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Date: 27th March 2018 
  

To whom it may concern, 
 
Cornwall Council Response: South West Marine Plan, Iteration 2 
 
Thank you for inviting us to comment on the South West Marine Plan, Iteration 2 
Vision and Options. 
 
Please find attached Cornwall Council’s coordinated response to the online 
engagement documents. As agreed by email, due to the complexity of the online 
documents and the breadth of maritime functions of the Unitary Authority, we felt 
that it would be more beneficial to submit our response in a letter format.  
 
In light of Cornwall’s peninsula geography, the Duty to Co-operate and the Coastal 
Concordat between our two organisations, we welcome the opportunity to engage 
with the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) on the important issues raised in 
the emerging South West Marine Plan. Given the status of the relationship between 
Cornwall Council and the MMO we would like to continue this engagement by 
discussing your feedback on our comments below at a meeting once you have had 
the opportunity to consider our response. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
Peter Marsh 
Service Director - Environment  
Environment Service 
Tel: 01872 322580 
Email: pmarsh@cornwall.gov.uk  
 

mailto:pmarsh@cornwall.gov.uk
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Cornwall Council Response: South West Marine Plan, Iteration 2 

Introduction 
This is a response from the Council’s Maritime Working Group which consists of 
officers in: 

• Planning 
• Environmental Growth  
• Strategic Flood and Coastal Resilience 
• Economic Development 
• Ports and Harbours 
• Historic Environment 
• Cornwall Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty Unit 
• Localism 
• Natural Environment  
• Transport and Infrastructure 

 
Cornwall Council adopted the ‘Cornwall Local Plan: Strategic Policies 2010-2030’ in 
2016. This will be accompanied by a suite of Development Plan Documents, 
Supplementary Planning Documents and neighbourhood plans (some of which are 
already in place). To ensure clarity for decision-makers and applicants, in addition 
to the relevant terrestrial planning documents, we request the SW Marine Plan is 
aligned with the Council’s adopted strategies including ‘Cornwall Environmental 
Growth Strategy 2015-2065’, ‘The Maritime Strategy for Cornwall 2012-2030’, 
‘Connecting Cornwall 2030’ and the ‘Cornwall Local Economic Partnership Strategy 
Vision 2030’ (which places the environment at the heart of its economic ambitions). 
 
In 2016 Cornwall Council, the Cornwall Local Nature Partnership and local 
environmental stakeholders published the pioneering Cornwall Environmental 
Growth Strategy 2015-2065 which aims to achieve a net gain of our natural 
systems. “Environmental Growth” is a term coined by Cornwall Council and means: 
 Securing our natural heritage and enhancing it through better management. 
 Increasing our natural capital by increasing the size, number and 

connectedness of areas where nature thrives. 
 Designing existing activities and new developments to enhance and support 

our natural systems. 
 

Many of the proposed environmental policies in the draft SW Marine Plan are 
focused on avoiding adverse impacts to the environment. Cornwall’s Environmental 
Growth Strategy recognises that protection is not enough because a healthy 
economy and society needs a healthy environment in order to function and grow. 
Thus an increase in natural capital is needed to support economic growth (through 
brand and resource) and provide a basis for wellbeing needed to meet the 
challenge of population growth.  

https://www.cornwall.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/cornwall-and-isles-of-scilly-local-nature-partnership/cornwall-s-environmental-growth-strategy/
https://www.cornwall.gov.uk/environment-and-planning/cornwall-and-isles-of-scilly-local-nature-partnership/cornwall-s-environmental-growth-strategy/
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Cornwall Council also recognises the importance of the maritime environment in 
The Maritime Strategy for Cornwall 2012-2030 which provides a unifying and long-
lasting policy framework for the planning of Cornwall’s land, sea and coast well into 
the 21st century. This document is in the process of being updated. 
 
Procedural Comments 
Many of the comments presented in this response reiterate points raised as formal 
feedback to Iteration 1 of the South West Marine Plan where we feel these points 
have not been addressed. In particular these relate to points on decision-making, 
the proposed mitigation hierarchy and environmental growth. We have not seen a 
detailed report from the MMO responding to issues raised within consultation 
feedback and hope that there will be reporting for each consultation stage to enable 
us to understand the reasons behind the decision-making and enable enhanced 
dialogue on these matters. The deletion of material from Iteration 1 further 
hampers transparency and recording of the direction of travel. 
 
In terms of the Iteration 2 consultation, we are concerned that the style of the 
issues and options is not conducive to effective feedback. Whilst the issues are 
broadly themed, they are lengthy and cover a range of different matters including 
both general and specific points. The options put forward are equally confused with 
overlapping and muddled scope – they also appear to conflict in places. Greater 
attention should also be given to ordering of points. Consistent numbering between 
the “new” policies (given single letters) between topics would be helpful, as would a 
complete downloadable version in a single document. 
 
In light of the range of stakeholders in particular, a more straight forward approach 
which breaks down the issues and options into smaller categories would be improve 
the response rate and providing meaningful feedback. This would not overlook the 
inter-connectedness of issues or potential conflicts as these overlaps can be topics 
in their own right and policies could be combined at a later stage. The publication of 
the evidence base would enable a more informed response. 
 
We do not feel that the strict imposition of a word limit to responses is helpful or 
democratic. In our comments we endeavour to express our points succinctly but 
have been unable to keep within the requested word count. To assist the MMO, 
where possible, we have provided general comments to avoid repeating them in 
detail for each topic. The limited time between the MMO workshops and the 
consultation deadline has been challenging in seeking to provide a joined up 
response from Cornwall Council on the mix of issues and options presented, an 
extension of time would have enabled a more detailed and comprehensive 
response. 

http://www.cornwall.gov.uk/media/3623048/Maritime-strategy-2012.pdf
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The use of Survey Monkey to capture responses may be in breach of the Data 
Protection Act where it holds data where individuals are identifiable (including 
information within responses and IP addresses) outside the EU. Also the ability to 
accept anonymous comments is unusual. We recommend that the MMO seeks 
advice on these matters if it has not done so already. 
 
General Comments 
It would be helpful to planning applicants if clarity is provided about the MMO 
decision-making process to indicate that the plan should be read as a whole and to 
explain the how cases will be considered where a proposal complies with one policy 
but not another. Will a weighting be applied to different policies? If so, this should 
be made explained. 
 
To avoid confusion, the proposed mitigation hierarchy should fit with existing 
hierarchies in local and national planning. For instance, Policy 23: Natural 
environment in the Cornwall Local Plan Strategic Policies 2010- 2030 states that: 
“Development should avoid adverse impact on existing features as a first principle 
and enable net gains by designing in landscape and biodiversity features and 
enhancements, and opportunities for geological conservation alongside new 
development. Where adverse impacts are unavoidable they must be adequately and 
proportionately mitigated. If full mitigation cannot be provided, compensation will 
be required as a last resort.” [Cornwall Council, 2016, page 75]. The MMO’s 
proposed hierarchy also differs from both the mitigation hierarchy of Avoid – 
Mitigate – Compensate set out in both the extant National Planning Policy 
Framework and draft revised National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
The different stages of the hierarchy should be clarified with additional guidance (or 
a reference to existing guidance) giving examples for each and explaining the 
decision-making process to be used, for instance whether a weighting system will 
be applied. In Cornwall we request that the policy approach starts with “enhance” in 
order to put environmental growth at the top and to ensure a good fit with local 
strategy and policy. Policy 23 of the Cornwall Local Plan states that: “Development 
should avoid any adverse impact on biodiversity and geodiversity. Where significant 
adverse impacts would result, the first priority should be relocation of the 
development to an alternative site. If impacts cannot be avoided then suitable 
mitigation is required. If that is not possible, then full compensation must be 
provided.” This should be reflected in the supporting text to set out the approach 
that will be taken on land and in marine environments. Recommended adaptable 
wording is: 
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“Proposals must consider their impact and enhance relevant [insert 
feature]. Where this is demonstrated not to be possible, proposals must 
demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: 
a) avoid 
b) minimise 
c) mitigate 
d) compensate for adverse impacts.” 
 

