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Meeting Note 
 

Our ref 30117/NT/ER 

Date 13 October 2015 

Present Doug Scrafton (DS), Councillor/Town Councillor; Tom French (TF), Councillor; 

Belinda Langley (BL), Councillor; June Anderson (JA), Councillor, St Blazey 

Town Council; Frances Taylor (FT), Carlyon Parish Council; Caron Johnson 

(CJ), Eden Project; Zoe Perry (ZP), Cornwall Council (CC) Transport Officer; 

Paul Banks (PB), Cornwall Council (CC); Mike Eastwood (ME), Cornwall 

Council (CC) Transport Officer; John James(JJ), Cornwall Council Transport 

Officer; James Shimwell (JS), Ampersand; Michelle Sammons (MS); Peter 

Humphries (PH), Ampersand; Martina Biffi (MB), Squire & Partners; Sarah 

Burley (SB), Pencil and Ink; David Porter (DP), DJCPM; Jacky Swain (JSw), 

CEG; Jeremey Dunn (JD), Ward Williams Associates; Nick Thompson (NT), 

NLP; Enya MacLiam Roberts (EMR), NLP.  

Venue Carlyon Bay: The Site and Management Office 

Circulation All present plus Jon Kenny, CEG 

 

Subject  Carlyon Bay: Community Liaison Group Meeting 

   

1.0 Minutes from Last Meeting (held on 9 March 2015) 

1.1 JD referred to Jackie George and Rachel Price (neither present at the meeting) 

from Ward Williams Associates who will work with JD on the project 

management role. 

1.2 JD responded to Item 3, confirming that traffic route signs would be in place by 

the time works commenced and that he was looking into exactly how the road 

signs would be displayed.  

1.3 JSw addressed Item 4, the marshalling yard and overspill car park proposed at 

Granite Gate.  

1.4 JSw addressed Item 14, Polgaver. JA questioned when works were likely to 

commence to provide stairs. DP confirmed works are planned for next year, at 

the same time as the works on Shorthorn.  DP noted that there remains a 

condition to discharge as the county ecologist has concerns over the flora and 

fauna on the cliff face. Once this is sorted, it is subject to phasing.  

1.5 DS drew upon Item 16, questioning how the public would be kept informed 

going ahead because the website appears rather limited. MS explained that 

the website is updated and has a public update section. Designers to complete 

ASAP. 

http://www.nlpplanning.com/
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2.0 Town Planning Matters 

2.1 NT led discussion on current and emerging planning applications.  

Granite Gate 

2.2 TF asked for more details about Granite Gate. JSw explained the proposed 

development and NT handed around an aerial photo of the Granite Gate site, 

showing its location and proximity to the wider Carlyon Bay site. 

2.3 PB asked when is the application likely to be submitted? NT commented that it 

should be submitted next week (w/c 19 October 2015). 

2.4 DP: planning consent is required promptly to enable works to start next year. 

2.5 NT explained the requirement for a construction compound under schedule 14 

of the s106. NT noted the existing Motor Museum site became available at the 

right time and provides an ideal location on Par Moor Road.  

2.6 NT explained Permitted Development rights and how, due to the physical 

disconnect between the Granite Gate site and the main Carlyon Bay site, the 

proposed development requires separate planning permission. NT read out 

description of proposed development and suggested the application would be 

submitted that week (w/c 19 October 2015).  

2.7 NT offered around drawings/plans. Mentioned the flooding issue and new 

swale/drainage proposed.  

2.8 It was agreed the site falls within TF’s Ward. TF: people will want to know that 

what is being proposed is not permanent and assured that the site will be put 

back to how it is?  

2.9 DP confirmed development will be removed. 

2.10 TF agreed with NT and DP that the proposed would be better than existing but 

noted that the site has been identified as a ‘future economic site’.  

2.11 NT confirmed this is why a temporary permission for 7 years is sought. NT 

continued to explain how the site would return to its former use, as it is 

anticipated that the conditions on a permission would work the same as those 

arising if permitted development rights applied.  

Reserved Matters 

2.12 NT: recapped on the hybrid application (2011) and RMA approved earlier in the 

year. Noted that a new RMA for the access road was submitted in August 

2015. NT explained that it comprised; pushing the roadway across, meaning 

no cantilever is required for the footpath proposed, widening of road and slight 

cliff re-profiling. The application is with Cornwall Council for determination.  

2.13 TF asked whether anyone had comments? There were no questions.  
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Crinnis West 

2.14 NT explained that there is a need to deal with cliff instability at Crinnis West. 

The works are to land owned by the Brends and therefore was not included/ 

covered by original hybrid application. JSw clarified that Brends own the 

Carlyon Bay Hotel.  

2.15 No questions were raised. 

Crinnis and Shorthorn Cliff Works 

2.16 NT explained that a new planning application is to be submitted in association 

with cliff stabilisation netting on Crinnis and Shorthorn to support the cliff 

netting, cables and rock anchors, at 3m intervals, need to be provided, at and 

beyond the cliff top. The original red line boundary is tightly defined and the 

proposed works were outside of that, hence the requirement for separate 

planning permission. NT highlighted that cables may cross the line of the 

SWCP. In these locations, the cables would go to the anchor points, under the 

South West Coastal Path.  

