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Meeting Note – Liaison Group 1 and 2 Amalgamated 
 

Our ref 30117/NT/RHi 
Date 25 March 2011 
Present June Anderson (JA) St Blaise Town Council 
 John Oxenham (JO) Councillor, St Austell Bay 
 Michael Sheean (MS) Councillor 
 Bill Leach (BL) St Austell Bay Parish Council 
 Karen Hollinshead (KH) Carlyon Parish Council 
 Peter Browning (PBr) Carlyon Bay Watch 
 Ken Stark (KS) Sea Road Frontagers 
 Trevor Bassett (TB) Appletree Social Club 
 Robin Malcolm (RM) Carlyon Bay Watch 
 Peter Harrison (PH) Wheal Regent 
 Ray Pipe (RP)  Support A New Development 

(SAND) 
 Louise Doran (LD) Cornwall Council 
 Paul Banks (PB) Cornwall Council 
 David Porter (DP) DJCMP 
 Jacky Swain (JS) Commercial Estates Group (CEG) 
 Michelle Sammons (MSa) Commercial Estates Group (CEG) 
 Sarah Pechkaytis (SP) Commercial Estates Group (CEG) 
 Steve Oliver (SO) Steer Davies Gleave 
 Nick Thompson (NT) NLP 
 Sam Sainsbury (SS) NLP 
 Rachel Hill (RH) NLP 
Venue Information Centre, Carlyon Bay 
Circulation All Present plus Jon Kenny 
 

Subject  Carlyon Bay 
   

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 JS welcomed everyone to the meeting and explained that JK was not here 
tonight for family reasons. In light of JK not being here JS explained it 
would not be appropriate to discuss the issue of the chair and suggested 
we leave this till the next meeting. One person has received several 
nominations so JS stated that it is up to that person to speak directly with 
JK. BL sent best wishes to JK and his family on behalf of everyone at the 
meeting. 
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1.2 JS asked that if anyone has any questions about the planning application 
that they pass them to her or SP, preferably by email and these will then 
be taken to the next meeting, which will probably be on 7 April. 

2.0 Transport 

2.1 SO introduced himself as a transport consultant from Steer Davies Gleave 
and is working on the project. He explained that David Bell had presented 
on the transport issues at the last liaison group meeting and some issues 
may be worth explaining again. SO stated that the application included 
two documents; a Transport Assessment and a Travel Plan. He also 
explained that for the ‘open week’ which is currently running, they had 
produced a fact sheet on the key transport issues which people usually 
ask about. SO explained that he will run through the 14 points on the 
sheet and then address a couple of the issues which were left open at the 
last liaison group meeting. 

2.2 SO stated that we were required to submit a Transport Assessment and 
that it was prepared in accordance with the ‘Guidance on Transport 
Assessment’ by the Department for Transport, which is the latest 
guidance. This guidance requires that the worst case scenario is 
assessed and for this site the peak period is the middle of August. SO 
noted that they have carried out a series of surveys which back this up. 

2.3 SO explained how the trip generation for the development is calculated 
and noted that for this site there are different issues to consider; the top 
car park and visitors/guests at the development and permanent residents. 
Surveys have been carried out at various local car parks and 
developments. The number of vehicles per hour were recorded and the 
length of stay. This information has formed the basis of the trip generation 
calculations for our site, including the top car park. SO stated that the 
survey carried out at Pentewan Sands is the most similar in terms of unit 
numbers and facilities and therefore the most useful for the calculations 
for our site since it is a similar size and is also right on the beach. The 
Pentewan Sands holidaymaker trip patterns have been used for our 
assessment of Carlyon Bay – trip generations for a resort type 
development. For the permanent residential component - TRICS database 
(standards within the transport industry) has been used. The 3 elements 
have been combined to get the overall trip generation for the site. 

2.4 SO stated that the transport assessment concludes 2511 vehicle 
movements during the course of a “12-hour period” in the peak August 
period and that he would come back to this figure later. SO explained that 
he understood how it can be hard to visualise what 2511 means, hence 
the incorporation of daily vehicle movements at familiar sites such as 
Tesco on the transport fact sheet. The trip generations anticipated as a 
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result of the development are then compared against a ‘do nothing’ 
situation, i.e. if the development didn’t come forward. 

