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This chapter describes how the preferred option has been arrived at, firstly 
setting out the alternatives that have been considered for developing the 
harbour and then the process for developing and assessing harbour 
options.  An overview of the likely impact of the short listed options by each 
of the environmental specialists is given and the reasons for the selection 
of the preferred option are then set out. 
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A multi modal study of links to the Isles of Scilly was undertaken during 
2004 on behalf of the Penzance to the Isles of Scilly Route Partnership. 
The purpose of the study was to develop a preferred plan for addressing 
transport problems and opportunities and to subsequently prepare a Major 
Scheme bid submission to the Department for Transport in July 2004.  The 
study assessed alternative options to investment in a new ferry alongside 
harbour improvements at Penzance and St Mary’s.  The alternatives 
considered were investment in air travel and in other mainland ports rather 
than Penzance. 
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Given the constraints on the transfer of patronage from sea to air travel, 
the study identified no feasible public sector ‘do-something’ option that 
provided a comparable outcome to options for investment in sea services.  
There are potential options for developing passenger air travel, but these 
are likely to impact on a separate market to that served by the current sea 
passenger vessel.  
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Consideration was given to the use of other harbour facilities on the 
mainland, on the basis that they might offer improved benefits, accessibility 
and value for money.  The options, Falmouth and Newlyn, were both 
identified as unsuitable.   

The journey time to Falmouth was too long, which made it impractical in 
terms of passenger discomfort and the time available for day trippers to the 
Isles.  The use of high speed craft was considered, although these craft 
were discounted due to the likely level of downtime, given the sea 
conditions, and the high operational costs. Constraints on the mainland 
road infrastructure meant that Newlyn could not support the level of 
passenger and freight operations and access. Additionally this would have 
created conflicts with the existing fishing industry activity.   

The consideration of alternatives led to the conclusion that the most 
appropriate way forward was investment in the sea link to the Isles of Scilly 
from Penzance. 
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Hyder Consulting collated all previous options and undertook a review in 
January 2004, as part of a feasibility study into harbour developments.  
Possible options for the development of Penzance Harbour to improve 
berthing facilities for the Isles of Scilly passenger and freight links and for 
other harbour users were identified in past reports. Additionally a number 
of new options were also proposed by the Penzance Harbourmaster and/or 
Penwith District Council or have been further developed from the original 
options.  

The basis of the review covered the following requirements as being 
needed to ensure that the mainland to Isles of Scilly route could be run 
safely and economically: 

·  A lack of covered passenger facilities meaning that passenger must 
walk along and wait on the quayside in all weathers; 

·  Single berthing area for all seasons and weather conditions.  This 
was based on the indication that a combined freight and passenger 
vessel was the desired method for future sea operations.  
Subsequently, it was considered appropriate to retain the option of 
maintaining the existing situation of separate passenger and freight 
vessels for evaluation.  The emerging options were adapted 
accordingly; 

·  Capability for roll-on roll-off operations.  Roll-on, roll-off freight 
handling was considered desirable at the time of the Option Review.  
Subsequently, this was no longer considered appropriate and crane 
handling is the preferred method.  The emerging options were 
adapted accordingly; 

·  An adequate cargo storage building which should include provision 
for frozen storage, chilled storage, dry food storage and ancillary dry 
storage areas.  This building should also incorporate an area large 
enough for freight to be sorted and containerised for delivery to the 
separate islands that make up the Isles of Scilly. 

·  The need for exterior storage areas for heavy freight (such as 
building materials) which can also be used for the storage of large 
passenger related items such as boats, etc. 

·  The need for good road access to the cargo handling facility for 
lorries making deliveries and for receiving freight. 

·  The need for a new fuel bunkering supply. 

·  The new facilities should be made secure.  This is not only to protect 
against theft and vandalism, but also to ensure that any future 
nationally designated security requirements can be implemented. 
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·  There must be good road access to allow for coaches and cars to 
drop off and to pick up passengers and their luggage.  It should be 
noted that although passenger car parking is not required at the new 
facility, there is a requirement for car parking in the Penzance area to 
service the harbour.  

·  A passenger terminal building – this will need: 

·  a passenger handling area, 

·  a passenger holding area large enough for up to 150 people,  

·  there should be canteen/vending and toilet facilities in the 
holding area, 

·  there will need to be an area sufficient for the processing of 
baggage, security checks and for stowing into containers, and 

·  a passenger baggage reclaim area. 

A framework matrix was prepared of the 14 options and assessed by a 
weighted score as follows: 
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Adequate Passenger and Cargo Facilities 0.08 

Condensed Passenger and Cargo Facilities 0.08 

Free up space on Existing Dock 0.08 

Provide ro-ro Ferry Link Span 0.08 

Provide Year-round Berth for Ferry 0.08 

Tidal Dependency 0.08 

Improve/Minimise Obstruction to Highway 0.11 

Environmental Impact 0.11 

Cost 0.30 

 1.0 

 

The option matrix included a scoring for providing for roll-on, roll-off freight 
handling, which was later dismissed as inappropriate for the route.   The 
scoring of options was reviewed in the light of changes in preferred freight 
handling and taking out this weighting did not affect the short listed options 
emerging from the evaluation.  