Questions 

2.17 JA: will it destabilise the cliff? DP: the works will be sufficiently set back from 

the cliff face so as not to affect it and, in turn, actually protect the golf course.  

2.18 ME: will it close the SWCP? DP: the actual works will go under the SWCP but 

the carrying out of works may result in minor disruption.  

2.19 ME: we will discuss these details and how to deal with it once the works are 

approved, subject to permission being granted. DP reiterated that it is hoped 

that the works will not require closure of the SWCP. ME commented that as 

long as a management system was in place, it should be okay.  

2.20 DS: what is the life span of the works? DP: 10-15 years. 

Top Car Park 

2.21 NT: car park layout previously approved has been ‘tweaked’ to provide more 

spaces and improve the layout of Beach Road up to the existing security hut. It 

is a rather complex planning application. There is a need to ensure it dovetails 

with the main permission and RMA permissions. NT explained description of 

development and offered drawings. 

2.22 FT asked; is the footpath dividing the car park and access road? 

2.23 DP: the footpath won’t change, merely an extension to the existing along the 

edge of the car park. NT: footpath is continuous. NT explained where this joins 

up the related applications.  
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3.0 Works over the winter 

3.1 JD PowerPoint presentation explained:  

1 Works completed to date:  

i bat house and it is used;  

ii Polgaver ongoing ecology work;  

iii demolition of coliseum;  

iv pop-up huts over the summer; 

v new portacabin on site.  

2 Current works – demolition of Information Centre and sheet piling to be 

completed by the end of the month.  

3 Works prior to installing Shorthorn Sea Defences (mid 2016) – 

resurfacing of car park, upgrading access road, re-profiling and cliff 

stabilisation, groundworks, establishing contractors’ compound at 

Granite Gate.  

4 Pedestrian access – JD noted that there may be some slight disruption 

to routes and DP confirmed that CEG will publish these on the website, 

so the public is made aware. DS confirmed that this will be very 

important.  

5 Explanation of CEMP 

3.2 DP explained that works to the road and the car park will be undertaken in 

winter months, to be ready for summer. This will ensure that access is not 

unnecessarily restricted.   

3.3 FT asked about Granite Gate and whether there would only be one single 

access into and out of the site from Par Moor Road? JD responded, confirming 

there would only be one point of access and no alterations to the existing 

access road. JD: there may be some large loads but these will use other routes 

and the operational hours will respect school hours and church services (etc.) 

so there is no conflict.  The contractor parking will be at Granite Gate with a 

mini-bus to transport staff to the construction site.  

4.0 Summary of events on site in 2015 and proposed in 2016 

4.1 JSw summarised the “pop-ups” on the beach during the summer months. 

Noted their popularity, particularly considering it was not one of the best 

summers weather-wise. Commented that it was all done quietly as it was a 

new activity and did not want to cause any local disruption. JSw: confirmed that 

pop-ups/events will continue in 2016 albeit success is very weather dependant. 

4.2 TF: CEG doesn’t often get praised but what was achieved this summer was 

well received and the WCs and showers were first class.  
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5.0 Public Rights of Way (PROW) update 

5.1 DP explained that public access to the development and beach had been 

talked about at CLG on many occasions. He introduced Officers from CC. 

Mentioned pre-consultation for RMA and that the comments regarding loss/ 

alterations to PROW had been taken on board. 

5.2 ZP referred to top car park application and that the application was to be 

advertised in local papers on 14 October 2015. This is part of the formal 

process for official objections.  

5.3 DP commented on PROW down the access road, explaining it would be a 4-5 

m route increasing to 7-8 m at its widest across the beach. Noted the path is to 

be continuous from Sea Road to the bottom of Beach Road at beach level. The 

only change proposed to PROW is where the access onto the site is situated, 

at this point, the proposal is to stop up the small area of PROW under the 

Welcome building and create an equivalent sized space on the opposite side of 

the roadway. Down onto Crinnis, there is a change in level/ reprofiling across 

the site access approaching the podium but no change in horizontal position.  

5.4 At the steps to the podium, the route to point 14 would reach a concrete sea 

wall in the under-croft. In this location the route is into the car park; this clearly 

wouldn’t help public access onto the beach. Hence, access is proposed on the 

podium; this is in line with the s106.  

5.5 FT asked DP to tell us exactly what you are trying to do? In exact words. DP 

commented that this was the purpose of the explanation and this was what he 

had been trying to do.   

5.6 FT stated that: you want to extinguish the PROW and rely on the s106. 

5.7 DP: yes that is correct. We are proposing this in accordance with the s106. The 

Council does not want the liability of maintenance of the structure (the podium) 

which would be the case if it remains a PROW. CEG is quite relaxed about it 

remaining a PROW, up until point 14 but having discussed this, with the 

Council, they do not want to maintain the route. 

