retained as 
a public car park. 

 Policy amended to include: 
‘Highway access to the site is 
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 Development will cause more traffic  

 

improved to the satisfaction of the 

Highway Authority’. 

AM4  Industrial use not appropriate close to 
housing and farmland 

 Policy amended to include: 
’appropriate to the area’s proximity 

to housing’ and an additional 
requirement for screening through 
landform, trees and planning. 

AS1   As AM1 

AS2   As AM1 

AS3  The site is immediately adjacent to Steeple 
Woodlands Nature Reserve and very visible 
from Knill’s Monument. 

 Policy amended to include: 
‘Proposals are of a scale, form and 
character appropriate to the site’s 

visibility from Knill’s Monument; 
Proposals adopt high standards of 
sustainable and innovative design 
appropriate to the area’s proximity 

to the Steeple Nature Reserve; The 
open space adjoining the north of 
the site, marked on Map7, is 
retained as an open space’; and 
‘the site is effectively screened by 
landform, trees and planting 
appropriate to the area’s proximity 

to the Steeple Nature Reserve’. 

AS4  Need for green space in the area  Policy amended to include: 
‘proposals include public open 
space to meet the needs of both 

new housing and the existing 

adjacent residential area’. 

AS5   As AM1 

AS6  Area identified as potentially ‘Community 

Allotments/Orchard’ is privately accessed, 
with no intention/desire to open up public 
access. 

 Potential community 

allotments/orchard removed from 
the policy and map 7. 

OS1  Other areas to be included in Appendix 3 and 
on map 8: 

1. Fields between Steeple Woods Nature 
Reserve and Menhyr Drive, abutting 
footpaths 113/33/2 and 113/33/3 – 
Public Open Space 

2. Woodland to SE of Steeple Lane between 

nature reserve and existing developments 
of Steeple Lane and Wheal Venture Road 

– site of current public right of way 
modification order – Green Buffer Zone 

3. Open space off Pednolva Walk – Civic 
Space 

4. Village Green next to St Uny church – 
Amenity Green Space 

 Areas added in to Appendix 3 and 
map 8. 

OS2  No change needed. 

OS3  No change needed. 

OS4  No change needed. 

OS5  No change needed. 
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OS6  The word significant should be removed.  

 Additional areas to be added to the list: 
1. Private woods at the bottom of Station 

Hill, Lelant 
2. Plantation next to Lelant station 
3. Plantation at Green Lane, Lelant 

 ‘significant’ removed from policy. 

 Areas added to the policy. 

OS7  No change needed. 

OS8  No change needed. 

OS9  The wording of ‘seaward and landward’ 
should be changed.  

 Policy amended to read: ‘coastal 
and countryside’ 

CF1  No change needed. 

CF2  No change needed. 

CF3  No change needed. 

T1  The cycle path between Carbis Bay and Lelant 
is a combined pedestrian/cycle path, not a 
dedicated cycle path. 

 ‘dedicated’ removed from Par 1 of 
justification statement. 

T2  Parking spaces for casual visitors to 
residential dwellings 

 

 

 

 Encourage use of electric cars as an 
alternative to fossil fuelled vehicles. 

 Para 1(after first sentence) 
amended to include: ‘In addition, 
for proposals for housing 
developments of four or more 
dwellings units, provision of one 
off-street or parking bay parking 
space will be required per four 

dwelling units.’ 
 Para 1 (after sentence above) 

amended to include: ‘The inclusion 

of electric vehicle charging outlets 
located by the off-street parking 
spaces will be considered 

favourably.’ 

T3  No change needed. 

BE1  No change needed. 

BE2  No change needed 

BE3  Cohesion/consistency/uniformity of retail 
units 

 Reference is made to the St Ives Shopfront 
Design Guide, but it is not included.  

 BE3a) amended to include ‘and 
those in the immediate area’ 

 Included in Evidence Base. 

BE4  Typo in introductory sentence  Policy amended to read ‘historic 

and architectural features are 
satisfied’. 

BE5  Visual coherence  BE5a) amended to include ‘and 
roofline’. 

BE6  No change needed 

BE7  No development on the Island  BE7a) amended to include 
‘essential’ before enhancement. 

BE8  No change needed. 

BE9  No change needed. 

BE10  ‘The Estates’ is an offensive name for a 
Character Area 

 ‘The Estates’ renamed ‘St Ives 
West’ throughout document and 
maps. 

BE11  Soak-a-ways  BE11e) amended to ‘Incorporate 
sustainable drainage systems 
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sufficient to take...’ 

BE12  Error in Character Area numbers – correct in 

policy but descriptive titles need to be 
changed to coincide with the map, as follows: 

C1 = St Ives Road and Longstone Hill 
C2 = Carbis Valley; down to 
C6 = Carbis Bay Beach 

 Text amended accordingly. 

BE13  Typo in introduction  ‘LS’ amended to ‘L2’. 

BE14  No change needed. 

BE15  Title refers to Conservation Area but includes 
other areas 

 Title amended to ‘Conservation 
Area and Village Extensions’ 

BE16  No change needed. 

BE17  Preservation of trees  ‘respected’ amended to 

‘preserved’; 
 ‘unavoidably’ inserted between 

‘where’ and ‘affected’. 
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APPENDIX 11 Pre-Submission: Statutory Consultee Responses and Subsequent Action 

 Response Response/Action 

Southwest 

Water 

15/12/14 

Our ref: WR2544787 

  

Thank you for your email dated 20 November 2014 regarding the 

neighbourhood plan for St Ives area.  I can advise that South West Water has 

no specific comment to make at this time. 

  

As and when it has been determined what level of growth is to be promoted 

for this parish and the location we will be able to offer a more detailed 

response.  

I would add that whilst South West Water has no plans at present to 

undertake sewerage network or sewage treatment improvements, dependent 

upon where sites are eventually allocated we may require developers to fund 

local investigations to establish the impact of development upon specific areas 

to ensure that we can adequately service them. 

No action needed 

Hayle 

Harbour 

Trust 

16/12/14 

The current owner of Hayle Harbour, ING Real Estate (UK) Limited, is required 

under the terms of a S106 agreement to transfer the harbour and some 

associated land to the community. This is likely to happen early in the New 

Year. The Hayle Harbour Trust is likely to be the entity that manages the 
harbour on behalf of the community. 

The first map attached shows the likely areas of transfer. All items in colour, 

including the water, will be transferred to the community. You will note that 

this includes some areas in St Ives Parish. 

It is the intention of the Trust, which is a charity, to manage the property to 

maintain and enhance the harbour as a viable working port and to utilise the 

land for the benefit of the community while respecting and improving the 
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World Heritage Site. Members of the Hayle Harbour Advisory Committee would 

have a controlling role in the Trust and St Ives Town Council has a seat on the 

HHAC. 

The second plan focuses on Lelant Quay (aka Dynamite Quay). Originally, ING 

was going to transfer all of the area shown in yellow and in pink. 

Subsequently, they have withdrawn the area in pink on the grounds that they 

are considering building luxury housing there. We think the chances of being 

granted planning consent for this are slim under the existing planning regime 

but could become possible if not covered in the St Ives NP. You have currently 

shown the adjacent land (owned by West Cornwall Golf Club) on the 

Landscapes and Open Spaces Map as ‘School Pitches and Outdoor Sports Club 

Facilities’. 

If the land is transferred to the community, there are a couple of uses that we 
think are appropriate: 

· A water sports centre: sailing, rowing, surfing, kite-surfing (not power 
vessels). 

· Low-level marine, such as Jumbo construction or other small boat building. 

· Small harbour-related workshops such as marine electronic and engine 
repair. 

These would be intended to have minimal or beneficial impact on Lelant and 

the adjacent area – and, we hope, provide some income to help maintain the 
harbour as a viable entity. 

