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Meeting Note 
 

Our ref 30117/NT/SS/1604376v1 

Date 7 April 2011 

Present John Oxenham (JO)  Councillor, St Austell Bay 

 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 Frontages 

 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) 

 Teresa Frost (TF)  Area Highways Manager (CC) 

 Veronica Hyne (VH)   Vice Chairman Carlyon Parish Council 

 Jo Clarke (JC)   Carlyon Parish Council 

 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 

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. JS explained that in relation to the issue 

of the election of the chair, there are ongoing discussions with the nominated 

person and we intend to deal with this issue at another meeting. 

2.0 Comments from the previous minutes 

2.1 JS asked if anyone had any comments on the minutes from the previous 

meeting. PBr stated that he did not have any comments but that his silence did 

not mean that he was prepared to accept all the transport figures stated within 

the note.  
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2.2 KS stated that he would like point 3.31 to be changed to more accurately 

reflect what he said by stating it was several residents that did not want yellow 

lines to be painted on Crinnis Close as they were concerned that this would 

prevent them from parking outside their own property. 

3.0 Actions arising 

Point 2.9  

3.1 SO explained that a scoping report was submitted to County highways for the 

baseline to the Transport Assessment work. During this many of junctions were 

put forward, however it was decided not to look at the junction from Tregrehan 

to A390. It is possible to turn right towards the A391 and you can turn left even 

in busy periods. We understand that some people may consider this a difficult 

junction but we were not required to investigate it as part of this application. 

3.2 PBr stated that it is “downright dangerous” to turn in from the A391 due to the 

very fast traffic. Many other local people experience the same thing. NT 

explained that there is an alternative route. PBr said that this will add 1 mile 

onto their journey each way.  

 (RP arrived at the meeting). 

3.3 VH asked what the alternative route is from Tregrehan. NT explained that it is 

the road that comes close to the roundabout junction with the A391. 

Point 3.6 

3.4 In relation to point 3.6 and the proposed Tesco expansion, SO explained that 

planning permission was granted last year and the application proposed to 

almost double the size of the store. The TA proposed 2 new junctions, including 

a new junction to the north in order to access Daniels Lane. This will ease the 

problem and improve this junction with Holmbush Road. We understand there is 

a final decision awaited from Highways in relation to the works. TF confirmed 

that a final decision has now been granted from highways. SO explained that 

the additional trips from the proposed Tesco expansion have been built into our 

baseline traffic assessment to support this application. These additional trips 

included a Friday evening peak of 100 extra trips in and out which will lead, in 

total, to a 20-30% increase in trips to and from the store. SO explained that, 

based on our assessment, 3% of trips associated with the development at 

Carlyon Bay will use that junction. This has been fully assessed and it has been 

concluded that the impact of the Carlyon Bay development on that junction will 

be minimal.  

3.5 JO reminded the group of LD’s comments from the last meeting regarding the 

Council’s proposed highways model and asked for an update on progress. LD 

explained that the highways team is looking at the highways model which will 

take into account the cumulative impacts of the proposed developments. LD 
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said that the model is almost at a point of completion. The Council is seeking 

advice from Parsons Brinckerhoff as to how to utilise the model effectively. The 

Council will seek to have a working model in place shortly. 

3.6 BL explained that at the meeting the previous evening, St Austell Bay Parish 

Council raised concerns with the traffic situation related to this development, 

and particularly permissions being granted for all these developments when 

there is not enough local infrastructure. BL questioned at what point Cornwall 

Council say “no” to new development because of this issue - planning 

permission can’t keep being granted. 

3.7 LD explained that there is no simple answer to this issue. The Council will 

make a decision on proposed developments based on planning matters. LD 

highlighted that the Transport Assessment for Carlyon Bay shows that there is 

some capacity on the network. BL asked at what point the Council are prepared 

to take a holistic view of these developments and consider what the situation 

will be like in 10 years time. LD explained that the Core Strategy is under 

preparation which will deal with addressing needs to 2030. BL questioned 

whether it will be too late by then and reiterated that this is a big concern which 

may lead to a situation where traffic is at a standstill. LD explained that we 

need to look at the reasonableness of all decisions and confirmed that traffic 

will not be at a standstill at all times.  

