
 

                                                                                                         
Minutes – Carlyon Bay Liaison Group 1 and 2 amalgamated 

 

 
Date 10th March 2011 
Present June Anderson (JA)   St Blaise Town Council  
 Karen Hollinshead (KH)   Carlyon Parish Council 
 John Hermes (JH)  Carlyon Parish Council 
 John Oxenham  (JO)  Councillor, St Austell Bay 
 Bill Leach (BL)   St Austell Bay Parish Council 
 Peter Harrison (PH)  Wheal Regent 
 Ken Stark (KS)   Sea Road Frontagers 
 Peter Browning (PBr)  Carlyon Bay Watch 
 Robin Malcolm (RM)  Carlyon Bay Watch 
 Trevor Bassett (TB)  Appletree Social Club 
 Louise Doran (LD)  Cornwall Council Planning 
 Paul Banks (PB)  Cornwall Council Planning 
 Teresa Frost   Cornwall Council HIghways 
 David Bell (DB)   Bryan G Hall 
 Nick Thompson (NT)  NLP  
 Jacky Swain (JS)  Commercial Estates Group (CEG)   
 Michelle Sammons (MSa) Commercial Estates Group (CEG) 
Venue Information Centre, Carlyon Bay 
Circulation All present plus David Porter, Jon Kenny 
Apologies David Porter 
 Jon Kenny 
  
   

Subject  Carlyon Bay 
          

Minutes of meeting on 17th January 2011   

No comments were raised on the previous minutes. 

1.0 Matters Arising  

1.1 KS asked for an independent chairman for the meetings.  It has been 
requested before but nothing had happened and it made sense to have one if 
these meetings were to continue.  

1.2 BL said he had been very aware that people were unhappy with the meetings 
and the minutes.  If an independent chairman would help to stop the meetings 
going round and round in circles then it would be a positive move.  We need to 
work together.  At the moment the meetings were driven by CEG, the minutes 
were written by CEG and it made the locals feel very disenfranchised. 

1.3 JO said he totally agreed.  However, it would be a poisoned chalice for 
whoever took it on. It might be difficult to find a suitable person who would 
ideally come from within the group.  JH said he would like to support the 
comments.  We have been asking for this from the outset saying the meetings 
were not being dealt with very satisfactorily but those comments had been 
ignored. 



 

1.4 NT said that in some cases the planning officers acted as chair. He asked if 
there were any volunteers. 

1.5 PBr formally proposed that an independent chairman be appointed with 
nominations to be received by the next meeting.  Logically it would be JO 
because he is the county councillor for this patch.  JO said he would need an 
extra large flak jacket.  He said he seconded the proposal and suggested that 
everyone considered who they would like as chair.  JH said several names had 
been put forward at the initial meetings. 

1.6 PBr commented that most of the bolts had been shot since the application was 
at County Hall now and they were about to find out more about the detail at this 
meeting.  A moderator was not needed to control the meetings – a chairman 
was – someone who knows committee procedure and knows how to give 
people a reasonable hearing. BL said it was very difficult for people within 
Carlyon Bay to take that role on.  TB said Malcolm Brown, former chairman of 
RBC planning committee, would fit the bill since he was very experienced and 
didn’t live in Carlyon Bay. JH said he would argue that whoever chaired the 
meeting did not have to have a great deal of background information as long 
as they understood the process. JO said it would be difficult for people with 
views about the development to separate their personal views – a chairman 
should be neutral. 

1.7 BL asked if it would be helpful to give members of the group seven days in 
which to consider who they would like to nominate and provide JS with the 
names.  This was agreed.  Nominations to be discussed at the next meeting. 

Action: All members of the group. 

2.0 The Planning Application documents 

2.1 NT said the documentation was on the table in front of them. 

2.2 LD said the application had been registered as a valid application that 
afternoon and that 10 application notices had been put up in the area this 
afternoon.  Copies of the application were going to all the relevant parish 
councils including St Blaise as well as to St Austell Town Council.  A press 
notice would appear next week. 

