
Growth Impact Task Group 

Regarding Draft NP Policy PAD11 Exception Site Policy 

Task Group participants: Gill Vivian, Jon Pascoe, Tim Farley, Charlie Watson-Smyth 

Questions asked 12th August 2020: 

a) Should the Padstow Parish Neighbourhood Plan include a policy regarding rural exception 

site development? 

b) Should the Padstow Parish Neighbourhood Plan provide further guidance on what would be 

considered as an appropriate size of development for a rural exception site? 

c) If there is a policy, are the current draft criteria sufficient? 

d) Should an additional criterion regarding Trevone be included in any rural exception site 

policy? 

 

Declarations: 

None 

 

Question a) Replies: 

TG1 (17 August 2020) No 

I do not think a specific policy is required as it may cause difficulties in the future - this NP 

takes the Parish forward to 2030. 

My preference would be for the NP to include a statement of support for rural exception site 

development within the Parish. This would recognise the requirement for social housing to 

meet local needs, and indicate a willingness to work with suitable partners to advance an 

appropriate rural exception site scheme, if this could not be delivered in other ways, without 

being too prescriptive.  This brings together points 11 and 16 in PW’s paper.  

I therefore have no further comments with regards to points b), c) and d). 

TG2 (20 August 2020) No 

Given that the intention of the policy was always to recognise the need for more affordable 

housing and express support, I think that it would be sensible to include a statement of 

support for exception sites, but The Cornwall Local Plan and NPPF have sufficient policies 

that can be relied upon and I’m not sure that an additional policy in the NDP adds anything 

further to Policy 9 of the CLP. 

TG3 (20 August 2020) No 

A statement of support would suffice.  

The Local Plan policy covers the important elements of the matter, e.g. NEED must be clearly 

demonstrable.  

PAD11 seems to seek to add further criteria that could be seen to justify its inclusion as a 

policy in the NDP, e.g. safe walking distance and “impact on neighbouring uses and openness 

of the countryside”.  

The “openness of the countryside” concerns me, this is too subjective and could rule out 

virtually any scheme. It is a Green Belt test that is typically not even applied to exceptions 

sites in the green belt. It is too onerous.  

Safe walking, impact on neighbours – these are things that would be given due consideration 

in the development management process, in any case.  

TG4 (20 August 2020) Yes 

But flexible 

 

Question b) Replies: 

TG1 (17 August 2020) N/A 

TG2 (20 August 2020) No 

This would probably be better assessed in the context of its immediate surroundings, as per 

the guidance that you referenced. 



TG3 (20 August 2020) No  

This would be pre-determining future circumstances. We don’t know what the housing need 

situation will be in 5- or 10-years’ time. If there is genuine local need, it should be met.  

TG4 (20 August 2020) No 

That may change in the future 

 

Question c) Replies: 

TG1 (17 August 2020) N/A 

TG2 (20 August 2020) Yes 

I think so, though at PAD11 4) is there not always going to be an “adverse” effect on the 

countryside? If so and the intention behind the policy was always to deliver more affordable 

housing, then perhaps “adverse” should be amended to “significant adverse” or as an 

alternative add in “that cannot be satisfactorily mitigated”. 

TG3 (20 August 2020) N/A 

See above – superfluous and too onerous.  

TG4 (August 2020) Yes 

 

Question d) Replies:  

TG1 (17 August 2020) N/A 

TG2 (20 August 2020) No 

Planning should be looked at as a whole and should be a balance of considerations assessed 

on its merits. There are already policy constraints at various levels to developing in Trevone, 

primarily with its AONB status. 

TG3 (20 August 2020) No 

If the policy remains, there should not be exclusion of Trevone, if there is genuine local need, 

it should be met.  

TG4 (August 2020) No 

 

Conclusion and Recommendations: 

The Task Group has considered four specific matters relating to policy PAD11 that were raised by 

respondents to the 1st consultation on the Padstow Parish Neighbourhood Plan. The views of the 

Task Group can be conflated into a single recommendation. 

Based on the views expressed by members it is recommended that Padstow Parish Neighbourhood 

Plan does not include a policy regarding rural exception site development.  

As an alternative the Neighbourhood Plan should include a ‘statement of support’ for rural exception 

site development taking place in the parish area should the need and opportunity align. This 

statement would recognise the need and potential value of a predominantly social housing 

development, without being too specific or ruling out particular locations. It would indicate that the 

Town Council would be willing to work with suitable partners to advance an appropriate rural 

exception site scheme. It would demonstrate a flexible approach to addressing the housing need at 

the time.  

The prevailing policy context would remain the Local Plan Policy 9 and any planning application for a 

rural exception site would be assessed by the local community on its merits and impact within that 

policy framework. 

 

 
PW/PPNP/Aug20 