3.8 NT explained that requests for funding associated with developments have to 

be fairly related to the projects. Based on the level of proposed impacts of this 

project, they are not at a level to justify contributions for works arising from this 

application. The proposed development will incur transport costs, it should not 

be thought that CEG is shirking its responsibilities, for example, by putting on 

an extra bus service, providing electric cars etc. We intend to encourage 

alternative modes of travel and reduce the impacts this way, rather than trying 

to resolve existing problems. There are a whole range of different issues to be 

addressed. 

3.9 BL said he understood the position related to Carlyon Bay but commented that 

all developments must contribute to infrastructure. BL said Cornwall Council 

should have had this model in place years ago which would have avoided 

current problems. LD explained the nature of the Community Infrastructure Levy 

and stated Cornwall Council is looking to be involved with this whereby they will 

receive top level funding. However this money is not available until the Core 

Strategy is adopted. 

Point 3.8  

3.10 DP explained that we were asked to investigate the issues surrounding parking 

on local roads. DP suggested we defer discussing this until we talk about the 

Heads of Terms (HOTs) later during the meeting. 
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3.11 SO explained that we have done some research into this and he had spoken 

with Jon Haskins (Cornwall Council Parking Operations Manager) to discuss 

what can and can not be done in relation to parking on private roads. SO 

explained that if the road is unadopted, one can not impose measures on 

residents. Where a road is adopted it is different, whereby it is possible to 

introduce traffic regulation orders, yellow lines, resident parking zones etc. DP 

added that residents on private roads can agree between themselves to 

implement measures to control parking. 

Point 3.14 and 3.18 

3.12 DP explained that point 3.14 asked whether the car park could be used by the 

public. DP explained that we have discussed this and it is to be addressed in 

the HOTs and therefore we will deal with this later. In addition, in relation to 

point 3.18, DP confirmed Jon Kenny’s intention to be proactive in relation to 

park and ride, and this point will also be dealt within during discussions of the 

HOTs. DP stated that LD has covered point 3.20 in relation to the highways 

model already. LD confirmed that an updated report will be circulated as soon 

as available. 

Point 3.25 

3.13 TB asked that the comments in relation to point 3.25 be changed to PBr as he 

did not make them. 

Point 3.27  

3.14 SO explained that we need to predict the peak periods of traffic and have a 

traffic manager in place. DP explained this is included within the HOTs and 

confirmed that a plan will be in place to deal with any problems. 

Point 3.34  

3.15 Point 3.34 related to the Tesco proposal. KH queried whether Tesco still has to 

do the works to the junction. KH was concerned that Tesco might wait for the 

Sainsbury’s and Morrisons developments to be completed. SO confirmed that 

our TA would remain unchanged. If the Tesco development does not go ahead, 

there will be less traffic on the corridor. KS asked if the new traffic lights on 

Porthpean Road have been installed. SO and TF confirmed that the posts are 

up but the lights are not operational yet. 

Point 3.37  

3.16 SO stated that the team was asked how we could provide public car parking 

spaces within the development. SO explained that there will be a Car Park 

Management Plan which shows the breakdown of the proposed 840 spaces. 

SO said that all 511 units will have a space. Further to this, the Management 

Plan assumes that 35% of units will have the opportunity to purchase a second 



P5/12  1604376v1 Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Limited 

Registered Office: 14 Regent’s Wharf, 

All Saints Street, London N1 9RL 

Registered in England No. 2778116 

Please visit our website for further 

Information and contact details 

www.nlpplanning.com 
 

space, giving a total of 688 spaces. The Plan allocates 67 spaces for staff, 45 

spaces for bars and restaurants and 10 each for the car club, reception area, 

drop off area and extra disabled spaces. SO explained that this is a ‘best 

guess’ at this stage. If there are space spaces available CEG would of course 

make these available for public use, especially in low season. SO highlighted 

that it is difficult to say how many spaces will be used at different times, and at 

some times there will be more spaces available than at others, but we have set 

limits. The detailed management plan will come later and will be worked up by 

the operations team. 