2.3 NT said the hybrid application consisted of a detailed application for the sea 
defences, Sandy River and Cliff stabilisation and outline for the main 
development behind consisting 511 unrestricted occupation units, 10,436 m2 
commercial/leisure space, 100 m2 for creative industries, 42,164 m2 undercroft 
and 840 car spaces. 

2.4 The application documentation consisted of: Planning Application Forms 
and Certificates; Planning Application Drawings (detailed and 
illustrative); a Planning Statement; a Planning Summary; a Design and 
Access Statement; an Economic Statement; a Statement of Community 
Involvement; an Arboricultural Survey; a Utilities Statement and an 
Environmental Statement (comprising Volume 1: Non-Technical 
Summary, Volume 2: Technical Assessments and Volume 3: Appendices 
to the Technical Assessments). 

2.5 NT presented a selection of the application drawings including those depicting 
the sea wall, ramps up to the promenade and the secondary sea wall. At the 
previous meeting he had mentioned that the promenade was 14 metres wide 
and had subsequently confirmed that the promenade is 10 metres wide and 



 

the total width from the primary wall to tertiary line is 14 metres.  The height of 
the wall was about 3 metres.  JO asked if they had changed at all since the last 
meeting.  NT said they hadn’t. 

2.6 Other drawings including the concrete recurved wall on Crinnis where it met 
the reinforced sand dune and boardwalk on Shorthorn and engineers’ drawings 
showing more of the construction details.  

2.7 In terms of illustrative layout, NT presented some of the plans for Crinnis and 
Shorthorn.  Starting with the undercroft on Crinnis, NT noted that JH had made 
a good point at the previous meeting requesting the bicycle store area be 
clearly shown – NT referred to three areas allocated within the undercroft 
which would accommodate a total of about 340 cycles. There would also be 
cucle parking on the podium. 

2.8 The illustrative drawings, including one of the town square, began to give an 
idea of how the development could look. The illustrative layout showed how the 
development could sit on Crinnis.  A question had been raised about the width 
of the road – this had been defined more closely.  Coach parking was also 
shown and the right of way was detailed with an orange line. Other drawings 
showed how the various building heights related to each other and the cliffs 
and how the undercroft works. 

2.9 As a result of comments received at the last exhibition, the architects had 
revisited the buildings on Shorthorn and refreshed elements including the 
overall look and colours and how the buildings at the rear blended into the 
backdrop of the cliffs. 

2.10 PBr asked for clarification – the application was detailed for the sea wall and 
outline for the structure behind?  So once the outline permission had been 
granted, there was nothing to stop CEG changing it completely?  NT said that 
the Parameter Plans had been discussed previously and they set a framework 
for detailed design. There were 15 Parameter Plans in total focusing for 
example on the extent of the development areas; the floor areas and unit 
numbers; heights of buildings; pedestrian routes and flood defence 
requirements. Some explanatory text was included in the Design and Access 
Statement explaining what the parameter plans would be agreed and how they 
controlled subsequent detailed plans – for example there was an absolute 
requirement that pedestrian routes linking the back of the site to the front were 
adhered to as well as the public spaces, heights of the buildings and many of 
the other elements included.  PBr said he accepted this was standard 
procedure but that it doesn’t ascertain the design, provided they could be 
designed within those parameters.  NT said the aspirations set out in this 
document start to set a benchmark.  PBr said people would not be impressed 
that they were unable to see what was actually going to be built.  NT explained 
that the approach was not unusual and people would indeed see the emerging 
design because CEG has committed to ongoing liaison and this will apply 
during the discussion about ‘reserved matters’.  These have to be approved by 
the Council. 

2.11 JH asked what NT meant by ‘agreement’?  LD said the Council had been 
having discussions with CEG regarding legal agreements for example the 
creative spaces.  These hadn’t been agreed yet but discussions were ongoing.  
NT said he was referring to a Section 106 Agreement which was a legal 
document which would control agreed obligations.  PB said there were 
examples all over Cornwall where Section 106 Agreements had not been 
fulfilled.  JO said he accepted PBr’s cynicism and would appreciate it if LD 



 

could enlighten the group on where it was heading.  BL asked if there was an 
artist’s impression of how it was going to look.  NT said there some on display 
in the exhibition which he would show him after the meeting. 