5.8 FT: so there is a way this could be agreed/ retained? DP: so far we have only 

discussed this with CC 

5.9 FT asked whether it has therefore already been agreed with the council? DP: 

no, just in terms of pre-app advice. 

5.10 FT: but it isn’t a PROW and wouldn’t be? FT then questioned the validity and 

long-standing power of the s106 in ensuring access is provided. 

5.11 NT explained s106 in planning terms and the need to satisfy it and that in 

policy terms we cannot see why anyone would support its reword.  

5.12 FT: the council all voted on the RMA based on the previous PROW proposed 

and agreed to that. 
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5.13 CC Transport Officer explained that the s106 needs to be and will be enforced 

and that this will ensure a form of access is provided.  

5.14 FT explained that as Parish Councillor, she has been “bombarded with 

concerns” over the PROW. 

5.15 JJ: shall we explain the process? He asked ME to comment. 

5.16 ME explained process of decision-making and the complications involved. 

Highlighted that the proposal is associated with development so it is necessary 

to divert PROW or stop it up to allow the permitted development to take place. 

ME: we are consulting on extinguishing the path to/from a certain point but we, 

as a council, have not yet made a decision. If objections then it could be an 

inquiry. It is something that can be appealed and an Inspector for the Secretary 

of State (SoS) may then hold an Inquiry. If the SoS refuses the changes, the 

path remains. However, we are still working through the different options 

before making a decision.  

5.17 DS: so as I understand it, the committee approved the PROW right through to 

point 14. This was approved by Strategic Planning Committee and what has 

happened since is a modification? It was to be a PROW but now the Council 

have concerns so need to find a way to achieve it, not CEG. DP: that is correct. 

The reserved matters application showed the PROW being moved up onto the 

podium. The modification purely comes about because Cornwall Council do 

not want to be responsible for the maintenance.   

5.18 DS: we now have a conundrum. I can see both sides and there are concerns 

given the history. There are definitely legitimate concerns on this design if it 

goes forward. I hope that there is a way to bring in a PROW.  

5.19 JJ: we are trying to avoid maintenance liability for the structure falling to the 

public purse. S106 is one way of looking at it but we will/are looking at other 

options to ensure that a PROW is maintained without the Council having to 

take on an actual structure as well; this would be very unusual for a Council to 

do.  

5.20 NT referred to FT’s earlier comment regarding the stability or certainty of s106 

agreements. He noted that s106 agreements do get reconsidered but it would 

be remarkable for any local council policy to support a change to put a stop to 

access for the public. Also, in turn, the proposed development is to provide 

access to public uses proposed under the wider Carlyon Bay application. The 

scheme needs public to use the commercial floorspace. 

5.21 In any event, if there is such a concern about the s106, the issue of whether 

the route to point 14 is a PROW or not is a marginal issue - getting to point 14 

does not get access to anywhere else, such as the promenade  or the 

beaches. 

5.22 FT asked whether anyone can make a path a PROW? 
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5.23 ME: landowners can designate a path under the Highways Act as a PROW 

and the Council could seek to relieve itself of a liability. ME noted a Council 

can ask a Magistrate to relieve them of the right. Could explore this with CEG. 

5.24 FT: can we take it that the Council will take all measures to ensure other 

approaches to gaining a PROW are considered? CEG shouldn’t have a 

problem with providing a PROW if they really mean it.  

5.25 DS: would the Landowners maintain it but not necessarily own it? Could the 

Council own that stretch and provide a lease to ensure PROW and 

maintenance? 

5.26 ME: firstly, we need to separate ownership of a PROW from maintenance. 

There may be a way forward, we have a few options and are happy to go and 

discuss these with the developer. Everyone is keen for a PROW. 

5.27 FT:  the Parish Council will not support it being solely s106 because of the 

ability for agreements to change. This was taken to Strategic Planning 

Committee and it must maintain its PROW status. It would need to be done 

under a legal form.  

5.28 DP reiterated they are happy to discuss and decide on something satisfactory.  

5.29 FT: asked why did you put this forward? DP: because the Council wanted us to 

do it through s106.  

5.30 DS: would it be best for CEG and the Council with TF and I, to discuss this 

before it goes out to consultation. DP, Transport Officer and ME all agreed. 

5.31 TF suggested he, with DS, speak to the Officers to try to find the middle 

ground. He suggested the matter had been aired sufficiently for now, and 

he/DS will report back in due course. 

6.0 AOB 

1 TF: the road will be built by next summer and you want to do the pop-

ups; when would these start? JSw: April – October 2016 is the estimated 

period – this will be confirmed. DP: they need to be co-ordinated with the 

enabling works 

6.2 JSw: we have had more interest from both existing and new pop-ups. The 

events side all needs micro-management, we are working on it to be a 

bigger/better version next year.  

6.3 TF thanked everyone for attending.  

7.0 Next Meeting 

7.1 Date to be agreed but likely to be more frequent again now as development 

activity is increasing.   
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