2.5 With the peak 2511 figure in mind, SO then explained that this is the 
highest figure. During October for example, trip generation is expected to 
be 35% lower and during the winter period significantly less. SO noted 
that fewer vehicle movements are generated from these proposals 
compared to the extant planning permission. 

2.6 SO ran through the purpose of the Travel Plan as setting out measures to 
reduce vehicle use. The travel plan will reduce private car trips by 20% 
and this will be monitored in conjunction with Cornwall Council Highways 
after completion for at least 10 years of its operation. SO explained that if 
a target is not met there are conditions in the S106 to ensure other 
measures are taken to bring the traffic figures down again. 

2.7 The peak August traffic figures used don’t overlap with the busiest times 
on Beach Road and Sea Road. These are during school times, as schools 
obviously are on holiday during the summer. 

2.8 SO stated that the construction travel plan will have contractual conditions 
specifying the routes that construction vehicles can take and at what time. 
The principle route for construction traffic will be Cypress Avenue/Sea 
Road. Use of Beach Road will be restricted. Existing peak periods on the 
road network will be avoided as much as possible. 

2.9 SO mentioned the Holmbush corridor, noting that there are a couple of 
junctions which are already over capacity. The transport assessment has 
looked at how much worse we make these junctions and not how we can 
put them right. 

2.10 SO then subdivided the 2511 vehicle movements to 300 per hour which 
represents 150 in and 150 out. This is then compared with the ‘do nothing’ 
scenario to asses the additional traffic generated. SO explained that the  
numbers become less onerous when they are broken down into a familiar 
scale. SO noted that once the traffic reaches the wider network it 
disperses very quickly and therefore there is very little impact on the 
Holmbush corridor. For example, SO explained, that at the Tesco junction 
not much impact is expected from the additional Carlyon bay traffic. 

3.0 Transport Issues from the last liaison meeting 

3.1 SO returned to the forecast 2511 vehicle movements. He noted that 
previously 4,000 per day trips had been stated. This was deliberately on 
the pessimistic side rather than optimistic. At the time 4,000 was quoted, 
the transport assessment was still “work in progress”. The final figures 
were only reached in December. The travel plan seeks to reduce vehicle 
trips by 20% and this had not been factored into the “4,000” figure. SO 
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explained that this brings down the overall figure even more. Where we 
are now (2511) is a fully considered figure, based on evidence. 

3.2 SO addressed the question of undercroft parking and how this will be 
allocated as this was raised at the last liaison group meeting. SO 
explained that it will not be a free for all and if guests bring down 2 cars 
they will have to pre-book this. Within the undercroft parking is provided 
for residents/guests at the resort, for disabled parking and some 
operational parking. The full 840 spaces are therefore not just for the 
residential accommodation. The parking spaces will be allocated 
according to the occupation of the residences, i.e. permanent/holiday 
letting. Undercroft parking will be strictly allocated and equates to about 
1.3 spaces per residential dwelling. SO explained that this is within 
Council guidance will allows up to 1.5 parking space per unit. 

Post meeting note: SO asked that we also note that some operational staff parking will be 
included in the undercroft.  

3.3 SO then discussed the question of what happens if the top car park is not 
big enough. At the moment our position is set out in the travel plan which 
sets out the monitoring arrangements proposed. During the busiest 
periods we will be monitoring where people are parking. If people are 
parking where they shouldn’t be the S106 legal agreement includes 
measures to catch this so solutions can be put in place. The solutions are 
not at this stage specified since we don’t know the scale of any problem 
and therefore what measures will be required. SO suggested it could be 
yellow lines or more parking patrols. SO stated that the funding will be 
available as set out in the S106 and it will be up to CEG to agree with the 
local authority how it is allocated. 

3.4 SO noted that comments were made at the last meeting about the A391 
Tregrehan junction. SO explained that the surveys have shown this is 
already a busy junction and it will not get worse as a result of this 
development. Traffic at this junction is an existing problem but there are 
alternative ways to get out of that village, onto the A391. 