I request that you add the area shown in pink on the attachment 

named Lelant Quay.pdf to your ‘Proposed Land Allocations’ with, 
perhaps, a new label: “Sports and Harbour-related Small Business.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Any proposed scheme on the land in 

question would be referred to through 

policies H4, CF2, LED5, LED7 and BE13 

which are considered to provide a good 

balance of protection and enablers for 

appropriate development on the site.  
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Cornwall 

Care 

18/12/14 

These representations to the St Ives Area Neighbourhood Development Plan 

are made on behalf of Cornwall Care. Cornwall Care have interests in the land 

which has been identified within the Neighbourhood Plan as housing sites AS3 

and AS5, and therefore welcome the opportunity to comment on the proposed 

allocations and policies.  

Policy Context  

As set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), Neighbourhood 

planning can be used to set planning policies to determine decisions on 

planning applications, and grant planning permission through Neighbourhood 

Development Orders and Community Right to Build Orders for specific 

development. Neighbourhood plans must be in general conformity with the 

strategic policies of the Local Plan, which is the emerging Cornwall Local Plan, 

and should reflect these policies and plan positively to support them. 

Neighbourhood plans and orders should not promote less development than 

set out in the Local Plan or undermine its strategic policies.  

Where a planning application conflicts with a Neighbourhood Plan that has 

been brought into force, planning permission should not normally be granted. 

Once adopted, the Neighbourhood Plan will therefore be an important 

document used in the determination of applications.  

National Planning Practice Guidance states that proportionate, robust evidence 

should support the choices made and the approach taken within the plan. The 

evidence should be drawn upon to explain succinctly the intention and 

rationale of the policies in the draft plan. Importantly paragraph 041 states 

that:  

“A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and unambiguous. It should 

be drafted with sufficient clarity that a decision maker can apply it consistently 

and with confidence when determining planning applications. It should be 

concise, precise and supported by appropriate evidence. It should be distinct 

to reflect and respond to the unique characteristics and planning context of 

the specific neighbourhood area for which it has been prepared.” [our 

emphasis]  

 

The Guidance states that other public bodies, landowners and the 

development industry should be involved in preparing a draft neighbourhood 

plan to ensure that qualifying bodies are better placed to produce plans that 

provide for sustainable development which benefits the local community whilst 

avoiding placing unrealistic pressures on the cost and deliverability of that 
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development.  

 

We consider the proposed policies and allocations relevant to Cornwall Care 

and their land interests in the context of the above policy guidance.  

 

General Policies  

As explained above, Cornwall Care has interests in the land which has been 

identified within the Neighbourhood Plan as housing sites AS3 and AS5 (see 

map attached). Future development proposals for these sites would be subject 

to community consultation and pre-application discussions with the Town 

Council, County Council and other stakeholders. As a general comment, 

although we note that there is a requirement within the Neighbourhood Plan 

to enable an adequate supply of residential care to meet the needs of an 

ageing population, we consider that the plan would benefit from a 

reference being made to the need for retirement housing or housing 

for older people more generally which is very important to meeting 

the needs of the aging population. This could be delivered in conjunction 

with other housing proposals where appropriate.  

 

Policy H1 Affordable Housing requires developments of 2 or more units or 

on sites larger than 0.2 hectares, to provide 50% affordable housing on site to 

local people as set out in Cornwall Council’s Affordable Housing Supplementary 

Planning Document (SPD) unless it is proven that provision on site is not 

viable.  

This policy is in accordance with the emerging Local Plan however, 

recent Government changes will exclude developments of 10 

dwellings or less in St Ives from providing affordable housing and the 

policy should be updated accordingly.  

 

Policy H2 Full Time Principal Residence Requirement requires new open 

market housing to be restricted to ensure its occupation as a full time principal 

residence (occupied for at least 270 days per year) and that sufficient 

guarantee must be provided of such occupancy through the imposition of a 

planning condition.  

 

The NPPF states planning conditions should only be imposed where they are 

necessary, relevant to planning and to the development to be permitted, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reference to housing for older people 

added in.  

Policy H7 amended to include: g) ‘any 

part of the development that is to 

provide C3 dwellings for over-55s will 

be required to buy in a ‘care package’ 

from the Care Provider through a 

planning obligation.’  

 

Policy H1 amended. 
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enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other respects. A condition which 

required the occupation of a home for at least 270 days per year is not 

considered to be reasonable to future occupiers, nor is it enforceable without 

constant monitoring of each property to which the condition would relate to. 

The Cornwall Local Plan refers to the high proportion of second homes but 

includes no proposal to restrict the use of open market dwellings. It is 

therefore suggested that this policy is removed.  

 

Policy H3 Phasing of Housing Development states that land released for 

housing development on allocated sites will be phased so that 100 dwellings 

are granted planning permission per each five year period. This condition is 

based on the view that increasing housing stock will place pressure on already 

vulnerable services and therefore development must be phased at a 

manageable rate, and accompanied by developer contributions to 

infrastructure as defined in the emerging Cornwall Local Plan.  

 

It could emerge that more than 100 houses are able to be delivered in a five 

year period without having an adverse effect upon existing services, and in 

such cases the policy should not preclude such development from coming 

forward. Furthermore, the housing requirement is based upon the emerging 

Cornwall Local Plan figure, which is yet to be adopted, and in any case it is a 

minimum requirement. It is therefore suggested that this condition is 

overly restrictive and needs to allow for some flexibility in the delivery 

of development.  

 

Policy H5 Open Space Provision requires new development to make a 

contribution towards the provision of open space for recreation, amenity and 

food growing purposes onsite, or within the NDP area if onsite is not 

appropriate, in line with Cornwall Council’s open space provision standards.  

We support the provision of open space on site where appropriate. It is 

important to ensure that the policy is flexible enough to make contributions to 

facilities nearby where such facilities already exist. The emerging Local Plan 

policy offers such flexibility as it states that where there is access to 

alternative facilities contributions to the ongoing maintenance and 

management of these alternative facilities may be required. It is suggested 

that this is included within the Neighbourhood Plan policy.  

 

 

 

 

Policy H2 supports a needs-led approach 

to development, has strong community 

support and will remain in the Plan. The 

legality and enforceability of the policy has 

been confirmed, through the use of a 

planning condition. Responsibility will lie 

with the LPA. Precedent has been set in 

‘made’ neighbourhood plans. 

 

 

 

 

Policy H3 has strong community support 

and will remain in the Plan. The policy has 

been written to conform to sustainability 

criteria laid out in the Sustainability 

Appraisal for St Ives Area NDP, and has 

been worded in line with recommendations 

from Cornwall Council officers.  

 

 

 

Policy H5 is in line with the Local Plan’s 

open space contribution requirements.  
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Policy H7 Residential Care and Nursing Homes states that proposals for 

residential care and nursing homes will be permitted provided that the 

following criteria is met:  

a) They adhere to policies OS1, OS2, OS3, OS4, OS5, OS6, OS7, OS8, OS9, 

T1 and T2;  

b) The accommodation includes an area of private open space for residents’ 

exclusive use;  

c) They adhere to the relevant Built Environment: Character Area policy of the 

area adjoining the development;  

d) The site forms a logical extension to the existing built up area and is not an 

isolated development in the countryside;  

e) High levels of sustainability are integrated into the development – e.g. 

renewable energy sources etc;  

f) A full-scale community consultation is carried out in the surrounding 

neighbourhood on the exact nature of the proposed plans.  

 

Whilst we broadly agree with the criteria listed in the policy, it is 

considered that criteria A is unnecessary as these policies would be 

applied to the determination of an application in any case. If criteria A 

is retained, we suggest replacing “adhere” with “accord” as the word 

“adhere” is considered to be inappropriate because it lacks flexibility.  

 

In its current form criteria E is considered overly prescriptive as it 

suggests that support for residential care and nursing homes is reliant 

upon the integration of high levels of sustainability. It is 

recommended that the text to this part of the policy should include 

‘where possible’ to ensure flexibility whilst continuing to support 

Government objectives to deliver sustainable developments.  

