PENTEWAN VALLEY PARISH COUNCIL

Minutes of the EXTRA ORDINARY MEETING OF PENTEWAN VALLEY
PARISH COUNCIL to be held at St Austell Rugby Club Tregorrick
Rd, Saint Austell PL26 7FH on Thursday 21 May 2026 at 7pm, for
the purpose of transacting the business stated in the agenda
below.

Present: Clirs Mike Ward, Miles Avery, Steve Street, Andy Cleverdon, Jean
Allam, Jamie Sweet and Jake Bonetta.

In attendance: Anne Barnes (Clerk).

FPC26/035 Apologies for Absence

Apologies were received from Cllr George Muskett

FPC26/036 Declarations of Interest on Items on the Agenda

No Declarations of interest were received

FPC26/037 Chairman's Announcements

The chair had no announcements to make.

FPC26/038 Public Participation

More than 150 members of the public attended, around 60 of whom were
residents of Pentewan Valley Parish, and shared their comments with the Parish
Councillors on the agenda item. Their comments were noted.

FPC26/039 Planning Application and Related Matters

To respond to Planning application:
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PA26/02774 Outline Planning Permission for residential-led development for up
to 325 residential units (Use Class C3) including preparatory works and
demolition of existing farmstead at Higher Tregorrick Farm, as necessary; with
associated landscaping works and public realm; other open space including
parks, amenity green space, natural and semi-natural green spaces, equipped
and natural play spaces; associated infrastructure and internal access roads
with all matters reserved except for detailed access off Tregorrick Road and
other associated highway works. Land South East Of Gewans Farm Tregorrick
Road Tregorrick St Austell.

IT WAS RESOLVED THAT: the clerk should respond to Cornwall council’s
planning department advising that Pentewan Valley Parish Council OBJECTS to
this planning application for the following reasons:-

Reason 1 - Spatial Strategy Conflict

The proposed development is located outside any defined settlement boundary
and would therefore represent development in the open countryside, where
restraint is a fundamental element of the adopted spatial strategy. In this
location, new development must be justified by clear policy support and by a
scale and form that respects the settlement hierarchy established by the
Cornwall Local Plan. In the absence of such justification, the proposal conflicts
with Policies 2, 3 and 7, which seek to direct growth to the most sustainable
locations, protect the countryside from unnecessary encroachment and ensure
that development patterns remain plan-led rather than speculative. The
proposal would therefore undermine the spatial strategy of the development
plan and result in unjustified expansion into a rural area.

Reason 2 - Landscape Harm

By reason of its scale, extent and visual presence, the proposal would introduce
an urbanising form of development into a landscape that presently contributes
to the rural setting of St Austell and to the transition between the built-up area
and the surrounding countryside. The development would erode landscape
character, diminish the openness of the site and weaken the distinctive qualities
that make this approach to the settlement visually sensitive. Such harm is not
outweighed by any compelling locational need demonstrated in the application.
The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy 2 of the Cornwall Local Plan and to
national policy within the NPPF, which requires planning decisions to recognise
the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and to conserve valued
landscapes.

Reason 3 - Conflict with Neighbourhood Plan Objectives
The proposal is also in conflict with the spatial approach and overarching

objectives of the emerging Pentewan Valley Neighbourhood Development Plan.
That plan seeks to safeguard the rural character of the parish, direct
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development to appropriate locations and resist forms of growth that would
amount to strategic expansion beyond the scale and pattern supported by the
local community. The application site and the scale of development proposed do
not align with those objectives and would prejudice the plan-led approach being
advanced through the neighbourhood planning process. Although the
neighbourhood plan may be at an emerging stage, its evidence base and stated
intentions are material considerations which weigh against the scheme.

Reason 4 - Heritage Impact

The development would result in harm to the setting of a listed building by
altering the character of its surroundings and diminishing the way in which that
heritage asset is experienced within its historic landscape context. While the
level of harm may properly be characterised as less than substantial in NPPF
terms, that harm nonetheless attracts considerable importance and weight in
the planning balance. The public benefits put forward in support of the proposal
are not sufficiently clear, certain or substantial to outweigh that identified
heritage harm. The proposal therefore fails to satisfy the statutory duty to have
special regard to the desirability of preserving the setting of listed buildings and
conflicts with national and local heritage policy.

