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St Erme Neighbourhood Development Plan 

Independent Examiner’s Clarification Note 

Context 

This note sets out my initial comments on the submitted Plan. It also sets out areas where it 

would be helpful to have some further clarification. For the avoidance of any doubt matters of 

clarification are entirely normal at this early stage of the examination process. 

Initial Comments 

The Plan is very well-presented. The quality of the photographs and maps is very good. It 

results in a very readable and interesting document. The distinction between the policies and 

the supporting text is very clear 

The Plan provides a clear and distinctive vision for the neighbourhood area. It is also clear 

that the production of the Plan has focused on appropriate matters for the parish 

I have read the submitted documents and the representations made to the Plan. I have also 

visited the neighbourhood area. I am now in a position to raise some initial issues for 

clarification. They are predominantly for the Parish Council. There is a specific question for 

Cornwall Council. The comments that are made on these points will be used to assist in the 

preparation of my report. They will also inform any potential modifications that may be 

necessary to the Plan to ensure that it meets the basic conditions. 

Points for Clarification (for the Parish Council) 

Policy 1  

I can understand the purpose of the policy and its relationship to the distribution of 

development. I can also see the approach taken in paragraph 9.2.  

However, on what basis was the figure 30 dwellings selected?  

St Erme response: 

The settlement boundary was drawn up using the evidence base, as stated in paragraph 8.2 

through community consultation and the LLCAs. By rounding off the settlement boundary 

ensures that any additional affordable housing that may be required in the remaining plan 

period would be located where the community feel is appropriate and where the locations have 

a low impact on the visual landscape,. 

The figures in the table in the Housing Statement (section 8) show, that St Erme parish has 

delivered and has commitments for 147 dwellings. We have therefore provided a good 

provision of housing during the NDP period; this is a high proportion/percentage for a village 

this size. Cornwall Council’s Housing Statement (section 8) for the parish’s share of the local 

plan apportionment states that 7 further dwellings are required in the plans period. 

We carried out further research using the apportionment figure of 7 as a minimum to establish 

a reasonable housing figure and strategy to deliver that. Our Housing Needs Survey was used 

to consider any future affordable/open market housing that may be required over the plan 

period. The current development site nearing completion at Eglos Road fulfils our current 

affordable needs as not all registered households wish to reside in St Erme. We understand 

that an element of respondents of the Housing Needs Survey stated that they may require 

affordable housing within 5 years. A figure of around 30 properties would be reasonable to be 

able to release an element of affordable housing, as we are aware that a proportion of open 



 
 

St Erme NDP – Clarification Note 
 

2 

market housing is required to bring forward an affordable element which 7 properties would 

not do. St Erme falls with in zone 4, which stipulates a percentage of 30% of affordable element 

per 10 dwellings in the Cornwall Local Plan. 

If the affordable need exceeds this figure in the plan’s life then we are aware that Policy 2 

comes into force and exception sites can be considered.  

Cornwall Council comment: 

We supply the housing monitoring figures to NDP groups and so can confirm that the figures 

demonstrate that St Erme parish has delivered and has commitments for 147 dwellings. The 

parish has therefore had a good provision of housing during the NDP period. The parish’s 

share of the local plan apportionment, in this case 7, is a baseline figure and the St Erme NDP 

group have correctly used this as a minimum and carried out further research to establish a 

reasonable housing figure and a strategy to deliver that. 

 

As I read the policy it both supports new development within the settlement boundary and 

allocates Site 1 and Site 2 for residential development. Is this correct? 

Yes this is correct; we have rounded off the development boundary by including these sites 

using evidence from the LLCA’s and consultation with the community. There is not an exact 

figure allocated to each site. But the provision of approximately 30 dwellings can be provided 

from infill and development on these areas within the development boundary. 

If so, what assurances does the Parish Council have that the two sites are viable and 

deliverable?   

The land owners had the opportunity to respond through the consultation process and there 

were no responses stating that they would not be supported. The two sites do not fall within 

any conservation areas or flood plain zones. There are no recorded heritage sites or 

monuments in or in close proximity to the sites. The agricultural land classification is grade 3, 

as with all the land adjacent to the built environment in the parish. Both the sites have good 

access to the highways infrastructure and local bus services. 

The SEA and HRA Screening Report did not highlight any significant concerns. 

Policy 4 

As I read the policy criteria 1 and 2 appear to relate to the opening part of the policy whereas 

criterion 3 appears to be free-standing. Was this the intention? 

Yes the intention of criterion 3 is to show the importance of these facilities as part of the 

infrastructure of the village; so that any future development does not affect the existing 

infrastructure but enhances and provides additional facilities where appropriate. This was 

highlighted as an important area to the community and we felt that it should be included in this 

section and in Policy 12. 

I understand the purpose of criterion 4 and its connection to paragraph 9.36. Nevertheless, it 

reads in an unusual way, particularly as any developer would not necessarily be aware of the 

scale, nature or timing of any planned extension of the school.  

