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Report of the Examination into the  

St Minver Parishes Neighbourhood Development Plan  

1. Introduction 

Neighbourhood planning 

1. The Localism Act 2011 Part 6 Chapter 3 introduced neighbourhood planning, 
including provision for neighbourhood development plans.  A neighbourhood development 
plan should reflect the needs and priorities of the community concerned and should set out a 
positive vision for the future, setting planning policies to determine decisions on planning 
applications.  If approved by a referendum and made by the local planning authority, such 
plans form part of the Development Plan for the neighbourhood concerned.  Applications for 
planning permission should be determined in accordance with the Development Plan, unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise.  

2. This report concerns the Submission Version of the St Minver Parishes 
Neighbourhood Development Plan  (“the Draft NDP”). 

Appointment and role 

3. Cornwall Council (“CC”), with the agreement of the qualifying body, St Minver 
Highlands Parish Council, has appointed me, to examine the Draft NDP.  St Minver 
Highlands Parish Council and St Minver Lowlands Parish Council (the PCs) have jointly 
produced the Draft NDP through a steering group that they established; but the general view 
is that only one Parish Council can be the qualifying body for an NDP that covers more than 
one parish. My appointment was facilitated through the Neighbourhood Planning 
Independent Examiner Referral Service (NPIERS), which was created by the Royal 
Institution of Chartered Surveyors, the  Planning Officers Society, the  Royal Town Planning 
Institute, Action with Communities in Rural England  and Locality, with support from the 
Department of Communities and Local Government. 

4.  I am a member of the planning bar and am independent of CC, the PCs, and of those 
who have made representations in respect of the Draft NDP.  I do not have any interest in any 
land in Cornwall. I am grateful for assistance provided to me by Clare B. Wright MA PG Dip 
(BRS) MRTPI MILM.  

5. I am pleased to be able to commend the PCs and all those that took part in the 
creation of the Plan and its evidence bases. The Draft NDP is well written, logical, clear, 
appropriately concise and intelligible to a reasonably intelligent lay person with no expertise 
in town and country planning. 
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6. My examination has involved considering written submissions and an unaccompanied 
site visit on Monday 1st August 2016.  The site visit included (but was not limited to) views 
of the key settlements, all proposed Special Development Areas (SDAs), the Area of 
Outstanding Beauty (AONB), other countryside and the coast.  

7. My role may be summarised briefly as to consider whether certain statutory 
requirements have been met, to consider whether the Draft NDP meets the basic conditions, 
to consider human rights issues, to recommend which of the three options specified in 
paragraph 16 below applies and, if appropriate, to consider the referendum area. I must act 
proportionally, recognising that Parliament has intended the neighbourhood plan process to 
be relatively inexpensive. To some (but not an unlimited) extent I may achieve this by 
adopting a more “broad-brush” approach than would be the case in a plan on which a greater 
level of expense would be appropriate.  

2.  Preliminary Matters 

Public consultation 

8. I have considered the concerns about consultation. The level of response was not in 
my experience low. Rather the response from residents was substantial and higher than in 
many cases. As for the owners of second homes and holiday lets, I am satisfied that an 
appropriate way of seeking to consult them was through local publicity and through letting 
and other agents and that the PCs did was what reasonable in the circumstances. I am 
satisfied the PCs took public consultation seriously and that sufficient consultation resulted 
from this approach.  I bear in mind that parish councillors are democratically accountable, 
subject to a code of conduct and likely to be in close contact with the community they 
represent. I am satisfied with the Consultation Statement. The consultation met the 
requirements of the Neighbourhood  Planning (General)  Regulations 2012 (“the General 
Regulations”). 

Other statutory requirements 

9. I am satisfied of the following matters: 

(1) The Draft NDP area is the combined area of the St Minver Parishes shown on the plan 
on its front cover.  St Minver Highlands Parish Council is authorised to act in respect 
of this area (Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (“TCPA”) s61F (1) as read with 
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (“PCPA”) s38C (2)(a)); 

(2) The Draft NDP, if modified in accordance with my recommendations to limit 
references to wind and solar farms, would not include provision about development 
that is excluded development (as defined in TCPA s61K); 

(3) The Draft NDP does not relate to more than one neighbourhood area (PCPA s38B (1); 
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(4) No other neighbourhood development plan has been made for the neighbourhood area 
(PCPA s38B (2)); and 

(5) There is no conflict with PCPA s38A and s38B (TCPA Sch 4B paragraph 8(1)(b) and 
PCPA s38C (5)(b)) other than mentioned in the next paragraph. 

10. The Draft NDP does not specify clearly the period for which it is to have effect.  This 
is a statutory requirement that must be complied with,1  but is easily capable of rectification 
by modification. 

3. The Extent and Limits of an Examiner’s Role 

11. I am required to consider whether the Draft NDP meets the basic conditions specified 
in TCPA Sch 4B paragraph 8(2) as varied for neighbourhood development plans, namely:  

(a) Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the 
Secretary of State, it is appropriate to make the Plan;  

(d)2 The making of the Plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development;  

(e) The making of the Plan is in general conformity with the strategic policies contained 
in the development plan for the area of the authority (or any part of that area);  

(f) The making of the Plan does not breach, and is otherwise compatible with, EU 
obligations; and  

(g) Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the Plan and prescribed matters have been 
complied with in connection with the proposal for the Plan.  

12. There is one prescribed basic condition:3 “The making of the neighbourhood 
development plan is not likely to have a significant effect on a European site (as defined in 
the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010) or a European offshore marine 
site (as defined in the Offshore Marine Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) Regulations 
2007 (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects)”. 

13. The combined effect of TCPA Sch 4B paragraph 8(6) and paragraph 10(3)(b) and the 
Human Rights Act 1998 means that I must consider whether the Draft NDP is compatible 
with Convention rights.  ‘Convention rights’ are defined in the Human Rights Act 1998 as (a) 
Articles 2 to 12 and 14 of the European Convention on Human Rights (“the Convention”), 
(b) Articles 1 to 3 of its First Protocol, and (c) Article 1 of its Thirteenth Protocol, as read 
with Articles 16 to 18 of the Convention.  The Convention rights that are most likely to be 

                                                
1  PCPA s38B(1)(a). 
2  The omission of (b) and (c) results from these clauses of paragraph 8(2) not applying to neighbourhood 
development plans (PCPA s38C (5)(d)). 
3  Sch 2 of the General Regulations prescribes this. 