3.5 JS then asked if people had questions or comments and suggested we go 
round the group.  

3.6 JA commented that Tesco is going to expand and surely they will have to 
put in a traffic management document – so they would have to do 
something about that junction. In relation to illegal parking JA noted that it 
probably will happen and that the current wardens should deal with this. 
JA suggested that we could arrange for a warden to be there during the 
peak weeks – she offered these comments and suggestions as thoughts. 

3.7 RM commented that the figures sound splendid with a negligible impact. 
However 2 paragraphs above it says on Sea Road north there is a 44% 
increase which doesn’t seem to be negligible – how do the two go 
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together? SO answered that the assessment is based on how much traffic 
roads can accommodate. If they have capacity to accommodate additional 
vehicles, the impact is negligible. 

3.8 KS stated that he raised the 4000 issue and that he was concerned with 
the value of the numbers given since its gone from “4,000 to 2,000” which 
is a substantial decrease. KS commented that the number of apartments 
has stayed the same and said that he has noted before if the permanent 
residential units increases, the traffic will increase. KS is concerned how 
we got to 2,000 as this figure should have gone up. KS asked how 2000 
vehicles could be accommodated on the existing network. He explained 
that on Crinnis Close, a private road, people already park there and walk 
down to the beach. KS noted we had mentioned patrols and SERCO but 
asked how we would enforce parking restrictions here as it is a private 
road? It would have to be the residents enforcing, and he asked how 
patrols would work? 

Action: CEG project team to consider the options for managing parking and traffic. 

3.9 SO reinforced the point that 2,500 is the amount calculated based on the 
residential split between 50% permanent and 50%short-term lettings etc. 
SO explained that the initial 4,000 figure was deliberately on the high-side 
and commented that they were conscious at that time of not wanting to 
come back with a higher figure. 

3.10 KS accepted that for the minute but asked what assessment of existing 
traffic flows had been carried out? 

3.11 SO stated that the transport assessment has a series of tables which 
show peak flows and noted that 18 or 19 junctions had been surveyed. KS 
stated that vehicle numbers reach the 300 mark on Sea Road in August 
and he knows this from counting. SO accepted this and commented that 
when the site is up and running there is little we can do to direct which 
route people take apart from signing. SO went on to explain that there are 
a series of distribution assumptions in the transport assessment which 
look at where people are likely to want to go, for example, east, north, 
west. The traffic does disperse so it will not all be coming up Sea Road. 
SO noted that a visitor to the Information Centre that afternoon, who lives 
in Crinnis Close, was asking the same questions. SO accepted that at this 
time he did not have an answer but assured the meeting that monitoring 
will be in place and if this flags up any issues, we will deal with them. RP 
commented that some people on Crinnis Close had wanted yellow lines 
and said you would have to poll residents to see what they want. SO 
acknowledged there was a certain level of legality behind it all which 
would have to be looked into. 

3.12 KH stated that before it goes ahead she would like to see exact parking 
plans. It is already a very popular beach and KH commented that it is a 
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shame Cornish residents won’t be able to come to visit because it will be 
so busy. KH reinforced the point, stating that the beach will not just be for 
holidaymakers and that we need to consider locals. KH said that she did 
not want yellow lines as it would stop people visiting her and make it 
difficult for them to park. SO noted this and commented we are working to 
specify the approach to providing exact solutions as any adverse impacts 
are unknown and as there are a mixture of different road types there isn’t 
a catch-all solution. 

3.13 PH asked if people own the land or if it is a private road if they could put 
up wheel clamping signs? SO said that you can’t just do that anymore and 
again that enforcement would be up to residents. NT responded and 
stated that over the next few weeks we can look in more detail at the legal 
issues and come back with an answer at the next meeting in terms of the 
potential solutions but what is implemented will depend upon the impact. 

Action: NLP to assess the legal issues around managing parking on private roads and to 
consider the potential options. 