 

Policy OS5 Settlements and Edge of Settlements states that proposals for 

development within or on the edge of settlements should respect the amenity, 

recreational and wider environmental value of existing open spaces; and not  

diminish the open areas of countryside between the settlements of St Ives, 

Halsetown, Carbis Bay and Lelant. The principles of this policy are supported.  

 

The principles of Policy T1 Sustainable Transport which gives priority to 

developments that seek to reduce the need to travel, and Policy T2 Parking 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The word ‘accord’ is not considered strong 

enough to fulfil the policy objective. The 

repetition of criteria listed in point a) 

serves to emphasise their importance to 

the policy objectives.  

High levels of sustainability in design and 

new builds were strongly recommended in 

the Sustainability Appraisal, and are not 

considered to be overly restrictive.  
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Provision which is in accordance with Cornwall Council’s Design Guide, are 

supported.  

 

 

Proposed Allocations  

Site AS 3– Land South West of Fuggoe Croft, Carbis Bay  

The Plan states that proposals for housing development will be supported for 

this site, providing the following criteria are met:  

a) Housing provision is in line with policies H1, H2 and H3;  

b) Built Environment: Character Area C3, Policy BE12 is fulfilled;  

c) Highway access to the site is improved to the satisfaction of the Highway 

Authority;  

d) Consultation is carried out in the surrounding neighbourhood on the exact 

nature of the proposed plans.  

Cornwall Care support the proposed allocation of Site AS3– Land South West 

of Fuggoe Croft, Carbis Bay for residential development, which is considered 

to be a logical site for development given that it is flanked by built 

development to the east and south, and is well located for local facilities and 

transport links.  

 

The area of land immediately to the north of site AS3 has been 

designated as open space and is identified on Map 8 as ‘natural and 

semi-natural green spaces, accessible countryside in the rural fringe 

areas’. We do not agree with this allocation. The area immediately to the 

east of the site, Trelyon Down, is also subject to the same designation 

however, this site is within an Area of Great Landscape Value. There is a 

Public Right of Way running through the site (Map 9), however this does not 

preclude development of this land as it could be incorporated into a 

development to maintain access to the surrounding countryside.  

The whole site was considered as part of Cornwall Council’s SHLAA 2013 (ref: 

SO93) when the site was considered appropriate for development and was 

anticipated to deliver 74 homes over the period 2019 – 2023. Therefore there 

appears to be no logical reason to designate this area as open space.  

It is considered that the land to the north of AS3 should be included within the 

housing allocation given that it is not subject to any landscape designation and 

is immediately adjacent to existing residential development. As required by 

the criteria above, the development of the site would be required to be 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The area referred to is designated in the 

Cornwall Local Plan, adopted by St Ives 

Area NDP.  
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designed sensitively to fit in with the surrounding area, and landscaping and 

planting would ensure that the development would be sensitively integrated 

with the surrounding land.  

Site AS5 Allocated Development Site – Land South of Carninney Lane, Carbis 

Bay.  

The Plan states proposals for housing development will be supported for this 

site providing the following criteria are met:  

a) Housing provision is in line with policies H1, H2 and H3;  

b) Built Environment: Character Area C3, Policy BE12 is fulfilled;  

c) Highway access to the site is improved to the satisfaction of the Highway 

Authority;  

d) The southward side of the site is effectively screened and demarcated, 

through the addition of trees and/or a Cornish hedge;  

e) Consultation is carried out in the surrounding neighbourhood on the exact 

nature of the proposed plans.  

 

Cornwall Care has an interest in the site and the wider area of land as shown 

on the attached plan. The allocation of the site is supported however, it is 

considered that the wider site should also be included within the allocation, 

and the site shall include a Care Village which would provide extra care homes 

to meet the demand of local older households.  

 

The site is not subject to any statutory environmental designations and it is 

well related to the existing urban development. The majority of the wider site 

was considered in the 2011 SHLAA and carried forward to the 2013 SHLAA 

(Ref ‘155 - Polwithen Drive’ and ‘163 Polwithen Drive East’) where both sites 

were considered to be capable of delivering approximately 57 and 90 homes 

respectively, over the period 2019 - 2023. The housing requirement for St 

Ives is 1,000 however, the Local Plan is yet to be adopted so this 

figure is by no means confirmed, and in any case it is a minimum 

requirement. It is therefore essential that appropriate sites are identified 

now to avoid development proposals coming forward on other less suitable 

sites.  

 

Both sites are adjacent to Character Area C3 which is described as ‘running 

from St Ives Road to the sea, this picturesque area contains a small number of 

traditional granite built cottages. The sides and floor of the valley are mainly 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Cornwall Local Plan will be submitted 

for Independent Examination imminently, 

with 1000 housing requirement for St 

Ives. Of this, only 303 remain. St Ives 

Area NDP has allocated sufficient land for 

this requirement, guided by a 

comprehensive Sustainability Appraisal 

and supported by the community. No 

change will be made to the site 
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heavily wooded’ . The development of both sites are subject to Policy BE12, 

which requires the design and layout of all new development to:  

a) have a proportionate plot size in relation to the building and its surrounds;  

c) on the outer fringes of the built up area should incorporate semi mature 

street planting and hedges to boundaries with open countryside;  

d) where new housing development is adjacent to existing areas of 

predominantly single storey dwellings, a maximum elevational height of one 

and a half stories will normally be accepted. However, in larger new 

developments, one and a half storey dwellings may form a transition to 

buildings of 2 or more stories, and consistent with the character area.  

In relation to requirements a) and d) we feel that they are overly 

prescriptive and not in accordance with national guidance. The 

policies need to be flexible so that they can be applied to different 

proposals on sites that vary in terms of location and topography. 

allocations.  

 

 

 

 

Policy BE12 is based on CSUS design 

guidance, has strong community support 

and will remain. It is not considered to be 

overly restrictive in an area where the 

built environment is so important to 

heritage and tourism alike.  

Blue Cedar 

Homes 

19/12/2014 

St Ives Area Neighbourhood Development Plan 2015 - 2030 Pre 

Submission Draft 

Consultation Representations on behalf of Blue Cedar Homes 

These representations are made on behalf of Blue Cedar Homes in relation to 

the St Ives Area Neighbourhood Development Plan 2015 – 2030 which is 

currently subject to consultation. Blue Cedar Homes has an interest, by way of 

an option agreement, in the land which has been identified as housing sites 

AS1 and AS2 within the Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) and 

therefore welcomes the allocation of both sites for residential development 

and the opportunity to comment on the Plan. 

 

Blue Cedar Homes 

Blue Cedar Homes specialise in providing high quality low impact housing for 

the active retired (over 55s). Its schemes are typically small in nature with 

freehold properties. Its homes require low maintenance and are energy 

efficient. 

People are living longer and there have been various Governments reports in 
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recent years (including the HAPPI report in 2009) looking at how this fact can 

be addressed within the housing market. One of the key objectives of the 

HAPPI report was improving the quality of life of our ageing population by 

influencing the availability and choice of high quality, sustainable homes and 

neighbourhoods. This need is particularly relevant in Cornwall including in St 

Ives. 

Policy 6 of the draft Cornwall Local Plan recognises that there is a need within 

Cornwall for an element of specialist housing provision. The evidence base 

underpinning this policy suggests that 22% of the existing 

population is over 65 and forecast to grow. Para 2.10 of the Population and 

Household Change evidence paper states; 

"Life expectancy for males in Cornwall at birth for the years 2008-10 was 

estimated to be 79.3 and life expectancy for females in Cornwall at birth for 

the years 2008-10 was estimated to be 83.1.  

Disability free life expectancy at age 16 is also rising along with general life 

expectancy, and older people in the future will include the very active who 

may still be working in paid employment or in the voluntary sector, as well as 

those who are more vulnerable because of poor health and deprivation." 

