
 

FALMOUTH NEIGHBOUEHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

RESPONSE TO INDEPENDENT EXAMINERS CLARIFICATION NOTE BY FALMOUTH TOWN COUNCIL 

PLAN/POLICY REFERENCE RESPONSE OF FALMOUTH TOWN COUNCIL 
Policy approaches affecting land outside the 
neighbourhood area (Guidance Notes HR1-3, and 
FOS7) 

The guidance notes were seen as a crucial part of the overall strategy for Falmouth. They are intended to 
encourage what are clearly urban extensions to the town to be developed as an integrated and sustainable part 
of the whole. FTC consider that the Cornwall Local Plan Site Allocations DPD is weak in this respect, mentioning 
integration into neighbourhoods only in para 7.40, and not really taking the concept of integrated, sustainable 
development in these locations forward in the allocating policies. Indeed, representations were made to the DPD 
Examination Hearing, requesting that the DPD should call on the emerging NDPs for Falmouth, Penryn and 
Budock work together to ensure that the new developments around the Town should be sustainable 
communities that form neighbourhoods of existing communities and not separate satellite settlements. 

Unfortunately, planning permissions and master-plans are rapidly being processed, and it may be that the 
opportunity to achieve the desired level of integration is slipping away. However, it is possible that PPs expire, 
sites change hands, and that further sites may come forward so the retention of the guidance notes in some 
form is very desirable.   

There is currently a boundary review in process, which may lead to the expansion of the FTC area to cover the 
land that the guidance notes relate to. If this were to occur the guidance notes would form a useful interim 
policy position pending an extension of the Falmouth NDP area in a future review. It is noted that the draft 
Budock NDP does not refer to the issues of sustainable development in these areas. 

FTC suggest that the Guidance notes could be extracted and included in a separate section, possibly at the end of 
the Plan (as a new Section 13) or added to Section 4. 

The new cemetery development referred to in FOS 7 has now been permitted and funded, so the note could be 
reduced to a lower-case reference. 

Policies HR4, HR6, TC2 and TC3 include reference to 
the need for construction environment management 
plans. I do not disagree that such work may be 
required. Nevertheless, the need for such work is a 
process requirement rather than a policy. The same 
principle applies to Policy HR7 (community asset in 
perpetuity). 

HR4, HR6, TC2, TC3: Accepted. The references to CEMPs were included largely in response to comments made by 
Natural England. 
HR7. Accepted. The reference to cohousing etc being allowed on sites ‘where development would otherwise not 
be permitted’ was thought to justify such a restrictions, in similar way to the restriction to local needs is achieved 
on rural exception sites.  



 

Policy BE1 reads as an acknowledgement of the 
importance of the docks within the town rather than 
as a policy. Am I correct to assume that (with 
modifications) the policy is intended to be one which 
offers support the improvement and consolidation of 
maritime facilities? 

Accepted. However, the policy very much reflects strong local aspirations so FTC request that the phraseology be 
retained but as supporting text, perhaps in bold or boxed to make the point obvious. 

Policy DG2 simply appears to repeat exist local policy? 
As such is it necessary? 

Accepted in part. In view of the Town’s very strong heritage and attractive location, FTC believes its necessary to 
have an obvious and strong requirement about design in general, requiring some form of test.  The policy has so 
far been found very useful when commenting on planning applications, especially where the Design and Access 
statement has been weak. A suggestion for an alternative wording, capturing the need for applications to show 
evidence that the design is related to the guidance, would be welcome. 

Policies TC2-4 set out a comprehensive approach 
towards the development of these important sites.  
Have they been assessed for the viability and 
deliverability of their proposals? 

Yes. Indicative assessments were carried out on a broad scale which indicated that a public sector intervention 
would be required. This has now been carried forward into the activity of the multi-agency Falmouth Place-
Shaping Board and its Working Group, in which the NDP schemes are identified as a Priority Project. Falmouth 
has a Coastal Community Team and is also eligible for Coastal Communities Funding and the Coastal Revival 
Fund. 