 4 

relevant to town and country planning are those under the Convention’s Article 6(1), 8 and 
14 and under its First Protocol Article 1. 

14. In my examination of the substantial merits of the Draft NDP, I may not consider 
matters other than those specified in the last three paragraphs.  In particular I may not 
consider whether any other test, such as the soundness test provided for in respect of 
examinations under PCPA s20, is met.  Rather it is clear that Parliament has decided not to 
use the soundness test, but to use the, to some extent, less demanding tests in the basic 
conditions.  It is not my role to write or to rewrite a neighbourhood development plan to 
reflect my personal views. Nor is it my role to deal with non-planning matters, such as speed 
limits and the cleanliness of beaches. 

15. To some extent Regulation 16 representations have not been directed to the matters 
that I have to address, but have extended more widely to general planning merits and also to 
the emerging Local Plan without explaining how these are relevant to the basic conditions or 
to human rights. This is entirely understandable in the case of lay people.  

16. Having considered the basic conditions and human rights, I have three options, which 
I must exercise in the light of my findings.  These are: (1) that the Draft NDP proceeds to a 
referendum as submitted; (2) that the Draft NDP is modified to meet basic conditions and 
then the modified version proceeds to a referendum; or (3) that the Draft NDP does not 
proceed to referendum.  If I determine that either of the first two options is appropriate, I 
must also consider whether referendum area should be extended. My power to recommend 
modifications is limited by statute in the following terms: 

The only modifications that may be recommended are— 

(a) modifications that the examiner considers need to be made to secure that the draft 
[NDP] meets the basic conditions mentioned in paragraph 8(2), 

(b) modifications that the examiner considers need to be made to secure that the draft 
[NDP] is compatible with the Convention rights, 

(c) modifications that the examiner considers need to be made to secure that the draft 
[NDP] complies with the provision made by or under sections 61E(2), 61J and 61L, 

(d) modifications specifying a period under section 61L(2)(b) or (5), and 

(e) modifications for the purpose of correcting errors.4 

17. The word “only” prevents me recommending any other modifications. That includes 
suggestions, however reasonable from statutory agencies. The mere fact that a suggested 
modification seems to me to be desirable is not a sufficient ground to recommend it.   

                                                
4  TCPA Sch 4B para 10(3). 
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4 Consideration of Objections 

18. I have given all objections careful consideration, but have not felt it necessary to 
comment on most of them. Rather in accordance with the statutory requirement I have 
concentrated on giving reasons for my recommendations.5 Where I am required to consider 
the effect of the whole Draft NDP, I have, of course, borne it all in mind, including, where 
appropriate, recommended modifications. 

19.  Underlying many objections is a familiar tension in the field of town and country 
planning between those who see more development as meeting needs and those who see it as 
harming what we have now. It is not my role to determine the relative merits of this in a 
broad sense; nor is it my role to say, whether, if I had been responsible for drawing up the 
Draft NDP, I would have reconciled the differences in the same way. Rather it is my role to 
consider the basic conditions and other matters specified above. These conditions are 
considered more fully in section 6 below.  

20. It is not my role to judge the past actions of individuals and bodies.  

5.  Public Hearing 

21. The general rule is that the examination of the issues by the examiner is to take the 
form of the consideration of the written representations. However an examiner must cause a 
hearing to be held for the purpose of receiving oral representations about a particular issue in 
any case where the examiner considers that the consideration of oral representations is 
necessary to ensure (1) adequate examination of the issue or (2) a person has a fair chance to 
put a case. The latter does not apply: No persons have shown themselves unable to put their 
case in writing. In particular, there is no reason to believe that any person who wished to 
make representations lacked adequate literacy in the English language. Having considered the 
written material, I concluded that I would be able to examine the draft NDP without a 
hearing.  

22.  Although I have not found it necessary to detail the representatives, I have found 
them helpful, have taken time considering them and, to the extent that they relate to my role, 
borne all in mind.  

6. The Basic Conditions and Human Rights 

Regard to national policies and advice 

23. The first basic condition requires that I consider whether it is appropriate that the plan 
should be made “having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued 
by the Secretary of State”.  A requirement to have regard to policies and advice does not 

                                                
5  TCPA Sch 4B para 10(6).  
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require that such policy and advice must necessarily be followed, but it is intended to have 
and does have a significant effect. 

24. The principal document in which national planning policy is contained is the National 
Planning Policy Framework (March 2012) (“the Framework”) and I have borne that in mind. 
I have also borne in mind national Planning Practice Guidance (“NPPG”), particularly its 
section on neighbourhood planning, and the Written Ministerial Statement of 25th March 
2015. In these documents some policies are directed to local planning authorities, while 
others apply to neighbourhood planning. 

Contributing to the achievement of sustainable development 

25. The second basic condition means that I must consider whether the making of the 
Plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development.  Unless the Draft NDP, or 
the Draft NDP as modified, contributes to sustainable development, it cannot proceed to a 
referendum. This condition relates to the making of the Plan as a whole. It does not require 
that each policy in it contribute to sustainable development. 

26. The bulk of the Framework constitutes guidance on sustainable development.  As its 
paragraph 6 says, “The policies in paragraphs 18 to 219, taken as a whole, constitute the 
Government’s view of what sustainable development… means in practice for the planning 
system.”  

General conformity with the development plan’s strategic policies 

27. The third basic condition means that I must consider whether the Draft NDP is in 
general conformity with the strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area 
of the authority. The development plan means the adopted development plan, not any 
emerging plan. This accords with normal usage in planning statutes and has been confirmed 
by Supperstone J in BDW Trading (t/a Barratt Homes) v Cheshire West and Chester Borough   
Council, where he said: 6   

… the only statutory requirement imposed by Condition (e) is that the neighbourhood 
plan as a whole should be in conformity with the plan as a whole.  Whether or not there 
was any tension between one policy in the Neighbourhood Plan and one element of the 
emerging Local Plan was not a matter for the Examiner to determine.  

28. Lewis J quoted this without criticism in R. (Gladman Developments Ltd) v Aylesbury 
Vale District Council.7  Even if I had any doubts about this (and on the contrary I am of the 
respectful opinion that it is correct), I would be obliged to follow it.  The same applies to CC 
and the PCs. While it may be prudent to ensure conformity with the strategic policies of an 

                                                
6  [2014] EWHC 1470, para 82. 
7  [2014] EWHC 4323 (Admin), [2015] JPL 656. 
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emerging local plan, since otherwise parts of a neighbourhood plan will soon be superseded 
by the new local plan,8 that is not a matter for a neighbourhood planning examiner.  