The reasoning behind the use of the following last resort option in the hierarchy in 
some cases, but not others is not explained: “if it is not possible to mitigate 
significant adverse impacts, proposals must state the case for proceeding.” In 
practice, how would the MMO assess a proposal that made a case for causing 
significant adverse impacts in another area? We recommend removing this option in 
order to be consistent across all policies. An overriding public interest test (e.g. 
‘Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest’ test contained in article 6(4) of 
the EU’s Directive on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and 
flora – or equivalent transcribed into UK legislation) would however be consistent 
with the NPPF and Cornwall Local Plan. 
 
The wording sometimes refers just to “adverse impacts” and sometimes to 
“significant” adverse impacts. No definition is given for a “significant” impact. We 
recommend that the word “significant” is removed throughout to be consistent and 
fair in all policy areas. 
 
Some policies are clear that they will or won’t support a proposal with certain 
features, whereas others just require a demonstration or for proposers to pay “due 
regard”. This seems open to interpretation. Instead clarity should be provided for 
applicants and decision-makers either on what would be considered satisfactory 
evidence of demonstration/ due regard, whether or not the application will be 
supported under that policy area and what weighting will be applied.  
 
Due to the competing or potentially competing nature of different marine activities, 
uses should be encouraged to “optimise” the area that they occupy. Inherent in this 
is that they take an efficient approach, occupying no more area than is necessary 
whilst maximising the environmental, social and economic benefits that the activity 
brings (whilst applying a strategy of enhancement and mitigation hierarchy). 
 
Caution should be applied to transplanting policies from other regions into the 
South West Marine Plan. The south west has a distinctive marine environment – as 
recognised in the MMO’s vision for the south west marine plan area for 2041. This is 
expressed environmentally, economically and culturally and protected by a plethora 
of designations. Generic policies are more appropriate at a national level. The MMO 
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can look to the terrestrial strategies and planning allocations to inform this and 
signpost where appropriate. 

 
We consider that Option A “Do nothing” is not suitable for any of the issues in the 
South West Marine Plan as it should help manage the benefits and impacts of 
activities. Our comments on particular policies are transferrable between the topics 
apart from where we have made them more specific to a particular topic. 
 
Not all of the options presented are within the jurisdiction of the MMO – notably 
policy options with text such as “local authorities must ensure…” or “public 
authorities should…”. Policies within the marine plan must be within the jurisdiction 
of the MMO to apply nevertheless other authorities can be encouraged or supported 
to act in a particular way as a matter of procedure. 
 
Mapping is an effective means of communicating policy. It is recommended that 
this is in a practical format to assist with adherence by stakeholders in the field. 
Signposting can be very helpful and but this should not be presented a marine 
policy option in itself. It should be used to support policies. 
 
Vision 
1. The marine plans have a 20 year horizon. What are the 3 main 
transformational activities for the plan area and how do you see them 
developing over the period on the plan. (100 words maximum)  
 
A) Environmental Growth – This is a transformational policy approach 
championed in Cornwall’s Environmental Growth Strategy and also in the DEFRA 25 
Year Environment Plan which has an ambition to achieve environmental net gain. 
With this positive policy direction now in place, activities to enhance natural capital 
are expected to accelerate and become a key trend in the coming decades. Our 
Environmental Growth vision is that: “In 2065, Cornwall’s environment will be 
naturally diverse, beautiful and healthy, supporting a thriving society, prosperous 
economy and abundance of wildlife.”  Given that key SW regional sectors like 
tourism and fishing depend upon having a healthy, abundant natural environment, 
we feel this should be the top priority that underpins and enables everything else to 
be achieved in a truly sustainable way. In the MMO word cloud for the SW Marine 
Plan vision “sustainability” was the most prominent word. 
 
B) Climate change is a natural environmental change that will be transformational 
for the whole of the SW marine area. We need to prepare for increasingly uncertain 
weather patterns  (particularly if the Gulf Stream weakens), including sea level rise, 
acidification, changing species distribution, biodiversity impacts, accelerated coastal 
erosion and increased flood events. Activities to adapt to climate change and 
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ensure the resilience of our communities are expected to increase as the impacts of 
climate change continue to be felt. Our marine environment should be planned and 
managed to ensure our communities are healthy, safe and resilient in the face of 
change. 
 
C) Technological innovation is a potential transformational activity in the SW 
Marine Plan area. For instance, Cornwall has major aspirations in the development 
of marine energy technology and marine autonomous vehicles.  
 
Other comments on the Vision: 

• The vision as written is not aspirational. It describes the status quo. 
• The strapline “England’s Ocean Peninsula” isn’t a vision, just a geographic 

statement. Some counties in the region may not consider themselves to be 
on a peninsular. For comparison - NW Vision: “Beautiful, energetic and 
proud.”; SE Vision: “England’s Maritime Gateway to the world.”; NE Vision: 
“Diverse, distinctive and determined.” 
An alternative SW Marine Plan strapline could be: “Thriving, resilient and 
wild.”  

• Links with the Atlantic and Western approaches comes top as if it’s the most 
important thing – we question this. 

• Requested edit: “In the west and south, a strong maritime economy based 
on a quality natural environment that underpins commercial fishing, tourism 
and sustainable port development encourages economic growth.” (The 
underlying factor encouraging economic growth, especially for fishing and 
tourism, is the health and abundance of the natural environment.)  

• Requested edit: “The diversity of habitats and species is protected and 
enhanced and continues to be protected. The network of Marine Conservation 
Zones have recovered and continue to be valued and protected.”  
Comment: This shouldn’t just be focused on MCZ’s, it should cover the whole 
of the SW’s environment. It’s also not very aspirational just to protect what’s 
there.  

• Comment: Recognise the inter-relationship between economy, social and 
environmental visions – in separating them out this interaction could be lost. 

• Requested edit:  “Ecosystems services ensure ecological communities are 
preserved, enhanced and increased, within the network of protected marine 
areas which abound in across the South-West.”  

• Requested edit:  “In suitable coastal areas, beneficial habitat has increased 
through new opportunities to create and regenerate wetlands and dune 
systems as a natural flood defence.”  

• “Smaller and more vulnerable harbour communities, previously reliant on 
commercial fishing are now supporting diversified and profitable marine 
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businesses.” Comment: This implies that commercial fishing will cease as an 
activity in smaller communities.  

• Requested edit:  “Potential displacement of commercial fishing and port 
activities through inappropriate or insensitive development is  well-managed 
avoided by robust, well integrated planning processes.”  
Comment: There should be no inappropriate or insensitive developments. 

• Requested edit:  “Sustainable tourism and recreation, such as boating and 
surfing, contribute to a thriving economy.” 

 
2. How would you like a vision to be displayed in a digital marine plan? 
(100 words maximum)  
In plain English with clear straplines as headers with single paragraphs underneath. 
 
3. How would you like a vision to be displayed in a digital marine plan? 
(multiple choice answer) 
A mix of all three 
 
4. How would you prefer to access the visions via an interactive landing 
page (multiple choice answer) 
Headlines 
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Options 
 
NB Our comments on policies should be carried over into other topics where they 
appear. 
 
