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1. Introduction 

This is Cornwall Council’s response to the Local Government Boundary Commission’s 
second consultation on a pattern of divisions for Cornwall Council.  This follows the 
Commission having published their report setting out a scheme of electoral divisions for 

a Council size of 87 from the May 2021 full-term elections. 

We are grateful to the Commission for the recognition of the thorough work of the 
Electoral Review Panel and the Council and the informed scheme of divisions submitted, 

which resulted in the Commission adopting the majority of the Council’s proposals.  The 
rationale the Commission provided in the recommendations report has proved helpful 
in our further consideration of what the best scheme of 87 divisions will be for Cornwall 

from 2021. 

The Council has noted the Commission’s comments on the possibility of a scheme of 88 
divisions and so this response, like the Council’s previous response, supports a scheme 

of 87 single Member divisions, but with changes proposed to a number of the divisions 
detailed in the Commission’s report. 

The Council welcomes the Commission accepting the electorate projections submitted 

by the Council.  Based on the 2016 electorate forecasts to 2023 and building on the 
Commission’s proposals, the Council’s revised proposal provides 54 divisions (62.1%) 
within 5% (rounded down) of the electoral equality target of 5163, 69 divisions (79.3%) 

within 7.5% of that target and 86 of the 87 divisions proposed are within 10% (rounded 
down) of the target.  The mean variance from the target electorate is 4.8% and the 

median variance 4.7%.  The Council’s submission is strong in terms of electoral equality.  
Clear and well evidenced explanations have been put forward for the proposed divisions 
which sit at or marginally beyond 10% variance from the target electorate and it is the 

Council’s view that in all of these cases the Commission’s criteria have been very 
carefully weighed and addressed in order to come to the best possible solution.  The 

geographical and community considerations in some areas of Cornwall are such that it 
is necessary for there to be some divisions outside of the electoral range if we are to 

create optimum compliance with the Commission’s criteria overall.  

The response has been supported by the majority of Members present and voting at 
the Full Council meeting on 11 September 2018, on a cross party basis.  This follows 
recommendations having been made to Full Council by the Electoral Review Panel.  Only 

one amendment relating to boundaries and some relating to division names were put 
forward at the Full Council meeting. 

The Electoral Review Panel has continued to oversee and ensure full Member 

involvement in and support to officers in progressing the Commission’s review of the 
Council size and the unitary division boundaries in Cornwall. 

The Panel comprises ten Members, broadly reflecting the political composition of the 

Council. 

Details of the Panel’s meetings, including the reports to them and the decisions made 
are available on the Council’s website: 

https://democracy.cornwall.gov.uk/ieListMeetings.aspx?CId=1152&Year=0 

Through the Panel, the Council has ensured that its approach to the task of developing 

this consultation response has been methodical, inclusive, evidence-based and robust.  
The Panel has, throughout, been cognisant of the three statutory criteria the 
Commission is required to balance: 

 the need to secure equality of representation; 

https://democracy.cornwall.gov.uk/ieListMeetings.aspx?CId=1152&Year=0
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 the need to reflect the identities and interests of local communities; and 

 the need to secure effective and convenient local government. 
 

This submission summarises the Council’s approach to the development of the scheme 
of divisions now proposed and is accompanied by: 

 a schedule of the 87 divisions proposed by the Council that includes division 

names, the electorate for each division and variance from the target electorate 
of 5163 (Appendix 1).  Most of these divisions are those proposed by the 
Commission but with further commentary provided where appropriate; and 

 larger scale maps of the inset maps included in this submission (Appendix 2). 

 

2. Electorate forecasts and the subdivision of polling districts 

The process and methodology for the preparation of electorate forecasts by the Council 
are articulated in the Council’s previous submissions to the Commission.  In its previous 

consultation response the Council sought to take account of possible future electorate 
from housing developments granted planning permission since the permissions 

reflected in the electorate forecasts.  However, the Commission has been clear that 
those forecasts are the electorate numbers on which the electoral review must be based 
and that no adjustments to them will be permitted.  We do, however, make reference 

below to this work in relation to some areas of Cornwall where we still think this might 
help the Commission. 

The total forecast electorate for Cornwall for 2023 is 449182 which, for a Council size 

of 87, gives an average target electorate of 5163.  The Commission’s permitted variance 
of +/- 10% gives an electorate range of 4647 to 5679. 

In developing the proposals set out in the Council’s response to the Commission’s first 

consultation on division patterns the Council was not constrained by polling district 
boundaries, a principle clearly followed by the Commission.  To create a scheme of 
divisions compliant with the statutory criteria, it was necessary to subdivide polling 

districts in some areas.  To ensure we were consistent with the electorate forecasts we 
undertook an exercise with our external consultants through which officers broke polling 

districts down into smaller blocks and the consultants then apportioned the electorate 
to those blocks, consistent with the 2016 forecasts and having proper regard to where 
the housing developments factored into those forecasts would be built, to the extent 

they are expected to be completed by 2023. 

We have adopted a similar approach in developing this consultation response, where it 
has been necessary to do so in recommending changes to the Commission’s own 

recommendations.  We therefore have a high degree of confidence in the electorate 
numbers detailed in this response. 

There are several divisions in the Commission’s recommendations where there is little 

or no geographical difference to the boundaries in the Council’s division proposals as 
first submitted but where there are differences in electorate numbers, in some cases 
significant.  Although the Council’s lead officer has engaged with the Commission’s 

Review Officer on this point, and an explanation provided, the Council respectfully 
suggests that the Commission revisits the electorate calculations and places greater 

weight on the electorate calculations undertaken by the Council. 

However, where appropriate, we have referenced the Commission’s electorate figures 
but this is for convenience and not as an acknowledgement that the Council agrees with 

them. 
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3. Principles applied 

As before, the Council has had regard to the three statutory criteria the Commission is 
required to balance and the greater emphasis put on the electoral equality criterion by 
the Lead Commissioner when he attended a meeting with Members at our St Austell 

offices in October 2017.  We remain obliged for that meeting and for the further 
assistance the Commission has provided. 

In addition, the Panel sought to apply to its work the following locally determined 

principles: 

 single Member divisions everywhere; 
 a balance between preserving parish boundaries and Community Network Area 

boundaries, recognising both as fundamental priorities for the future governance 
of Cornwall; 

 a sympathetic approach be applied to the separation between rural and urban 

areas; and 
 existing polling districts be kept, except where sub-divisions are necessary to 

assist in the creation of new divisions with appropriate numbers of electors 
 
but recognising that specific local conditions may affect the application of these criteria. 

The Council hopes that the Commission recognises and gives weight to these local 

principles and in particular that the final scheme of divisions will be all single Member 
divisions. 

 

4. Engagement and evidence gathering 

The Council has continued to provide others with information and to encourage those 

who engaged with us to provide their comments to the Commission, as well as sharing 
them with the Council to help inform our thinking.  Further efforts have been made to 

understand the views of Cornwall Councillors, parishes and the public, to help inform 
the development of this consultation response. 

Included in the information the Council has continued to make available were electorate 

forecasts and maps that could be printed and used by anyone wishing to develop their 
own consultation response.  We have also directed stakeholders to the Commission’s 
website and recommendations report. 

The Electoral Review Panel has ensured an inclusive approach by: 

(i) attendance at the Royal Cornwall Show at the start of the consultation period to 
provide information and capture opinion; 

(ii) facilitating the participation of local communities through two public meetings 

and the provision of information; 
(iii) holding an informal Panel meeting on 14 June to which all Members were invited 

and where an opportunity was given to discuss the Commission’s report section 
by section; 

(iv) affording Members the opportunity to influence the recommendations made to 

Council, by submitting their views and alternative proposals for consideration at 
Panel meetings and also attendance at Panel meetings; 

(v) through officers, ensuring divisional Members, and where appropriate local 
councils, have been consulted on alternative proposals that have been submitted 
for consideration; and 

(vi) considering all representations made, as long as they were relevant to the current 
stage of the review. 
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The Chairman and County Executive Officer of the Cornwall Association of Local Councils 

(CALC) have continued to receive invites to attend and speak at formal and informal 
Panel meetings to ensure a consistent link throughout the process with representatives 

of most local councils in Cornwall. 