29. There is no conformity requirement in respect of non-strategic policies of the 
development plan, supplementary policy, or other principal-council documents such as a 
design guide.  

30. The adjective ‘general’ allows a degree of (but not unlimited) flexibility and requires 
the exercise of planning judgement.  This condition only applies to strategic policies.  In 
assessing whether a policy is strategic, one must bear in mind the advice in NPPG paragraph 
074.9  

31. The development plan consists of the saved policies of the North Cornwall District 
Local Plan (1999) (“NCDLP”).  No Regulation 16 objector has alleged any conflict with any 
policy (strategic or otherwise) in this plan.  I have nonetheless considered the saved policies. 
The NCDLP does not specify a percentage for affordable housing.  There is also the 
emerging Cornwall Local Plan that has an end-date of 2030. As explained above basic 
condition (e) does not apply to this. I am satisfied that the making of the NDP would not 
breach basic condition (e). 

EU obligations 

32. The fourth basic condition requires me to consider whether the Draft NDP breaches or 
is otherwise incompatible with, EU obligations. I have in particular considered the following 
Directives: the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive (2001/42/EC) (“the SEA 
Directive”); the Environmental Impact Assessment Directive (2011/92/EU); the Habitats 
Directive (92/43/EEC); the Wild Birds Directive (2009/147/EC); the Waste Framework 
Directive (2008/98/EC); the Air Quality Directive (2008/50/EC); and the Water Framework 
Directive (“WFD”) (2000/60/EC). I am satisfied: the Environment Agency’s concerns about 
WFD protected waters can be met by my recommended modifications; that no issue arises in 
respect of equality under general principles of EU law or any EU equality directive; that the 
making of the NDP would not breach, and be otherwise incompatible with, EU obligations. 

European sites and European offshore marine sites 

33. The SEA Screening determined that Habitats Regulations Assessment was not 
required for the draft NDP as it is not likely to have a significant effect on any European site 
and have no reason to disagree.  I note that the River Camel SAC only relates to that river 
upstream of Wadebridge and consider that the draft NDP would not affect that. I am satisfied 

                                                
8  PCPA s 38(5). 
9  NPPG, Neighbourhood Planning para 074, Reference ID: 41-074-20140306. 
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that the making of the NDP would not be likely to have a significant effect on any European 
site or European offshore marine. 

Human Rights 

34. It is also necessary to consider whether the Draft NDP would cause any Convention 
right to be breached. English Planning law in general complies with the Convention.  I 
understand that elsewhere it is being argued that restrictions on occupancy to prevent second-
home use are contrary to homes rights. I reject that argument for the following reasons: 

(1) Restrictions on occupancy are well-established in town and country planning, 
particularly in the cases of agricultural and forestry workers, Gypsies, Travellers and 
Travelling Showpersons, and “Granny flats”; and  
(2) In Gillow v United Kingdom10 the European Court of Human Rights,  established 
that in principle under the European Convention on Human Rights preferential 
treatment in housing for persons with strong local attachments can be human-rights 
compliant. 

35. Gillow (which related to Guernsey’s restrictive housing law) provides a warning that 
special circumstances may mean that rules that disadvantage people who are not local must 
not be applied blindly. However English town and country planning law and practice allow 
for personal circumstances to be borne in mind and are subject to the Human Rights Act 
1998. A general policy based on good reasons that favours local people would still retain the 
flexibility under English planning law to allow for personal circumstances and thus provide 
compatibility with  Convention rights. 

36. I have considered whether anything in the Draft NDP would cause a breach of any 
Convention right.  In particular I have considered the Convention’s Articles 6(1), 8 and 14 
and its First Protocol Article 1.  Nothing in my examination of the Draft NDP indicates any 
breach of a Convention right.   

37. I welcome consideration of the less able-bodied (paragraph 3.2.2.4 and section 7).  
This show recognition of duties under the Equality Act 2010, the principle of equality 
inherent in EU law and the human rights of less able people, and contributes to the social 
element of sustainability 

Consideration of the details of the draft NDP 

38. It will be apparent from the above that I have been able to deal with three basic 
conditions (General conformity with the development plan’s strategic policies, EU 
obligations, and European sites and European offshore marine sites and human rights) briefly 

                                                
10  Application No. 9063/80, 11 EHRR 335.   
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Having been satisfied in respect of basic conditions (e), (f) and (g) and human rights, I have 
needed to concentrate on basic conditions (a) and (d), together with modifications needed to 
deal with the Environment Agency’s concerns about protected waters. My recommended 
modifications are those that I consider need to be made to secure that the Draft NDP meets 
these basic conditions, to meet the statutory requirement to specify a plan period and to 
correct errors.  

Front cover and Foreword 

39. An NDP must specify the period for which it is to have effect.11 This is normally 
stated on the front cover. It is clear from NDP paragraph 5.7.2.2 that the intended end-date is 
31st December 2030. The “2030” corresponds with the emerging Cornwall Local Plan. In 
general such plans run until the end of a local government year, i.e. to a 31st March, but the 
Cornwall Local Plan does specify this. In any event front covers normally only give years.  
The map is blurred and should be improved. This is a problem throughout the plan. I share 
Mr Mattos’ view that the quality of maps is not of an acceptable standard. 

40. The final sentence of the Foreword is incorrect and should be deleted. The draft NDP 
should be considered a whole. If this does not occur, the final version could be self-
contradictory. This would be the case since modifications that I recommend to section 5 
necessitate modifications to other sections of the draft NDP . 

Recommended Modifications 1 

1) Insert the plan period “2015-2030”. 

2) Significantly improve the quality of the map. 

3) “Issue 13 final dated 18/10/2015” should be updated.  

4) Delete the final sentence of the Foreword.   

Section 1 

41. The statement in paragraph 1.1 that Cornwall does not have an approved Plan is not 
correct. The reference to “this issue (draft 13 final) in paragraph 1.2.8 will require updating 
before the NDP goes to a referendum. 

Recommended Modifications 2 

Paragraph 1.1, 2nd grammatical paragraph  

Replace “Cornwall Council do not at this time have an approved Plan” with “Cornwall 
Council do not at this time have a recent approved Plan”. 

                                                
11  PCPA s38B(1). 
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Paragraph 1.2.8: 

(a) Replace each “have been addressed in this” with “were addressed in the last”. 