 

There are significant benefits in older people having purpose built homes that 

can cater for their needs and where, as a result, they can stay longer into 

their retirement years. Providing housing for the over 55s also releases family 

homes in the surrounding area. 

As a general comment, although we note that there is a requirement within 

the NDP to enable an adequate supply of residential care to meet the needs of 

an ageing population, we consider that the plan would benefit from a 

reference being made to the need for retirement housing or housing 

for older people more generally which is very important to meeting 

the needs of the aging population. This would also accord with the national 

Planning Practice Guidance which states that the need to provide housing for 

older people is critical given that the projected increase in the number of 

households aged 65 and over. It advises that LPAs will need to consider the 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See comment above.  
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size, location and quality of dwellings needed in the future for older people in 

order to allow them to move. 

 

Policy Context 

As set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), Neighbourhood 

plans must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the Local 

Plan, which in this case is the emerging Cornwall Local Plan. The NDP should 

reflect these policies and plan positively to support them. 

National Planning Practice Guidance states that proportionate, robust evidence 

should support the choices made and the approach taken within the plan. The 

evidence should be drawn upon to explain succinctly the intention and 

rationale of the policies in the draft plan. Importantly paragraph 041 states 

that: 

“A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and unambiguous. It should 

be drafted with sufficient clarity that a decision maker can apply it consistently 

and with confidence when determining planning applications. It should be 

concise, precise and supported by appropriate evidence. It should be distinct 

to reflect and respond to the unique characteristics and planning context of 

the specific neighbourhood area for which it has been prepared.” [our 

emphasis] 

The Guidance states that other public bodies, landowners and the 

development industry should be involved in preparing a draft neighbourhood 

plan to ensure that qualifying bodies are better placed to produce plans that 

provide for sustainable development which benefits the local community whilst 

avoiding placing unrealistic pressures on the cost and deliverability of that 

development. 

We consider the proposed policies and allocations relevant to Blue Cedar 

Homes and its land interests in the context of the above policy guidance. 
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General Policies  

Policy H1 Affordable Housing requires developments of two or more units or 

on sites larger than 0.2 hectares, to provide 50% affordable housing on site to 

local people as set out in Cornwall Council’s Affordable Housing Supplementary 

Planning Document (SPD) unless it is proven that provision on site is not 

viable. 

While this policy is in accordance with the emerging Local Plan, the 

Government announced a change to national policy on 28th November 

2014 which will mean that developments of 10 dwellings or less in St 

Ives are now excluded from providing affordable housing. As the NDP 

should be consistent with national policy we assume that the Policy 

H1 will be updated accordingly. 

 

Policy H2 Full Time Principal Residence Requirement requires new open 

market housing to be restricted to ensure its occupation as a full time principal 

residence (occupied for at least 270 days per year) and that sufficient 

guarantee must be provided of such occupancy through the imposition of a 

planning condition. 

While Blue Cedar Homes has no specific objection to this policy and its homes 

are certainly intended to be principal residences, the NPPF states planning 

conditions should only be imposed where they are necessary, relevant to 

planning and to the development to be permitted, enforceable, precise and 

reasonable in all other respects. We are concerned that a condition which 

required the occupation of a home for at least 270 days per year may not be 

considered to be reasonable, nor enforceable without constant monitoring of 

each property to which the condition would relate to. The Cornwall Local Plan 

refers to the high proportion of second homes but includes no proposal to 

restrict the use of open market dwellings. We are therefore concerned that 

this policy may be at risk of being found unsound in its current form. 

 

Policy H3 Phasing of Housing Development states that land released for 

housing development on allocated sites will be phased so that 100 dwellings 

 

 

 

 

See comment above. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See comment above. 
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are granted planning permission per each five year period. Blue Cedar Homes 

has recently been consulting with the local community on a housing scheme 

on part of the proposed allocated site AS1 however, the proposals would also 

allow for potential future development on the remainder of the allocated site 

in accordance with this policy. Blue Cedar Homes therefore have no objection 

to this policy. 

 

Policy H5 Open Space Provision requires new development to make a 

contribution towards the provision of open space for recreation, amenity and 

food growing purposes onsite, or within the NDP area 

if onsite is not appropriate, in line with Cornwall Council’s open space 

provision standards. 

We support the provision of open space on site where appropriate. However, it 

is important to ensure that the policy is flexible enough to make contributions 

to facilities nearby where such facilities already exist and to do so would be 

more appropriate than new provision. The emerging Local Plan policy 

offers such flexibility as it states that where there is access to 

alternative facilities contributions to the ongoing maintenance and 

management of these alternative facilities may be required. It is 

suggested that this is included within the NDP policy. 

 

Policy OS5 Settlements and Edge of Settlements states that proposals for 

development within or on the edge of settlements should respect the amenity, 

recreational and wider environmental value of existing open spaces; and not 

diminish the open areas of countryside between the settlements of St Ives, 

Halsetown, Carbis Bay and Lelant. The principles of this policy are supported. 

 

The principles of Policy T1 Sustainable Transport which gives priority to 

developments that seek to reduce the need to travel, and Policy T2 Parking 

Provision which is in accordance with Cornwall Council’s Design Guide, are 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See comment above.  
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supported. 

Proposed Allocations 

AS1 Allocated Development Site – Land off Trenwith Lane, St Ives. 

The allocation of this site for residential development is supported. The plan 

states that proposals for housing development will be supported for this site 

providing the following criteria are met: 

a) Housing provision is in line with policies H1, H2 and H3; 

b) Built Environment: Character Area S12, Policy BE10 is fulfilled; 

c) Consultation is carried out in the surrounding neighbourhood on the exact 

nature of the proposed plans. 

Blue Cedar Homes has recently been consulting with the local community on a 

housing scheme on part of the proposed allocated site which it considers 

would accord with Policy AS1. Those proposals would also allow for potential 

future development on the remainder of the allocated site in accordance with 

Policy HS3. 

Map 8 shows the site designated as ‘green corridors, fingers and 

wedges’. We consider that this is in conflict with the allocation and 

Map 8 should be amended accordingly. 

 

Policy BE10 states that developments within Character Area S12 should: 

a) Incorporate semi-mature street tree planting and hedges to boundaries 

with open countryside and shelter-belt tree planting to maximise its 

integration into the landscape; 

b) Retain existing stone built traditional buildings either by re-use or 

incorporation; 

c) Where proposals involve off-street parking, maintain or improve existing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map 8 amended.  
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highway boundary treatments; 

d) Respect the building line of existing streetscapes; 

e) Incorporate local materials of granite walling, small module natural slate 

and brick chimneys wherever possible; 

f) Where in the vicinity of existing stonewalled buildings, incorporate granite 

elements to reinforce the local character; 

g) Retain and incorporate railings, gates and front gardens wherever possible; 

h) Retain and incorporate existing trees, shrubs and Cornish walling; 

i) Refer to NDP policies OS1, OS2, OS3, OS4, OS5 and OS8 regarding the 

guidance of further development on Burthallan Lane. 

 

The supporting text states that within character area S12 ‘the use of modern 

materials is not ruled out so long as they can be justified in relation to the 

context. The positive contribution of modern design is welcomed provided that 

a proportionality of traditional elements is retained within the street and the 

building itself, so that modern elements do not dominate the streetscape’. This 

is not reflected within the policy and we suggest that it could be incorporated 

within requirement e). 

In relation to requirements d), f), g) and h) we feel that these are a 

little overly prescriptive and would benefit from revisions to the policy 

text that would allow for some flexibility so as not to risk 

compromising the actual delivery of much needed housing and 

affordable housing. 

 

AS2 Allocated Development Site – Land off the Belyars, St Ives 

The allocation of this site for residential development is supported. The plan 

states that proposals for housing development will be supported for this site 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See comment above. 
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providing the following criteria are met: 

a) Housing provision is in line with policies H1, H2 and H3; 

b) Built Environment: Character Area S13, Policy BE11 is fulfilled; 

c) Consultation is carried out in the surrounding neighbourhood on the exact 

nature of the proposed plans. 