2.12 NT said the Environmental Impact Assessment was a substantial document 
consisting 6 volumes and many appendices. It assessed the likely significant 
environmental effects and considered the impacts of the development 
compared to the baseline (two baselines – today’s situation and the extant 
planning permission).  The assessment was made on the basis of the 
development being 50% residential.  There was a slim non-technical summary 
which was easier to read for those who did not wish to plough through all the 
documentation. 

2.13 NT explained a Summary of Effects slide which compared the new scheme 
with the existing situation and with the extant.  It showed that the overall 
environmental consequences are better with the current planning application. 
Topics included: Water Resources; Biodiversity; Socio-Economics; 
Transportation; Air Quality; Noise and Vibration; Visual and Landscape Effects; 
Geology and Ground Conditions; Waste and Heritage.   

2.14 KS said he didn’t understand the chart – how could it show no impact when an 
urban environment was going to be built on an open coastal environment.  
How could it have the same status?  JO said he couldn’t understand how the 
noise and vibration had a neutral effect.   NT explained that noise impact has 
been assessed in terms of impact on receptors.  The residential occupiers are 
the sensitive receptors and are sufficiently far away from the impact not to be 
significant.  KS said he did not understand why the chart did not show the 
impact of the proposal on the current  environment.  NT explained this is all 
summarised in the ‘central’ column whereas that to the right compares the 
proposal with the extant scheme which the Secretary of State had confirmed 
could be built.  PBr said this was rubbish, even CEG’s own consultants at the 
Public Inquiry had said the extant scheme would be a danger to lives.  KS said 
it wasn’t right to compare the current application with the extant scheme – it 
should be compared with what was on the existing site.  RM commented that 
there used to be 3 beaches; if you are comparing it with what you have you are 
going to have 2 beaches covered with concrete.   

2.15 JH said that they had tried several times to explain that the way they were 
dealt with had resulted in scepticism.  The real truth was not being shown.  
CEG had ‘flowered’ it over with a wonderful green column.  That’s why he gets 
so angry about the way they were treated.  NT said he too could easily 
respond in an angry way – JH said please do.  NT explained that it was 
important that everyone understood that the extant scheme is a legitimate fall 
back permission which could be built. The extant planning permission could not 
be put aside – it is a material part of the process.  Months of work had gone 
into comparing the schemes and it was a fair representation of the situation. It 
was quite wrong to say it was merely ‘flowering’ the presentation. 

2.16 BL said they should start from the premise that the extant scheme was not 
going to be built – it was a red herring.  He wanted to know what the new 
scheme was going to be like.  He didn’t accept JH’s comments about it being 
flowery – but folk simply wanted to see what it was going to be like and a chart 
like this was not doing the job. 

2.17 JO asked CEG formally revisited the chart and re-presented it at the next 
meeting.  PBr presented a diagram showing how 500,000 tonnes of stent was 
proposed as a solution to the extant wall and this would never work.  NT 



 

pointed out that the drawing he was showing referred to the 2005 application, 
not the extant scheme.  P Br insisted it was the extant. 

2.18 KH said she still couldn’t understand why we were only basing the assessment 
on 50% residential when we had applied for 100% residential.  NT said 
research had been undertaken and they were confident that 25% would be 
permanent residential but had taken a conservative ‘worse case scenario’ 
which predicted 50%.  KH asked how the planning application could go forward 
on the basis of  such an assumption.  NT said he would explain the residential 
aspects later. 

2.19 NT said the Design and Access Statement explained the process of design.  
It was influenced by three key elements – the sea defences, the lighter touch 
on Shorthorn and the aim to draw on Cornish design principles.  It also looks at 
the landscape and ecology and sets out the parameter plans again. 

3.0 Transport and Travel Plan  

3.1 DB said he was going to talk to the group about the traffic impact had been 
assessed as well as looking at mitigation measures with appropriate and 
innovative ideas. There were three different transport documents – the Travel 
Plan which sets out the principles; the Transport Assessment and a 
Transportation chapter within the ES which summarises the findings. 