3.14 KH asked, if some apartments are not rented/occupied in August, could 
some parking be used for public parking spaces? NT noted that this is 
possible and would be a detailed management issue. KH commented that 
Par Market has a huge car park and given that we are planning some 
shuttle buses from the top car park, could we not run them to/from Par 
Market? SO agreed that a park ride from Par Market may be one of the 
parking solutions. NT added that perhaps variable message signs could 
be displayed on route directing people to the park and ride. SO stated that 
we need to see the scale of the problem and then focus down on what we 
can do. KH asked what was meant by “see the scale”? SO explained that 
we need to see why people are parking where they are not meant to – is it 
when the top car park is full or is it happening regardless? SO stated we 
need to understand what we’re dealing with. KH stated that they don’t 
want the development to be operating for a year with problems not being 
dealt with during that period.  

3.15 DP stated that the current S106 recognises that problems may occur and 
commits to a solution. As we move from heads of terms to the legal 
agreement more details will be provided on how problems are monitored 
and solutions reached. LD agreed with DP and explained that, regarding 
traffic in the S106, we started with the potential for traffic regulation 
orders, but what we are trying to do is come up with a set of words in the 
S106 that ensures problems are addressed in advance and then the right 
solution is selected and put in place. LD stated that we are trying to 
prevent a limited range of solutions being written into the S106 to ensure 
all problems are dealt with and suitable solutions are not ruled out. 

3.16 KH noted that the hotel has parking problems as they are short on spaces 
and asked if those guests/visitors would also be using the top car park? 
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JS commented that that is not a problem as the hotel generally asks if 
they need to use the car park; DP confirmed this. 

3.17 MS commented that traffic is at a standstill in the summer and he can’t get 
out. Particularly on Saturday and Sunday, on changeover day, it is difficult 
to get out of the road. MS said that there will be an increase in traffic and 
it doesn’t matter how it disperses as in the immediate locality there will be 
a bottleneck; we all know that where a dual carriageway goes from 2 
lanes to 1 it bottlenecks, and this will be the same. The impact will 
permeate down and residents won’t be able to get out. MS noted that this 
was a statement as much as anything else. MS stated that the problems 
will be at particular times, changeover day, and local residents will be 
‘cocooned’ on Saturday unless they get out before 7.30am and stay out 
until 6.30pm or use their feet. SO questioned whether MS was talking 
about from Carlyon Bay onto the wider network? MS asked anyone to sit 
and try and get out with a stopwatch and see how long it takes. MS 
commented that regardless of what you do its still an increase of traffic 
onto an already overcrowded road network. MS noted it would be 
particularly bad with the hotel, caravan site and our development all 
coming in. MS commented that it would be like a domino effect as one 
goes into the other and you can’t get away from it. SO recommended that 
if MS has the chance he should look at the transport assessment. MS 
noted the use of the word ‘satisfactory’ for the environmental impact and 
thought that this is open to a myriad of definitions. DP explained that we 
have followed a laid down process used for all Transport Assessments. 
MS said that alarm bells ring when ‘satisfactory’ is used as the statement 
is so broad it could mean anything. NT noted that if it would help we could 
find the most useful pages of the transport assessment and look at these 
after the meeting. 

Post Meeting Note: NT showed MS the relevant parts of the Transport Assessment after 
the meeting. 

3.18 JO said that he would like to see a proactive approach to the park and 
ride. Rather than yellow lines, JO said that he wanted to see us 
incentivise people to use the park and ride. The top car park is to be 
charged at Council rates and JO said the park and ride should be 
financially better and he would like to see this progress quickly. JO 
commented that if we start putting yellow lines in it would alter the 
character and feel of the estates. 

3.19 JO also explained that he would like to see the S106 aired and discussed 
at the next meeting, with the document circulated before that meeting so 
everyone has an input and knows what is involved and how it is trying to 
protect people who live here. 

3.20 JO mentioned the impact of the A390 and said that the figures relate to 
organic growth. But there is also the Eco town proposal, the doubling of 
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Tesco, development of Par docks etc. The figure does not take into 
account these traffic impacts with are real compounding factors and JO 
noted that there is no promise of any new roads as there is little money 
available. SO said that the transport assessment looks at the 
development as is required, which includes Tesco, but not EcoBos. SO 
explained that when carrying out an assessment there is no requirement 
to take on board potential other applications not yet submitted. JO asked 
LD and PB to find out the combined effect of the two developments. 

Action: LD to look into further with Cornwall Council Highways. 