Reason 5 - Overall Planning Balance

When assessed in the round, the proposal gives rise to a series of significant
adverse impacts including conflict with the spatial strategy, harm to landscape
character, tension with neighbourhood plan objectives, heritage concerns and
unresolved infrastructure issues. These are not minor or technical matters but
go to the heart of whether the site is suitable and sustainable for the form of
development proposed. Even allowing for the benefits claimed by the applicant,
those benefits do not outweigh the cumulative policy conflicts and site-specific
harms identified. The proposal therefore fails the overall planning balance and
should be refused when assessed against the development plan and the
National Planning Policy Framework taken as a whole.

Reason 6 - Traffic and Highways Impacts

The transport evidence submitted with the application does not provide a
sufficiently robust or reliable basis for concluding that the traffic and highway
impacts of the proposal would be acceptable. In particular, there remains
insufficient confidence in the assumptions used, the likely level and distribution
of vehicle movements and the extent to which the local highway network can
safely and efficiently accommodate the additional traffic generated. Nor has it
been clearly demonstrated that the cumulative effects on road safety,
convenience for existing users and the functioning of surrounding routes have
been fully assessed. In the absence of a clear and convincing evidential
foundation, the highway implications of the scheme remain unresolved and
weigh materially against the proposal.
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Reason 7 Flooding

The application does not provide sufficient confidence that the proposed
development can be accommodated without giving rise to unacceptable flood
risk on or off site. The development would replace permeable greenfield land
with built form and hard surfacing, increasing the potential for surface water
runoff and placing additional pressure on existing drainage infrastructure. In the
absence of robust evidence demonstrating that runoff can be effectively
managed, that surcharging and overflow through the existing network can be
avoided, and that there would be no increased risk of flooding further down the
valley either now or over the lifetime of the development, the proposal gives
rise to significant concern in respect of flood risk, drainage resilience and
downstream impacts.

Reason 8 Sewage

The foul drainage and sewerage evidence submitted in support of the
application does not provide sufficient confidence that the existing network has
the capacity to accommodate the proposed development without unacceptable
risk of additional surcharge, overflow or pollution incidents. In light of recorded
spills affecting local discharge points, and indications that the system is already
operating close to capacity, it has not been satisfactorily demonstrated that the
proposal can be served by adequate wastewater infrastructure, either at the
outset or over the lifetime of the development. The proposal therefore gives rise
to material concern in respect of infrastructure adequacy, environmental
protection and the sustainable servicing of the site.

Reason 9 Active Travel

The proposal fails to provide a sufficiently clear, direct and policy-compliant
active travel connection and therefore does not adequately support safe,
attractive and convenient walking and cycling movements to and from the site.
In particular, the scheme does not demonstrate satisfactory alignment with the
St Austell Area Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan, nor does it
provide sufficient certainty regarding the delivery, continuity and long-term
usability of the proposed active travel links. As a result, the development fails
to promote sustainable transport choices in a robust and deliverable manner.

Reason 10 Biodiversity

The biodiversity evidence accompanying the application is inadequate and does
not provide a sound basis for concluding that ecological impacts have been
properly identified, assessed and mitigated including light pollution. The
submitted material indicates shortcomings in baseline ecological survey work,
uncertainty regarding the presence and protection of relevant species, and
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insufficiently developed mitigation proposals. In addition, the application does
not clearly demonstrate compliance with mandatory Biodiversity Net Gain
requirements, with the information provided indicating that net gain delivery
would fall below the required 10 per cent threshold. There is also an evident
inconsistency between the claims made in the Planning Statement and the level
of ecological assurance currently available, with apparent policy compliance
being dependent on further revisions or future submissions rather than being
established at the point of determination. In these circumstances, the proposal
gives rise to significant concern in respect of biodiversity protection, legal
compliance and the deliverability of ecological enhancement measures.

N.B. the decision was made at an extraordinary meeting of the parish council,

which was attended by over 150 members of the public, who unanimously also
object to this application, Persimmons homes declined our invitation to attend

the meeting.

FPC26/040 Dates of Future Meetings

It was noted that the date of the next Ordinary Parish Council Meeting will be
held on 24 June 2026 from 7pm at the Pentewan Village Hall, Glentowan Road
Pentewan PL26 6DB

The Meeting Closed at 20:45pm

Signed Chairman .....ccicivimirimmsmssmsssasssssssssasnns
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