 

5. Development of our consultation response 

As with our original scheme of divisions, the development of this consultation response 
has been incremental and inclusive, continuing to be driven by the Electoral Review 

Panel, supported by officers.  The Electoral Review Panel undertook the exercise 
recognising that arguments might be presented justifying departures from the position 

the Council previously took.  That open-minded approach has enabled the Council to 
present proposals that further improve the divisions upon which this current 
consultation is based. 

The Electoral Review Panel has not made the mistake of proceeding on the basis that it 

is not possible or appropriate to put forward changes to the divisions originally proposed 
by the Council or those proposed by the Commission.  Careful consideration has been 

given to alternatives that have emerged and arguments that have gone against some 
of the divisions the Council originally promoted.  Some of these have been raised for 
the first time during this stage of the review, others have been articulated more clearly 

than during the earlier stages of the review and some have simply been repetition of 
what has been presented previously. 

Throughout, the Panel has considered the evidence and views it has received, whether 

in writing or through the meetings and discussions held, to inform the development of 
the proposals now made.  That has again required the balancing of competing views 

and judgments to be made on the most appropriate way to proceed in each area.  We 
have sought to ensure that this has been an inclusive process and as informed as 
possible, recognising that there have been conflicting views between contributors to our 

work and it is even clearer now that decisions we have had to make won’t have pleased 
everyone.  However, the decisions that have been made are considered to present the 

best possible outcome for Cornwall in the context of the reduced Council size and to 
achieve a coherent set of proposals for the whole of Cornwall. 

As with our previous submission, we have avoided this being a simple numerical 
exercise but we have tried to balance the electorate as best we can, whilst having proper 

regard to the other statutory criteria.  All of the divisions the Council is recommending 
to the Commission appropriately reflect community interests and identities as well as 

possible.  They are also all conducive to effective and convenient local government, in 
the context of the significant reduction in Council size that is being imposed. 

Full Council received the Panel’s recommendations at the meeting on 11 September 

2018.  The meeting was well attended and, as with previous consideration of the 
electoral review, there was a positive and constructive debate.  One alternative to 
division boundaries in Wadebridge was considered at the meeting but the boundary 

recommendations proposed and seconded by the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the 
Panel, on behalf of the Panel, were accepted in full. A number of amendments regarding 

the names of divisions were brought forward by Councillors, some of which were agreed 
and are therefore reflected in this submission.  With those amendments the substantive 
decision received the support of a significant majority of the whole membership of the 

Council on a cross party basis. 

The Council’s submission appropriately balances the Commission’s statutory criteria and 
is strong in terms of electoral equality. 
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The Council commends this scheme of divisions to the Commission, which builds upon 

but improves the scheme upon which the Commission has consulted. 

 

6. Parish electoral arrangements 

Although noting the impacts on parish electoral arrangements set out in the 

Commission’s report, the Council has taken the view that it was appropriate for the 
Council to refrain from commenting on them.  Instead, the Council has left it to the 
affected parish councils to respond to the Commission on these arrangements.  We have 

tried to assist parishes by contacting them directly to highlight the impacts, the 
importance of responding to the Commission and offering to provide any further 

relevant information to them. 

 

7. Narrative for the proposed divisions 

The narrative on each division that follows is presented in the same order as the 
grouping of divisions in the Commission’s division recommendations report, to facilitate 

an easy comparison.  Where appropriate the Council relies on the narrative it previously 
submitted to the Commission which should be read in conjunction with this submission.  
We have also addressed all of the points on which the Commission specifically sought 

comments.  The effect of the proposals in this response is to enhance still further the 
divisions under consideration which were, of course, based largely on the Council’s 

previous consultation response. 
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Land’s End and Penzance 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Land’s End 5474 +6% 

Ludgvan, Madron, Gulval & Heamoor 5498 +6% 

Newlyn & St Buryan 5234 +1% 

Penzance East 5105 -1% 

Penzance Promenade 4876 -6% 

 
Land’s End 

 
The Council continues to support this proposed division and is clear that the rationale 

previously provided demonstrates how this is a strong division that satisfies the 
statutory criteria and that this keeps areas of significant and distinct cultural heritage 
together, preserving a community identity.  In reaching this conclusion the Council has 

had regard to the various representations made throughout the review. 
 

In the recommendations report the Commission specifically requested further 
representations on the proposed name for the division.  The Council continues to 
support the use of the name Land’s End.  The local divisional Members are both 

supportive of the use of that name and the Council has been provided with information 
supporting the relevance of the name.  That includes that the division will contain the 

three headlands that, over the years, have vied for the ‘Land's End’ title:  Cape Cornwall, 
Land's End and Tol-Pedn-Penwith (Gwennap Head), the latter being the extreme south-
westerly point of the whole of Britain.  Further, the name is considered to precede the 

commercial complex at Land’s End by many centuries, having been recorded as 
Londeseynde as early as 1337, while the direct Cornish translation, Pedn an Wlas, has 

been recorded since 1504 (<penn, pedn>, ‘end’; <an, a'n>, ‘the, of the’; <gwlas>, 
‘land, nation’, the ‘g’ vanishing when following the definite article). There is some 
disagreement as to whether this location should be called Land's End or Lands End.  

However, Cornwall Council has consulted a local expert on Cornish place names and we 
are satisfied that it should be Land's End. 

 
Ludgvan, Madron, Gulval & Heamoor 
 

The Council continues to support this proposed division as, inter alia, it provides a strong 
boundary with the A30.  Although the principles the Council sought to work to 

throughout Cornwall were sound, there have necessarily had to be exceptions to those 
principles, including in some areas mixing rural with urban/suburban.  This is the case 
with this division but strong boundaries have been used and the representations 

received have been reflected so far as possible, including in relation to community 
aspirations and aspirations.  The various representations the Council received have been 

reviewed and, in the context of the wider configuration of divisions in this area, this 
division is still considered to be the most appropriate solution, broadly meeting the 

statutory criteria, as the Commission has acknowledged.  This is consistent with the 
majority view in favour of two single Member divisions for the town of Penzance 
discussed further below and in the Council’s previous submission.  Alternatives would 

have significant detrimental knock-on impacts on the other divisions in this area. 
 

Cornwall Council now considers it appropriate for Ludgvan to be included in the name.  
It is the largest parish in the area and contains several villages.  Ludgvan village is in 
this division. 
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Newlyn & St Buryan 
 

The Council is pleased that the proposed Newlyn & St Buryan division is supported by 
the Commission as part of its recommendations.  The rationale for this division 

previously provided remains relevant and, as stated in the recommendations report, 
the Penzance and Newlyn areas have different characteristics, the division has good 
internal access links and has strong and identifiable boundaries.  The division also 

provides good electoral equality. 
 

Penzance East and Penzance Promenade 
 
These two divisions are still considered by the Council to be the most appropriate 

solution for the area, both for the town and also for the adjoining areas.  The proposal, 
which is reflected in the adjoining divisions, is supported by the majority of divisional 

Members, the Town Council, local community groups and business groups within the 
town of Penzance.  These divisions effectively balance the Commission’s statutory 
criteria and provide better electoral equality than the other proposals that have been 

considered.  They provide a solution that better meets the statutory criteria than 
creating three divisions wholly contained within the Penzance Parish. 

 
The rationale previously provided by the Commission remains relevant and establishes 
a strong case in favour of these divisions. 
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St Ives 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

St Ives East, Lelant & Carbis Bay 5262 +2% 

St Ives West, Towednack & Zennor 5610 +9% 

 

St Ives East, Lelant & Carbis Bay and St Ives West, Towednack & Zennor 
 
The Council, through the Electoral Review Panel, has reviewed the proposals for this 

area further, including the consideration of alternative proposals.  In particular the 
detailed proposals from the St Ives Town Council have been scrutinised. 

 
Although the divisions proposed by the Town Council fit neatly with the Commission’s 
electorate target, they would not work without the reconfiguration of adjacent divisions 

and those farther away as the external boundaries are not consistent with those for the 
corresponding area in the Commission’s proposals.  The Panel therefore considered a 

revision to the Town Council’s proposals that limited the impact on other proposed 
divisions.  This involved realigning a Ludgvan polling district and a St Ives West polling 
district. 