3.21 LD explained that EcoBos has submitted its planning application however 
it has not yet been registered. LD said that they could look at the EcoBos 
transport documents and pull out some of the key figures as a 
comparative and they could also ask EcoBos for their headlines. LD noted 
that the Council is currently trying to prepare a highways model for the 
wider network, this will be followed up. LD accepted that in part it is the 
Council’s responsibility to look at the combined impact of developments 
coming forward – the highways model looks at potential applications and 
forward plans scenarios. LD thought that the Council’s highway model 
included EcoBos but said that she will check, but LD noted that it definitely 
includes our site as we have extant consent. SO noted that EcoBos 
should also have taken into account the extant permission for Carlyon 
Bay. 

3.22 LD stated that the S106 Heads of Terms (HoT’s) is already out there. NT 
explained that the S106 is 5 pages at the moment but it will end up as a 
much more detailed document with a few dozen pages. At the moment 
the S106 HoT’s really is only the headlines. The points are for comment 
and elaboration in the actual S106. NT suggested that we could send the 
S106 out with the meeting note. JO stated that people need the chance to 
look at the S106 and have real input and understand the benefits.  

Post Meeting Note: The Heads of Terms is a document agreed between CC and CEG to 
define the proposed terms for the Section 106 Agreement. 

3.23 JO then asked what the delay times for our junctions would be? – a 
measure of time means more to them, e.g. 2/3 mins?. SO responded that 
the transport assessment output has queues and delays. LD agreed that 
that information is there you just have to wade through to get there. SO 
agreed the transport assessment is by its nature detailed and not an easy 
document for the pubic to follow, hence the Transport Factsheet. 

3.24 BL stated that he considers the following are crucial for everyone to know. 
We need to know the cumulative impact on the A390 and how we are 
going to alleviate those problems. BL noted that it is not for this 
application to solve all St Austell’s traffic issues. BL commented that traffic 
is a major part of their new Parish plan. BL said that the transport 
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information sheet is very useful and thanked everyone for that, he noted in 
particular the quantification is good. But we need to know the additional 
traffic from Duporth, Charlestown, EcoBos etc. BL asked that Cornwall 
Council let them know the cumulative impact and plan towards a 
reduction. He stated that it is a wider problem than just Carlyon Bay. 

3.25 TB agreed with JO’s incentivising and not penalising idea. TB said that he 
hadn’t waded through the 7 tons of the application yet! TB asked if there 
was any parking for visitors of residents etc. and especially for disabled 
people? SO explained that the travel plan document deals with the 840 
spaces allocation and that it shows there is a separate allocation for 
disabled visitors and restaurants. TB questioned the legal authority of 
SERCO removing cars that are illegally parked. LD explained that SERCO 
undertaking the traffic management on the Council’s behalf but it is 
different with the private road. TB then asked if cars are illegally parked, 
they could get a ticket? LD explained that they would get a letter from 
Cornwall Council but it is done through SERCO – they are essentially a 
service the Council commission in. TB noted that whiz-kid lawyers 
manage to get people off tickets and fines. LD said that there are different 
areas of specialism and with parking tickets people do get off on 
technicalities, but it is not the Council doing it directly. 

3.26 TB explained that it is the 10 year anniversary of the Eden project 
opening.  When they first opened there were queues of cars to get in for 
miles. TB said that if the development is as luxurious as we claim it will 
be, there will be a lot of traffic as so many people will want to come. Only 
now does Eden have a bigger car park. SO said that it is a difficult test. 
TB stated yes, but we only have 1 car park and people from Cornwall will 
want to come due to the interest factor, and KS agreed. KH commented 
that at opening, all visitors paid before parking (causing traffic queues on 
the road). 

3.27 NT said that we would have to look at what are the different options to 
deal with different levels of impact. NT explained that it is very important 
to recognise that we don’t want to cause traffic problems. We want people 
to be able to get in and out. NT noted from NLP’s work with large theme 
parks we know about the “honeymoon” effects of new developments and 
also that people remember the journey home as it impacts greatly on their 
memory of the day and whether they make a repeat visit. Also, for 
purchasers, they must be able to get to/from the development. There is a 
common or shared interest in getting the transport right. We want people 
to be able to get in/out. JO said that he was a manager at Eden previously 
and it wasn’t until the new car park was built and the access improved that 
traffic improved. JO stressed that we need to have a viable options now 
and not wait until the roads are blocked up to decide what needs to be 
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done. NT assured everyone that it is not in our interest to have people 
queuing and will identify possible solutions for the next meeting. 

