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Meeting Note 
 

Our ref 30117/NT/SSa 

Date 28 November 2012   

Present CLG Members: 

 Chair: Tom French (TF); John Oxenham (JO) Cornwall Councillor; June Anderson 

(JA) St Blaise Town Council; Michael Sheehan (MS) Carlyon Parish Council; 

Councillor Kathleen Best (KB) St Austell Bay Parish Council; Matthew Arthur 

(MA) St Austell Bay Economic Forum (SABEF); Louise Wood (LW) Cornwall 

Council 

 

 James Shimwell (JSh) AHL; Jacky Swain (JSw) (CEG); David Porter (DP) DJCPM; 

Nick Thompson (NT) NLP 

 

 Minutes:    Michelle Sammons (MSa) CEG 

 

Apologies Caron Thompson ; David Pooley ; Paul Banks ; Jon Kenny 

 

Venue Information Centre, Carlyon Bay 

Circulation All present and absent CLG members 

 

Subject  Community Liaison Group Meeting 3 (28 November 2012) 

   

1.0 Actions from the meeting 2 (6 September 2012) 

• Para 5.4 -Information of percentage of beach to be available for public 

during construction. DP advised this would be an action for a future 

meeting once more detailed information is available and a Contractor has 

been appointed 

• Para 5.7 – Eden to provide information on Car sharing schemes.  DP to 

request from Eden in due coursePara 7.3 -Update on appointment of 

architect. JSh informed the meeting that an Master planning architect had 

been chosen by CEG 

• No additional topics for agenda from members 

2.0 Progress 

2.1 DP reported that the progress of the development was currently affected by the 

economic climate . He reminded the meeting of the economic overview provided 

by NT at the last CLG meeting. This showed a picture which was not currently 

conducive to investors and as a result to projects moving forward.   
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2.2 At Carlyon Bay there are also site issues mainly relating to Public Rights of Way 

[PRoW] which need to be resolved   :  

1 An application to increase the amount of public car parking on the top car 

park. This will require the consolidation of 3 routes [Definitive 

Route/Historic Route/ South West Coast Path [SWCP] in this area onto 

the current route of the SWCP 

2 A rationalisation of the PRoW  down the access road to separate cars and 

pedestrians in order to make it safe for pedestrians 

3 An application by a local resident for the extension of the footpath beside 

the Coliseum crossing through the development site to the mean high 

water tide mark 

2.3 These need to be resolved before the master planning architects can be 

briefed. 

2.4 The process to deal with PRoW issues is very slow, possibly culminating in a 

public inquiry.CEG has reviewed its position and whilst it can make some 

progress on other fronts these matters do need to be clarified in advance of the 

Masterplannng. 

2.5 As a result, the number of site operatives will be slimmed down, the bottom car 

park, which was opened temporarily by CEG, will be closed, and in future all 

parking will be in the top car park. The public toilets will be closed except for a 

toilet for the disabled.  

2.6 JO asked whether the mini bus would still be available for the less able? It was 

confirmed that it will remain in operation.  The public will still be able to access 

the beach on foot and access for pedestrians will still be either down the 

access road or the steps. 

2.7 For safety reasons a gate will be reinstated at the top of the access road 

leaving an opening across the existing footpath for pedestrians to walk through.  

These measures will be implemented as soon as practical. 

2.8 The operatives affected are employed by a local firm who would decide how 

they would be redeployed.  

2.9 DP reminded the meeting that the Section 106 Agreement had dealt extensively 

with public access to the beach and through the remainder of the site. 

Discussions leading to this 106 Agreement involving Cornwall Council and JO 

had been comprehensive and extensive and had resulted in an agreed 106 

which gave extensive public access. As a result it is disappointing to now be 

faced with these PRoW issues.  

2.10 JSh said it was very frustrating because the site had been mobilised ready for 

construction but with the current uncertainty, investment would not be 

forthcoming.  It was difficult to give timelines – the delays could be six months, 

a year or more. Asked by MA if the money had been secured for the 
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development, JS replied that part of the investment is in place but it had to be 

done in phases.  It was difficult to give a timeline because there were so many 

factors affecting the start date. 

2.11 DP said the economic climate would eventually improve and once the Rights of 

Way issues were sorted the process would be much more straightforward. 

2.12 It was agreed that a copy of the press release would be circulated to CLG 

members before it appeared in the media. This will need to explain the closure 

of the car park on Crinnis and the changes to staff on site. Action MSa and JSw 

3.0 Planning Applications 

3.1 MS read from an email from local residents representing Sea Road Frontagers  

raising nine points of concern relating to the top car park public right of way 

diversion. He indicated that any re-routing would meet with a great deal of 

public opposition. 

3.2 MS said there was an atmosphere of mistrust of the developers who appeared 

to be doing nothing to move the project forward apart from submitting planning 

applications. The public relations were not what it should have been. All they 

saw was the developer wishing to take away a right of way. 

3.3 He added that the views of some residents would never change but there was 

new young blood coming into the area and the developer needed to 

communicate with them. 

3.4 NT said he was confused by the suggestion that all three pathways were being 

moved.  If successful, the application to improve the top car park would then 

require an application that will involve the historic route and public right of way 

both being consolidated onto the route of  the existing SWCP thus allowing for 

more parking spaces and separating pedestrians and cars in a safe manner.  

There was no intention of moving the SWCP as had been indicated by some of 

the points relayed to MS.  

[Note:-The letter of application for the revised car park layout is attached to 

these minutes for information of CLG members] 

3.5 JO said he supported this application because it was a sensible route, didn’t 

disadvantage walkers and maximised parking spaces. It also protected 

pedestrians because it was fenced rather than walking through the car park. 

But only if, in the case of erosion, the right to divert the route back onto land 

owned by the developer was negotiated. 

3.6 JO said he was very unhappy with the application for the temporary retention of 

sea defences in front of the Information Centre for an 18 month period. In 

summary there were three completely different issues that were bothering 

people: the top car park; the retention of sea defences and the extended 
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footpath beside the Coliseum – the latter of which he accepted was out of the 

control of the developer. 

3.7 JO noted that it is clear that the wider economic situation is the main issue and 

he understands the position for the developer. 

3.8 TF summarised the situation saying people had expressed their concern about 

timing should the sea defences application be granted and this cannot be an 

open ended commitment as well as the implications of the top car park layout 

application.  There was a degree of sympathy for the developer in relation to the 

rights of way because certain people didn’t want the development to happen 

and were determined to block the development.  However, public relations 

between local residents and the developer were not what they should have 

been. He asked about how the group (non CEG Members) could address these 

matters. 

3.9 DP said that one of the fundamental reasons for setting up the CLG was to act 

as the conduit through which local people could air their concerns using their 

CLG representatives. In this instance CEG would like to work with  CLG 

members to get an early resolution on these PRoW matters. 

3.10 It was agreed that MS, JO and TF would arrange a meeting with the Sea Road 

Frontagers to discuss their concerns re the top car park application and report 

back to the CLG.  Action MS/TF 

4.0 Next Meeting 

4.1 To be confirmed once the meeting had been held with the Sea Road Frontagers. 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 