4.0 Staff Arrivals/Departures 

4.1 NT explained that he was going to address concerns raised at the last meeting 

about all of the staff at the development turning up at once. NT explained that 

344 permanent jobs are to be created and the diagram shows a breakdown of 

the jobs. NT highlighted that this is a ‘broad brush’ attempt to answer the 

question raised by Ken Stark at the last meeting and the jobs have been 

broken down by staff working at the resort/bars/restaurants/sports facilities 

and security. NT stated that we have looked at the opening hours of facilities 

and the required staff hours to calculate total number of staff arriving/departing 

site in relation to each activity. NT explained that not all staff will be working 

every day so we have deducted one seventh to give a daily total. 

4.2 KS asked how this relates to people arriving by bus to the site. SO confirmed 

that the TA sections 9.20 – 9.21 shows the break down of arrivals by different 

modes e.g. 33 staff are calculated to depart the site during the peak hour of 5-

6pm. Of these people, about 70% will drive, in addition to some who will share 

cars.  

4.3 KS noted that this level of staff activity warranted a coach to be put on to and 

from the development. SO confirmed that a staff bus is promoted within the 

Travel Plan. The route of this bus is to be decided at the operational stage. KS 

said that people who work at the site will reside within the local area and would 

use a bus, so this facility should be provided. NT explained that KS’s concern 

raised at the previous meeting related to all staff arriving at the site 

simultaneously and the broad shifts demonstrate that this will not happen. In 

the context of the busiest hours (i.e. 33 car movements) gives some context of 

the scale of arrivals and departures. NT hoped that this would reassure the 

group that the 344 employees will not all be arriving at the same time. KS 

agreed that the arrivals and departures would not all occur at once but there 

would be some peaks and therefore a bus should be provided. DP explained 

that this is included as part of the Travel Plan which has been agreed with 

County Highways in order to reduce staff traffic and encourage alternative 

modes e.g. cycling. DP confirmed that for staff travelling from further away a 

staff bus will be provided. 
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4.4 KH asked if there is any way we could support the local bus service and add 

another bus to this route. KH explained that everyone who works at the Eden 

Project get free travel on First buses to encourage the use of public transport. 

In return, First bus staff get free entry into Eden. SO agreed to investigate this 

and confirmed that the measures set out the Travel Plan are not a definitive list 

and we are happy to consider other options. 

Action: SO to investigate including travel permits for staff at Carlyon Bay within the Travel Plan 

5.0 Head of Terms (HOTs) 

5.1 JS handed over to DP to discuss the HOTs. DP explained that a fact sheet has 

been produced which explains the issues included within the HOTs and how 

this leads to a S106. The factsheet explains what a S106 can and can’t do and 

delivers matters necessary to make a scheme acceptable in planning terms. DP 

explained that the matters agreed as part of the S106 must be: relevant to 

planning; necessary to make the proposed development acceptable in planning 

terms; directly related to the proposed development; fairly and reasonably 

related in scale and kind to the proposed development; and reasonable in all 

other respects. DP continued that the HOTs are designed to agree principles, 

not detail, which will be developed by the lawyers into a S106 document. 

However the HOTs are a good document to understand the issues to be dealt 

with.  

5.2 DP explained that the HOTs were appended to the last minutes. Comments 

raised in the last meeting have been taken on board and these issues will be 

addressed. DP explained that it is in CEGs interest as well to ensure that there 

are no operational difficulties. DP suggested running through the HOTs as set 

out on the factsheet and if there were any further issues we would deal with 

these at a later stage. 

Phasing 

5.3 DP explained the first major clause deals with the phasing of the development. 

The strategy for building out the scheme will be agreed with Cornwall Council 

before the development starts. This clause also deals with the removal of the 

seawall and timescales.  

5.4 PBr stated that this doesn’t deal with this adequately, and asked what happens 

if consent is not granted or if a decision on the application is protracted. PBr 

stated that the seawall could be there for another year, when we were told it 

would be removed in June 2010 and this has not happened. JO explained that 

if planning permission is refused the sea wall will be immediately removed. PBr 

stated that he was concerned about this and at the resolution of the planning 

process the sea wall will be removed and this could leave another year of a 

blighted beach. PBr expressed that all the people in this room want to see it 

gone and the HOT needs different phraseology. PBr said that a separate legal 
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undertaking is required so that people know that, for example, by the end of the 

forthcoming season, the sea wall will be gone. NT explained that there is a 

separate planning application which deals with the sea defences and this can 

address the matter of timing of removal. TF asked for it to be minuted that PBr 

was not speaking on her behalf on this matter. 

