
St Ives Area NDP Pre-Submission: Statutory Consultee Responses 

 Response 

Southwest 

Water 

15/12/14 

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. 

  

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 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 Subsequently, they have withdrawn the area in pink on the grounds that they are considering 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.” 

 

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 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, 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 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 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 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 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. 

 



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 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 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. 

 

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 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 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 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 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 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. 

We trust these representations will be taken into account. If you have any queries, please contact us on 

01823 666150 or simon.collier@wyg.com. 

Yours faithfully 

Simon Collier 

Director 

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 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 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 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). 

 

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 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 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.  

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 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 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 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 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 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 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 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. 

 

 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 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. 

 

   