(b) Replace “have also been addressed in this” with “were also addressed in the last”. 

(c) Replace “Draft 13 has been endorsed” with “Draft 13 was endorsed”. 

Section 2 

 42. The map is not fully intelligible and should be improved. It is not practicable to show 
all tree preservation orders and all listed buildings without excessive clutter. The former is 
unnecessary. The latter can be sufficiently identified by a list in an appendix. 

43. There seems to be an error in the second complete paragraph on page 8 in respect of 
Dinham Wood’s location. If so “west”, should be replaced by “south”. 

Recommended Modifications 3 

Page 7 

(a) Improve the quality of the map and remove references to tree preservation orders and 
listed buildings. 

(b) Add an appendix containing a list of all listed buildings and scheduled ancient 
monuments. 

Page 8 

If “Dinham Wood to the west of the Parishes” is incorrect, replace “west’ by “south”. 

Section 3  

44. Paragraph 3.2.1 lists among “formally protected areas” National Trust, Common Land 
and covenanted sites.  These are not protected areas in town and country planning. National 
Trust land is subject to the requirements of the Trust. Those parts that I have been able to 
identify from Ordnance Survey appear to be either Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and 
Heritage Coast, or Site of Special Scientific Interest, and will be subject to the strong 
protections appropriate to those designations. Common Land will be subject to the relevant 
law. I am not familiar with term “covenanted sites”, which is not defined in the glossary, but 
suspect that it means lands subject to restrictive covenants.  This is not a planning matter and 
such land will be subject to the law applicable to such covenants. The word “aggressive” is 
not appropriate in a plan. 

45. The NDP is not the place to resolve future highways matters. Bearing in mind the 
Highway Manager’s comments, I recommend modifying the final sentence of paragraph 
3.2.2.1 to a less definite form. 
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46. The limitation in paragraph 3.2.4 to “small groups of no more than 10 Residences in a 
single development” has not been sufficiently justified, could cause problems for 
development of the larger SDAs by preventing economies of scale with resulting pressure to 
develop outside the SDAs and could inhibit well-planned comprehensive development of the 
larger SDAs. It would also, as CC’s Mr Marsden has pointed out, create problems since 
Registered Social Landlords are unlikely to want a very small number of dwellings per site 
with the result that the supply of affordable rented homes would be too limited. It would, as 
Highway Development Management East points out, prevent developer-funded infrastructure 
being delivered. Overall it would be a significant impediment to sustainable development. 

47. The reference to “Industrial Scale Wind Turbines and Industrial Scale Solar Farms”  
in paragraph 3.2.5 (page 12) and other parts of the plan is not supported by sufficient 
evidence and could prevent sustainable development. As CC Economic Development points 
out “renewable energy is about the contribution to a more sustainable economy, environment 
and living”.  Some wind and solar development is excluded development, so that their 
blanket exclusion in an NDP is in any event impermissible.   

Recommended Modifications 4 

Paragraph 3.21  

Replace “AONB, SSSI, National Trust, Marine Conservation, Common Land and covenanted 
sites” with “AONB, SSSI, and Marine Conservation sites”.  

Replace “aggressive” with “substantial”. 

Paragraph 3.2.2.1 

Replace the final sentence with: 

“A new road from Coppers Corner to Trewiston Lane passing to the north of Cantillion Close 
should be investigated. This might enable this unsatisfactory junction to be closed, and, if 
extended across Trewiston Lane running to the north of Rock Road could enable progressive 
development of this area for Affordable and Moderately Priced Residences and local 
amenities.” 

Paragraph 3.2.5 (page 12) 

Delete, “without resort to Industrial Scale Wind Turbines or Industrial Scale Solar Farms 
which would have an overbearing influence on the recognised natural beauty and are 
considered to be inappropriate to the sustainable future of this area.” 

Paragraph 3.2.4 (page 11) 

Delete “and in small groups of no more than 10 Residences in a single development”. 
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Section 4 

48. The second principle is too restrictive and would prevent sustainable development. 

Recommended Modification 5 

Replace the second principle with “Restrict most substantial new development to the 
specified Development Areas and ensure new development is in harmony with the character 
of the area.” 

Section 5, 5.1 

49. I have the same concern about the map on page 15 as mentioned in paragraph 42 
above. 

50. For the reasons given in paragraph 44 above, the mention in paragraph 5.1.1 and in 
policy STMNDP 1.1 of “National Trust, Common Land and covenanted sites” should be 
removed. 

51. The limitation of the number of Additional Residences in Development Areas is 
contrary to the Framework’s presumption of sustainable development and should be deleted. 

52. I note with sympathy Mr and Mrs Robertson concerns about heritage. At present there 
is no mention of heritage assets in paragraph 5.1.1. There should be.  

53. For the reasons given in paragraph 47 above, the reference to Wind Turbines and 
Solar Farms should be deleted.  

54. Policy 1.3 is too absolute and could restrict sustainable development. 

Recommended Modifications 6 

Page 15 

Improve the quality of the map, show WFD protected waters and remove references to tree 
preservation orders and listed buildings. 

Page 16  

(a) Replace “(AONB, SSSI, National Trust, Marine Conservation, Common Land and 
covenanted sites)” with “(AONB, SSSI, and Marine Conservation sites)”. 

(b) Replace the first complete paragraph with: “Development will be supported in defined 
Development Areas, but all development is to be in harmony with the surroundings.” 

(c) In the second complete grammatical paragraph  delete, “; Industrial Scale Wind Turbines 
and Industrial Scale Solar Farms will be minimised to ensure they do not have an overbearing 
impact on the landscape”. 
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(d) Complete appropriately and insert after the second complete grammatical paragraph: 
“The parishes contain … listed buildings and 4 scheduled ancient monuments. These are 
listed in the Appendix.  The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
section 66 imposes a duty to have special regard to the desirability of preserving a listed 
building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it 
possesses when considering applications for planning permission or permission in principle. 
This is a material consideration to which considerable importance and weight must be given. 
The protection given by both Cornwall-wide and national policy to designated or 
undesignated heritage assets and their settings within the parish and which may be affected 
by development in the parish affected is fully supported.”   

Page 17  

(a) In policy STMNDP 1.1, replace “(AONB, SSSI, National Trust, Marine Conservation, 
Common Land and covenanted sites)” with “(AONB, SSSI, and Marine Conservation sites)”. 