3.2 The Transport Impact Policy Framework Guidance asked for the reduction of 
the need to travel, especially by car; the promotion of sustainable accessibility 
by all modes of travel; dealing with residual trips and mitigation measures that 
promote innovative and sustainable transport solutions. 

3.3 JH asked if he had looked at the Eden Travel Plan.  DB said they had.  JH 
asked if it was the old one or the new one.  DB said he would have to confirm 
at a later date. 

Action: DB  

3.4 KS suggested that if the aim was to encourage people to leave their cars 
behind, get rid of the undercroft car park. PB said if there were 840 car park 
spaces, that allowed for 60% being 2 car families staying.  DB said these 
would also accommodate visitors to the restaurants. There was a full break 
down in the Travel Plan and parking was consistent with Council parking 
standards. 

3.5 DB said the Travel Plan’s summary of measures included: a Masterplan that 
has been designed to promote non car use; the strong management of car 
parks; the increase in public bus frequency from an hourly to half hourly 
service with improvements to the reliability of the service; a staff bus service; 
an environmentally shuttle bus between the top car park and the development; 
a pick up and drop off service to rail stations and Newquay Airport; dedicated 
coach trips to key tourist destinations encouraging people not to use their cars; 
electric car club facilities within the site; a free staff bicycle scheme and cycle 
hire scheme for all and a travel pack and website to provide guidance to 
visitors.  It was aiming for 20% reduction in car trips which he believed was a 
realistic figure and they might achieve more.  A Travel Plan Co-ordinator would 
be appointed who would promote the Travel Plan to all occupants and visitors 
and would set up a Travel Plan Steering Group.  The progress of initiatives and 
targets would be monitored and there would be a continued liaison with local 
residents.  Appropriate funding will be provided with the amount agreed 
through a Section 106 contribution. 



 

3.6 KH asked what would the management of car parks involve.  DB said there 
would be car permits for the bottom car park and the top car park would be a 
pay and display.  He was asked if he had spoken to any bus operators.  He 
confirmed that he had but that further discussions were to be held and the 
commitment to increase the bus frequency would be part of the 106 
Agreement. 

3.7 PBr said this was the problem with outline planning consents.  The public were 
left in limbo as they didn’t go into detail including the financial and viability 
implications. This was important for people who might come after CEG.  They 
were buying a pig in a poke. 

3.8 BL said there was a lot of good stuff in the Travel Plan and that’s what should 
be happening throughout Cornwall.  Connect Cornwall was trying its best but it 
was pie in the sky.  People were not going to stop using their cars and if people 
were paying £500,000 for a place they will use their cars.  DB said there was 
evidence that Travel Plans did work.  NT said this was an introduction to the 
detailed application offering the headlines of the scheme. At the next meeting 
detailed points about the application would be raised.  BL asked if NT was 
saying this was just an outline and the next few weeks he would go into more 
detail.  NT said the aim was to provide an overview tonight and in two weeks 
you will have had the opportunity to look at the documents and could ask about 
detailed matters on 24th March. 

3.9 KH asked if the Travel Plan had altered as a result of the 100% residential 
application.  DB said it had been assessed on 50% but Travel Plans were an 
evolving element of a planning application. Within the Travel Plan there are 
measures specifically aimed at individual groups that reflected the mix of units 
and occupiers.   NT added that what’s happening in 2015 would be very 
different to what’s happening in 2055 – the Travel plan has to be flexible 
responding to circumstances. 

3.10 LD said she envisaged that the committee meeting may be held in June.  PBr 
said the statutory consultation period with a deadline of 31st of March for 
interested parties to reply was not enough time to go through this pile of 
documents.  LD said that if people are struggling and needed more time they 
could speak to herself or PB.  The letter that had been sent out was a standard 
Council letter and she asked people to be reassured that they were not going 
to reach the 1st April and make a decision on the application.  NT suggested he 
was sure that PBr would know as a former councillor that councillors listen to 
views after the statutory consultation period.  PBr said they had been assured 
there would be a swathe of public meetings.  LD said there will be a public 
meeting probably a week before the planning committee meeting.  They were 
not able to confirm the date at the moment but would be able to in a month’s 
time. 