 
However, the Council continues to support the Commission’s proposals for this area for 

the reasons previously articulated, those provided in the Council’s previous consultation 
response and with the benefit of having undertaken a detailed review of alternative 
proposals, including those put forward by the St Ives Town Council. 

 
Following consideration of comments received, the Council proposes that the names for 

these two divisions are changed to St Ives East, Lelant & Carbis Bay and St Ives West, 
Towednack & Zennor.  This will better reflect the geographical extent of the divisions 

and so should be more meaningful to the electorate. 
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Gwinear-Gwithian and Hayle 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Gwinear-Gwithian & Hayle East 5422 +5% 

Hayle West 5369 +4% 

 

Gwinear-Gwithian & Hayle East and Hayle West 
 
These divisions were the subject of robust discussions during the consultation period. 

Two proposals were the main subject of those discussions: one being the Commission’s 
proposals and the other being a proposal previously dismissed by the Council, which 

involves splitting the Hayle and Gwinear-Gwithian Parishes along a west-east axis.  That 
debate has continued during the current consultation. 
 

The Council supports the Commission’s proposals, including the minor boundary 
changes made in the area of Fore Street in Hayle, accepting that this provides a stronger 

boundary between the two divisions.  The arguments previously articulated in favour of 
these divisions remain relevant and provide a strong justification for the divisions, 
recognising that there has to be a split of the Hayle Parish because of the forecast 

electorate being too high to retain the parish in a single division. 
 

There remains strong support in the community for keeping the whole of Connor Downs 
in a single division, along with the whole of the Gwinear-Gwithian Parish. 
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Marazion, Porthleven and Crowan 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Crowan, Sithney & Wendron 5433 +5% 

Long Rock, Marazion & St Erth 5639 +9% 

Porthleven, Breage & Germoe 5572 +8% 

 

Crowan, Sithney & Wendron 
 

The Council continues to support this division as a strong division, comprising whole 
parishes with good community links and good electoral equality.  There is local support 
for the proposal and, in consideration of that and the compelling arguments previously 

advanced for this division, there is no justification in considering an alternative. 
 

Long Rock, Marazion & St Erth 
 
The Council is pleased with the Commission’s support for the principle of this division 

and supports the change made so that the St Hilary Parish is kept whole.  Although the 
Council’s earlier proposal was made recognising that the St Hilary Parish has a forecast 

electorate of 695 and 10 parish councillors, the Commission’s view on the disadvantages 
of dividing the Parish and creating a small St Hilary Parish ward is accepted.  The change 

made provides an even stronger division than was proposed by the Council but the 
arguments advanced previously continue to support this configuration. 
 

Long Rock is a large residential and commercial village in Ludgvan parish.  It is 
important for it to be included in the division name. 

 
Porthleven, Breage & Germoe 
 

This proposed division, excluding part of the St Hilary Parish, is also supported.  The 
Council agrees that the division has strong and identifiable divisions and maintains that 

the rationale previously submitted clearly demonstrates the justification for this 
division.  It is effectively made a stronger division through the exclusion of a small part 
of the St Hilary Parish.  The Council agrees that it is not appropriate to link the 

Porthleven Parish with any part of the Helston Parish. 
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Helston and the Lizard Peninsula 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Helston North 5280 +2% 

Helston South & Meneage 5546 +7% 

Mullion & St Keverne 5699 +10% 

 

Helston North 
 

The Council maintains that the proposed Helston North division, which is entirely within 
the Helston Parish, is a good division with strong boundaries, good electoral equality 
and which credibly meets the other statutory criteria.  The division comprises the 

majority of central Helston town and is a natural development of the current Helston 
North division.  The justification for this division previously put forward by the Council 

remains a compelling argument in favour of this division as proposed. 
 
Helston South & Meneage 

 
The Council recognises the justification for the removal of the Cury Parish from this 

division and supports the Commission’s proposal in that regard.  However, the Council, 
through the Electoral Review Panel, heard compelling arguments during this 

consultation period in favour of moving the Gweek Parish to this division from the 
Constantine, Mabe & Mawnan division.  This increases the forecast electorate to 5546 
but that is well within the permitted range.  The Council is now persuaded that the 

Gweek Parish is more appropriately dealt with as a rural Lizard parish and that the 
community links are much stronger with the parishes to the south rather than with the 

Constantine Parish and other parishes to the east.  The Parish Council is also understood 
to be an active member of the Helston and Lizard Community Network Area.  The 
evidence is clearly in favour of this adjustment being made to strengthen this division 

further in relation to community links and effective and convenient local government.  
Those arguments significantly outweigh the increased electorate and variance from the 

electorate target.  The community coherence in this and the adjoining divisions is 
strengthened by this variation and that is considered to be much more important than 
any concerns there may be in relation to the variations to the electorate totals.  The 

proposed division with this change is illustrated below and in greater detail in the larger 
scale maps provided at Appendix 2 to this response. 

 

 
 

Helston South & Meneage 
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The Council supports this division as proposed by the Commission but with the addition 

of the Gweek Parish.  It provides a stronger solution than the alternatives. 
 

Mullion & St Keverne 
 

Noting the high electorate for this proposed divisions, the Council supports the 
Commission’s proposal, including moving the Cury Parish into the division.  Had the 
Council appreciated the somewhat greater freedom the Commission is prepared to 

tolerate in relation to electorate variances it may well have put forward this 
configuration in its first division boundaries consultation response.  There are obvious 

strong community links within this division and, although it is a large division 
geographically and in terms of the electorate, it will provide for effective and convenient 
local government, including through the Community Network Panel.  The Council’s 

earlier rationale for this division stands.  It is has strong boundaries and meets the 
statutory criteria, the Commission’s stance on the electorate being noted. 

 
The Council, through the Electoral Review Panel, considered the representations from 
Grade Ruan as to the name of the division but they could not be supported.  The Council 

supports the currently proposed name of Mullion & St Keverne as those are the two 
major villages and parishes in this area and these should be reflected in the division 

name rather than a reference to The Lizard Pensinsula, which is a larger area than the 
proposed division. 
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Falmouth and the Helford estuary 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Constantine, Mabe & Mawnan 4632 -10% 

Falmouth Arwenack 5140 ±0% 

Falmouth Boslowick 4712 -9% 

Falmouth Penwerris 5202 +1% 

Budock & Falmouth Trescobeas 4904 -5% 

 
During this consultation phase the Council, through the Electoral Review Panel, received 

several alternative proposals for the area covered by these divisions.  They were given 
thorough consideration but none of them were considered to meet the statutory criteria 

as strongly as the divisions for which the Council’s support is articulated below. 
 
Constantine, Mabe & Mawnan 

 
Although the Council’s original submission for this area included the Gweek Parish, the 

Council is persuaded that that Parish should be moved from this division to the Helston 
South & Meneage division, for the reasons articulated earlier in this response.  The 
Council otherwise supports this division which comprises three whole rural parishes with 

common identities and links, as previously submitted.  The revised division is illustrated 
below and in greater detail in the maps provided at Appendix 2 to this response. 

 

 
 

Constantine, Mabe & Mawnan 
 

The exclusion of the Gweek Parish reduces the electorate to a -10% variance but the 
improvements in community links and effective and convenient local government for 

the Helston South & Meneage division outweigh that compromise. 
 
The Electoral Review Panel reviewed options for achieving better electoral equality, 

including linking parts of the Wendron, Stithians, Penryn and St Gluvias Parishes.  
However, the detailed analysis undertaken demonstrated that doing so would only be 

for numerical purposes and the community and other arguments against doing so were 
much stronger than those in favour.  Further, making those changes would also cause 
difficulties in defining strong boundaries in adjacent areas. 

 
The division, as revised, is strong and credible and meets the statutory criteria. 
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Falmouth Arwenack, Falmouth Boslowick, Falmouth Penwerris and Budock & Falmouth 

Trescobeas 
 

The Council continues to support the principle of these divisions and, having considered 
arguments for alternative proposals, is able to state with confidence that the divisions 

previously submitted by the Council are stronger in terms of community identity and 
effective and convenient local government than those alternatives. 
 