Is the approach on Church Street Car Park in Policy 
TC2 2ii (Contamination Remediation Strategy) 
reasonable? In particular does it effectively require 
any new development to resolve pre-existing issues? 

Falmouth TC regard the requirements for remediation of the existing contamination at Church Street Car Park 
under TC2.2ii as being essentially unreasonable, and would prefer to have required that any development should 
not disturb the existing contamination or make it worse, i.e. referred to containment rather than remediation.  

As I read the various parts of the Plan the 
implementation of Policies HR4 and 5 has the 
potential to conflict with Policy FOS5.  

Yes, the potential conflict was considered. HR4 is intended to facilitate the ambition of Falmouth AFC to relocate 
whilst being in accordance with FOS5 by requiring  in HR4.1i that alternative playing field provision ‘of at least 
equal standard can be provided in a location that is accessible by walking, cycling or public transport, and does 
not result in an increase in off-site parking’ would be necessary.  

In Policy HR5 the reference to sites HR5.1, HR5.2 and HR5.5 do not lead to any loss of open space and accord 
with FOS5.  

Site HR5.3 includes a small amount of land at the rear that could be developed to provide income to regenerate 
the existing building and upgrade the adjacent playing fields and fund an all-weather and multi-use pitch  to 
result in an overall increase of sport provision. 

Site HR 4.4 Falmouth RFC site includes a small amount of land within the site that could be developed to pay for 
improvements to the club’s facilities with no negative impact on available sport provision. 



 

Pages 74 to 79 of the Strategy Report refer in more detail. 

The Plan includes a series of criteria-based policies 
(BE3/5/6). 

Accepted. 

TC1/TCON2 – I can see the relationship between the 
policies and the preceding Policy Justifications (and in 
the case of TC1 the blue/grey Strategy box text). 
However, the policies read as a combination of the 
relevant strategy and a policy.  
I am minded to recommend modifications to the 
policies so that they support a series of land use 
matters that arise from the Policy Justification/boxed 
Strategy. 

Accepted. However, FTC took the view that the NDP and its policies is not just about setting criteria for planning 
decisions but also an opportunity to express a clear strategy for the future of the town and ensure that its land 
use policies serve the purpose of that strategy. Whilst much of this can be expressed through ‘Strategy Boxes’ in 
the supporting text, certain elements appeared appropriate for inclusion in the associated policies.  The 
Independent Examiner’s assistance on this would be appreciated. 

BE12/CUL2 – The policies are generally appropriate. 
However, they fail to acknowledge that many such 
proposals will be permitted development.  
I am minded to recommend modifications to the 
policies so that they acknowledge the permitted 
development issue. 

BE12. Accepted, the policy was intended to cover situations where a home-based enterprise had grown to the 
extent of in some way requiring planning permission. Perhaps the supporting text could make this clear. 

CUL2 Actually the policy is in two parts. The first about loss of facilities and would broadly accord with Cornwall 
Local Plan Policy 4 and NPPF Paras 83.d.  and 92.The second part is about retention and expansion through 
development, and covers the situation where planning permission is required. There may be a better way to 
express these intentions, and the Independent Examiner’s assistance on this would be appreciated. 

CUL3 – The approach in the policy is well-founded. 
Nevertheless, it is not land use based 

Accepted. 

in HMO2 how could Cornwall Council effectively 
monitor and enforce the second criterion of the policy 
(undergraduate students)? 

Accepted, this would be very difficult to achieve and enforce. Also, it is envisaged that such developments would 
by the nature of the legal agreement necessary under the terms of the policy not be practical nor attractive to 
landlords of student accommodation, whilst individuals would be unlikely to wish to enter into the longer term 
provisos required.  

Observations on Representations Falmouth TC note the expression of local support for the NDP expressed in the large majority of representations 
received and strongly supports the comments made by Falmouth Civic Society.  

With reference to the representations made by developers, FTC feel that they have largely been addressed in the 
comments made above, and by the body of evidence supporting the Falmouth NDP, and at this stage no further 
observations are necessary. 



 