Issues / 
Options Topic 

Comment 

Access Aim D2 of the Maritime Strategy is “to promote coastal access to 
beach and water for visitors and residents of all ages, abilities and 
socio economic backgrounds”. 
Policy 25 of the Cornwall Local Plan supports “…Restoring or 
enhancing connectivity for nature and people through the site and 
linking to adjacent sites or green routes, helping to provide better 
links between urban and rural landscapes and coastal areas, 
creating accessible and attractive places for communities to make 
regular contact with the natural environment. …”. 
Most appropriate combination is options X-ACC-2, X-SOC-1, X-
INF-1, X-ACC-1, F and H subject to comments below. 
X-SOC-1 and X-ACC-1: A hierarchical approach of enhance-avoid-
minimise-mitigate-compensate for impacts should be adopted 
with the word “significant” removed (see our General Comments). 
X-SOC-1 “Social benefits” should be defined (also applicable to C). 
Why is X-ACC-1 limited to tourism and recreation? 
X-ACC-2 include with a caveat – we generally want to enhance 
public access to nature, but there may be some circumstances 
when avoiding disturbance to wildlife should be the priority. 
We recommend the following policy text: “Proposals that enhance 
social benefits by for instance, improving health, wellbeing, 
quality of life and access to high quality public open spaces will be 
supported.” albeit with the same caveat as we suggest for X-ACC-
2 
X-EMP-1: is supported with the addition of “…marine and 
environmental industries…” with text or supporting text to 
reference the Employment and Skills Strategy and ‘Vision 2030’ 
(the Strategic Economic Plan) and not just local skills strategies. 
But is this relevant to access? 
X-EMP-2 is supported with an addition: “Proposals resulting in a 
net increase to marine related employment will be supported, 
particularly where they are in line with the skills available and 
being developed in and adjacent to the south west marine plan 
areas and support sustainable maritime enterprise.” But is this 
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relevant to access? 
X-INF-1 is supported if amended to state “sustainable marine 
activities...”. 
What happens if someone wants to develop an employment 
opportunity that prevents public access to the marine area? X-
ACC-2 and X-EMP-2 could be in conflict.  

Aquaculture Aim C12 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Work to enhance the 
sustainable use of marine resources, including minerals, 
sustainable fisheries, shellfisheries and aquaculture and pursue 
opportunities 
that integrate environmental, social and economic objectives” 
Aim E7 is to “Maximise the opportunities for supporting and 
promoting sustainable local fisheries and aquaculture; including 
the provision of shore side facilities for handling and processing 
landings.” 
X-AQ-1, C and E – A hierarchical approach of enhance-avoid-
minimise-mitigate-compensate for impacts should be adopted 
with the word “significant” removed and the option to “state the 
case for proceeding” should be removed (see our General 
Comments). 
The word “sustainable” should be inserted before “aquaculture” in 
the first sentence of X-AQ-1.  
X-WQ-2 is positive and will support environmental growth. 
F should not just apply to particular locations 
G and H are beyond the remit of the marine plan. 

Climate 
Change 

Aim A4 of the Maritime strategy is to “Gain a better understanding 
of the potential for in-combination and cumulative effects of plans 
and projects on the marine natural and historic environments and 
the risks and opportunities presented by climate change.” 
Aim D6 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Ensure coastal 
communities are well prepared for future events and shocks, 
including natural hazards, climate and coastal change…” 
Policy 2 of the Cornwall Local Plan seeks to ensure “that built and 
environmental assets can adapt to and be resilient to climate 
change”. 
X-DD-1 and X-HER-1: not relevant to climate change so should 
not be placed here. 
Include the following policies in combination, X-CC-2, X-CC-1, X-
MPA-2, X-CC-3, X-CC-4, X-FISH-1, X-WQ-2 and E subject to the 
following changes: 
X-CC-2: Sea level rise is a separate issue to climate change and 
should to be included: Proposals should must demonstrate for the 
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lifetime of the proposal that: 1. they are resilient to the effects of 
climate change and sea level rise; 2. they will not have an 
significant adverse impact upon climate change adaptation 
measures elsewhere. In respect of 2) proposals should 
demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: a) avoid, b) 
minimise, c) mitigate the significant adverse impacts upon these 
climate change adaptation measures.  
X-CC-1 The phrase “arising from unintended consequences on 
other activities” is unnecessarily complex. For greater clarity, we 
recommend strengthening the policy as follows: “Proposals must 
consider their contribution to greenhouse gas emissions and air 
quality arising from unintended consequences on other activities. 
Where such consequences are likely to result in increased 
greenhouse gas emissions or air pollution, proposals should must 
demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: a) be carbon 
negative, b) avoid, c) minimise, d) mitigate, e) compensate for 
resultant emissions unintended consequences on other activities.“ 
NB The weighting should be consistently “must” - climate change 
is identified repeatedly as a major cause of habitat loss in the 
issues. 
X-CC-3 Proposals in and adjacent to the south west marine plan 
areas that are likely to have an significant adverse impact on 
coastal change should will not be supported. 
X-CC-4 Proposals that may have an significant adverse impact on 
habitats that provide a flood defence or carbon sequestration 
ecosystem service must demonstrate that they will, in order or 
preference: a) avoid, b) minimise, c) mitigate significant adverse 
impacts. 
X-WQ-2 Supporting text should signpost to the Water Framework 
Directive. 
E – remove the word “significant” 
Other comments: 
C, D and L – include in supporting text 
H is too specific – should be covered under B. 

Cables X-BIO-1 Will or won’t proposals be supported if the hierarchy is 
followed and how is this evidenced? Suggestion: Start with “In 
order to be supported proposals that may have…”  Or end with “if 
they do not demonstrate this they will not be supported.” Or 
explain how the decision will be weighted. Delete the word 
“significant”. 
What about heritage assets? 
Consider ecological/heritage impacts of burying and alternative 
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methods. 
Coastal Change Aim D6 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Ensure coastal 

communities are well prepared for future events and shocks, 
including natural hazards, climate and coastal change…” 
Policy 26 of the Cornwall Local Plan states “1. Development should 
take account of and be consistent with any adopted strategic and 
local flood and coastal management strategies including the 
Shoreline Management Plan and Catchment Flood Management 
Plans for Cornwall and the South West River Basin Plan. 2. 
Development should be sited, designed, of a type and where 
necessary relocated in a manner that: a. increases flood resilience 
of the area, taking account of the area’s vulnerability to the 
impacts of climate change and coastal change…” 
Include the following policies in combination X-CC-3, X-CC-4, X-
BIO-3, G and J subject to the following changes: 
X-CC-3 if it’s a significant adverse impact then the weighting 
needs to be increased from “should not” to “must not”. 
X-BIO-3 remove the phrase “where important in their own right” 
in both places. This will support environmental growth because it 
encourages enhancement. This is broader than J. The supporting 
text could give flood defence and carbon sequestration as 
examples of ecosystem services or policy option J could be 
included.  
Include reference to the Shoreline Management Plan. 
We suggest the following policy wording: “Proposals must 
reference and ensure alignment with the relevant Shoreline 
Management Plan. Proposed activities and developments must be 
resilient to risks of coastal change and flooding and must not have 
an unacceptable impact on coastal change. Proposals in and 
adjacent to the South West Marine Plan areas that are likely to 
have an adverse impact on coastal change or are in contravention 
to the relevant Shoreline Management Plan policies will not be 
supported.” 
G change to “Future applications of nearshore mineral extraction 
need to must assess potential impacts to the bathymetry to and 
include measures to a) avoid, b) minimise, c) mitigate any 
impacts to coastal processes and coastal change.” Why future? 
Other comments: 
C should be in the supporting text for B 
D “consider” is too weak 
E “unlikely to” is too weak 
F “where possible” sound optional 
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H We support the use of soft defences, but this doesn’t read like a 
policy and “consider” and “where appropriate” are weak phrases. 