Three options emerged from the evaluation as clear leaders.  The three 
included one option for the developed inner harbour and two options for 
the outer harbour. 
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Following the options review, and preliminary appraisal of the viability of 
options, it became clear that there was a need to further investigate low 
cost options.  Three low cost options were also developed.  

The process led to six short listed options, which are summarised in Table 
3.1 and shown in Figures 3.1 to 3.6. 

Table 3.1 Summary of Short listed Harbour Options 
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A1: Low Scale 
(South Pier 
Option) 

Suitable for both combined and separate vessels.  
Overtopping issues not addressed.  24 hour tidal 
access not provided.  Restrictions on berthing 
times of passenger/ combined vessel as cannot 
slip eastwards along quay face on falling tide. 

£6.36m 

A2: Low Scale 
(South Pier 
Option) 

Suitable for both combined and separate vessels.  
Overtopping issues addressed with rock 
armouring along the seaward face of Lighthouse 
Pier.  24 hour tidal access not provided.  
Restrictions on berthing times of passenger/ 
combined vessel addressed by extension to 
quay/ dredging (£750k less if not addressed). 

£9.55m 

A3: Low Scale 
(South Pier 
Option)  

Suitable for both combined and separate vessels.  
Overtopping issues addressed. 24 hour tidal 
access provided for combined but only for 
passenger vessel if separate.   

£9.79m 

 

B: Medium Scale 
(Inner Harbour) 
(DWG 1230) 

Suitable for both combined and separate vessels 
but freight vessel will have to use north face of 
inner harbour.  24 hour tidal access provided for 
all combined vessel, but only for passenger 
vessel if separate. 

£10.1m 

C: Significant 
Scale (Outer 
Harbour) (DWG 
1236) 

Suitable for separate vessels only.  24 hour tidal 
access provided for both vessels. 

£18.1m 

D: Significant 
Scale (Outer 
Harbour 2) (DWG 
1228) 

Suitable for combined vessel only.  24 hour tidal 
access provided for both vessels. 

£18.1m 
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An overview assessment of the likely impacts on the environment of each 
of the six short listed options was undertaken in order to assist in choosing 
the preferred development option for the Harbour.  Each environmental 
specialist was asked to comment on the options and rank them in order of 
preference (1 being their preferred option). Appendix 3.1 provides the full 
comments and ranking for each option. The majority of specialists 
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responded, providing rankings for each option. Those that did not respond 
considered the difference in impacts between options to be minimal to their 
specialism.  The ranking for each option by each specialist and the total 
scores across all specialists is summarised in Table 3.2. 

Table 3.2  Summary of Rankings 

 

 Ranking (1=Preferred) 

 Option A1 Option A2 Option A3 Option B Option C Option D 

Human 
Environment 

2 1 3 6 5 4 

Marine 
Ecology 

2 1 3 4 5 5 

Ecology 6 4 4 1 2 2 

Landscape 2 3 4 1 6 5 

Coastal 
Processes 

1 2 4 3 6 6 

Cultural 
Heritage 

1 2 3 4 5 5 

Air Quality  3 3 3 3 2 1 

Hydrology 3 1 1 4 4 4 

Total 20 17 25 26 35 32 

 

It can be seen from the table that Option A2 was ranked the most highly 
overall, although it was not the preferred in terms of terrestrial ecology due 
to potential impacts on wintering birds. 
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The process of arriving at the preferred option involved a consideration of 
environmental impacts but also a public consultation exercise and the 
consideration of the options by each of the partners in the Isles of Scilly 
Route Partnership. Given the significance of Penzance harbour as a focal 
point for the town, understandably the public consultation favoured 
comprehensive improvements, which included major layout improvements.  
Moreover, the larger scale schemes could deliver greater benefits in terms 
of 24 hour berthing for example.  Subsequently, in the interests of ensuring 
the viability of the scheme and minimising the environmental impacts, the 
Route Partnership accepted the ‘low scale’ improvements provided by 
Option A2.   



 

� � � � �� �-

	 
 � � �� 
�� ���� � ��� � � �� � � �� ��� 
� � ��� � � �� � � � � � 
�	 � � � � ���� � ��� � ��� �� �
� � � � � �  � �� � 
! � � 
�" � � �
� � # � � �� ��$�� �� # � � �� � � � � � � ��%&&' �

� (' � . � )� 
� �  � � �

Hyder Consulting (UK) Ltd, Penzance Harbour Options Review, January 
2004. 

Hyder Consulting (UK) Ltd, Isles of Scilly Link Major Scheme Bid, July 
2004. 

 

Cornwall County Council, Isles of Scilly Link Major Scheme Bid Executive 
Summary, October 2004. 

Hyder Consulting (UK) Ltd, Penzance Harbour Concept Design, December 
2004. 

 