In relation to the boundary between the proposed Falmouth Arwenack and Falmouth 
Penwerris divisions, the Council urges the Commission to revert to the division boundary 

being along the middle of the Prince of Wales Pier rather than to its north.  Maintaining 
the division boundary along the middle of the Pier provides for a stronger and more 
easily identifiable boundary. 

 
In addition, the Council proposes that the area 

illustrated here, comprising the northern side of 
Wellington Terrace and a few properties in Trelawney 
Road, should be moved from the Falmouth Penwerris 

division to the Falmouth Arwenack division.  This will 
provide for still better community cohesion, bring 

areas with similar housing design and character 
together and result in improved electoral equality for 
both divisions.  This area is illustrated in greater detail 

in the larger scale maps provided at Appendix 2 to 
this consultation response. 

 
The merits of the treatment of the Budock Parish have been considered further and it 
is considered necessary for that Parish to link with part of the Falmouth Parish. This is, 

in the context of the overall scheme of divisions, the forecast electorate for the Falmouth 
Parish, the geographical constraints and the inappropriateness of linking any part of the 

Falmouth Parish with part of the Penryn Parish.  In addition, the housing growth in the 
Budock Parish in effect extends the built up area of Falmouth.  The Council supports the 
Commission’s conclusions as to the internal access links for the proposed Budock & 

Falmouth Trescobeas division and that the Budock Parish relates better to the 
Trescobeas area of Falmouth than any other area of the Falmouth Parish.  

 
Budock is an old historic civil parish which makes up the bulk of the population and area 

of the new division.  It, therefore, seems apt for it to come first in the name of the new 
division. 
 

These divisions, with the revisions proposed by the Council present the strongest 
possible outcome for this area, in the context of the issues referenced above and a 

Council size of 87. 
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Lanner, Mylor and Penryn 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Lanner, Stithians & Gwennap 5240 +1% 

Mylor, Perranarworthal & Ponsanooth 5171 ±0% 

Penryn 5533 +7% 

 

Lanner, Stithians & Gwennap 
 

During this consultation period the Council considered alternative proposals that 
impacted on this proposed division. Although there were credible suggestions within 
those proposals the Council was not able support them as they did not improve on the 

proposed division, which the Council continues to support for the reasons set out in the 
rationale previously submitted.The division comprises whole parishes, has good 

electoral equality and meets the other statutory criteria. It also reflects the strong wish 
in Lanner not to be included with any part of the Redruth Parish. 
 

Mylor, Perranarworthal & Ponsanooth 
 

This proposed division has local support and continues to be supported by the Council 
for the reasons submitted previously. In addition to the three whole parishes of Mylor, 

Perranarworthal and St Gluvias, it includes a limited part of the Penryn Parish. During 
the current consultation period the Council considered the possibility of joining part of 
the St Gluvias Parish with the proposed Constantine, Mabe and Mawnan division, as a 

consequence of proposing the Gweek Parish moving out of that division. However, it 
was recognised that that would be for numerical purposes only, it would divide the 

parish for parish elections and there are no compelling community arguments for doing 
so. 
 

On reflection Cornwall Council would prefer Ponsanooth to be in the name. St Gluvias 
Parish and the local member have indicated their support for the name Ponsanooth 

being used rather than St Gluvias because Ponsanooth is the only large settlement in 
St Gluvias Parish and the Church of St Gluvias lies within Penryn Town Council’s 
boundaries, leading to confusion when geographically locating the Parish. St Gluvias 

Parish felt that naming the division after their principal settlement would give it a better 
identity and one which is more closely linked to the community it represents. 

 
This division is considered by the Council to be the most appropriate solution for this 
area. 

 
Penryn 

 
The Council is pleased that the Commission recognises the difficulty presented by the 
high forecast electorate for the Penryn Parish, that to include the whole of the Penryn 

Parish in a single division would result in an electorate variance of +13%.  That would 
present the highest variance of all of the proposed divisions, which would appear to be 

too great a departure from the target electorate, irrespective of the attraction of keeping 
the Penryn Parish in a single division.  To make this concession would also potentially 
compromise the reasoning behind other divisions where parish boundaries have been 

breached for electoral equality purposes.  Further, there would be a detrimental impact 
on the forecast electorate for the proposed Mylor, Perranarworthal & Ponsanooth 

division.  The part of the Penryn Parish that has been identified for inclusion in the 
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Mylor, Perranarworthal & Ponsanooth division is mainly semi-rural in nature and it links 

very well with the adjoining Mylor Parish. 
 

During the current consultation period the Council considered the possibility of joining 
part of the Penryn Parish with the proposed Constantine, Mabe and Mawnan division, 

as a consequence of proposing the Gweek Parish moving out of that division.  However, 
it was recognised that that would be for numerical purposes only and there are no 
compelling community arguments for doing so.  Further, the Council had previously 

established that it was preferable not to split the Penryn Parish on two sides and so 
require three parish wards. 

 
The Commission’s proposed division is understood to have local support and it continues 
to be supported by the Council as the most appropriate solution for this area. 
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Camborne and Redruth 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Camborne, Roskear & Tuckingmill 4922 -5% 

Camborne Trelowarren 4923 -5% 

Camborne West 4989 -3% 

Four Lanes, Beacon & Troon 5212 +1% 

Illogan & Portreath 5128 -1% 

Pool & Tehidy 5205 +1% 

Redruth Central, Carharrack & St Day 4755 -8% 

Redruth North 4865 -6% 

Redruth South 4916 -5% 

 
The Council received a number of representations through the current consultation 

period and is aware that a number of representations have been made direct to the 
Commission.  Those have been reviewed and proper regard paid to them.  However, to 
the extent that they offered credible alternatives, the Council has not been able to 

support them as stronger or more beneficial solutions than those proposed by the 
Commission, which in turn are based on the strong divisions originally advocated by the 

Council. 
 

The Commission requested further comment on the Carn Brea Parish being split across 
three divisions.  The Carn Brea Parish includes several distinct settlements with different 
characters.  Under the Commission’s proposals, which reflect the Council’s original 

submission with minor variations, the Carn Brea Parish is actually represented by four 
divisions.  Notwithstanding this, the divisions proposed are still considered to be strong.  

Further, given the complexities of the Camborne, Pool, Illogan and Redruth area this is 
perhaps an unfortunate but inevitable consequence of the reduction to 87 Councillors. 
 

A significant amount of time has been taken exploring options for this area and what 
was proposed by the Council was the best that could be mapped for the wider area. 

Those divisions are now proposed by the Commission albeit with minor variations.  
Further consideration has been given to the division boundaries but it has not been 
possible to come up with anything credible that is different to the Council's proposals 

or what is now proposed by the Commission.  The Council also considered whether ‘Carn 
Brea’ might feature in one of the division names but as the Parish is in four divisions it 

may be confusing to accede to this in the name of one or more of those divisions. 
 
Camborne, Roskear & Tuckingmill 

 
The changes made to this division by the Commission to provide for stronger boundaries 

in the East Hill area are considered by the Council to be entirely appropriate and this 
division is supported as proposed by the Commission.  The Council’s previous arguments 
in favour of the rest of this division remain relevant. 

 
Camborne Trelowarren and Camborne West 

 
The Council continues to support these divisions as proposed by the Commission.  The 
rationale for them as originally submitted provides a strong justification for the 

divisions.  The electoral equality is good, the boundaries are clearly defined and the 
statutory criteria are otherwise met. 
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However on reflection Cornwall Council does not consider Treswithian a sufficiently 
accurate description of this neighbourhood and would prefer the division to be called 

Camborne West. 
 

Four Lanes, Beacon & Troon 
 
This division is also supported, including for the reasons previously given by the Council.  

The Council remains of the view that the grouping of the different communities in this 
division is appropriate, including because the main villages in the division of Four Lanes, 

Troon and Beacon are considered to be very similar in character.  The division also 
improves on the current Four Lanes division, as previously explained.  The current 
division includes parts of Barncoose and Broadlane which are much more urban than 

the remainder of the current division.  The Broadlane and Barncoose areas are part of 
the Carn Brea parish but are more appropriately included in the Pool & Tehidy division 

where they have greater links, as part of the continuation of the residential and 
industrial/commercial areas in that division. 
 