Coexistence Aim B3 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Ensure that maritime, 
coastal and terrestrial Council functions, wider concerns and 
issues are planned in an integrated way within a coordinated 
framework of plans and strategies which balance social, economic 
and environmental concerns and reduce conflict between sectors.” 
X-INF-1 is supported if amended to state “sustainable marine 
activities...”. 
X-CO-1: Proposals should be required to “optimise” their use of 
space (see our General Comments). 
X-TR-2, X-MPA-1, E and J: A hierarchical approach of enhance-
avoid-minimise-mitigate-compensate for impacts should be 
adopted with the word “significant” removed (see our General 
Comments).  
X-MPA-1: How is “due regard” evidenced and assessed? Impacts 
to be “positively addressed”. 
Options C and F are supported. Is F more relevant to coastal 
change section? 
Options D and I are supported but signposting is not a policy 
option. This is for mapping. 
Option G is not within the jurisdiction of the MMO. It should be 
reworded to provide the Plan’s support for land-based / coastal 
infrastructure supporting sustainable marine activities. NB 
supporting infrastructure could be inland. 
Option H should be strengthened instead of “show consideration… 
will be supported” replace with “must demonstrate…to be 
supported”. 
Option J seems to be missing a key word so is not clear enough 
(also see hierarchy comments above). 
Option K should require optimisation of use of space and relate to 
sustainable recreation activities. 
Option L is unclear. 

Cumulative 
Effects 

Aim A4 of the Maritime strategy is to “Gain a better understanding 
of the potential for in-combination and cumulative effects of plans 
and projects on the marine natural and historic environments and 
the risks and opportunities presented by climate change.” 
Policies 14, 16, 23 and 24 are specifically concerned with 
cumulative effects. 
B is comprehensive. Recommend X-BIO-1, X-BIO-2, X-BIO-3, X-
BIO-4, X-DD-2, X-SCP-1 in combination, subject to the following 
changes: 



14 
 

Cornwall Council Response: South West Marine Plan, Iteration 2 

X-BIO-1 delete the word “significant”. 
X-BIO-3 remove the phrase “where important in their own right” 
in both places. 
X-BIO-4 is similar to X-BIO-2 – could merge into one policy 
X-SCP-1 remove the word “significant” in the first sentence. The 
last sentence ends abruptly but looks like a weakening/ get out 
clause that we wouldn’t support. Why are impacts on the 
seascape given a lower weighting when it’s so important to 
tourism? 
Other comments: 
C doesn’t state what impacts are of concern. This type of policy 
has been around in habitat regulations a long time and hasn’t 
proven an effective approach. It’s too ambiguous. 

Disturbance Recommend X-UWN-2, X-BIO-3, X-ACC-2, X-BIO-1, C, D and F, in 
combination, subject to the following changes: 
X-UWN-2 Proposals that generate underwater impulsive sound 
and/or ambient noise must demonstrate that they will, in order of 
preference: a) avoid, b) minimise, c) mitigate significant adverse 
impacts on highly mobile species, d) if it is not possible to 
mitigate significant adverse impacts, proposals must state the 
case for proceeding. 
X-BIO-3 remove the phrase “where important in their own right” 
in both places. 
X-ACC-2 add “…where they won’t result in increased disturbance 
to wildlife.” 
X-BIO-1 Will or won’t proposals be supported if the hierarchy is 
followed and how is this evidenced? Suggestion: Start with “In 
order to be supported proposals that may have…”  Or end with “if 
they do not demonstrate this they will not be supported.” Or 
explain how the decision will be weighted. Delete the word 
“significant”. 
C Edit X-UWN-2 as shown above to cover underwater noise or 
select this option without the get out clause (d. 
D Similar to XACC2 but includes a cumulative impact caveat. 
“Have considered” is weak. 
F This is more comprehensive than X-DIST-1 because it includes 
habitats, species and geological features. Need to removed (d. 
Other comments: 
X-DEF-1 doesn’t address the issue of MOD activities causing 
wildlife disturbance. The other policies above are general enough 
to include MOD activities. 
The lighting, drones, dredging and mineral extraction issues aren’t 
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addressed. 
E is too weak 
G This doesn’t read like a policy. What power does the MMO have 
with respect to drone usage? 
H “have considered” is weak. This is too vague to inform decision-
making. 
I “will make best efforts” is weak. What powers does the MMO 
have in this respect? 

Dredge 
Disposal 

Please refer to our comments on these policies elsewhere. 

Dredging for 
Ports 

X-DD-1 and C in combination are the most appropriate option. 
X-DD-1 addresses the access issue and allows flexibility should 
there be a conflict with other priorities –e.g. environmental 
growth. 

Ecosystem 
Approach 

Aim A3 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Ensure that a sound 
evidence base, including socio-economic impacts and valuation of 
ecosystem goods and services, is used to inform all strategic 
decision making in the maritime area”. 
Policy 25 of the Cornwall Local Plan states “Development 
proposals should contribute to an enhanced connected and 
functional network of habitat, open spaces and waterscapes”. 
Ecosystem approach should be defined in supporting 
text/glossary. 
Option D is the preferred option. This supports net environmental 
growth (unlike X-BIO-1) and has a higher weighting than E. To 
further support environmental growth, change D to: “Proposals 
that incorporate features that enhance or facilitate natural habitat 
and species adaptation, migration, connectivity and net 
environmental gain will be supported.” Add supporting text: 
“Environmental Growth” is a term used by Cornwall Council and 
means a net gain in natural systems and natural capital.” 
Other comments: 
X-BIO-1, X-BIO-3, X-PS-1: A hierarchical approach of enhance-
avoid-minimise-mitigate-compensate for impacts should be 
adopted with the word “significant” removed and the option to 
“state the case for proceeding” should be removed (see our 
General Comments). 
X-BIO-1: Will or won’t proposals be supported if the hierarchy is 
followed and how is this evidenced? Suggestion: Start with “In 
order to be supported proposals that may have…”  Or end with “if 
they do not demonstrate this they will not be supported.” Or 
explain how the decision will be weighted.  
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X-BIO-2: The phrase “incorporate features” could result in an 
environmentally damaging proposal being supported because it 
includes something minor like a fish pass. The policy needs to be 
clear that the proposal should result in a net environmental gain if 
it is to be used. Strengthen the wording to better align with CEGS 
target outcome 8e) Actions to increase natural capital; CEGS 
target outcome 9) Nature in Cornwall is abundant, diverse and 
well connected, plus Cornwall Maritime Strategy Objective G5) 
Seek opportunities for environmental growth. Change to: 
“Proposals that incorporate features that enhance or facilitate 
natural habitat and species adaptation, migration, connectivity 
and net environmental gain will be supported.” Add supporting 
text: “Environmental Growth” is a term used by Cornwall Council 
and means a net gain in natural systems and natural capital.” 
X-BIO-3: The phrase “where important in their own right” is 
unclear and possibly subjective. We would argue that all habitats 
are important in their own right. How is this to be assessed? The 
proposal does not imply that some projects will be unacceptable, 
even with mitigation. If it is to be used, strengthen to align with 
CEGS as follows:  

“Proposals must take account of the space required for coastal 
habitats where important in their own right and/or for 
ecosystem functioning and provision of goods and services. 
Proposals should enhance net gain of coastal habitats and must 
demonstrate that they will, in order of preference:   
a) Avoid net loss of coastal habitat 
b) Minimise net loss of coastal habitat. 
c) Mitigate for net loss of coastal habitat.  
d) Compensate for losses as a last resort, ensuring net 

environmental gain” 
X-PS-1 is not about ecosytems services. 
C is too specific. 

Employment –
Diversification 

Aim C1 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Work towards securing a 
sound economic future for Cornwall through working with industry 
to provide a wide range of jobs and skills in maritime 
employment.” 
Policy 2 of the Cornwall Local Plan states “Proposals will be 
welcome that improve conditions for business and investment in 
Cornwall…”. 
Option X-FISH-1 is supported. 
X-EMP-1: is supported with the addition of “…marine and 
environmental industries…” with text or supporting text to 
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reference the Employment and Skills Strategy and ‘Vision 2030’ 
(the Strategic Economic Plan) and not just local skills strategies. 
X-EMP-2 is supported with an addition: “Proposals resulting in a 
net increase to marine related employment will be supported, 
particularly where they are in line with the skills available and 
being developed in and adjacent to the south west marine plan 
areas and support sustainable maritime enterprise.” 
Option C is supported with the addition of “…marine and 
environmental industries…” and amended to allow for jobs where 
new skills can be developed / training given.  