I am minded to recommend that the policy is reversed so that it offers support for the extension 

of the school. Does the Parish Council have any comments on this proposition? 
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Our intention is to ensure that the school does not become land locked and is able to expand 

if necessary during the natural growth of the village. The recent developments have brought 

the school close to capacity and additional classrooms/porta cabins are due to be added within 

the existing curtilage within the year.  

We would be happy with any rewording that would ensure the school is able to expand if/when 

required. 

Policy 7 

Have the various proposed local green spaces been assessed against the criteria for local 

green space designation in the NPPF?  

Yes we feel we have complied with the NPPF as responded to in the Regulation 14 

Consultation as follows: 

As we are not allocating sites for Strategic Open Space, but Local Green Space we feel 

that our evidence fits in with the NPPF (2018) para 100 a, b & c.; where we have demonstrated 

that we fit the criteria. We added further evidence in the plan in sections 9.53, 9.59 and 9.6 

from our St Erme Village Design Statement 

Cornwall Council Comment: 

In the paragraphs listed in their response above, the NDP group have provided the evidence 

of how the areas are demonstrably special to the local community. Fig 4 shows that the sites 

are in reasonable proximity to the community they serve and are not extensive tracts of land. 

 

I can readily understand the specific approach taken towards the open areas within Trevispian 

Park. Nevertheless, are the various small sites ‘demonstrably special to the local community’? 

Should a different approach be taken to these smaller open spaces than that proposed for the 

larger green spaces elsewhere in the village? 

The small green areas are of importance to the community as the Trevispian Parc estate is of 

a really high density, it is one of if not the highest density estates in Cornwall, made up with 

mainly pedestrian access; the houses have small gardens and these smalls open green 

spaces help with the health and social wellbeing of those that live in the area.  

Providing the open spaces are safeguarded we would have no objections to the spaces being 

related as ‘incidental green spaces’. 

Policy 10 

What is meant by rural cottage-style industries? Is it intended to relate to the scale of 

development, its appearance or both? 

We mean that we would support the diversification of rural agricultural buildings to small scale 

alternate business use suitable for a rural location where it can be shown. 

Policy 12 

Plainly this policy addresses an important social matter for the Parish 

However why does it include a viability test? In what format would such information be 

expected to be submitted? 
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We do not mean that a viability test is required, but we understand that such facilities would 

need to be viable for the provider. 

We would support ‘applications for the provision of sustainable health care facilities …….. 

We would be happy for alternate wording to make this clearer. 

Representations made to the Plan 

Does the Parish Council wish to make observations on any of the representations made to the 

Plan? 

Ed Haynes letter: 

We answered most of Ed Haynes responses through Regulation 14, and in your questions 

above. But we wish to add the following comments 

Para 3: 

Supporting document section 4 in the NDP will need to be amended which has already been 

agreed. 

There is no further evidence documents in relation to the NDP Document Para 4.2 

Suggested rewording: NDP Document Para 4.2 

The ‘Summary of Evidence’ Document presents summary outcomes from studies and the 

various consultation exercises and is detailed within the following nine themes. themed 

sections: 

Cornwall Council responded re: CNA Housing requirement 

Para 4: 

Response as per above in the Independent Examiners questions. 

Para 6: 

We would like to highlight that Cornwall Council’s Affordable Housing Officers response to 

their planning application to Cornwall Council (Ref: PA18/08798) also states in their reply the 

following: 

‘..it should be noted that a sizable development scheme at Eglos Road is on site and will be 

delivering 26 affordable homes. This level of committed development has the capacity to meet 

the current affordable housing demand as not all 54 registered households wish to live in St 

Erme.’ 

Points for Clarification (for Cornwall Council) 

Please see my question to the Parish Council on Policy 1. To what extent did the SEA/HRA 

screening exercise explicitly take account of the potential development capacity of both Site 1 

and Site 2? 

Both sites were appraised in the SEA and HRA screening process. CC regarded these sites 

as opportunities for rounding off within a development boundary. We understood that overall 

the NDP was aiming to provide for around 30 houses, which is a reasonable level of housing 

and is in line with our guidance. The strategy for delivery was for infill and rounding off within 

the settlement boundary. An overall capacity is stated in the NDP; this includes infill and there 

is not a specific allocation for each site. The sites were explicitly considered for potential 
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impacts on the environment and internal CC services, such as Transport, Affordable Housing 

and Environment were consulted. Historic England queried the identification of the sites within 

the boundary and further consideration of potential impacts on historic assets was carried out 

by the CC Historic Environment Officer - this is noted in Appendix 2 of the Evidence Base.  

Protocol for responses 

I would be grateful for comments on the various questions by 19 June 2019. Please let me 

know if this timetable may be challenging to achieve. It reflects the factual basis of the 

questions raised.  

In the event that certain responses are available before others I am happy to receive the 

information on a piecemeal basis. Irrespective of how the information is assembled please can 

all responses be sent to me by Cornwall Council and make direct reference to the policy/issue 

concerned.  

 

 

 

Andrew Ashcroft 

Independent Examiner 

St Erme Neighbourhood Development Plan 

5 June 2019 

 

 