Maintenance of the access road 

5.5 DP stated that the road on site is to be maintained through the lifetime of the 

development of the project by CEG.  

Affordable housing 

5.6 DP explained a contribution of £5 million towards off-site affordable housing 

has been proposed. TB queries whether in previous meetings the group had 

been told that there would be affordable housing on the beach. NT confirmed 

that this was not the case and the issues and options for affordable housing 

have been investigated by Hunt Dobson Stringer in order to understand how the 

money could be best spent. NT explained that this report, appended to the 

Planning Statement, has a very clear conclusion that the financial contribution 

should be provided for affordable housing off site.  

5.7 DP explained that in terms of location for affordable housing, reasonable 

endeavours would be used by Cornwall Council to spend the money on 

affordable housing in Carlyon Bay and St Blaisey Parishes. JO suggested that 

there will be some impact on St Austell Bay Parish as well and this should be 

looked into. DP confirmed that CEG is relaxed about how the money was spent 

locally. KH stated that she would hate to see the money not spent on 

affordable housing locally. JO confirmed that it will be the Council who spends 

the money and CEG have no say where the money goes. NT suggested that the 

off-site contribution will achieve affordable homes – the same as if the units 

were part of the development. 

Education 

5.8 DP stated that a contribution of £0.5m has been proposed, calculated based 

on the assessment within the Environmental Statement.  

Community Space 

5.9 DP said the HOTs deals with community space and some money will be 

allocated to arts and crafts locally. KH commented that this development will 

form a community on the beach, in addition to the existing community of 

Carlyon Bay; we will need to work together with involvement from the Parish 

Councils, to bring the communities together. DP stated that CEG would 

welcome ideas of what the community is looking for. JS suggested KH consider 

this point in more detail after the meeting. LD explained that no suggestions for 

community uses have been put forward to her to date. KH said she would look 
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at this within the Parish Plan which is due to be read at the next Parish 

meeting. JS confirmed that we would welcome their comments. 

Action: KH to provide feedback on potential community uses/spaces 

5.10 KH commented that the Parish Plan is based on local surveys. The survey 

results show a significant percentage of local residents do not want any more 

development in the Parish. NT commented that we are not aware of the survey 

but the specific questionnaire for the Carlyon Bay development shows strong 

support. KH confirmed that the Parish Plan has not been finalised but a copy 

will be sent to CEG in due course. 

Action: KH to send Parish Plan to CEG in due course. 

Public Access 

5.11 DP recognised that there have been recent concerns regarding public access 

and there is more work to be done on this within the HOTs. DP explained that 

there are good reasons that the beach would be required to be closed from 

time to time, but underlined that there is no intention to close the beach for 

long periods of time.  

5.12 KS suggested that this needs to be less fluffy, and include more specific 

statements which acknowledge the existing public right of way. DP confirmed 

that CEG understand the legal obligations associated with the public right of 

way and revised wording on this issue within the HOTs will be provided shortly. 

5.13 RM questioned the statement that there will always be at least one beach open 

and asked what happens if the beach left open is Polgaver – would people have 

to walk along the beach or along the south west coastal path to access it? DP 

stated that he was aware of this and stated that CEG do not want to create a 

situation where the site is only accessible by the south west coastal path and 

via the proposed steps to Polgaver. DP suggested this is not in CEG’s interest 

either and the wording will be worked on. 

Public Realm 

5.14 DP stated that public realm deals with the steps at Fishing Point as a means of 

access to the beach for the public. 

Sea Road 

5.15 DP stated that £170k is offered for works to Sea Road to help bring up to an 

adoptable standard. KS asked who pays for the rest and what have the Brends 

said. DP confirmed that we have had no discussions with the Brends. KS said 

he understood from a previous presentation that we had. NT said no, this was 

not stated at a previous meeting. KS said that as they are another owner of the 

road and CEG should be liaising with them.  
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5.16 NT advised that CEG proposed £170k towards the work and there is another 

commercial landowner who owns half the road. KS stated that the development 

is going ahead and “we are the victims”. CEG is offering Sea Road residents 

nothing if no-one else is willing to pay the remaining money. NT responded that 

this is incorrect – the CEG offer is significant and others need to put money 

towards this as well. JO advised that he would investigate this and understands 

that it is only a modest road scheme that is required. KS advised that Sea 

Road residents are being hoodwinked; if there is no full offer there is no point 

to the offer. 