Employment – 
Growth and 
Skills 

Aim C3 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Ensure that Cornwall 
develops excellence in the provision of marine education and 
training across the full range of maritime industries and the 
environment (including higher education and vocational training) 
building on existing capability and expertise integrated with 
business incubation.” 
Policy 5 of the Cornwall Local Plan states business proposals in 
towns and villages should be well-integrated with settlements or 
serviced by public transport/communications infrastructure or in 
smaller settlements/open countryside be of a scale appropriate to 
its location or demonstrate an overriding locational and business 
need to be in that location or an extension to an existing business 
where re-location would be impractical or not viable. 
Policy 2 of the Cornwall Local Plan states “Proposals will be 
welcome that improve conditions for business and investment in 
Cornwall, in particular by: …Supporting the expansion of existing 
businesses and the indigenous businesses of …fishing”. 
Aquaculture is supported however Option X-AQ-1, X-SOC-1 and K 
should be reviewed in terms of the mitigation hierarchy. A 
hierarchical approach of enhance-avoid-minimise-mitigate-
compensate for impacts should be adopted with the word 
“significant” removed and the option to “state the case for 
proceeding” should be removed (see our General Comments). 
The word “sustainable” should be inserted before “aquaculture” in 
the first sentence of X-AQ-1.  
X-EMP-1: is supported with the addition of “…marine and 
environmental industries…” with text or supporting text to 
reference the Employment and Skills Strategy and ‘Vision 2030’ 
(the Strategic Economic Plan) and not just local skills strategies, 
Options X-FISH-1, X-TR-1 (adding the word “sustainable” before 
“tourism”), X-SOC-1(social benefits should be defined), C (social 
benefits should be defined), E, F, G, H, I, J are supported subject 
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to the comments made. 
X-EMP-2 is supported with an addition: “Proposals resulting in a 
net increase to marine related employment will be supported, 
particularly where they are in line with the skills available and 
being developed in and adjacent to the south west marine plan 
areas and support sustainable maritime enterprise”. NB Although 
not within the MMO’s jurisdiction, training opportunities and 
employment activities not on the coast can also support marine 
functions (also see Option D) 
X-INF-1 is supported if amended to state “sustainable marine 
activities...”. 
J: A positive, future-proof statement on the extraction of 
coastal/offshore minerals development (subject to environmental 
concerns) is required. This relates to existing local skills with the 
opportunity for local processing. 

Energy Please see Maritime Strategy aims C4, C5, C11, D6, D10, E5 and 
E8 
Policy 2 of the Cornwall Local Plan states “…Proposals should 
assist the creation of resilient and cohesive communities by: a. 
Delivering renewable and low carbon energies, increasing energy 
efficiency and minimising resource consumption through a range 
of renewable and low carbon technologies…” 
X-OG-1 and D are not particularly relevant to Cornwall (perhaps 
lithium?). It should be a local policy where relevant to particular 
areas. It could conflict with Cornwall’s environmental growth 
priority should any licences be granted. 
X-CC-1: A hierarchical approach of enhance-avoid-minimise-
mitigate-compensate for impacts should be adopted. The phrase 
“arising from unintended consequences on other activities” is 
unnecessarily complex. For greater clarity, we recommend 
strengthening the policy as follows: “Proposals must consider their 
contribution to greenhouse gas emissions and air quality arising 
from unintended consequences on other activities. Where such 
consequences are likely to result in increased greenhouse gas 
emissions or air pollution, proposals should demonstrate that they 
will, in order of preference: a) be carbon negative, b) avoid, c) 
minimise, d) mitigate, e) compensate for resultant emissions 
unintended consequences on other activities.“ NB The weighting 
should be consistently “must” - climate change is identified 
repeatedly as a major cause of habitat loss in the issues. 
X-EMP-2 is supported with an addition: “Proposals resulting in a 
net increase to marine related employment will be supported, 
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particularly where they are in line with the skills available and 
being developed in and adjacent to the south west marine plan 
areas and support sustainable maritime enterprise”. NB Although 
not within the MMO’s jurisdiction, training opportunities and 
employment activities not on the coast can also support marine 
functions. 
X-TIDE-1 A hierarchical approach of enhance-avoid-minimise-
mitigate-compensate for impacts should be adopted with the word 
“significant” removed and the option to “state the case for 
proceeding” should be removed (see our General Comments). 
C Needs more explanation. It implies there wouldn’t be impacts 
(cumulative or otherwise). 

Fisheries B6 “Work in partnership with the Marine Management 
Organisation and Cornwall Inshore Fisheries and Conservation 
Authority to assist in the delivery of their functions and where 
there is overlap with the Local Planning Authority at the coast. 
Support improved inter-agency management and enforcement of 
local byelaws, fisheries legislation and Marine Protected Areas” 
C8 “Aim for excellence in a sustainable maritime economy; 
including ports and shipping, recreational and commercial 
fishing…” 
C12 “Work to enhance the sustainable use of marine resources, 
including minerals, sustainable fisheries, shellfisheries and 
aquaculture and pursue opportunities that integrate 
environmental, social and economic objectives” 
E5 “Where appropriate, promote port development that facilitates 
the expansion of other economic activities, including…fishing…” 
E7 “Maximise the opportunities for supporting and promoting 
sustainable local fisheries and aquaculture; including the provision 
of shore side facilities for handling and processing landings” 
Policy 2 of the Cornwall Local Plan states “Proposals will be 
welcome that improve conditions for business and investment in 
Cornwall, in particular by: …Supporting the expansion of existing 
businesses and the indigenous businesses of …fishing”. 
X-BIO-1, X-FISH-4 and E: Mitigation hierarchy needs to be applied 
– see General Comments. 
X-BIO-1 Will or won’t proposals be supported if the hierarchy is 
followed and how is this evidenced? Suggestion: Start with “In 
order to be supported proposals that may have…”  Or end with “if 
they do not demonstrate this they will not be supported.” Or 
explain how the decision will be weighted. Delete the word 
“significant”. 
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X-FISH-1 is supported. 
X-FISH-2 is truncated so we cannot comment. 
X-INF-1 is supported if amended to state “sustainable marine 
activities...”. 
C and D are signposting and not policy positions in their own right 
– consider for supporting text. 

Governance Objective B of the Maritime Strategy is “To achieve more 
integrated approaches to managing the maritime area, 
encouraging partnership working across organisational, 
community, sectoral and geographic boundaries”. 
Option C should be amended to include consistency with 
terrestrial plans and strategies. 
X-INF-1 is supported if amended to state “sustainable marine 
activities...”. 
X-OG-1 is not particularly relevant to Cornwall (perhaps lithium?). 
It should be a local policy where relevant to particular areas. It 
could conflict with Cornwall’s environmental growth priority should 
any licences be granted. 
X-WQ-2 is positive and will support environmental growth. 