Blue Cedar Homes has recently been consulting with the local community on a 

housing scheme on 

proposed allocated site which it considers would accord with Policy AS2. 

Map 8 shows the site designated as ‘proposed area for inclusion as 

green/open space’. We consider that this is in conflict with the 

allocation and Map 8 should be amended accordingly. 

Policy BE11 requires the design and layout of new development within 

Character Area S13 as shown to: 

a) Retain a generous relation between plot size and building size; 

b) Retain and incorporate local materials of granite, natural slate, lime mortar 

and brick chimneys 

into buildings; 

c) Retain and incorporate Cornish hedges, granite walls and mature trees; 

d) Respect the open and wooded aspects of the area; 

e) Incorporate soak-a-ways sufficient to take the maximum volume of water 

emanating from the property; 

f) Any development on the rural fringes should incorporate semi-mature street 

tree planting and hedges to boundaries with open countryside and shelter-belt 

tree planting to maximize its integration into the landscape; 

g) Proposals involving the demolition of the remaining traditional character 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map 8 amended.  
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buildings in the area should not normally be supported. 

 

The concept, quality and character of Blue Cedar Homes’ developments would 

particularly lend itself to meet these requirements. However, the supporting 

text states that within character area S13 ‘the use of modern materials is not 

ruled out so long as they can be justified in relation to the context. The 

positive contribution of modern design is welcomed provided that a 

proportionality of traditional elements is retained within the street and the 

building itself, so that modern elements do not dominate the streetscape’. 

This is not reflected within the policy and should be incorporated 

within requirement b). In relation to requirement e) we feel that this 

is overly prescriptive and not in accordance with national guidance, as 

the appropriate drainage strategy for a site would form part of a 

planning application and would be subject to investigations relevant 

to the specific site. 

 

Blue Cedar Homes therefore supports the proposed AS1 and AS2 allocations 

and looks forward to working with the Neighbourhood Plan Group to deliver 

housing on these sites. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy BE11 is based on CSUS design 

guidance, has strong community support 

and will remain. It is not considered to be 

overly restrictive in an area where the 

built environment is so important to 

heritage and tourism alike. The policy does 

allow a degree of flexibility through the 

use of phrases such as “wherever 

possible”. Reference to modern design 

materials is not considered necessary 

within the policy itself. 

 

English 

Heritage 

22/12/14 

Thank you for your email dated 17th November consulting us on the St Ives 

Neighbourhood Development Plan Pre-Submission Draft and accompanying 
Sustainability Appraisal. I can summarise our advice as follows: 

1. We are most impressed by the extent to which the Plan places emphasis on 

the importance of protecting and enhancing the area’s historic environment 

and how an understanding and reinforcing of its significance should both drive 

and positively underpin all proposals for change. The detailed analysis of the 

area’s historical development and how this breaks down into distinct character 

areas which in turn inform individual development policies for them is to be 

commended. The suite of criteria-based policies is therefore welcome and 

supported, along with the identification of those heritage and community 
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assets deemed of value. 

2. As far as Land Allocations are concerned we note that these are distributed 

around the edge of the town and for the most part generate issues for the 

area’s historic environment which relate to the strategic setting of the historic 

settlement. From the Sustainability Appraisal and supporting evidence there 

appear to be few if any likely impacts on individual heritage assets, the only 

notable site apparently being Fuggoe Croft where views from the Knill 

monument may be adversely affected. The assessment of the Poltreen Close 

site within the SA concludes with a degree of uncertainty as to the possible 

nature of any impacts on the historic environment. This may be because it is 

felt that screening could avoid such impact but the table on p73 nonetheless 

indicates that effects on the setting of the area are inevitable. 

3. It is difficult from this to know whether the inclusion of sites on such a basis 

is compatible with the sustainability objectives for the Plan or indeed with the 

statutory provisions of the National Planning Policy Framework. Is the 

inclusion of these sites in principle likely to generate inevitable effects or can a 

more thorough understanding of the significance of the heritage assets in 

question allow for these impacts to be avoided through detailed briefs for each 

site? This may suggest that the individual AS policies as briefs for each 

site need in certain cases to be more contextually specific than purely 

referencing the relevant Character Area policies would allow. Such an 

approach would further allow for more confident prediction of the 

levels of housing which the sites individually and collectively will be 

able to accommodate to demonstrate that the numbers which may be 

allocated for the area in the emerging Local Plan are capable of 
delivery. 

4. We appreciate that much of this capacity determination work has already 

been undertaken through the Town Framework and activities associated with 

the preparation of the Local Plan itself. As we rely on Cornwall Council’s 

historic environment team to carry out detailed evaluation of the suitability of 

these sites at the time such exercises are undertaken we will too in the 

current context rely on them to provide reassurance that the housing site 

allocations in the draft NDP are acceptable from an historic environment point 

of view. Generally though, we support the strategic option of more and 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AS policies reviewed and amended to 

make them more contextually 

specific, particularly to include 

screening on those sites visible from 

the Steeple and in more sensitive 

locations. 

The Land Allocations Justification 

details the number of dwellings which 

have been provided for and the 

reasonable density which was used to 

calculate the number of hectares 

required. The Land Allocations allow 

space for up to 318 dwellings, more 

than that now remaining of the target 

allocations under  the Local Plan – 

303 as of Jan 2015.  
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smaller sites as a means of more successfully and sensitively integrating new 
development within the fabric of the town and its setting. 

5. Apart from the desirability of clarifying the points above, overall we have no 

other comments on the SA and must congratulate the town on the 

thoroughness and focus of its Plan. We will monitor with interest its on-going 

preparation and subsequent implementation in due course.  

 

 

 

 

Affordable 

Housing 

Team, 

Cornwall 

Council  

5/1/15 

The NDP now makes reference to two tenures of affordable housing, which is 
in line with Cornwall Council’s objectives. 

The proposal for homes designated as Principal Residence will see 

new homes fettered by such a policy being commercially unattractive, 

and difficult to mortgage. This will almost certainly suppress values, which 

might locally be seen as advantageous, although a possibly undesired impact 

will see the values of existing open market and holiday homes increase 
because those unfettered homes are likely to be more sought after. 

The Principal Residence notion is based upon the Lynton and Lynmouth model 

– In that case, the Planning Minister raised concerns about enforcement and 

legality, although the Inspector did ultimately decide that enforcement issues 

in the National Park had been rare. Whilst that area of Devon shares 

characteristics with St Ives, it is 500% smaller in terms of population and 

number of households, and in comparison, the policy aspirations will be more 

difficult to manage in St Ives, and no particular mechanism has been proposed 
to achieve this. 

The specific policy objective that sees unoccupied Principal 

Residences become Affordable Housing also does not include a 

mechanism or rational for achieving this. In practice this would mean 

compelling the buyer of a £300,000 ocean-view apartment to rent it for £115 

pw, or sell it for £200,000 less than they paid. With this knowledge, potential 

buyers will not come forward, lenders will not mortgage with such a covenant, 

and banks will not finance developers to bring forward a scheme in the first 
place with such unacceptably high inherent sales risks. 

Policy H1 requires affordable housing to be delivered on the same sites as for 

open market housing, but Policy H2 clarifies that new open market housing 

 

 

Policy H2 supports a needs-led approach 

to development, has strong community 

support and will remain in the Plan. The 

legality and enforceability of the policy has 

been confirmed, through the use of a 

planning condition. Responsibility will lie 

with the LPA. Precedent has been set in 

‘made’ neighbourhood plans. 

 

 

 

 

Section removed from policy 

Justification, as it is not appropriate 

to the policy. 
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will not be supported without a restriction. The NDP suggests that a principal 

residence would not have price controls, but my view is that the constraint 

itself will impact on the market price and I would suggest that housing is not 
truly open market housing if it is fettered by any restriction.  