3.11 DB said that during construction a Construction Travel Plan Co-ordinator would 
be appointed.  There would be a set of principles and instructions to which 
individual contractors would have to sign up to and the principal route for traffic 
would be from Par Moor Road via Cypress Avenue and Sea Road.  The back 
up route via Beach Road would be used when loads were unable to pass 
under the railway bridge but it was anticipated this would be infrequent and 
strictly controlled not to coincide with key school start and finish times.  The 
use of Beach Road would not be permitted between 08.00 – 9.30am and 15.00 
– 16.30.  A condition for the contractor would be the identification of an off-site 
compound to manage and minimise deliveries to the site and the contractor 



 

would also be required to produce and agree a Construction Environmental 
Management Plan. 

3.12 KH asked what progress had been made on the adoption of Sea Road.  She 
said she found it utterly appalling that so much traffic could be allowed along a 
private road. 

3.13 DB explained that the Transport Assessment methodology which looked at the 
transport impact of the development proposals gauged the impact against a ‘do 
nothing’ situation in 2016 and 2021.  It had taken into account local figures for 
the August peak for changeover and non changeover days and had also 
referred to additional local and national data for similar developments. 

3.14 BL asked what was the % increase year on year in baseline traffic would be.  
DB said it was typically 1% - 2% based upon local factors derived from the 
National Transport Model (NTM).  JO commented that these figures were 
based on approved development.  There was going to be a lot of development 
foistered upon the area over the next few years.  BL said everyone accepted 
that it had to be good news that a Travel Plan was part of the application. 

3.15 DB said the Transport Assessment summary indicated that the development 
was likely to generate 305 vehicle movements during the busiest hour during 
peak holiday season which was 150 arriving and 150 departing.  It will be 
significantly less at other times outside peak holiday season.  All highway links 
will continue to operate within capacity.  All local junctions with the exception of 
the Daniels Lane/A390 and Bucklers Lane/A390 junctions which are already 
operating over capacity during peak periods, have sufficient capacity to 
accommodate development generated trips.  The development impact on 
these two junctions is negligible. The level of car parking is consistent with 
Cornwall Council’s parking standards and the aims of promoting sustainable 
travel.  Local survey results of other car parks demonstrate there is sufficient 
provision and therefore unlikely to generate on-street car parking in the 
surrounding area.  Parking will be monitored through the Travel Plan and within 
the Section 106 there will be a ring fenced budget to fund the provision of other 
means of controlling off site parking if required.  The proposed development is 
likely to generate 20% fewer vehicle trips than the extant scheme and 54% 
fewer trips than the previous uses.  Sustainable accessibility improvements will 
also benefit the wider community and will not arise with either implementation 
of the extant scheme or no redevelopment of the site. 

3.16 DB said the 12 hour figure for vehicle movements was 2,500 and the detail 
was in the Transport Assessment document. This was based on robust local 
evidence taken from other local beach car parks and holiday developments.  
KS asked it the % of permanent residents went up, the figures went up.  KS 
said a previous document had referred to 4,000 in a 12 hour period.  DB said 
he couldn’t personally recall 4,000 car movements and that the traffic 
methodology was based on research carried out in August 2010 of similar 
sites.  Since those original figures, a great deal of additional research work had 
been carried out.  NT said they would be able to go back over all the transport 
issues in more detail at the next meeting if everyone wanted to. 

3.17 JO asked if DB was seriously saying that there will be no impact on the two 
named junctions.  DB said the full details explaining the results could be found 
in the Transport Assessment.  JH said that as a resident of a very insignificant 
village called Tregrehan he knew he could wait for 10 minutes before getting 
out on the main road (A390)and he was surprised this wasn’t included because 



 

it has a dangerous junction.  It was going to have a massive impact on the 
residents of Tregrehan and Trethurgy. 