Habitat Loss Aim G5 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Seek opportunities for 
environmental growth and enhancement through habitat creation 
and species recovery, heritage restoration and improved 
management” 
Policy 23 of the Cornwall Local Plan states “All development must 
ensure that the importance of habitats and designated sites are 
taken into account and consider opportunities for the creation of a 
local and county-wide biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
which link County Wildlife Sites and other areas of biodiversity 
importance, helping to deliver the actions set out in the Cornwall 
Biodiversity Action Plan.” 
B – these options are long, can they be simplified / merged? 
X-BIO-3 “Proposals that enhance or support the recovery of 
coastal and marine habitats where important in their own right” 
X-CC-4, X-BIO-1 and X-FISH-2 remove the word “significant” and 
option to “state the case for proceeding” – also see General 
Comments on mitigation hierarchy (also regarding G).  
X-BIO-2 – this is supported as it incorporates environmental 
growth. Remove “incorporate features that”. 
X-CC-1 The phrase “arising from unintended consequences on 
other activities” is unnecessarily complex. For greater clarity, we 
recommend strengthening the policy as follows: “Proposals must 
consider their contribution to greenhouse gas emissions and air 
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quality arising from unintended consequences on other activities. 
Where such consequences are likely to result in increased 
greenhouse gas emissions or air pollution, proposals should must 
demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: a) be carbon 
negative, b) avoid, c) minimise, d) mitigate, e) compensate for 
resultant emissions unintended consequences on other activities.“ 
NB The weighting should be consistently “must” - climate change 
is identified repeatedly as a major cause of habitat loss in the 
issues. 
INF-1 not relevant to this topic – see comments on this policy in 
the other applicable topic sections. 
X-CC-2 is truncated so we cannot comment. 
C is not a policy, but is important and awareness levels are low, 
so it should go in the supporting text. 
G This is an important issue not specifically covered above. Policy 
supported subject to mitigation hierarchy (see General 
Comments). 
J is supported as it supports environmental growth. 
L is too weak. 

Heritage Objective G of the Maritime Strategy is to “Ensure Cornwall’s 
natural and historic maritime environment and culture is 
renowned worldwide, and is a source of pride and inspiration to 
residents and visitors”. 
Policy 24 of the Cornwall Local Plan states “…Development 
proposals will be permitted where they would sustain the cultural 
distinctiveness and significance of Cornwall’s historic rural, urban 
and coastal environment by protecting, conserving and where 
appropriate enhancing the significance of designated and non-
designated assets and their settings….” 
Issue 584SW – the word “maintained” should be replaced with 
“conserved” 
In general terms, the plan should make reference to the positive 
contribution that historic development and infrastructure makes.  
The following policy should be included: “Proposals should provide 
opportunities for marine development to enhance or better reveal 
the significance, and the understanding and access of the 
significance of marine heritage assets and their settings. Proposals 
that make such a positive contribution to or better reveal the 
significance of assets should be treated favourably.” 
The current statements make more of the negative impacts of 
development/activity. 
Reference and regard should be had to the Cornwall and Devon 
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Mining Landscape World Heritage Site Management Plan in order 
to ensure that there is no conflict in terms of the policies and aims 
– option E needs to be amended on this basis. 
X-HER-1 needs to be underpinned by: 
• The principle that the significance of heritage assets (including 

marine sediments with paleoenvironmental potential) has to be 
assessed by an applicant (and a view formed on that 
assessment by the MMO advised by Historic England)  

• The principle that heritage assets should be conserved 
according to their significance via a balancing exercise taking 
into account significance, harm and public benefits – i.e. more 
significant a benefit the greater the justification required 

The principle that mitigation (recording of heritage assets lost to 
destruction) should not in itself ever be part of the above planning 
balance – it should only be used to mitigate residual justifiable 
harm. There needs to be an explicit requirement that where 
archaeological or paleoenvironmental work takes place, it does so 
only in accordance with formal Written Schemes of Investigation 
agreed by the MMO, reports are deposited with relevant Historic 
Environment Records and that all analysis, publication and 
archiving costs associated are secured from developers. 
X-HER-1, X-CC-3, C, D and L: A hierarchical approach of enhance-
avoid-minimise-mitigate-compensate for impacts should be 
adopted with the word “significant” removed and the option to 
“state the case for proceeding” should be removed (see our 
General Comments). 
Option G: This wording needs caveating to take into account that 
sometimes to build in resilience, measures are needed that could 
harm the setting or fabric of heritage assets. Proposals should 
therefore only be supported whereby any improved resilience is 
not at the expense of harming significance or in the case of the 
WHS, Outstanding Universal Value.     

Infrastructure Aim C7 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Support the infrastructure 
required for sustainable maritime enterprise, including the 
availability of high speed broadband and digital fibre connectivity 
for workspace; together with supporting infrastructure for onshore 
renewables” 
Aim E2 is to “Future-proof maritime areas for maritime related 
business and community uses through protecting waterfront land 
in urban environments and ensuring that port infrastructure and 
waterfront locations are at the heart of regeneration schemes.” 
Aim F4 is to “Ensure efficient use of waterfront infrastructure and 
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improve functional connectivity between land and sea, for 
example through investigating the shared use of facilities, re-use 
of historic assets and multifunctional role of ports and harbours” 
Aim F6 is to “Provide quality, accessible Green Infrastructure for 
and between coastal communities, taking into account the needs 
of the disabled and elderly.” 
Please see Polices 27 (Transport and Accessibility) and 28 
(Infrastructure) of the Cornwall Local Plan 
Please refer to our comments on the “X” policies elsewhere in this 
document. 
X-AGG-2 – is this worded as intended? If so this needs 
explanation. 
C is supported 
D “aim” is too weak, remove “strategic”, change “aggregates” to 
“minerals” and also signpost to the emerging Cornwall Minerals 
Safeguarding DPD (currently at examination).  

Litter Aim G11 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Actively work with other 
regulators, landowners and businesses to maintain and improve 
Cornwall’s water quality (inland and coastal); minimise wildlife 
disturbance: reduce sources of litter and pollution (including noise 
and light from watercraft, shipping and coastal development); and 
to control invasive species.” 
Option E makes the most sense as a planning policy, it addresses 
all three issues and is broad enough to cover most littering risks – 
for instance from new development, re-development, change of 
use, demolition and any proposals that would increase tourist 
litter. It is compatible with the “polluter pays” principle 
established under the Environmental Damage (Prevention and 
Remediation) Regulations 2009 (for England).    
Option X-ML-2 is much the same as option E but less 
comprehensive and weaker because it uses the weighting “should 
be” rather than “must.” 
Options X-ML-1 and D are not really planning policies (as was 
raised in our response to Iteration 1 Social and Cultural Policy 
SW-ML-1). They don’t reflect the polluter pays principle and could 
encourage planning applicants not to take responsibility for litter 
they produce because the policies give the impression the local 
authority will clean it up for them. Many beaches are also in 
private rather than LA ownership – Cornwall Council currently only 
cleans beaches it owns or leases. It is hard to see how this policy 
could be enforced though planning. Also, why are only “amenity” 
beaches covered by this policy and how is “amenity” beach being 
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defined? All beaches should be covered because of the impacts of 
litter on wildlife.   
Option C is too specifically about waste management.  
Option E could be strengthened to require a litter management 
plan for unavoidable waste as requested in our response to 
Iteration 1, Social and Cultural Policy SW-ML-2.  
We suggest the MMO explore the potential to introduce a new levy 
(similar to CIL/ S106) which would be ring-fenced for clearing 
litter during the lifetime of the proposal from development to 
implementation, operation and decommissioning? If the whole life 
responsibility is placed upon the developer/ planning applicant 
there is a risk they will cease trading and ongoing litter clearance 
will stop. A levy would ring-fence funds for ongoing litter 
clearance. 
Cornwall Council is currently developing a Resources and Waste 
Strategy (currently out for consultation) and a Materials and 
Resources Charter – please align the final policies with these 
documents. 