Action: NLP to identify possible solutions for the next meeting. 

3.28 BL said he was just flagging up a few problems. JS thanked BL for his 
contributions and said we will take them on board and get some answers 
for the next meeting. KH added that visitor numbers at Eden have 
dropped but they are still looking at increasing the parking as there still 
isn’t enough. BL said that he is reluctant to see this get lost and would like 
to see solutions at the next meeting. BL stressed that CEG needs to come 
back with ideas. 

3.29 NT noted that we will prioritise S106 and traffic and come back at the next 
meeting. LD agreed that there could be a big traffic hit when the facilities 
open so this needs to be written into the S106 but the development will be 
phased and this may help the management of traffic. 

3.30 JO commented that there were only a few weeks before the application 
goes to committee. To be useful the answers need to come back in a 
tangible way. JO asked that we do something now. SO agreed with the 
comments received during the meeting and said that he would like the 
park and ride considered as a possible solution. SO noted whilst we 
haven’t been able to sign up to anything yet, the park and ride would be a 
major solution. 

3.31 RP explained that when shows were held down on the beach/at the 
Coliseum it would take around an hour to clear all the parking, but he very 
rarely had any problems getting out, especially from Crinnis Close. He 
thought the traffic problems were overstated. Also, the parking in Crinnis 
Close would be assisted by painting yellow lines but when this was 
proposed most residents wanted it, except for Ken Stark, who thought it 
would affect his second access. RP said the speed bumps on Beach 
Road should be reduced, but said he didn’t see traffic as a problem. 

3.32 RP said parking on the corner of Crinnis Close causes the problem. NT 
suggested double yellow lines may stop the vast majority of people from 
parking as psychologically yellow lines must have an effect. SO agreed 
that they do deter most people and noted that on the corner it is 
particularly important as it is a safety issue. NT suggested the street 
corners could be built out so that you can’t park there. RP said again that 
when the shows were on at the beach they lived with the traffic and said 
that they are lucky to only have a bit of traffic. 

3.33 PBr commented that he is one of a very few people who have studied the 
application. He noted firstly that he supports MS that whilst the schools 
are closed in July and August they are open for the rest of the year and 
the development is planned to be a year-round attraction. SO said that 
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even when the resorts are at their busiest, the impact is a lot less when 
schools are closed. 

3.34 PBr said that he had waited 3 traffic light changes as people travelling 
westbound block the junction. PBr stated that in our survey he could not 
find anywhere any measure of the A391 and Tesco junction and argued 
that we had studiously ignored it. 

Action: Ensure we address this at the next meeting. 

3.35 PBr then questioned the 10,000 sq.m of retail floorspace and said that we 
could build two Asdas on the beach as nobody knows what the 
commercial space will be used for. PBr said that we keep on talking about 
outline, therefore, the traffic tabulations can only be regarded as 
speculation. NT pointed out that the retail part of the proposals can only 
be 440 sq.m and this will be limited by the permission. It does not 
increase beyond the extant scheme. PBr responded that commercial 
could be anything; a bingo hall or a bar etc. NT reinforced that there is a 
cap on how much can be used for commercial (bar/restaurant) uses and 
the rest is leisure. NT went onto explain that the “speculation” of the mix of 
residential units and occupancy is in fact based on professional research; 
there are three reports appended to the Planning Statement which explain 
the reasoning. He did not agree with the implication that it was all just 
speculation. The environmental statement has tested 50% permanent 
residential occupancy and this is not speculative as the worst case has 
been accounted for. PBr asked, if we are clear it will only be 50% 
permanent occupation, why have we applied for 100%? NT explained that 
having holiday restrictions on some of the accommodation would reduce 
its attractiveness within the market. We have researched a variety of 
areas within Cornwall and across the UK and places with holiday 
restrictions do not sell as well (or at all) and the local area does not get 
the economic benefits – just empty units. NT directed PBr to the Planning 
Statement and offered to show him where this research could be found. 
SO reinforced that the transport assessment has tested the worst case. 
PBr stated again that it can only be speculative. SO explained that nothing 
is being hidden and we have tested what we are required to do. 