5.17 BL asked whether all residents have paid for the upgrades to the road. KS 

confirmed that not all residents, but some 10-15 residents do pay. BL asked 

for confirmation that the Brends contribute to this. KS confirmed that they do. 

PBr referred to a proposal to undertake works to Sea Road (South) but only 

30% of people responded to a questionnaire and because of this works did not 

proceed. PBr did not consider there was any money available when it involved 

other people’s use of the road. 

5.18 BL asked for assurance that CEG will leave the road in as good, if not better, 

condition than existing. DP confirmed that CEG has a commitment to make 

good any damage caused by construction vehicles for the scheme using the 

road and this will be continually monitored and surveyed during construction, 

with maintenance carried out as and when required during the construction 

period. KH queried whether anyone is talking to the Brends Carlyon Bay Hotel. 

LD confirmed she has been in communication with them and stated the Brends 

are happy for the road to be upgraded for adoption but do not want to fund the 

works to make this happen. They also don’t want to give more land for the 

public footpath. The Brends would not stop work happening on the road but it 

all comes down to money. 

Beach Road and Sea Road 

5.19 DP stated said that damage and repair works to Beach Road and Sea Road as 

a result of construction traffic has already been dealt with.  

Public Transport 

5.20 DP stated that CEG would look to improve the local bus service within the Travel 

Plan. SO confirmed that there is an obligation to carry out the measures set out 

in the Travel Plan including reducing traffic generated by the site by 20%. The 

Travel Plan will be reviewed on a regular basis with County Highways and CEG 

will have to respond if there is a shortfall in the target set. 

Regionally Important Geological Sites (RIGs) 

5.21 DP explained that there are two RIGs, one at either end of the beach. 

Interpretation boards will be installed to explain the contents of these sites. 



P10/12  1604376v1 Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners Limited 

Registered Office: 14 Regent’s Wharf, 

All Saints Street, London N1 9RL 

Registered in England No. 2778116 

Please visit our website for further 

Information and contact details 

www.nlpplanning.com 
 

Car Parking 

5.22 DP stated that in relation to the car park, terms will be agreed for providing the 

Top Car Park for public use and any charges applying thereto. 

Sustainability 

5.23 DP explained that in terms of sustainability, targets are to be achieved in 

providing renewable energy on site. 

Traffic Management 

5.24 DP explained that the HOTs will include a Traffic and Car Park Management 

Plans to deal with cars and parking issues which may arise on the site and on 

local roads. The Plan is to be proactive and will be agreed with County Highways 

and the Police. DP recalled at the previous meeting the ‘Eden Effect’ was 

discussed. DP confirmed that the Traffic Management Plan will consider how to 

address such traffic issues in advance of the opening of the development. DP 

explained that this document will be reviewed periodically. 

Training 

5.25 DP confirmed that a commitment to Training is incorporated into the HOTs, 

setting out the basis for the employing, and offering training, for local people 

working with Cornwall College. 

Vehicle Routing 

5.26 In relation to establishing routes for construction vehicles, DP explained that a 

Construction Travel Plan will be agreed and this will set the vehicle routing to be 

followed. CEG appreciate this is an important issue for local people. 

Off-site Vehicle Parking 

5.27 DP confirmed that CEG will arrange for an off-site facility during the construction 

period for parking, the storage of material and the transfer of material, for 

example, breaking down loads from large to small vehicles. 

6.0 Feedback and Additional Items 

6.1 DP asked the group if there was any feedback in relation to the HOTs, or if 

there were any additional items to be raised. 

6.2 KH noted that there was no contribution to health care. This was a concern, 

particularly as the development proposes permanent residential units. KH 

explained that St Austell needs an A&E department and a financial contribution 

towards healthcare is necessary. 
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6.3 NT explained that this point was looked at during the preparation of the 

planning application and it was understood that there was adequate capacity in 

the local healthcare system. NT offered to revisit this point. 