As a commercially unattractive product, proposals for Principal 

Residence housing are unlikely to come forward, and would therefore 

not readily meet the policy aim for providing cross-subsidy to bring 

forward affordable housing. If landowners choose not to bring forward 

proposals as a result of the Principal Residence restriction, in theory their land 

could instead be made available for affordable housing, some of which could 

be brought forward using existing s106 receipts, but this would only meet a 

small proportion of the need. Landowners will be less incentivised in bringing 

forward developments primarily for affordable housing, and with the potential 

for generating cross-subsidy significantly reduced, there would be no certainty 

for bringing forward sufficient affordable housing. 

The policy threshold for seeking affordable housing on sites of 2 or 

more dwellings is consistent with the emerging Cornwall Local Plan, 

but as of 28 November 2014, is now at odds with Government 

planning guidance which sets the threshold at 11 dwellings (the 5 

dwelling rural threshold does not apply because St Ives parish is not 
designated by the 1981 Act as Rural). 

 

 

 

 

On the issue of economic viability, there is 

already upwards of £400,000 in s106 

contributions for St Ives parish, which can 

be used towards the affordable component 

on allocated sites.  

 

 

 

Policy H1 amended.  

Bolitho 

Estates 

24/12/14 

St Ives Area Neighbourhood Development Plan Pre-Submission Draft  

I am instructed by our client, The Bolitho Estates, to make representations in 

response to the consultation on the Pre-Submission Draft of the St Ives Area 

Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP).  Our client has land holdings within 

the designated St Ives Neighbourhood Plan Area, including land which is 

identified within the pre-submission draft as a proposed allocation for housing 

development, AS1 and AS2 which is supported.  

We support and commend the work that has been undertaken to date in the 

preparation of this important document and welcome the opportunity to work 

closely with the Steering Group as this Plan progresses towards submission 
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and Independent Examination. 

In summary our representations express support for the Neighbourhood Plan 

process but highlight a number of areas where the Neighbourhood Plan could 

be improved to ensure that it is sufficiently robust, justified and effective, with 

the necessary flexibility built-in to the document.  This will ensure that the 

NDP provides a robust planning basis for local decision making in terms of the 

scale and location of future development within the NDP area over the Plan 

period.  

Section 1 of the Neighbourhood Plan provides a comprehensive summary of 

the legislative and local planning policy context within which the St Ives NDP 

has been prepared.  As recognised in Section 1(3) the Neighbourhood Plan is 

required to be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the 

Development Plan for Cornwall, in this regard the St Ives NDP identifies the 

emerging Cornwall Local Plan (CLP) and the “saved” policies” from the Penwith 
Local Plan 2004. 

Although not currently part of the Development Plan the St Ives NDP has been 

prepared in the context of the emerging CLP.  It is within the context of the 

emerging CLP that our comments are focused.  

Affordable Housing 

Page 14 of the St Ives NDP confirms that the greatest priority for housing in 

the area is the provision of affordable housing.  NDP Policy H1 confirms that 

the requirement for development proposals of more than 2 dwellings / 0.2 

hectares will be the target of 50% affordable homes, consistent with the 

Cornwall Affordable Housing SPD.  This requirement is also taken forward in 

the emerging CLP.  We support the aspiration to provide affordable housing as 

a key objective of the NDP and we welcome the recognition within NDP Policy 

H1 that such a requirement is subject to the viability of specific schemes.  

Sub-paragraph D of Policy H1 should however be updated to ensure 

clarity that an appropriate contribution to specific schemes within the 

NDP Plan area will be sought in circumstances where 

site/development viability will mean that the 50% requirement of 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The word ‘appropriate’ is not considered to 

be strong enough to meet the policy 

objectives of H1 or of the Land Allocations 

in St Ives Area NDP.  
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Policy H1 cannot be achieved.  

Phasing of housing development. 

The NDP states that in order to avoid allocations coming forward early in the 

plan period, and to prevent what is referred to as an “unsustainable demand 

for the development of further greenfield sites..” a phasing policy (Policy H3) 

is necessary.  In summary Policy H3 seeks to restrict development to 
approximately 100 dwellings for each five year period of the plan. 

The justification for a phasing policy is premised on the concerns of local 

residents, through the NDP household survey, in respect of the capacity of 

existing infrastructure.  However, the NDP phasing policy is not linked to 

the timing of any specific infrastructure provision, nor does the 

approach to phasing have support from the National Planning Policy 

Framework.  In this regard it should be recognised that it is a national 

planning objective to boost significantly the supply of housing, for 

both market and affordable homes.  An arbitrary phasing policy that 

applies a policy-restraint approach to housing delivery cannot be 
considered to be consistent with this objective.   

In respect of infrastructure, future development will be subject to planning 

obligations as reasonably and directly related to development schemes 

compliant with 122 and 123 of the CIL Regulations.    Such obligations will 

ensure that the impact of development on existing infrastructure is 

appropriately mitigated with contributions to such infrastructure agreed either 

through S106 negotiations or CIL once adopted.  

A more fundamental concern with the Phasing Policy is that this is 

inextricably linked to the scale of housing requirement defined by the 

emerging CLP and for reasons set out below there remains 

considerable uncertainty as to what the final housing requirement, 

based on an objective assessment of housing need, will be.  As a 

consequence any phasing policy prepared on this basis is at risk at 

becoming redundant and ineffective in circumstances where the 

strategic housing requirement is increased.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

St Ives area has a specified housing 

target, to which policy H3 is linked. It is 

not an arbitrary policy, it is based on 

Sustainability Appraisal, evidence and 

community consultation – to allow for 

sustainable development over the Plan 

period in line with the NPPF.  

 

 

 

 

 

St Ives Area NDP is in conformity with the 

Cornwall Local Plan, to be submitted for 

Independent Examination imminently, with 

the target of 1000 houses for the Plan 

area, of which 303 remain.  
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Policy OS1 Landscape Areas and Open Spaces. 

This policy is to be read in conjunction with Map 8 (Landscape and Open 

Spaces) and represents a restrictive policy which seeks to prevent 

development in designated landscape areas, and those areas in open spaces 

as defined on Map 8.   

OS1 as drafted seeks support for the approach from the NPPF, and reference 

is made to Paragraphs 109, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117 and 118.  We have 

concerns that the NDP has applied the high tests for development associated 

with areas of specific landscape designations, such as AONBs and Sites of 

Specific Scientific Interests, to all proposed landscape and open space 

designations identified on Map 8.  This cannot be justified as the the NPPF 

does not afford the same level of protection to areas of open space 

identified only through the preference/aspirations of the local 

community, rather than as a consequence of a specific landscape 

assessment.  We do however support the objective of the NDP in terms of 

safeguarding the special landscape character and quality of the area, but the 

approach set out in the NDP elevates, in policy, areas of land which are not 

subject to specific landscape designations and are based on “consultation” 
feedback (Page 41, NDP).    

It should also be noted that the NDP proposed allocations AS1 and 

AS2, identified as suitable locations for future development within the 

NDP, are in fact located within in open space areas as defined on Map 

8. AS1 is located within a “Green corridor, fingers and wedges” area, 

with AS2 located within a “Proposed Area for included as 

greenspaces”.   This demonstrates that appropriate development within such 

proposed designations can be provided and to some extent undermines the 

blunt application of Policy OS1 and its restrictive approach to the consideration 
of development on land identified within those areas defined on NDP Map 8. 

OS6 Open Areas within and on the edge of Settlements 

We have concerns that this policy is inconsistent with the proposed 

Allocation AS1 as identified on Map 7 when considered in the context 

of the landscape and open space designations proposed through the 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy OS1 amended as follows – “or 

local significance” in sub-point a) and 

sub-point a)iv. will be removed.  

NPPF states that local green spaces should 

be afforded the same level of protection as 

Greenbelt. Therefore the remainder of the 

policy will remain the same.  