Illogan & Portreath and Pool & Tehidy 
 

The Council continues to support these divisions, including minor change mentioned in 
paragraph 82 of the Commission’s report, as being the most appropriate and credible 
solutions for this area, given the complexities of the wider area and the inevitability of 

making informed and justified compromises in the interests of developing a credible 
scheme of divisions.  The Council is grateful for the Commission’s acknowledgement of 

the difficulties associated with the alternative suggestions made, including the adverse 
knock-on effects of those alternative proposals.  Recognising that it is not possible to 
accommodate the aspirations of all those interested in the outcome of the review, the 

Council does not consider that any of the alternatives which have been suggested would 
be able to provide as strong an outcome for the wider area as the proposals now 

supported. 
 
Redruth Central, Carharrack & St Day, Redruth North and Redruth South 

 
The Commission also requested further comment on the proposed Redruth Central, 

Carharrack & St Day, Redruth North and Redruth South divisions.  The Council 
considered detailed proposals from a local divisional Member and from the Redruth 

Town Council.  Representations from others, including divisional Members and affected 
parish councils, were also considered.  Significant efforts were made to explore options 
for this area because the mining villages south of Redruth have great similarities in 

character.  What was originally proposed by the Council was considered to be the most 
appropriate outcome for the Redruth Parish and the wider area.  For each isolated issue 

explored there were knock-on impacts that made divisions for Redruth and the adjoining 
areas difficult to improve.  A review has been undertaken of the area but the Council 
continues to support the proposals now made by the Commission as the strongest 

outcome. 
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Truro and environs 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Feock & Kea 4976 -4% 

Gloweth, Malabar & Shortlanesend 4991 -3% 

Threemilestone & Chacewater 4928 -5% 

Truro Moresk & Trehaverne 5230 +1% 

Truro Boscawen & Redannick 4949 -4% 

Truro Tregolls 4918 -5% 

 

During this consultation period the Council was compelled to consider a number of 
issues as a result of, among other things: comment being invited by the Commission, 
subtle changes having been made by the Commission to some of the boundaries 

proposed by the Council, comments received from divisional members and information 
received about the Higher Newham Farm development. 

 
Overall the Council continues to support the principle of these divisions but with some 
suggestions for improvement which the Commission is urged to adopt in the final 

proposals. 
 

Feock & Kea 
 
The starting point for this division is the grouping of the Feock Parish with the Kea Parish 

which provides the majority of the geographical area of the division and the bulk of the 
electorate.  That still has the Council’s strong support and is considered the most 

appropriate solution for each of these parishes.  As originally proposed by the Council 
this division included an area at Higher Newham, including the Higher Newham Farm 
development site in the Parish of Truro, so as to bring the electorate for the division up 

to an acceptable level.  That has carried forward to the Commission’s recommendations. 
 

However, during this consultation period it came to the Council’s attention that the 
developer for the significant Higher Newham Farm development had taken the decision 
to withdraw from the development.  Although that development will almost certainly 

come forward at some point because it is a highly attractive site to developers there is 
a risk that the electorate in that area, which the Commission have identified as a single 

member City Council ward, will be at a disproportionately low level in 2021 when the 
next City Council full-term elections take place.  This Council therefore considered 

options for maintaining a credible Feock & Kea division whilst mitigating against the risk 
of an unviable City Council ward.   
 

The solution the Council advocates to the Commission is to move the Higher Newham 
Farm area into the Truro Boscawen & Redannick division and to move from that division 

into this division the area of the Copperfields development site being developed by 
Persimmon south of Green Lane in Truro and the land between that site and the parish 
boundary.  There is high confidence that the new estate will have a significant electorate 

in 2021 and even more so in 2023.  There are consequential changes in the electorate 
because of the Higher Newham area, based on the Commission’s calculations, having a 

forecast electorate of 310 and the Copperfields development site and adjacent land 
having a forecast electorate of 466.  The Council is not seeking to adjust the electorate 
forecasts as the electorates to which reference is made are already included within the 

forecasts submitted to and accepted by the Commission. 
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This proposal will provide an equally strong Feock & Kea division and negate the risk of 

having a City Council ward with a disproportionately low electorate, at least early on in 
the implementation of these proposals.  The revised division is illustrated below and in 

greater detail in the larger scale maps provided at Appendix 2 to this response. 
 

 
 

Feock & Kea 
 

Gloweth, Malabar & Shortlanesend 
 

As originally submitted by the Council this division was named Gloweth, Treliske & 
Shortlanesend and that has been taken forward by the Commission.  However, the 
Council is now persuaded that the name of the division should be Gloweth, Malabar & 

Shortlanesend to better reflect the communities within it and this name change is 
commended to the Commission.  Malabar is a very large social housing estate with 

distinct character which includes a large proportion of that part of the division in the 
City of Truro. 
 

This division includes part of the Kenwyn Parish and the Commission requested 
comments on that parish being split over two divisions.  The Kenwyn Parish has a 

forecast electorate of 6686 and to create a division of only the Kenwyn Parish would 
result in an electorate variance of over 29%.  That is excessive and presents a significant 
risk in relation to the Commission's criterion for initiating an electoral review based on 

a single division having a variance of more than 30%.  Accordingly, it is inevitable that 
the Kenwyn Parish will be represented by at least two divisions.  Limiting that to two 

divisions demonstrates the strength in the proposals for Truro and the surrounding area. 
 
Consideration has been given to whether the split of the Kenwyn Parish has been done 

in the most appropriate way, including of alternatives suggested during the current 
consultation period.  The proposed split is considered to be the most appropriate in the 

context of the electorate spread, the location of large development sites in this area 
and the adverse impacts of significant changes on adjoining divisions. 
 

The Council supports the changes proposed by the Commission relating to Hayne Corfe 
Crescent and Hayne Corfe Close but proposes that the two properties at Tre-Elverne 

Close, between Hayne Corfe Crescent and the Aldi Store accessed off Dobbs Lane, are 
also moved from this division to the Truro Boscawen & Redannick division to make the 

boundary stronger. 
 
With these minor changes the division will be better than originally proposed, with 

strong boundaries, good electoral equality and sound community identity, including 
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through the recognition of Malabar in the proposed division name. 

 
Threemilestone & Chacewater 

 
This proposed division continues to be supported by the Council for the reasons 

originally submitted to the Commission.  It is a strong division that avoids splitting the 
Chacewater Parish, helps create a cohesive group of electoral divisions for Truro and 
the immediately surrounding areas and successfully groups areas through which there 

are important links, including two of the key routes into Truro from the west, 
Chacewater Hill and the A390. 

 
The division includes part of the Kenwyn Parish which, for the reasons set out above, 
had to be split because of the forecast electorate of 6686. 

 
This is also a sound division with strong boundaries, good electoral equality and an 

appropriate recognition of communities and their interests. 
 
Truro Moresk & Trehaverne 

 
The Council is grateful to the Commission for adopting the Council’s proposal for this 

division, which the Council still supports as the strongest solution in the context of the 
overall scheme of divisions for Truro and the surrounding area. 
 

The only change the Council is proposing to this division is for the name to become 
Truro Moresk & Trehaverne to better reflect the area it covers and to make it more 

identifiable. Trehaverne is an important name in Truro which has been included in ward 
and electoral division names for a long time. 
 

Truro Boscawen & Redannick 
 

The Council’s support for this division continues for the reasons previously put forward 
but subject to the changes referred to above relating to Higher Newham, Copperfields 
and the two properties at Tre-Elverne Close.  The revised division is illustrated below 

and in greater detail in the maps provided at Appendix 2 to this response. 
 