(b) Replace policy STMNDP 1.2 with “POLICY STMNDP 6 applies to such Wind Turbines 
and Solar Farms as may be subject to a neighbourhood development plan.”  

(c) Replace STMNDP 1.3 with:  
“Outside the Development Areas and existing settlements, proposals of development will be 
assessed bearing in mind: any designation to which they are subject; the intrinsic character 
and beauty of the countryside; the desirability of developing brownfield land (provided that it 
is not of high environmental value) rather than greenfield land; the need to avoid new isolated 
homes in the countryside unless there are special circumstances; impact on heritage assets; 
flood risk; the need to ensure that Protected Waters in the Camel Estuary are not harmed; and 
the nature of the local road network.” 

Section 5, 5.2 

55. For the reasons given in paragraph 47 above, 5.2 should read, “Restrict most 
substantial new development to the specified Development Areas and ensure new 
development is in harmony with the character of the area”. 

56. The final sentence of the first grammatical paragraph of paragraph 5.2.1 is too 
restrictive and contrary to the presumption in favour of sustainable development. I 
recommend its modification to make it less absolute. 

57. I am not able to accede to the request in Mr and Mrs Allred’s objection. I am aware of 
other cases where settlement boundaries divide relatively large gardens and can see no breach 
of the basic conditions or of Convention rights in this remaining the case at their property.  
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58. The final sentence of the third grammatical paragraph of paragraph 5.2.1 does not 
make sense as it stands. I recommend correcting this. 

59. Phasing must be justified.  Examples of this are: so that infrastructure, such as water 
and wastewater infrastructure, will be in place when needed;12 and in the case of substantial 
development with significant cumulative effects.13 The former is the case here. The 
Environment Agency has highlighted and repeated concerns about the potential adverse 
impact that the planned growth might have on water quality in the receiving Camel Estuary, 
much of which is a WFD protected area (bathing and shellfish waters) if growth takes place 
in advance of any required sewerage infrastructure improvements to accommodate the 
growth. In addition there are exceptional problems of the parishes in terms of road access.  
These include problems that I observed on my site visit, notably: (1) the fact the access to the 
parishes from most of Cornwall and almost the whole of the rest of Britain is via a single 
lane, historic, traffic-light controlled, bridge on the B3314, Trewornan Bridge; and (2) the 
well-used narrow country lanes bounded by Cornish hedges where passing agricultural 
vehicles and caravans is difficult. Together the environmental and highway problems provide 
strong grounds for a degree of restraint that would not otherwise be appropriate. 

60. The evidence in respect of phasing is however limited and the size of the SDAs is not 
such as to justify the policy with five phases specified in policy STMNDP 3.5. Phasing by 
total number of additional Residences across the plan area could lead to disputes between 
different sites that could cause substantial expense to both public and private sector. I have 
concluded that a limited degree of phasing, is justified and recommend modifying supporting 
text and policy. I have also concluded that, notwithstanding the limited information that I 
have, it would be proportionate in the context of a Neighbourhood Development Plan to draft 
a recommended modification specifying some phasing in the form of phase 1 to cover land 
for development in the next 5 years, phase 2 to provide for development after 1st April 2021 
and phase 3 to cover land for development after 1st April 2026. In case of phases 2 and 3, this 
should be subject to meeting the Environment Agency’s concerns as to inadequate sewerage 
infrastructure harming the WFD protected area in the Camel Estuary. 

61. SDA A phase 1 does not have an area of approximately 7.9 hectares. The correct area 
should be calculated and inserted into policy STMNDP 2.2(i). 

62. The first sentence of policy STMNDP 2.3 uses the words “may be permitted” where a 
development is consistent with all other all policies in the NDP. Such a development would 
be sustainable development and should be permitted. 

                                                
12  NPPG 34-005-20140306 
13  NPPG 21b-014-20140306 
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63. Planning policy cannot be used as a tax and should be reasonable and proportionate. 
policy STMNDP 2.5 goes beyond this. My recommended modification to it reflects this. 

64. The requirements of policy STMNDP 2.7 are not justified, going beyond national 
policy without evidential support in a manner that would restrict development, especially of 
relatively low-priced homes and, unless modified, would impede sustainable development.  
Criterion (v), which would prohibit any development on the grounds of any visibility from 
anywhere along the South West Coast Path, is far too restrictive. The matter of visibility is 
adequately dealt with on page 19 and in policies STMNDP 2.3(i) and policy STMNDP 
2.3(ii). CC has power to require a Landscape Visual Impact Assessment where the facts 
justify this. Criterion (vi) should distinguish between nationally important designations and 
matters of local importance.  

65. Maps 3-8 show the SDAs.  These were selected avoiding SSSIs and undeveloped 
AONB though a process detailed in the Special Development Areas Report. I am satisfied 
with their selection. Some of the references to phasing on the Maps 3, 4, 5 and 6 require 
modification.    

66. I viewed the SDAs north of Rock and Pityme from Trewiston Lane, the public 
footpath north from Rock Road just east of Trewiston Lane and the public footpath 
northwards from Longhouse Lane. I noted the proximity of these SDAs to local facilities. I  
note that extending Rock northwards avoids development in the AONB and an exacerbation 
of past ribbon (or almost ribbon) development. I have no doubt that in principle at these sites 
are appropriate for sustainable development and do not agree with Mr Irving that ‘SDA A’ on 
Maps 3 and 4 is too big or with Mrs Carfrae that ‘SDA A phase 1’ and ‘SDA A subsequent 
phases’ are disproportionately large, although in the latter case I do consider limited phasing 
is justified. On Map 3 ‘SDA A phase 1’ and ‘SDA F’ should remained unaltered. ‘SDA A 
subsequent phases’ should be separated into 2 areas with different colouring. Initially there 
seemed to me to be a tension between the representations of Jillings Heynes Planning (JHP) 
on behalf of Redrow Homes and Mr Hore in respect of ownership and interests in land in 
relation to the availability of ‘SDA A subsequent phases’ site, This was important since this 
is the largest site allocated for housing, and Framework paragraph 173 advises that plans 
should be deliverable. On the basis of the evidence before me, I am now satisfied that 
Redrow Homes has an interest in part of ‘SDA A phase 1’ and ‘SDA A subsequent phases’, 
but not the whole of either. The land in ‘SDA A subsequent phases’ subject to the interest 
held by Redrow Homes should be marked ‘SDA A phase 2’;14 while the rest of the ‘SDA A 
subsequent phases’ land should be marked ‘SDA A phase 3’.  This reflects Mr Hore’s current 
objection to development of his land. If the objection is maintained, then (unless compulsory 
acquisition is considered appropriate) alternative land may in time be needed. I consider it 
                                                
14  The land in ‘SDA A phase 1’ subject to the interest held by Redrow Homes should remain in phase 1. 
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right to retain the land as phase 3 given its sustainable location close to a shops and other 
facilities. 