3.36 PBr questioned why the Eco town was a surprise. SO explained that yes 
we knew about it, but because the Eco town application had not been 
submitted it is not a requirement to consider its traffic impact at the time 
our assessment was being carried out. NT explained that there are clear 
guidelines for the preparation of environmental statements and what you 
have to take into account. PBr asked why we didn’t take into account the 
A301 and Tesco junction. SO said that we did have traffic flow data for 
that junction but highlighted that it is an existing problem. 
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3.37 KH queried how the residential accommodation will be sold. NT 
questioned what KH meant and said that it can be sold as anything. KH 
asked if all the units go as permanent residential accommodation, how 
can you use the undercroft parking as overflow? SO stated that it comes 
down to flexibility and how the units are sold. JS said we will note that 
point and it will be addressed at the next meeting. 

Action: NLP to provide more information at the next meeting. 

3.38 KS said that we all acknowledge the big problem of traffic. There will be 
over 300 workers coming in per day and transport impacts in, therefore, 
your vehicles would be operational all day, bringing people to and from 
the site. KS commented that this would surely have a tremendous impact. 
RP asked if the top car park would be used by construction workers only 
and not available to the public? SO said that some staff will use the staff 
bus, some will cycle but there is minimal parking for staff in the undercroft. 
SO explained that is our offer of free bikes for staff is taken up there will 
be fewer staff buses. SO acknowledged that at this time the percentage of 
workers each measure will accommodate is uncertain. SO stated that the 
top car park will not be used for construction parking. JS noted that we 
know there is still more work to do. BL agreed but said when the work is 
finished, it needs to be fleshed out what exactly the jobs are. KH said that 
at the last meeting it was agreed we need a break down of how many full 
time jobs etc. NT commented that he would show BL the table in the 
Economic Statement to explain the staffing profile. 

4.0 Conclusions 

4.1 JS asked it there were any comments on the last meeting’s minutes? No 
comments were made. 

4.2 LD said that the transport factsheet was really helpful and asked if an 
economics/employment one could be produced as that would be useful. 
BL said we need to know how many jobs there will be one site at any one 
time so we can find out what the problem is. 

4.3 DP said that we have produced 3 factsheets as a means of précising 
relevant information for the interested public. DP noted that it would be 
helpful for us if any questions are emailed to JS or asked now and we will 
then respond at the next meeting. 

4.4 KH noted the local bus company that was discussed previously and said it 
would be good to see movement on that. DP said that the S106 details 
our commitment to increasing buses on the 525 route, but exactly how we 
do that we would like to remain open. PBr commented that at peak times 
the number of people getting on and off the bus at Beach Road was never 
more than around 9 all day. PBr stressed the importance of this and 
highlighted that you cannot run a bus on this usage. The bus is already 
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subsidised by Cornwall Council and also it is subsidised nationally as they 
pay duty free for petrol. SO said that we know the stops are not well used 
and PBr stated that they have been pressing for bus shelters for some 
time. KH anticipated that there would more public transport usage once 
the development is open. SO highlighted that there is a definite 
commitment to increasing the frequency of services of that route. RM said 
that is the route of the buses that discourages people. NT explained that 
is why we have said the 525 route as it could be a slightly different route. 

4.5 JS closed the meeting and said that the minutes would be emailed along 
with the date of the next meeting. JS also mentioned the Carlyon Bay 
website as the best place to view the application documents and said it 
will be up by 11am tomorrow. 

5.0 Date of next meeting – Thursday 7 April 2011 (TBC) 

6.0 Enclosed: 

6.1 3 Factsheets – Transport, Residential/Affordable Housing and Frequently 
Asked Questions 

6.2 DRAFT S106 HoT’s – please note these are draft and subject to further 
development. They are already being revised to include amongst other 
things, more on Traffic Management both on and off site. 