3.18 BL said everyone was aware of the traffic problems in the area and that this 
development was just a tiny fraction of what’s happening.  People are saying 
stop, our roads aren’t coping.  He hoped that the planning officers at the 
meeting understood that there was a problem continuing to develop within a 
totally inadequate transport infrastructure.  How much further was this going to 
go on before it came to a halt.  We need to register what we are doing to 
Cornwall.  When are the planners going to realise that?  LD said a Highways 
Transport Model was currently being produced by Cornwall Council which 
provided the opportunity to test stress points but the reality was that the 
Council did not have the £100 million that was needed.  She didn’t disagree 
with what BL was saying  

3.19 DB said that to put the traffic movements in context, Tesco generated 900 
movements per hour.  The comprehensive package of sustainable transport 
improvements would benefit the wider community and these benefits will 
outweigh the negligible impact of the development upon the local highway 
network. 

3.20 KH said she was not against the development but in August she was 
potentially not going to be able to get in and out of her driveway.  And it was 
unlikely that visitors would pay for parking when they could park in free 
residential streets.  DB said it had been suggested that there would be a ring 
fenced budget to control parking – for example yellow lines.  PBr said this 
didn’t work.  DB said technology existed nowadays which could make it work.  
KS said that at Womad festivals held previously on the site people had had 
their driveways blocked for days and no-one did anything about it.  DB said 
that would no longer be an issue because no more Womad type festivals 
would be held on site. 

3.21 JO asked LD for her personal opinions – could she or someone come back to 
the Parish Councils to either reassure them or confirm their worst fears.  LD 
said the transport documents had only gone to the transport department today 
so she was not sure if they would have had time to read and digest in time for 
the next council meeting on Tuesday but she was sure it could be done.  Her 
colleague Tim Randles may be able to attend one of the meetings.  BL said it 
would be put on the agenda and needed to be properly chaired.  

4.0 Other Planning Application documentation 

4.1 At this stage someone (we believe it to be JH but need to confirm) asked how 
much longer the presentation would last.  NT said he could stop there if 
requested.  Attendees agreed that he should complete the presentation. 

4.2 NT said a Statement of Community Involvement document was an essential 
part of the planning process and recorded meetings and consultation events as 
well as setting out responses from the three exhibitions and recording the 
issues raised such as transport, affordable housing, education provision etc. 

4.3 The Economic Impact Study explains how the development meets a number 
of strategies and highlighted the fact that it was a transformational project with 
£250 million private sector investment which was in line with Government 
tourism and visitor strategies.  At least 500 construction jobs would be 
available and a total of 515 permanent jobs (350 on site, 80 in the local area 
and the rest across Cornwall) once operational.  KH asked for confirmation 



 

there would be 350 permanent jobs on site.  An apprenticeship scheme would 
be set up with Cornwall College along with new skills and re-skilling courses.  It 
was a year round resort with the benefits which come with such an enterprise 
and knock on effects for the St Austell area.  The study explains in detail how 
the job numbers have been analysed. 

4.4 The Planning Statement provided an overview of the project which included 
the Development Plan.  The nine key topics ‘tested’  in the statement were: 
Consultation; Tourism/the Economy; Hydrology (Flood Risk and Coastal 
Processes); Residential Provision; Transportation and Accessibilty; PPS4 
Sustainable Economic Growth; Sustianability; The Environment and Design 
and Appearance. 

4.5 NT said two reports had been commissioned into Second Home Ownership 
(Knight Frank and King Sturge) and Affordable Housing (Hunt Dobson 
Stringer).  These reports were appendices in the Planning Statement.  The 
Second Homes report used sources such as Council Tax Records, a Survey of 
English Housing, Census Data and more technical Lower Layer Super Output 
Area data.  Findings showed that the hotspots were in coastal areas.  There 
had also been qualitative assessment and this showed that in the really prime 
areas the second home ownership could be higher.  For example, some 
Cornish examples that those attending the meeting may comment on, show 
that in Rock for example 75% of the properties were second homes.  In 
Padstow, 58%, Trebetherick/Polzeath, 70% and in Fowey 50%.  He drew 
particular attention to Thorpeness in Suffolk which was built as a holiday 
leisure resort in the 1920’s and in the 1970s the units had been sold off – now 
currently ownership 74% second homes.  JH asked if the development at 
Pentewan could be considered as an ideal second home development.  NT 
said no because it didn’t have coastal views. 