 

Map 8 amended.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map 8 amended.  
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Landscape and Open Space Map 8.  Policy OS6 seeks to resist development 

that would result in the loss of open areas as defined on Map 8, yet AS1 is 

specifically identified within such a designated area.  We support the allocation 

as defined by Policy AS1 and as shown on Map 7, but remain concerned that 

the landscape and open space designations and associated Policy OS6, is 

inconsistent with the allocation and will undermine the ability and objective of 

the NDP to facilitate the delivery of this site.   

Housing Provision. 

A key strategy of the St Ives Pre-Submission NDP is the implementation of the 

priorities for the Hayle and St Ives Community Network Area as defined in the 

emerging CLP.  The CLP Proposed Submission Document 2010-2030, to be 

submitted for Independent Examination imminently, identifies a minimum 

target of 1,000 dwellings for the St Ives-Carbis Bay area.  Taking into account 

completions (369) and commitments (328) since 2010, this leaves a 

remaining requirement to be identified equating to 303 dwellings up until 
2030.  

The strategic housing provision identified in the latest version of the CLP has 

yet to be subject to scrutiny through the Examination process.  A significant 

number of objections to the proposed scale of future housing provision have 

been submitted to the Council through previous rounds of public consultation, 

the most recent of which was in held in respect of the Proposed Submission 

Document (March 2014).  In the Report to Full Council (16th December 2014) 

it was recognised that alternative housing requirements submitted to the 

Council range from 29,000 new homes to 74,500 new homes over the plan 

period, the majority of detailed alternative assessments of housing need 

submitted through representations called for a significantly higher housing 

provision when compared to the 47,500 currently identified in the emerging 
CLP.   

The National Planning Policy Framework (Paragraph 216) confirms that from 

the day of publication the weight that can be given to policies in emerging 
plans is based on: 

 The state of preparation, the more advanced the preparation, the 
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greater weight that may be given 

 The extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies 

 The degree of consistency of relevant policies to the Framework. 

In light of the significant objections submitted in respect of the 

overall scale of housing to be provided in Cornwall over the Plan 

period (2010-2030), the weight that can be attributed to the proposed 

housing requirement of 47,500 dwellings must be limited.  This has 

significant implications for the spatial distribution of the eventual housing 

requirement.  In circumstances where the strategic housing requirement is 

increased, this will necessitate a review of the extent to which the Community 

Network Areas, including the Hayle and St Ives Community Network Area, will 

be required to accommodate higher levels of future development.    Such a 

scenario will in turn have significant implications for the St Ives NDP, as in its 

current form it would be inconsistent with the strategic priorities and 

objectives of a CLP should an uplift in future housing provision be necessary.  

To minimise the potential disruption to the St Ives NDP process it is 

considered necessary to make revisions to the NDP pre-submission 

document in order to ensure that sufficient flexibility is built in to the 

plan, to facilitate the delivery of development at higher levels than 

currently proposed.   

 

Policy H4 Development of Additional sites Following the Commitment 

of all Allocated Sites. 

Policy H4 could provide the NDP with the opportunity to ensure that 

development in excess of that identified within the NDP, based on the 

remaining requirement for the St Ives-Carbis Bay Area, can be appropriately 

considered in order to ensure that sustainable patterns of development are 

achieved.  However, Policy H4 as drafted does not provide a positive planning 
framework within which future development opportunities can be considered.   

Policy H4 defines “further significant development proposals” as those 

of more than 1 dwelling.  In doing so the NDP effectively places a 

 

 

 

The NDP does allow flexibility for further 

housing development outside of the areas 

allocated. Policy H4 lays out the conditions 

on which this development should take 

place, in order to truly meet housing need 

in the area. Site allocations have been 

made in accordance with the emerging 

Local Plan housing requirements. Should 

this figure increase for any reason, as 

referred to here, there is provision in the 

Plan for further houses to be built. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy H4 is included to allow a needs-led 

approach to further housing 
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moratorium on any development in excess of the quantum proposed 

for the allocations, unless such proposals provide 100% affordable 

housing (Policy H4 – sub paragraph G).  We raise no objection to the 

criteria B-F and H, as defined within Policy H4, but the policy 

restrictions on development to schemes of less than 50 dwellings (A) 

and only for 100% affordable housing (G), are not justified.  Moreover 

Policy H4 as currently drafted cannot be considered to be an effective 

response to circumstances where additional housing, both market and 
affordable, is identified.   

Revision to Policy H4 to ensure that the NDP can respond positively to wider 

opportunities for development, consistent with the objectives of the NPPF, and 

particularly in circumstances where the strategic housing requirement set out 

in the emerging CLP is increased, represents a pragmatic and sound approach 
which does not undermine the current objectives of the NDP.   

As set out at the start of this letter, the Bolitho Estates have significant land 

holdings within the NDP Plan Area.  Although it is recognised that that some 

areas will not be suitable for future development, opportunities does exist to 

provide additional, suitable and sustainable locations for development.   In 

this regard we refer to previous work undertaken by the Council in 

respect of the future development options as part of the St Ives and 

Carbis Bay Town Framework which was itself informed by an Urban 

Extension Assessment (draft December 2011).  This report was prepared 

to assess all of the (undeveloped) land which directly adjoins the town of St 

Ives & Carbis Bay for its suitability to accommodate growth through urban 
extensions, supporting the strategic vision for the town.   

This previous Assessment identified a number of development ‘Cells’ 

which were subject to assessment and reduced to those areas which 

had the scale and capacity to accommodate future development 

commensurate with the housing requirement for the area.  Cell D 

identified in the Urban Extensions Assessment which covers land controlled by 

our client became Option SUE4. (Attached for reference).  Representations 

made on behalf of the Bolitho Estates (submitted in March 2012) expressed 

support for the proposed urban extension identified as SUE4 as identified on 

the St Ives and Carbis Bay Framework Options Map.   This area achieved the 

development, once all allocated sites have 

been filled. It does not place a 

‘moratorium’ on development, it ensures 

that it fulfils local housing need first and 

foremost. Criterion g) ensures this is done 

without leaving loopholes. Criterion a) is in 

line with the Sustainability Appraisal that 

states small, dispersed sites are more in 

keeping with the NPPF’s requirement for 

sustainable development over the Plan 

period.  

 

 

 

 

All Urban Extensions have been removed 

and the Framework Plan is no longer being 

pursued.  

 

 

 

As above. 
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highest score in the Accessibility Assessment and in terms of its landscape 

impact it was recognized that this area is relatively well contained by the 

wider landscape setting.  

SUE4 has previously been identified by the Council as a suitable 

location to provide a sustainable urban extension to St Ives and our 

previous comments urged the Council to priorities its delivery to meet 

the long term housing needs for St Ives and Carbis Bay.  It was 

previously the Council’s preference that the area to the north of the SUE4 

Option be developed within the Plan period, however given the uncertainty as 

to the overall housing provision we made representations which sought to 

ensure that the extended area of SUE4 is recognized as a suitable location for 

development now, rather than post-2030.  Land within SUE4 as previously 

defined by Cornwall Council, is controlled by the Bolitho Estates and as such 

the release of additional (suitable) sites within this area can provide a positive 

response to future housing needs.  

Additional land to the north east of St Ives School running parallel to Steeple 

Lane is also controlled by our client.  This area was recently the subject to a 

planning application for a Care Home and associated Extra Care flats which 

was refused in 2012.  There remains a continued need for such provision and 

it is understood that sites for such provisions are currently being considered.    

In this regard we take comfort from the fact that this location would provide a 

NDP policy-compliant development were proposals to be considered in the 
context of NDP Policy H7.  

In addition to sites for housing our client also controls land identified in the St 

Ives & Carbis Bay Framework 2030 Options Map as SE1 (see attached) which 

has genuine potential to provide for additional employment land as part of an 
extension to the adjacent employment land use.  