 
 

Truro Boscawen & Redannick 
 
Truro Tregolls 

 
The Council continues to support this division as the most appropriate outcome given 
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the geographical constraints and the need to ensure a credible scheme of divisions for 

Truro and the surrounding area.  Although this division splits the St Clement Parish, the 
Council agrees with the Malpas village and other parts of the St Clement Parish being 

included in this division.  The minor changes to the division boundary made by the 
Commission are noted and supported and the rationale for the division previously 

submitted remains valid. 
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Perranporth, St Agnes and St Newlyn 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Perranporth 4885 -5% 

St Agnes 5043 -2% 

St Newlyn East, Cubert & Goonhavern 4971 -4% 

 

Perranporth, St Agnes and St Newlyn East, Cubert & Goonhavern 
 

These proposed divisions emerged early on in the Council’s development of a scheme 
of divisions as an appropriate solution for this area that reflected the Community 
Network Area and addressed the need for the St Agnes Parish to be split across at least 

two divisions.  The rationale for the divisions remains as valid now as it was when 
originally submitted.  We are not aware of any alternative proposals. 

 
The Commission requested further comments on the St Agnes and Perranzubaloe 
Parishes being split across divisions. The St Agnes Parish in the west has a forecast 

electorate of 6391 (+24%) and so is clearly too large for one division and the Parish 
necessarily had to be split, but this has been limited to two proposed divisions.  The 

community links within the Community Network Area made the split of the also large 
Perranzabuloe Parish and then the grouping of smaller parishes inevitable.  The area 

has been reviewed and without redrawing division boundaries in the adjoining areas it 
is unlikely that credible alternative proposals will emerge. 
 

Both the St Agnes and Perranzabuloe Parishes include several settlements of different 
population and character.  Dividing both parishes is unavoidable but no settlements are 

divided. 
 
It is the Council’s view that these three proposed divisions are the most appropriate 

solution for this area, including for the reasons previously advanced.  The boundaries 
are strong, the electorate equality is good and the statutory criteria are otherwise met. 
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Newquay and environs 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Newquay Central & Pentire 5386 +4% 

Newquay Porth & Tretherras 5338 +3% 

Newquay Trenance 5502 +7% 

Colan & St Columb Minor 4782 -7% 

 
For these four divisions, the Electoral Review Panel considered a detailed alternative 
proposal submitted by two Cornwall Councillors.  After thorough consideration, the 

Panel recommended that the Council retain its support for the Commission’s draft 
recommendations, which are based on the Council’s original submission. The narrative 

in the Council’s original submission remains relevant and provides a strong case in 
favour of each of these four divisions. 

 
Newquay Central & Pentire 
 

This division, as recommended by the Commission, is supported by most local Cornwall 
Councillors.  Newquay relies heavily on tourism all year round and this division covers 

the areas in and around the Town Centre, including the local railway station and bus 
stations, plus four main beaches, main holiday accommodation areas and the busy 
night-time economy zone. The division also has good access to emergency services with 

the community hospital and local police, ambulance and lifeboat stations all in this area. 
This division is densely populated with limited scope for future population growth. 

 
Newquay Porth & Tretherras 
 

This division, as recommended by the Commission, is supported by most local Cornwall 
Councillors.  The narrative for this division set out in the Council’s previous division 

patterns consultation response remains relevant.  It provides a strong case in favour of 
this division as recommended by the Commission.  This is particularly so in relation to 
the community aspects including the strong commercial, residential, education and 

transport links.  The division has strong boundaries and good electoral equality, allowing 
scope for growth, even with the large Newquay Growth Area included.  The Newquay 

Growth Area is an area currently being developed for new housing. The main 
development site is at Nansledan (polling district ANR), east of Quintrell Road/William 
Hosking Way (A3058) on land owned by the Duchy of Cornwall. The Nansledan site will 

become a major new settlement with its own community facilities such as a school and 
a health centre. To minimise the risk of growth in any one division triggering future 

electoral reviews before due time, the Council feels that the Nansledan development 
should be in this division and kept separate from the neighbouring Colan & St Columb 
Minor division, where another major housing development is taking place at Trevithick 

Manor Farm (polling district ACO2). 
 

Newquay Trenance 
 
This division, as recommended by the Commission, is an expansion of the current 

Newquay Treloggan electoral division and is supported by most local Cornwall 
Councillors.  The Trenance Valley is at the heart of the division, which has shared local 

transport and leisure links, along with two schools.  This division is predominantly 
residential and densely populated with limited scope for future population growth. 
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Colan & St Columb Minor 

 
This division, as recommended by the Commission, is supported by most local Cornwall 

Councillors and by Colan Parish Council.  The division links the whole of Colan parish 
with the northern area of Newquay parish, including the community of St Columb Minor. 

These areas have a unique and separate identity from the main Newquay town. St 
Columb Minor is predominantly residential and has a church, a primary school and a 
secondary school serving the local area.  Colan is a large historic civil parish where most 

of the electors of the new division live.  It is, therefore, appropriate for the division to 
be called Colan & St Columb Minor. 

 
The division also includes significant development areas. In the Colan Parish, the main 
community of Quintrell Downs has a number of housing estates.  However, the parish 

includes a major new housing development at Trevithick Manor Farm at Lane (polling 
district ACO2), to the south of the A392 road. This development is expected to expand 

in the next few years. 
 
The forecast electorate for the division of 4782 (-7%) is sufficiently below the optimum 

electorate figure to allow for additional housing at Trevithick Manor Farm under planning 
permissions granted after the electorate forecasts were prepared. 

 
Newquay will have major planned growth in the coming years, largely concentrated in 
the Newquay Porth & Tretherras and Colan & St Columb Minor divisions. 

 
To minimise the risk of growth in any one division triggering future electoral reviews 

before due time, the Council feels that the Trevithick Manor Farm development should 
be in this division and kept separate from the neighbouring Newquay Porth & Tretherras 
division, where another major housing development is taking place at Nansledan 

(polling district ANR). 
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The Roseland Peninsula 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

St Goran, Tregony & The Roseland 4850 -6% 

 
St Goran, Tregony & The Roseland 

 
This division builds on the current Roseland division.  It reflects the geographical 

constraints and also the unique community identity of the Roseland Peninsula.  Although 
the electoral variance is at -6%, the division is considered by the Council to robustly 
satisfy the statutory criteria overall and to be the most appropriate outcome for this 

area. 
 

We welcome the support of the St Goran Parish Council for being included in this 
division, which reinforces the argument that it has a strong consistent character. 
 

As one of the largest divisions in Cornwall and with generally poor slow roads, the 
Commission is right to say the Roseland Peninsula has unique community identity. 
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China Clay 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Roche & Bugle 5097 -1% 

Penwithick & Boscoppa 4648 -10% 

St Stephen-in-Brannel 5136 -1% 

Probus & St Erme 5038 -2% 

St Dennis & St Enoder 5715 +11% 

 
Roche & Bugle 

 
We originally proposed the division name of Goonbarrow but, after further 

consideration, the Council proposes that the division be named Roche & Bugle to better 
reflect the way local residents describe their communities.  Also, Roche Parish has just 
over half of the divisional electors and almost twice as many as Bugle. 

 
The Commission’s draft recommendation also proposed to move about 90 residents in 

the Bowling Green area into the neighbouring division of Penwithick & Boscoppa. The 
Council does not agree with this.  
 

The Commission's assertion in their report that the Bowling Green area "accesses to the 
South" doesn’t accurately reflect the transport links.  The road to Penwithick is a narrow 

unclassified road, is barely wide enough for two-way traffic in some places and also 
includes four sharp almost 90 degree bends. Residents of Bowling Green wanting to go 
to Bugle or Roche or beyond (perhaps to the A30) are more likely to use the straighter 

and wider unclassified road to the west that joins the B3374 road between Penwithick 
and Bugle.  The Commission’s recommended division would split the hamlet of 

Rosevean and split Great Lavrean Farm from the rest of Lavrean.  There is little or no 
benefit in this change.  Further, for electors in the Bowling Green area, this would mean 
that their polling station would change to Penwithick as the Bugle station would already 

serve two divisions. 
 

The Council strongly advocates moving the Bowling Green area back to the Roche and 
Bugle division, as proposed by the Council originally, for the sound reasons given.  
 