67. I viewed the sites at St Minver labelled ‘SDA B phase 1’ and ‘SDA B’ subsequent 
phases’ from the road that goes westwards from the village and from the churchyard. In 
doing so I was particularly conscious of highest importance of St Menefreda’s church, a 
Grade I listed building, together with the Wayside Cross, a Scheduled Ancient Monument 
and Grade II listed building, in its churchyard . I have given particularly careful consideration 
to the comment at page 225 of the SEA report, which on paper concerned me greatly. 
However my site visit showed that, not only is the church building set well back from the 
road, it is also at a considerably lower level, while the more historic part of the churchyard is 
in the furthest part of the current churchyard from the road. While the whole churchyard 
forms part of curtilage of the listed building and as such is to be treated as part of the listed 
building, the listing only mentions the building and things in it or immediately adjoining it 
and from my own observation and despite its attractive nature, I do not consider that the 
relatively new part of the churchyard close to the road has as great importance as the church 
building and its immediate surroundings. The church’s 120 feet high spire is an important 
local landmark and that must be borne in mind. The road forms something of a ridge with the  
SDAs sloping downwards to the north-west away from the road, so that development on them 
would be less prominent that would otherwise be the case. It is also the case that a part of 
appreciating heritage assets can be seeing them put to their original intended use, which in 
the case of a parish church is often best served by having a community with a sufficient 
population to support regular services in it.  I am satisfied that it would be possible to develop 
both SDA B sites in a manner that respects the great importance of the heritage assets.  This 
will require care and may involve using the part of the sites nearest to the churchyard for 
open space and single-storey dwellings. My main concern in terms of longer distant views 
was the possible impact on the AONB. I am satisfied that, given the distance from the AONB 
and the modest size of the site and with care, a solution can be found without difficulty. The 
Wayside Cross and its setting would not be harmed. 

68. The SDA sites at Trebetherick shown on Map 6 are not traversed by or next to a 
public footpath. I viewed them from Frances Road and Frances Lane. I am satisfied that this 
site is suitable for development subject to care being taken in respect of the impact on views 
from the South West Coastal Path. On Map 5 ‘SDA C phase 1’ should remained unaltered. 
‘SDA C subsequent phases’ should be separated into 2 areas with different colouring. The 
land owned by Mr Hore should be marked ‘SDA A phase 3’; while the rest of the ‘SDA A 
subsequent phases’ land should be marked ‘SDA A phase 2’. This again reflects Mr Hore’s 
current objection. 
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69. SDA D on Map 7 lies within the AONB. As such in considering any proposals for 
development, great weight should be given to conserving the AONB’s landscape and scenic 
beauty in accordance with Framework paragraph 115. There is no reason in principle why 
existing brownfield land in an AONB may not be allocated for development, provided the 
development either improves or does not worsen the existing situation. I viewed that site and 
see no reason why industrial sites should not be redeveloped  when desired, provided this 
does not result in a worse impact on the AONB. 

Recommended Modifications 7 

Page 18 

(a) Replace 5.2 with “Restrict most substantial new development to the specified 
Development Areas and ensure new development is in harmony with the character of the 
area”. 

(b) Replace final sentence of the first grammatical paragraph of paragraph 5.2.1 with, “To 
accommodate these potentially conflicting requirements clearly defined Development Areas 
will impose restrictions on development outside the existing settlements and those 
Development Areas”. 

(c) Replace final sentence of the third grammatical paragraph of paragraph 5.2.1 with: 
 “The issues that impact Residential Development, particularly the cost of providing the 
essential infrastructure and the need to comply with basic conditions, drive the conclusion 
that most development should be adjacent to existing settlements with isolated housing in 
open countryside discouraged.”  

Page 19 

Replace “and only the phase 1 is included for sustainable development in this NDP. As and 
when this NDP is required to be superseded then phase 2 of these areas will be considered” 
with “. Phase 1 is included for sustainable development in this NDP. Phases 2 and 3 may be 
developed at the appropriate time provided there is adequate sewerage infrastructure to 
ensure that no harm occurs to the WFD protected area. 

Page 20 

(a) Replace “approximately 7.9 hectares” in policy STMNDP 2.2(i) with the correct area. 

(b) Replace “may” in the first sentence of policy STMNDP 2.3 with “will”. 

Page 21 

(a) Replace policy STMNDP 2.5 with:  

“Development in a Special Development Area shall include sufficient information to show 
that it avoids impeding future access for vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists to the remainder of 
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that Special Development Area. In appropriate circumstances a financial contribution under 
planning or highways legislation may be required for such future access.” 

(b) Replace policy current STMNDP 2.7 with the following: 
“Development (additional build, rebuild or extension) will meet the following criteria: 
(i) Have sufficient car-parking space to avoid the necessity for on-road car parking. 
(ii) Have sufficient Amenity Space for likely occupants of the development concerned. 
(iii) Will not reduce the parking or Amenity Space of existing Residences below the criteria 
set in (i) and (ii) above. 
(iv) Have a height, mass and external finish that avoids disharmony with other properties in 
the adjacent area. 
(v) Will not interfere with the views of users of the South West Coast Path. 
(vi) Will avoid adverse effects on designated nature conservation, heritage and landscape 
assets and avoid and minimise adverse effects on undesignated nature conservation, heritage 
and landscape assets. Opportunities to increase habitat connectivity and provide screening 
through the retention and incorporation of green infrastructure in new developments will be 
encouraged. 
(vii) Have regard to the Cornwall Council Design Guide, and demonstrate how the 
development addresses the guidance by submitting a statement which follows the 
sustainability checklist included in the Design Guide.” 

Page 22, Map 3 

Alter the annotations as follows: 

(a) Separate the land marked ‘SDA A subsequent phases’ into two parcels: one consisting of 
the land in which Redrow Homes has an interest (not including land it which it has an interest 
in ‘SDA phase 1’ as shown on the plan returned with this report;15 the other consisting of the 
rest. Colour these differently. 