4.6 JA said that if someone bought a holiday home, there was nothing to stop them 
living in it permanently.  NT agreed.  He pointed out that in may of the hotspots 
with 50% or higher second home ownership, many owners didn’t have all the 
facilities that Carlyon Bay would have which gave more credence to the fact 
that 75% of the properties here would be second homes. 

4.7 NT said the King Sturge Report reviewed tourism in Cornwall and England 
which indicated that the UK was increasingly popular with 34% of visits self-
catering and business tourism increasing.  It also revealed that in 2010, Q1, 
Cornwall out-performed other areas in the number of second homes being sold 
and that 90% of buyers in Cornwall were UK residents.  It also revealed a 
number of reasons to buy – investment/status/fractional.  The analysis also 
started to break down what the split between buyers might be and concluded 
that permanent would be 20 – 30% and second home owners 70 – 80% 
(fractional 30-35 units; owners/rental 250 units; others such as high net worth 
98 units). 

4.8 A report on affordable housing had also been commissioned to identify needs 
and had concluded that in the St Austell area family units with gardens were 
what would be in demand which would be a mismatch with the small units on 
offer in the development.  Another potential problem for providing affordable 
housing on site were the service and management charges because legally 
you could not differentiate the charges where the same facilities are provided 
and this would make it unattractive for some people looking for shared equity 
homes because they would presumably prefer to invest in the property rather 
than a service charge.  The contribution was still being discussed with Cornwall 



 

Council but it was originally considered that 40% of 25% permanent residential 
was a reasonable outcome.  This would equal around £2.2 – 3.3 million.  JH 
made a number of points criticising the approach and 25% being used as a 
basis.  NT said this was not the end of the assessment, indeed Cornwall 
Council had queried this amount so now a £5million contribution was proposed 
which could provide up to 100 – 110 units (up to 40% of 50%).  The Council 
was considering this amount and options.  It was also possible that the money 
could be spent in a  geographically limited area.  KH commented that this was 
all  understood and off site provision was justified: a presentation had been 
given by Cornwall Council and CEG could have saved its money. LD noted 
that the studies had helped Cornwall Council arrive at a view about the off site 
contributions 

4.9 BL suggested that what CEG was suggesting was a gamble – if 70% was 
residential the Council would lose out and if 20% were residential, CEG would 
lose out.  NT agreed but a critical issue is whether to provide payment erly or 
wait many years to assess the outcome.  LD said there were benefits from 
securing the payments at an early date.  BL said he was happy to accept this.  
LD said the contribution would be ring fenced and would need to have some 
flexibility.  If it is not spent locally it can be spent in a wider area, rather than 
returned to CEG.  The Council was also looking at other ways of providing 
affordable accommodation – they could for example buy properties in Carlyon 
Bay and rent them out although this was quite an expensive way of doing it – 
but it might be the only way if residents wanted Carlyon Bay to have an 
allocation.  NT said he was effectively saying that the options for on site 
affordable housing were not good but there were a host of other options off 
site. 

4.10 NT said the heads of terms for the Section 106 obligations were: Maintain the 
sea defences (no public cost); maintain access road (no public cost); education 
contribution (to be agreed - £500,000 suggested); public access including 
steps at Fishing Point; affordable housing (to be agreed, £5 million suggested); 
contribution to Sea Road (£170,000 suggested); public transport – funding for 
3 years; repair Beach Road if any construction damage; training; construction 
vehicle routing and a traffic order (payment if required). 

4.11 KS said that a CEG contribution of £170,000 was inadequate and where would 
the rest come from?  It would leave a £330,000 shortfall from the £500,000 
valuation received for upgrading Sea Road.  NT noted there are other 
landowners. JO said this was a working document and suggested this subject 
was left for the moment because discussions were still continuing. 

4.12 Note – PBr left the meeting. 

4.13 KS said that Sea Road had already been damaged by the material brought in 
for the sea wall.  NT said most of the material had been brought in by sea and 
pointed out that the extant scheme had no such obligations. 

5.0 Date of Next Meeting – Thursday 24th March at 5pm at the Information 
Centre.  TF and JH offered their apologies. 

 