Penwithick & Boscoppa 
 

The Council reaffirms its support for a Penwithick & Boscoppa division, as per our 
original submission.  The narrative in the Council’s original submission remains relevant 
and provides a strong case in favour of the division. This would keep the majority of the 

Treverbyn Parish in a single division and leave the Bowling Green area with the Roche 
& Bugle division for the reasons set out above.  

 
St Stephen-in-Brannel 

 
The Council reaffirms its support for a St Stephen-in-Brannel division, as recommended 
by the Commission.  The narrative in the Council’s original submission remains relevant 

and provides a strong case in favour of the division.  This keeps seven of the eight 
polling districts of the St Stephen-in-Brannel Parish in the same division, maintaining 

local community ties and providing for effective and convenient local government. 
  



30 

Probus & St Erme 

 
The rationale put forward for this division is sound and provides the justification for 

what is a division with strong boundaries and good electoral equality.  The Council 
continues to support this division. 

 
St Dennis & St Enoder 
 

The Commission’s draft recommendation for this area reflects the Council’s original 
submission to link the St Enoder Parish with the western part of the St Dennis Parish.  

The proposed split of the St Dennis Parish was only considered necessary to keep within 
the Commission’s electorate variance limit.  However, the Council noted and welcomed 
the Commission’s comments that “to include the entirety of St Dennis parish in the 

proposed St Dennis & St Enoder division would result in a variance of 11%” and that 
the Commission would “particularly welcome comments on this during the 

consultation”, as well as the somewhat greater freedom with which the Commission has 
applied the electoral equality criterion in some areas.  By uniting the whole of the St 
Dennis Parish in a single division the disadvantages of splitting the parish for the sake 

of marginally better electoral equality are negated, with greater community cohesion 
and the effective and convenient local government criterion being better met. 

 
The Council supports a division that includes the whole of the St Dennis and St Enoder 
Parishes in the interests of local community identity and effective and convenient local 

government, including the operation of parish councils.  The revised division is 
illustrated below and in greater detail in the larger scale maps at Appendix 2 to this 

response. 
 

 
 

St Dennis & St Enoder 
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St Austell and Mevagissey 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Mevagissey & St Austell Bay 4927 -5% 

St Austell Bethel & Holmbush 5412 +5% 

St Austell Gover 5248 +2% 

St Austell Poltair & Mount Charles 5054 -2% 

St Blazey 5282 +2% 

St Mewan & Grampound 4533 -12% 

 

Mevagissey & St Austell Bay 
 
In the context of the other divisions proposed in this area, the Commission’s draft 

recommendation is considered by the Council to be the strongest and most appropriate 
option.  The southern part of the Pentewan Valley Parish (Pentewan Ward) has to stay 

with the Mevagissey & St Austell Bay division to make that division work. Adding the St 
Goran Parish to the division would leave the neighbouring Roseland division variance at 
-26%. 

 
Therefore, the Council supports the Commission’s draft recommendation for the 

Mevagissey & St Austell Bay division. The narrative in the Council’s original submission 
remains relevant and provides a strong case in favour of the division.  
 

This division includes all or part of Carlyon Parish, St Austell Bay Parish, Pentewan Valley 
Parish and Mevagissey Parish, all of which overlook St Austell Bay which is part of a 

Marine Special Protection Area. Much of this coastline forms part of Cornwall’s Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty. However, the Council acknowledges that each parish has 
distinct communities and identities. Three of the four parishes have developed their own 

Neighbourhood Plan. 
 

St Austell Bay Parish includes the historic port of Charlestown which is a World Heritage 
Site and a Conservation Area. The parish includes the distinct housing estates of 
Duporth and the hamlet of Porthpean. Local residents consider that the parish is 

separate from the urban town of St Austell. 
  

Carlyon Parish is based on the historic estate of the Carlyon family and includes the 
distinct coastal housing estates of Carlyon Bay which has its own golf club and local 

shops. Local residents consider that the parish is separate from the urban town of St 
Austell and from other neighbouring parishes. 
 

Pentewan is an historic village with an old harbour. The village has its own local shops, 
a pub and a large caravan and camping site adjoining the local beach. The main B3273 

road between St Austell and Mevagissey runs through the Pentewan Valley and passes 
the edge of Pentewan village. 
 

Mevagissey is an historic village, a fishing port and a Conservation Area. The village is 
a distinct community with its own community facilities including a primary school, local 

shops and pubs. 
 
The Council feel that these areas should go together in a division as they share the 

common interests of the Bay and its coastline, as well as the preservation of their local 
environment.  These areas also have a mutual dependence on tourism. 
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St Mewan & Grampound 

 
There appears to be no better alternative to the Commission’s draft recommendation, 

in the context of the surrounding divisions and how well, overall, the proposed divisions 
in this area satisfy the statutory criteria.  The proposed St Mewan & Grampound division 

contains three whole parishes and the northern part of the Pentewan Valley Parish. The 
southern part of the Pentewan Valley Parish (Pentewan Ward) has to be within the 
Mevagissey & St Austell Bay division to make that division work.  Adding the St Goran 

Parish to the division would leave the neighbouring Roseland division variance at -26%. 
 

We agree with the St Mewan Parish Council that Trewoon should be in this rural division 
rather than a St Austell division. 
 

The Council supports the Commission’s proposed St Mewan & Grampound division, 
comprising the parishes of Grampound with Creed, St Ewe, St Mewan and the northern 

part of the Pentewan Valley Parish.  It is the most appropriate solution for this area and 
has strong and identifiable boundaries.  We welcome the Commission’s argument in 
paragraphs 108 and 109 of the recommendations report that there are exceptional 

reasons why this division can have so low an electorate. 
 

St Austell Bethel & Holmbush 
 
The Council supports the Commission’s draft recommendation for this division, which 

maintains local community ties and provides for effective and convenient local 
government, with good electoral equality and strong boundaries.  The Council still 

believes that three divisions for St Austell is the best option. 
 
St Austell Gover 

 
The rationale for this division put forward by the Council previously is clear as to why 

this is a credible division with good electoral equality and strong boundaries.  However, 
the Council supports the proposal by the Commission to continue the existing Gover 
boundary along the railway line and also putting both sides of Alexandra Road into the 

same division.  This minor change strengthens the boundaries. 
 

The Council supports the Commission’s draft recommendation for this division which 
reflects community identity and provides for effective and convenient local government. 

 
St Austell Poltair & Mount Charles 
 

The Council supports the Commission’s draft recommendation for this division, including 
the proposed continuation of the division boundary along the railway line as referred to 

above.  The division has improved boundaries with the minor change proposed by the 
Commission and the statutory criteria are satisfied. 
 

St Blazey 
 

The Council supports the Commission’s draft recommendation for this division to keep 
the division boundary and the St Blaise Town Council boundary coterminous.  This will 
provide for effective and convenient local government and strongly reflect community 

identity.  The narrative in the Council’s original submission remains relevant and 
provides a strong case in favour of the division. 
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Padstow and St Columb Major 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Padstow 5331 +3% 

St Columb Major, St Mawgan & St Wenn 4802 -7% 

 

Padstow 
 
The Council reaffirms its support for a Padstow division, as recommended by the 

Commission. The narrative in the Council’s original submission remains relevant and 
provides a strong case in favour of the division; the geography of the area largely 

dictates its boundaries, and this grouping of parishes will provide for effective and 
convenient local government and reflect community identity. 
 

St Columb Major, St Mawgan & St Wenn 
 

The Council supports the Commission’s draft recommendation, keeping the historic 
parishes of St Columb Major, St Mawgan-in-Pydar and St Wenn together in a single 
division. Including St Wenn in the name will mean that all three parishes are referred 

to. 
 

These parishes consider themselves distinctly separate from and different in character 
from the holiday resort town of Newquay and have previously been part of the same 
electoral division over many years.  Despite their rurality, they have established road 

links that assist in the delivery of effective and convenient local government. 
 

The area’s economy relies heavily on farming and tourism. In addition, Cornwall 
Newquay Airport near the village of St Mawgan has recently been chosen by the UK 

government as a spaceport to begin launching satellites by 2021. 
 