Marine 
Protected 
Areas 

Aim B5 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Ensure Cornwall is well 
prepared to influence and engage with Marine Planning, 
identification of marine renewables areas and the designation and 
management of Marine Protected Areas in the South West through 
setting up appropriate governance arrangements with relevant 
authorities and stakeholders and developing a strong evidence 
base.” 
Aim G2 is to “Support the implementation and management of the 
UK statutory and voluntary Marine Protected Area network….” 
Policy 23 of the Cornwall Local Plan states “Development 
proposals will need to sustain local distinctiveness and character 
and protect and where possible enhance Cornwall’s natural 
environment and assets according to their international, national 
and local significance… .Development should conserve, protect 
and where possible enhance biodiversity and geodiversity 
interests and soils commensurate with their status and giving 
appropriate weight to their importance. All development must 
ensure that the importance of habitats and designated sites are 
taken into account and consider opportunities for the creation of a 
local and county-wide biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
which link County Wildlife Sites and other areas of biodiversity 
importance, helping to deliver the actions set out in the Cornwall 
Biodiversity Action Plan. …” 
Recommend X-BIO-3, X-BIO-4, C and G, H, K and L in 
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combination with the following changes: 
X-BIO-3 “Proposals that enhance or support the recovery of 
coastal and marine habitats where important in their own right” 
X-BIO-4 Too focused on specific priority habitats and not the MPA 
network as a whole. Change to “Proposals that enhance the 
distribution and net extent of priority habitats, including the 
Marine Protection Area network should be supported. Proposals 
must demonstrate that they will avoid reducing the distribution 
and net extent of priority habitats.” 
Option G: wording “due regard” should be strengthened. 
Option L: remove the word “significant” in both places. 

Non-Native 
Invasive 
Species 

Aim G11 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Actively work with other 
regulators, landowners and businesses… to control invasive 
species”. 
Options C and E are most appropriate, subject to the comments 
below. 
Is issue 638SW fully covered? 
The hierarchy doesn’t reflect the wording in national planning 
policy. Why is minimise placed higher than mitigate and what is 
the difference between them? 
Other comments: 
X-NIS-1 “significant” adverse impact is not defined and doesn’t 
make sense when considering non-native invasive species. 
D include this in supporting text. 

Ports Objective E of the Maritime Strategy is “To recognise, protect and 
further develop the ‘working harbour’ role of Cornwall’s estuaries, 
ports and harbours.” 
Option C: A hierarchical approach of enhance-avoid-minimise-
mitigate-compensate for impacts should be adopted with the word 
“significant” removed and the option to “state the case for 
proceeding” should be removed (see our General Comments).  
Policy 2 of the Cornwall Local Plan supports the “Safeguarding 
waterfront sites, docks and ports to provide for marine 
businesses”. 
Policy 24 of the Cornwall Local Plan supports proposals that 
“…protect the historic maritime environment, including the 
significant ports, harbours and quays.” 
Consistent with the Maritime Strategy (aim E2), we support the 
future-proofing of maritime areas for maritime related business 
and community uses through protecting waterfront land in urban 
environments and ensuring that port infrastructure and waterfront 
locations are at the heart of regeneration schemes; and protecting 
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and developing port infrastructure where it is sustainable and 
economically viable to do so, so that they continue to be an 
important part of modern and future maritime Cornwall. 
See comment elsewhere on “X” policies” 
Options D (start with the word “Sustainable…”) and F are 
supported. 

Recreation Aim D4 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Support and promote 
sustainable levels of water-based and coastal recreational 
activities including sailing, rowing, surfing, swimming, angling and 
diving – for residents and visitors. Improve the understanding and 
management of these activities at the coast to reduce conflict and 
increase safety and enjoyment.” 
Aim E6 is to “Ensure that ports and the coast accommodate the 
promotion of leisure/ recreational activities and coastal access 
without adverse effects on economic activity and environmental 
quality.” 
Policy 16 of the Cornwall Local Plan seeks proposals that 
“…Maximise the opportunity for physical activity through the use 
of open space, indoor and outdoor sports and leisure facilities…” 
X-DIST-1, X-TR-2, X-ACC-1, X-WQ-1 and G: A hierarchical 
approach of enhance-avoid-minimise-mitigate-compensate for 
impacts should be adopted with the word “significant” removed 
and the option to “state the case for proceeding” should be 
removed (see our General Comments).  
X-DIST-1: “significant” should be deleted. At what distance will a 
proposal be considered to be adjacent to the marine plan area? 
Include other sensitive species (e.g. nesting birds). Greater clarity 
and reach could be achieved if the policy is strengthened as 
follows: Start policy with: “In order to be supported”; Add text: c) 
“highly mobile or sensitive species.” and adjust to mitigation 
hierarchy as above. 
Proposals should be required to “optimise” their use of space (see 
our General Comments). 
Options C and I are supported. 
X-ACC-2 include with a caveat – we generally want to enhance 
public access to nature, but there may be some circumstances 
when avoiding disturbance to wildlife should be the priority 
X-INF-1 is supported if amended to state “sustainable marine 
activities...”. 
Option J is not within the MMO’s jurisdiction. 

Renewables Aim B5 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Ensure Cornwall is well 
prepared to influence and engage with Marine Planning, 
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identification of marine renewables areas and the designation and 
management of Marine Protected Areas in the South West through 
setting up appropriate governance arrangements with relevant 
authorities and stakeholders and developing a strong evidence 
base.” 
Aim C5 is to “Promote the development and deployment of marine 
renewables including supporting research and development into 
wave, tidal and wind energy. Ensure the economic benefits of the 
development of Cornwall’s marine energy programme are 
effectively coordinated with environmental priorities” 
Cornwall Local Plan Policy 14 supports renewable and low 
carbon energy generation and Policy 15 safeguards renewable 
energy. 
A positive, future-proof statement on renewables (subject to 
environmental concerns) is required. Recommend adding: 
“Proposals that enable the development and deployment of 
marine technologies including research and development into 
marine/offshore renewables will be supported where they are 
effectively coordinated with other environmental priorities.” 
X-BIO-1, X-TIDE-1 and C: A hierarchical approach of enhance-
avoid-minimise-mitigate-compensate for impacts should be 
adopted with the word “significant” removed and the option to 
“state the case for proceeding” should be removed (see our 
General Comments). 
D is limited to wind energy 
Option E should be changed to: “Proposals that incorporate 
features that enhance or facilitate natural habitat and species 
adaptation, migration, connectivity and net environmental gain 
will be supported.” Add supporting text: “Environmental Growth” 
is a term used by Cornwall Council and means a net gain in 
natural systems and natural capital.” 

Seascape Aim G2 of the Maritime Strategy includes to “Maximise 
opportunities for collaborative working with other designated 
areas such as the AONB and World Heritage Site. Explore 
opportunities arising from other land-based and marine 
designations as appropriate.” 
Aim G7 is to “Understand, maintain and enhance the distinctive 
character and setting of local coastal towns and villages, ports and 
harbours. Promote high quality seaside architecture, access, 
signage and innovative design that is inspired by and sensitive to 
local seascapes, landscapes and townscapes.” 
Policy 12 of the Cornwall Local Plan states “…Development must 
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ensure Cornwall’s enduring distinctiveness and maintain and 
enhance its distinctive natural and historic character. 
Development should demonstrate a design process that has 
clearly considered the existing context, and how the development 
contributes to the social, economic and environmental 
elements of sustainability through fundamental design 
principles…. Being of an appropriate scale, density, layout, height 
and mass with a clear understanding and response to its 
landscape, seascape and townscape setting…” 
Policy 23 of the Cornwall Local Plan states “…In areas of 
undeveloped coast, outside main settlements, only development 
requiring a coastal location and that cannot be achieved 
elsewhere, will be acceptable.” 
The inclusion of a policy on seascape is welcomed. Development 
and licencing decisions should respond to locally distinctive 
seascape and maritime character and history, and reflect the 
identity of local surroundings and materials, while not preventing 
or discouraging appropriate innovation. Major projects should be 
encouraged to consult with Design Review Panel processes where 
available – this could be picked up in supporting text.  
Issue 617SW – seascapes should be protected and enhanced 
Issue 503SW – a character assessment approach is recommended 
to enhance understanding of seascapes. These should be informed 
by the adjoining/overlapping (terrestrial) landscape character 
assessments. 
There is a need to protect and enhance seascape throughout the 
length of the Cornish coast. In particular regard should be given 
to the management plans of the Cornwall and Devon Mining 
Landscape World Heritage Site and Areas of Outstanding Natural 
Beauty (in relation to Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of 
Way Act 2000), as well as Heritage Coast, conservation areas 
other designated features and non-designated heritage assets in 
developing the Marine Plan and in relevant decision-making.  
To give greater clarity to applicants it would be helpful to define 
what is meant by “seascape” or to reference the definition that is 
being used. There is no legal definition for seascape in the UK. 
The draft Marine Policy Statement states that, in the context of 
that document, references to seascape should be taken as 
meaning landscapes with views of the coast or seas (Marine Policy 
Statement, 2010). 
We recommend the inclusion of the following wording: 
“Proposals will be supported where they promote and enhance the 
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distinctive character and setting of local coastal towns and 
villages, ports and harbours. This includes for example, high 
quality seaside architecture, access, signage and innovative 
design that is inspired by and sensitive to local seascapes, 
landscapes and townscapes.“ 
Option C: the principles for protecting and enhancing seascapes 
should not be dependent on location although the local seascape 
character should be considered in each case. We support 
cumulative seascape impact being covered in a policy. 
X-SCP-1, C, E and F: A hierarchical approach of enhance-avoid-
minimise-mitigate-compensate for impacts should be adopted and 
the option to “state the case for proceeding” should be removed 
(see our General Comments).  
X-SCP-1 remove the word “significant” in the first sentence. 
X-SCP-1 We request that this policy is strengthened to include 
environmental growth by including a requirement to “enhance the 
seascape of an area.” 