(b) Label the land now labelled ‘SDA A subsequent phases’ in which Redrow Homes has an 
interest, ‘SDA phase 2’. 

(c) Label the rest of the labelled ‘SDA A subsequent phases’, ‘SDA A phase 3’. 

(d) Make corresponding changes to the key. 

(e) Show north clearly.  

Page 23, Map 4 

Show north. 

Page 24, Map 5 

                                                
15  Please Note I have not altered the plan to remove phase 1 land. 
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Replace each mention of  “subsequent phases” with “phase 2”. 

Page 25, Map 6  

(a) Separate the land marked ‘SDA A subsequent phases’ into two parcels: one consisting of 
the land owned by Mr Hore; the other consisting of the rest. Colour these differently. 

(b) Label the land owned by Mr Hore ‘SDA C phase 3’.  

(c) Label the rest of the land now labelled ‘SDC C phase 2’.  

(d) Make corresponding changes to the key. 

(e) If needed for clarity, insert a more detailed map showing SDA C’s three phases. 

Section 5, 5.3 

70. The limitation to “Approximately 10 dwellings” in page 28’s third grammatical 
paragraph and in STMNDP 3.3  should be removed for the reasons given in paragraph 46 
above.  

71. While I understand JHP’s concerns in respect of Moderately Prices Residences, I 
considered that the definition in the Glossary of Terms gives sufficient precision. The  
problems of high proportions of second homes and holiday homes in certain parts of the 
country including parts of Cornwall are well known and attempts to tackle them are subject to 
consideration in both law and planning. This high proportion of such non-permanent homes 
in the parishes is apparent from the 2011 census and the local in-depth study. It will be 
important that, as the situation becomes clearer, local planning authorities and qualifying 
bodies revise their plans to reflect the law and what I anticipate will be an increasing 
understanding of best practice. I do not share JHP’s view that in such areas, this particularly 
local problem can only be addressed by applying the current general national policies for 
affordable housing. 

72. STMNDP 3.6 is too restrictive. Nonetheless for reasons given in paragraph 60 some 
phasing is needed. In deciding on my recommendation I have borne in mind the infrastructure 
concerns of the Environment Agency and the exceptional limits of the local road system on 
the one hand and the practicalities of house-building explained in the representations of JHP 
on the other and known from my professional experience on the other. I recommend 
modifying policy STMNDP 3.6 to reflect the phasing detailed above.   

73. As to policy STMNDP 3.11, District Councils are obliged to hold such a register. 
While there is no law against Parish Councils also holding such registers,16 a statement that 

                                                
16  An auditor might require justification for an expense arising from a duplication of a task that another 
authority was obliged to perform. 
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one will is not a planning policy. It is not a planning policy to work with CC on allocation of 
affordable homes. 

74. Policy STMNDP 3.12 needs to be modified. Criterion (a) would exclude some people 
in need as a result of insolvency or other serious financial difficulty and people whose current 
home was too small for their family – there is no justification for this. Criterion (c) would 
exclude all self-employed people and by imposing a need to live close to employment would 
increase commuting contrary to the environmental element of sustainability and to the 
disadvantage of a poorer section of society -  there is no justification for this. The policy also 
needs to be more precise. It is not the role of a planning policy to detail selection criteria for 
affordable housing – this should be deleted as should the reference to it in policy STMNDP 
3.9(ii).  A corresponding deletion should be made from page 29. Policy STMNDP 3.12 also 
needs clear definitions to avoid uncertainty. 

Recommended Modifications 8 

Page 28 

Delete the final sentence of the third grammatical paragraph.  

Page 29 

Delete the final sentence of the first grammatical paragraph.  

Page 30 

(a) Remove policy STMNDP 3.3 and renumber subsequent STMNDP policies. 

(b) Replace policy STMNDP 3.6 with: 

“The planning permissions for Additional Residences will be phased as follows. 

(1) Planning permission may be granted at any time on the sites marked on maps 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 
and 8 ‘SDA A phase 1’, ‘SDA B phase 1’, ‘SDA C Phase 1’,  ‘SDA D’, ‘SDA E’ and ‘SDA 
F’.  

(2) Planning permission may be granted at any time after the later of 1st January 2021 and the 
local planning authority, having consulted the Environment Agency, being satisfied about the 
potential adverse impact that the planned growth might have on water quality in the Camel 
Estuary for the sites marked on maps 3, 5 and 617 ‘SDA A phase 2’ ‘SDA B phase 2’ and 
SDA C phase 2’. 

(3) Planning permission may be granted at any time after the later of 1st January 2026 and the 
local planning authority, having consulted the Environment Agency, being satisfied about the 

                                                
17  If an additional map is created to show SDA C clearly, this should be specified 
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potential adverse impact that the planned growth might have on water quality in the Camel 
Estuary for the sites marked on maps 3 and 618 ‘SDA A phase 3’ and SDA C phase 3’.  

Page 31 

(a) In policy STMNDP 3.9 delete “and Selection Criteria”. 

(b) Delete policy STMNDP 3.11. 

Page 32 

Replace policy STMNDP 3.12 with: 

“Additional Affordable Residences shall only be sold to or let to and occupied by a person or 
persons whose housing need is not met by the market, at least one of whom and who meets at 
least one  the following criteria:  

(a) have been ordinarily resident in the Qualifying Parishes for the last 3 or more 
years;  

(b) have been ordinarily resident in the Qualifying Parishes at some time for a 
continuous period of 5 years; 

(c) have permanent employment in the Qualifying parishes and have been employed 
on a permanent basis in these parishes for the last 3 or more years;   

(d) have a close connection to the Qualifying Parishes to a family member whose has 
been ordinarily resident in those parishes for at least 5 years and who depends on the person 
seeking accommodation for care.  

In this policy: 

‘employment’ in criterion (c) includes self-employment; 

‘permanent’ in criterion (c) means an average of more than 32 hours per week. 

‘family member’ in criterion (c) means mother, father, son or daughter, including any step-, 
half- or adopted mother, father, son or daughter.” 

Section 5, 5.4 – 5.6 

75. I share Natural England’s concern about “overbearing influence” in policies 
STMNDP 4.5(b), STMNDP 5.2, STMNDP 5.3, and particularly with regard to residential 
amenity and the AONB and agree that this should be modified to “significant adverse 
impact”. Since the balance may be different in STMNDP 5.5 and STMNDP 5.6, I do not feel 
that recommending modification would be within the scope of my role. 