6.4 JO seconded KH’s concern and explained how some local doctors have 3-4 

week waiting lists. JO explained that this is a wider issue, beyond this 

application, which needs to be addressed. 

6.5 LD explained that it is difficult to get a clear answer in relation to this point 

from PCT. LD confirmed that the problem raised has been recognised. 

Action: NT to investigate and update research into healthcare provision 

6.6 JO raised concern that if the S106 is not yet accurate and acceptable, once the 

residential units at this development are occupied, residents will come back to 

him, as the local Councillor, with problems that occur. JO explained that he had 

received approximately 80 emails of concern to date mainly in relation to public 

access. JO said that, following agreement from Jon Kenny, he has offered to 

work with LD over the following 3 weeks to develop the HOTs in order to 

address issues now, rather than miss them further down the line. JO reiterated 

that many people are concerned about the lack of guaranteed access to the 

beach on event days. DP confirmed that CEG is aware of the comments raised 

in relation to public access to the beach. DP is also aware of the need to 

protect CEG’s interests and this matter needs to be developed further.  

6.7 NT explained that the HOTs covers a broad range of topics, and, hopefully at 

this stage, cover the right topics. JO acknowledged this and explained that he 

understood CEG’s need to protect access to the site, but explained that the 

current wording allows closure of the site at any time for construction and 

maintenance. JO stated that there is local concern over the generality of this 

point.  

6.8 NT explained that the HOTs discussed today will be expanded into paragraphs 

in their own right during the drafting of the S106 by Ashurst. LD suggested 

Ashursts should start working up the S106 clauses regarding these issues of 

concern first. KS explained that people want to know how this will affect them 

through simple answers. 

6.9 BL asked the group if they would like to formally invite JO to work with LD in 

working up the HOTs into more detail, in order to address these concerns. JO 

confirmed that he wants this to be a working negotiation with CEG so we can all 

sign up to it. BL’s suggestion was seconded by several members of the group. 

BL explained that it is important not to push these things aside, for example, 

the HOTs need to consider what happens if it is a long period of time before the 

planning application is dealt with and the associated sea wall issues. LD 

agreed and noted that there are two different issues to be resolved. JP stated 

that he just wanted the Council to make it happen. 
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6.10 TB explained that he has had concerns since earlier in the week when he 

visited a big travel company. TB explained that we are all aware of the changing 

holiday climate in the UK, and overseas booking are much lower this year. 

However he was concerned that we cannot predict what happens in three years 

time. TB stated that we do not want a ‘white elephant’. TB was concerned that 

holidays are way down the list of what people want to spend their money on. 

6.11 PBr said that he has heard people talking about the Par Docks development 

which includes 600 apartments and paraphernalia. Including the Carlyon Bay 

development, the total number of new homes in the area will be near 1200. PBr 

stated that he wants an update from Paul and Louise in relation to how the 

proposals are hardening up. 

6.12 PBr also added that the group he represents have always supported 

development on this site and that it is a misconception that they do not want 

development here. PB explained that it is all a question of scale. 

6.13 LD explained that in relation to the Par Docks development, new architects 

were instructed 4-5 months ago. LD stated that concerns have been made in 

relation to marine ecology and closing off the harbour entrance and more 

detailed research was required. LD highlighted that new proposals are emerging 

but there has been no formal pre application submitted to the Council, and no 

planning application at this stage. LD explained that she has been advised that 

a planning application will be submitted towards the end of the year but was 

uncertain about this timing. PBr explained that he understood there to be 

serious toxicity problems in the harbour and these will need to be addressed in 

the EIA process. LD explained that progress on this application has slowed 

down but when new material comes through she will be able to update the 

group. TF confirmed that she had been contacted about contamination of the 

harbour. 

7.0 Conclusions 

7.1 JO thanked the CEG team for being allowed a more detailed involvement in the 

drafting of the HOTs. JO explained that this will greatly help alleviate people’s 

fears. 

7.2 JS explained that the next meeting date will be 4 May 2011. BL apologised in 

advance for being on holiday for this meeting. TB asked JS if at this point a 

chairman will be elected. JS confirmed that she did not see any reason why not. 

8.0 Date of next meeting – Wednesday 4 May 2011 