Shipping Aim C8 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Aim for excellence in a 
sustainable maritime economy; including ports and shipping…” 
Consistent with the Maritime Coastal Strategy, we support the 
future-proofing of maritime areas for maritime related business 
and community uses through protecting waterfront land in urban 
environments and ensuring that port infrastructure and waterfront 
locations are at the heart of regeneration schemes; and protecting 
and developing port infrastructure where it is sustainable and 
economically viable to do so, so that they continue to be an 
important part of modern and future maritime Cornwall. 
Issue 938SW: we agree shipping can alleviate road congestion. 
X-PS-1 and X-CC-1: A hierarchical approach of enhance-avoid-
minimise-mitigate-compensate for impacts should be adopted and 
the option to “state the case for proceeding” should be removed 
(see our General Comments). 
X-CC-1 The phrase “arising from unintended consequences on 
other activities” is unnecessarily complex. For greater clarity, we 
recommend strengthening the policy as follows: “Proposals must 
consider their contribution to greenhouse gas emissions and air 
quality arising from unintended consequences on other activities. 
Where such consequences are likely to result in increased 
greenhouse gas emissions or air pollution, proposals should must 
demonstrate that they will, in order of preference: a) be carbon 
negative, b) avoid, c) minimise, d) mitigate, e) compensate for 
resultant emissions unintended consequences on other activities.“ 
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NB The weighting should be consistently “must” - climate change 
is identified repeatedly as a major cause of habitat loss in the 
issues. 
X-EMP2: this is supported with amended wording to avoid 
prejudice against jobs where new skills can be developed / 
training given. 
Option D requires more explanation; is this a procedural matter 
and not a policy point? 
Option E is signposting and not a policy option in its own right – 
consider for supporting text. 

Species Aim G5 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Seek opportunities for 
environmental growth and enhancement through habitat creation 
and species recovery, heritage restoration and improved 
management” 
Policy 23 of the Cornwall Local Plan states “Development 
proposals will need to protect and where possible enhance 
Cornwall’s natural environment and assets according to their 
international, national and local significance….” 
The following policies are most appropriate X-BIO-1, X-BIO-3, X-
FISH-4, X-MPA-1, X-MPA-4, X-CC-1, X-DIST-1, G, and K in 
combination, subject to the comments below. 
X-BIO-1 delete the word “significant”. 
X-BIO-3: The phrase “where important in their own right” 
X-MPA-1: How is “due regard” evidenced and assessed? Impacts 
to be “positively addressed”. 
X-MPA-4 Impacts to be “positively addressed”. Part d) should be 
deleted. 
X-FISH-4 see comments on mitigation hierarchy. 
X-CC-1 “Proposals must consider their contribution to greenhouse 
gas emissions and air quality arising from unintended 
consequences on other activities. Where such consequences are 
likely to result in increased greenhouse gas emissions or air 
pollution, proposals should must demonstrate that they will, in 
order of preference: a) be carbon negative, b) avoid, c) minimise, 
d) mitigate, e) compensate for resultant emissions unintended 
consequences on other activities.” NB The weighting should be 
consistently “must” - climate change is identified repeatedly as a 
major cause of habitat loss in the issues. 
X-DIST-1: “significant” should be deleted. 
G To further support environmental growth, change to: “Proposals 
that incorporate features that enhance or facilitate natural habitat 
and species adaptation, migration, connectivity and net 
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environmental gain will be supported.” Add supporting text: 
“Environmental Growth” is a term used by Cornwall Council and 
means a net gain in natural systems and natural capital.” 
K remove “in the Severn” as this is too spatially specific. 
Pollution should also be covered. 
Other comments: 
C, D and E are signposting options, not policies in their own right 
– include in supporting text. 
X-FISH-2 This is about access rather than the issues below about 
the impacts of fishing and aquaculture on wild species. It doesn’t 
really belong under this policy. 
H is this within the remit of the marine plan? 
J Why just the Severn? Agree with protecting species in all areas 
– not just MPA’s. 

Tourism Aim C9 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Promote and support the 
role of sustainable tourism in local economic development, 
including sea angling, adventure tourism, and seaside holidays.”  
Aim C10 is to “Develop enterprise linked to Cornwall’s natural 
assets including tourism and research.” 
X-TR-2, X-BIO-1 and C: A hierarchical approach of enhance-
avoid-minimise-mitigate-compensate for impacts should be 
adopted with the word “significant” removed and the option to 
“state the case for proceeding” should be removed (see our 
General Comments). 
X-BIO-1: Will or won’t proposals be supported if the hierarchy is 
followed and how is this evidenced? Suggestion: Start with “In 
order to be supported proposals that may have…”  Or end with “if 
they do not demonstrate this they will not be supported.” Or 
explain how the decision will be weighted. Options X-TR-1 (adding 
the word “sustainable” before “tourism”), D, E (if starting with the 
word “sustainable”) and F are supported (as long as Option D 
does not preclude summertime proposals). 
X-EMP-2 is supported with an addition: “Proposals resulting in a 
net increase to marine related employment will be supported, 
particularly where they are in line with the skills available and 
being developed in and adjacent to the south west marine plan 
areas and support sustainable maritime enterprise”. NB Although 
not within the MMO’s jurisdiction, training opportunities and 
employment activities not on the coast can also support marine 
functions (also see Option D) 

Water Quality Aim G11 of the Maritime Strategy is to “Actively work with other 
regulators, landowners and businesses to maintain and improve 
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Cornwall’s water quality (inland and coastal); minimise wildlife 
disturbance: reduce sources of litter and pollution (including noise 
and light from watercraft, shipping and coastal development)…” 
Policy 16 of the Cornwall Local Plan states development should 
“Protect, and alleviate risk to, people and the environment from 
unsafe, unhealthy and polluted environments by avoiding or 
mitigating against harmful impacts and health risks such as air 
and noise pollution and water and land contamination” 
Recommend X-WQ-2, X-WQ-1, D and G in combination, subject to 
the following change: X-WQ-1 removed the word “significant” in 
both places. 
X-WQ-2 is positive and will support environmental growth. 
Other comments: 
Option I Signpost to Air Quality Management Areas (this is not a 
policy option in itself but is helpful) 

 
ENDS 

https://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/aqma/maps
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