However, NDP Policy LED1 restricts future proposals for employment 

sites to land identified on Map 7.  In order to respond positive to 

future employment growth we contend that LED1 should be revised to 

ensure there is sufficient flexibility to facilitate the release of land for 

employment use throughout the plan period.  This would represent a 

positive approach to facilitating economic development and provide the 

 

 

As above. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy LED1 does not restrict future 

economic development proposals to the 

sites shown on Map 7. The policy and map 

are proactive ‘enablers’ for this type of 

development and other sites are not 

precluded. For example, St Ives 
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foundations to improve self-containment within St Ives by ensuring that where 

future additional employment land requirements are identified, such sites will 

be considered through a positive policy framework.  

It is evident that our client controls land which has been recognised by the 

Council in previous assessments as suitable locations for additional 

development, for both housing and employment.   In circumstances where the 

Local Plan Examination Inspector determines that the strategic housing 

requirement should be increased it is important that additional housing is 

provided in the most appropriate and sustainable locations.  Such a scenario 

will necessitate a review of the spatial distribution of housing provision across 

the Community Network Areas and will implications for the scale of growth 

identified through the St Ives NDP.   

In this regard the additional development opportunities within land 

controlled by the Bolitho Estates can make an important contribution 

to the delivery of additional sustainable sites, as an appropriate 
response to any uplift in housing requirements.    

Neighbourhood Plans must be prepared in conformity with the Development 

Plan and to ensure that the St Ives NDP has built-in longevity to provide a 

sound planning basis for the duration of the Plan period, revisions are 

necessary, principally through NDP Policy H4, to provide a positive planning 

framework within which additional, suitable and sustainable development 

opportunities can be appropriately considered.  The failure to do so will 
effectively render the NDP redundant.  

On behalf of our client we would welcome the opportunity to discuss 

in detail additional development opportunities referred to in these 

comments, and to work closely with the NDP Steering Group to ensure 

the NDP can progress to adoption in the comfort that the document 

provides an effective, justified and flexible policy basis for local 
decision making up to 2030.  

Sustainability Appraisal. 

The national Planning Practice Guidance confirms that there is no legal 

Community Land Trust are currently 

exploring other sites for economic and 

employment creation purposes.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

This is noted, should the housing 

requirement figures be revised upwards.  

 

 

 

 

 

A meeting will be arranged between the 

NDP steering group and Bolitho Estates.  
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requirement for a Neighbourhood Plan to have a sustainability appraisal.  

However the qualifying body must demonstrate how its plan will contribute to 

achieving sustainable development.    Paragraph 2.1.3 of the St Ives SA 

confirms that the NDP has been determined to require and SEA by Cornwall 

Council.    The SEA Regulations require that a report is published alongside the 

draft plan that “identifies, describes and evaluates’ the likely significant effects 

of implementing the plan and reasonable alternatives’. 

The St Ives SA considers those sites which have been identified in the pre-

submission draft version of the NDP; it does not consider alternative 

development options within the Neighbourhood Plan Area.  Recent case law 

(Tattenhall) confirms that alternative development options which do not have 

local community support do not need to be considered as reasonable 

alternatives for the purposes of the SA/SEA process in the context of 

Neighbourhood Plans.    However, there is a lack of clarity in terms of what 

alternative options were previously presented to the local community as 

potential development sites and how this process was recorded and how the 
decision not to take alternative development sites forward was reached.  

It is necessary for the St Ives NDP to be transparent; Page 35 of the NDP sets 

out the site selection process but makes no reference to any form of 

community consultation to inform the final allocations as identified in the Pre-

Submission version of the NDP.   Those sites which are identified are intended 

to address the housing requirements of the emerging CLP, but as we have set 

out previously, there remains considerable uncertainty as to the final strategic 

housing requirement for the wider Plan area and what implications, any 
revision will have on the Community Network Areas across Cornwall.   

In order to ensure a coherent and robust approach to site selection 

the consideration of alternatives, either through local consultation or 

the SEA/SA should be set out in full.  This becomes even more critical in 

circumstances where additional sites may be required to meet any future uplift 
in housing requirements for the NDP Area. 

Conclusion 

Our comments have been provided in a positive manner and in recognition of 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Consideration of alternatives is set out in 

full in the Sustainability Appraisal.  
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the progress that has been made to date in preparing the St Ives NDP.  The 

NDP presents an opportunity to provide a coherent strategy for local-decision 

making and we hope that our comments are helpful.  The matters we have 

raised in our comments are intended to be constructive and helpful to the 

successful progression of the St Ives NDP.  We do however express legitimate 

concerns and identify land within our clients control as a genuine opportunity 

to provide for suitable and sustainable development to ensure the St Ives NDP 
remains fit for purpose throughout the Plan period.  

If I can assist in any way in respect of the matters set out in this letter please 

do not hesitate to contact me directly.  On behalf of our client we look forward 

to the opportunity to discuss our comments with the NDP Steering Group in 

the near future.  

Our comments are provided without prejudice to any additional 

representations we may make as the St Ives NDP progresses. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

URS 

Consultants 

17/11/14 

Recommendations from Sustainability Appraisal 

 The draft plan has not explicitly acknowledged the potential 

effects of climate change in the Neighbourhood Area. In this 

context the next iteration of the NDP should seek to more explicitly 

acknowledge the likely effects of climate change on the St. Ives area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Plan amended to more explicitly 

acknowledge climate change.  

Policy T2 amended to include: ‘The 

inclusion of electric vehicle charging 
outlets will be considered favourably.’ 

Policies H7, AM1, AM4 and CF2 all call for 

high levels of sustainability in design, in 

line with NPPF section 10, Meeting the 

challenge of climate change, flooding and 

coastal change. 
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 Renewable energy provision, with the exception of Policies H4 

and H7 (which address development in addition to the proposed 

allocations and residential care homes) has not been considered 

in depth through the NDP. In this context a dedicated approach to 

the provision of renewable energy in the St. Ives area should be 

considered for incorporation within the next iteration of the 

Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

 It is recommended that Policy AM4 includes reference to the 

need for development proposals at this location to be sensitive 

to and support the integrity of the Hayle Estuary & Carrack 

Gladden SSSI. This includes through highlighting the location of the 

site within an Impact Risk Zone for the SSSI and the key elements of 

the SSSI which have the potential to be affected by new development 

at this location. 

 

 Whilst the current version of the St. Ives NDP has a close focus 

on protecting and enhancing open space provision in the plan 

area, there is potential for the plan to further clarify how this 

can be delivered through a coordinated approach to green 

infrastructure (GI) planning in the St. Ives area. 

 

 In this context the delivery of new and improved GI provision is most 

effective when it is planned at a range of scales, including regional, 

sub-regional and local levels. This enables a coordinated approach to 

be taken which can seek to ensure the full range of benefits from a 

high quality GI network can be realised. It is anticipated that such an 

approach will also be significantly more effective in designing and 

managing GI as a multifunctional resource capable of delivering a wide 

range of environmental and quality of life benefits for the St. Ives area 

than a more piecemeal approach.  

 

 For this reason there is further scope for the St. Ives NDP to set out 

how improved open space provision can be delivered through a 

coordinated green infrastructure approach. This includes in conjunction 

 

Renewable energy provision was not 

identified as a community priority for the 

NDP and it therefore has never intended to 

comprehensively cover it in policy.  

 

 

Policy AM4 amended to include 

reference to SSSI. 

 

 

Plan amended to include reference GI, 

however its delivery is a strategic 

issue for Cornwall Council. 
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with existing green infrastructure work being carried out by Cornwall 

Council, Natural England and other organisations. 

 

 The St. Ives Area NDP should seek to ensure that all 

development in and adjacent to the St. Ives, Lelant and 

Halsetown Conservation Areas is carried out in conjunction 

with, once prepared, the relevant Conservation Area Statements 

and Management Plans. 

 

 

 

Projects to review Conservation Areas are 

included in the Action Plan which 

accompanies the NDP. Once strategic 

Management Plans are prepared, inclusion 

in the NDP will be considered at review. 
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