76. The final sentence of paragraph 5.6.1 is not acceptable for the reasons given in 
paragraph 47 above. For the same reasons Policy STMNDP 6.3 needs to be modified   

                                                
18  If an additional map is created to show SDA C clearly, this should be specified 



 22 

Recommended modifications 9 

(a) In policies STMNDP 4.5(b), STMNDP 5.2, STMNDP 5.3, replace “an overbearing 
influence” with “a significant adverse impact” 

(b) Replace the sentence of paragraph 5.6.1 with: 

“In general, energy efficiency measures and small-scale renewable energy schemes will be 
supported, while Industrial Scale Wind Turbines and Industrial Scale Solar Farms that have 
an overbearing influence on local residents, the local landscape character and tourism will be 
resisted” 

Replace policy STMNDP 6.3. with  

Applications for Wind Turbines and Solar Farms not covered by policies STMNDP 6.1 and 
STMNDP 6.2 must show that the site is appropriate, that the necessary infrastructure will be 
provided, that they will not harm the landscape and scenic beauty of Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, that they will not have an overbearing influence on the residents or the local 
landscape character and that they conform to latest best practice in terms of minimising 
environmental impact. 

Section 5, 5.7 

77. The NDP should not have an end date later than that envisaged for the emerging 
Local Plan. If this is 31st December 2030, paragraph 5.7.2.2 does not require altering. If it is 
31st March 2030 (or some other date) the NDP end date should be the same. 

Recommended modification 10 

If the current end date for the emerging Cornwall Local Plan is earlier amend paragraph 
5.7.2.2 so that it shows the same end date 

8. The Referendum Area 

78. There is no evidence that would justify an extension to the referendum area and I have 
no reason to believe that such evidence might exist. I recommend that the referendum area be 
limited to the combined areas of the Parish Councils. The designated plan area is the 
appropriate referendum area.  

9. Summary of Main Findings and Conclusions 

79. I commend the Draft NDP for being well written, logical, clear, appropriately concise 
and intelligible to a reasonably intelligent lay person with no expertise in town and country 
planning. I am satisfied that it reflects the views of the community. 

80. I recommend that the Draft NDP be modified in the terms specified in the ten  
recommended modification boxes above in order to meet basic conditions and to correct 
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errors. I am satisfied with those parts of the Draft NDP to which I am not recommending 
modifications. 

81. With those modifications the Draft NDP will meet all the basic conditions. 
Specifically 

• I have had regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the 
Secretary of State, and, having done so, am of the firm view that that it would be 
appropriate to make the NDP as modified by my recommendations; 

• The making of the NDP as modified by my recommendations contains substantial 
elements that contributes to the achievement of sustainable development and taken as a 
whole would contribute significantly to the achievement of sustainable development; 

• The making of the NDP as modified by my recommendations would be in general 
conformity with the strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area;  

• The making of the NDP as modified by my recommendations would not breach, and 
would not otherwise be incompatible with, EU obligations; 

• The making of the NDP as modified by my recommendations would not be likely to 
have a significant effect on a European site or a European offshore marine site (either 
alone or in combination with other plans or projects). 

82. The relatively limited nature of the modifications that I recommend is such that they 
will not give rise to any further obligations under the SEA Directive. 

83. The Draft NDP as modified by my recommendations would in all respects be fully 
compatible with Convention rights contained in the Human Rights Act 1998.  

84. I consider that it is appropriate that the Draft NDP as modified by my 
recommendations proceed to a referendum and recommend that it does so, the referendum 
area being the combined area of the parishes of St Minver Highlands and St Minver 
Lowlands. 

 

 

 

 

Timothy Jones, Barrister, FCIArb, 

Independent Examiner, 

No 5 Chambers 

4th August 2016.



 24 

Appendix A: Abbreviations 

The following abbreviations are used in this report: 

AONB Area of Outstanding Beauty  

CC  Cornwall Council 

Convention  European Convention on Human Rights 

Convention rights Those rights in the Convention that are specified in the Human Rights 
Act 1998  

Draft NDP Submission Version of the St Minver Parishes Neighbourhood 
Development Plan  

EU  European Union 

Framework  National Planning Policy Framework (DCLG, March 2012) 

General Regulations Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 

JHP  Jillings Heynes Planning who act on behalf of Redrow Homes 

NCDLP North Cornwall District Local Plan (1999) 

NDP  Neighbourhood Development Plan 

NPPG  National Planning Practice Guidance  

PCPA  Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004  

PCs  St Minver Highlands Parish Council and St Minver Lowlands Parish 
Council 

reg  regulation 

s  section 

SDA  Special Development Area  

Sch  Schedule 

SEA  Strategic Environmental Assessment 

SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest  

TCPA  Town and Country Planning Act 1990  

WFD Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC) 

Please note that where I use the verb ‘include’, I am not using it to mean ‘comprise’. The 
words that follow are not exclusive. 
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Appendix B: Background Documents 

In addition to the draft NDP I considered the relevant parts of the following: 
1. Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
2. Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
3. The Localism Act 2011 
4. The Neighbourhood  Planning (General)  Regulations 2012 
5. The judgments mentioned in this report 
6. National Planning Policy Framework  (DCLG, 2012) 
7. National Planning Practice Guidance 
8. Written Ministerial Statements 
9. North Cornwall District Local Plan 1999 (saved policies) 
10. Cornwall Local Plan: Strategic Policies 2010-2030 Combined document to support 

submission to the Secretary of State (February 2015) 
11. Proposed Schedule of Further Significant Changes to the Cornwall Local Plan 

Strategic Policies Proposed Submission Document – 2010-2030 (March 2014) and 
Schedule of Focused Changes (August 2014) For Consultation 

12. Strategic Housing Market Needs Assessment March 2013 
13. Cornwall Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) Local Plan 

Supporting Document Draft March 2015 
14. Cornwall Design Guide 
15. Neighbourhood Area Map  
16. HRA and SEA Screening Statement from Cornwall Council 
17. St Minver Parishes’ Neighbourhood Development Plan Strategic Environmental 

Assessment Report and Non-Technical Summary 
18. St. Minver Parishes Development Areas Consultation  
19. St. Minver Special Development Areas Study 
20. Basic Conditions and Consultation Statements 
21. Submission Letters and responses 
22. Church of St Menefreda, Historic England List entry Number 1332584 
23. Wayside Cross in St Minver churchyard, Historic England List entry Number 

1014224.  