No alternative proposals have been put forward for this area. 
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Wadebridge and environs 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Wadebridge 5685 +10% 

St Minver & St Mabyn 4891 -5% 

 

Wadebridge and St Minver & St Mabyn 
 
The Electoral Review Panel considered three alternatives for the arrangement of 

divisions in this area during this round of consultation: 1) the Commission’s proposal, 
which was slightly different to the Council’s original submission (chiefly around moving 

the boundary inside the Egloshayle Parish), 2) a solution similar to the LGBCE proposal 
but treating the St Kew Parish in a more appropriate way, so that it was not split across 
divisions and provided better electoral equality, and 3) a single division for the 

Wadebridge Parish and another for the surrounding rural parishes. 
 

While the second option was considered better than the first for reasons of electoral 
equality, community identity and effective and convenient local government, the third 
option was considered still more preferable and is the Council’s preferred option overall.  

The two divisions proposed by the Council are illustrated below and in greater detail in 
the larger scale maps at Appendix 2 to this submission. 

 

 
 

 Wadebridge St Minver & St Mabyn 
 

Although the relative imbalance of division sizes is greater in this option than the other 
options available, it is our view that there is a strong argument for this being more likely 

to represent community identities, both for the Wadebridge Parish and for the rural 
identities of the surrounding parishes (since Cornwall Councillors would not be required 
to bridge the urban/rural divide), and being more likely to allow for more effective and 

convenient local government.  Having a Councillor for the town and one for the rural 
parishes is consistent with the approach taken in many other parts of Cornwall. 

 
It is relevant that this option has only surfaced since the LGBCE has proposed a rural 
‘doughnut’ division in the adjacent Bodmin area – the Council now has a model to follow 

in which good arguments for community identity and effective and convenient local 
government arrangements can support a ‘doughnut’ proposal. 

 
The Council does not agree with the Commission’s previous view expressed in paragraph 
117 of the recommendations report that the Wadebridge Parish has too high an 
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electorate to be contained in a single electoral division.  It is right on the edge of the 

10% electorate range at 5685 and so is little more than one tenth of one percent beyond 
the range.  With rounding, as the Commission has applied throughout, the variance is 

10%, which is acceptable.  The Commission has proposed a division elsewhere with a 
larger electorate than this.  The advantages in relation to community identity and 

cohesion, the enhanced effectiveness and convenience of local government and 
avoiding splitting the Wadebridge Parish significantly outweigh any concerns there may 
be about the high electorate.  It is also consistent with the approach taken by the 

Commission in its proposals. 
 

There is little to separate this proposal and that proposed by the Commission in relation 
to forecast electorate and so the focus should be on the other merits of the proposals.  
That includes that the Commission’s proposal unnecessarily split the St Kew Parish 

which is avoided in the Council’s proposal. 
 

The rural division now proposed by the Council avoids the creation of an unviable parish 
ward, which was a criticism from the Commission of the Council’s original submission 
for this area.  Although the shortest journey between any two points within the rural 

division proposed by the Council would sometimes entail travelling through the 
proposed Wadebridge division, it is possible to access every part of this rural division 

without travelling through an adjoining division. 
 
Furthermore this is considered to be appropriate since growth will be faster in the rural 

areas surrounding Wadebridge than in the urban centre and therefore over time the 
variance between the neighbouring divisions is likely to decrease rather than increase.  

Most of the future development of Wadebridge town is likely to be in the Egloshayle 
Parish, so the imbalance in electorates is very likely to diminish as time goes on. 
 

The Council’s proposal fulfils the various requirements of those who responded during 
this round of engagement to say that the St Minver Highlands, Lowlands and St 

Endellion Parishes should stay together, as coastal communities which share a lot of 
common issues, and to those who wished to ensure that the bulk of Wadebridge town 
centre was kept together in a cohesive whole. Residents of Wadebridge do not consider 

themselves to be from two separate communities, either side of the river; there is a 
clear sense that the whole town is a single community. For example, the two Cornwall 

Councillors who currently represent parts of Wadebridge hold their surgeries in the same 
location, in one of the divisions – this reflects residents’ perceptions that they both 

represent the whole town, rather than there being a need to hold separate surgeries for 
separate parts of the town. In particular St Kew Parish Council supported options which 
keep St Kew Parish wholly within one division, unlike the Commission’s proposal. 

 
At the Electoral Review Panel meeting on 10 August, naming conventions were explored 

for the area which might reference the Camel Valley in order to avoid favouring specific 
parishes over others. However the Panel felt that the Wadebridge division, being 
comprised wholly of that town and parish, should be called Wadebridge.  It followed 

that the other division, in order to be recognisable in its rural character and geography, 
should be named after two of the largest parishes at either end of the division, namely 

St Minver & St Mabyn.  These names were supported by Full Council.  
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Bodmin and environs 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Bodmin St Mary’s & St Leonard 5241 +2% 

Bodmin St Petroc’s 5164 ±0% 

Lanivet, Blisland & Bodmin St Lawrence 5080 -2% 

 

Lanivet, Blisland & Bodmin St Lawrence 
 

The Commission’s proposal created a division encircling Bodmin Town, with Lanhydrock 
Parish joining a Lanivet, Blisland & Bodmin West division rather than a Bodmin St 
Petroc’s & St Hydroc’s division.  The Commission recognises that this creates a 

‘doughnut’ division but they comment that the existing electoral arrangements provide 
for a division that encircles the town of Bodmin.  The commission has asked for more 

evidence about the two urban divisions and the boundaries between them. 
 
A 'doughnut' proposal of this sort received support from various quarters through the 

previous consultation process. The Council’s Electoral Review Panel decided not to 
submit a doughnut proposal chiefly on the basis that it was indicated this was unlikely 

to be supported by the Commission. In light of this the Council is now happy to support 
the principle of a doughnut division encircling Bodmin, encompassing the parishes as 

described by the Commission however with some alterations to the parts of the Bodmin 
Town area which will be included, as described below, and a different name. To achieve 
consistency in the naming of the Bodmin divisions, it is suggested that St Lawrence is 

included in the division name rather than a compass point. The Hospital of St Lawrence 
is a well-known landmark, the name of which survives in the residential use of the 

building and site. The site is contained wholly within the division. 
 
The part of Bodmin included in this division includes much of the rural part of the parish 

and areas of urban expansion on the western edge of the town. 
 

There is a good consensus in the local area: Local councillors currently representing 
both the town and the rural surrounds, and local parishes, are in support of this option. 
For example the Clerk of Cardinham Council has responded to the effect that the 

proposed option seems better than the LGBCE proposal “as it maintains the rural 
doughnut with the addition of the more remote areas of Bodmin, compared with the 

LGBCE recommendation which includes more urban areas.” 
 
The proposal provides very good electoral equality. 

 
Bodmin St Mary’s & St Leonard and Bodmin St Petroc’s 

 
Following consultation in the local area, a number of detailed alterations to the 
Commission’s proposed boundaries in and around Bodmin Town have been put forward 

by the Council. 
 

A detailed and well-evidenced proposal for the alteration of the boundaries of the two 
urban Bodmin divisions was received from a local resident and used as the basis for the 
Council’s proposal, with some variation. For example, the Panel was not supportive of 

a boundary running through the middle of Market House Arcade; however a suitable 
boundary was found nearby along Bell Lane to where it meets Fore Street. 
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These divisions provide very good electoral equality. 

 
The two divisions are illustrated below and in more detail in the larger scale maps 

provided at Appendix 2 to this submission. 
 

 
 
 Bodmin St Mary’s & St Leonard Bodmin St Petroc’s 

 
This proposal is good in terms of electoral equality and would be an improved position 

regarding local communities: compromises which were necessary in the Bodmin St 
Petroc’s & St Hydroc’s division are no longer necessary for numerical reasons, so rural 
areas to the South West of the town (eg Grass Valley Park and Halgavor Park) have 

been joined to the rural division, and more urban areas to the North East (eg Boxwell 
Park and Wingfield) have been brought into one of the urban divisions.  

 
The boundary between the two divisions has also been altered to better reflect 
community identities and keep more of the main high street areas inside one division. 

Northey Road being kept with Bosvenna View no longer breaks Beacon Road in half 
which is beneficial to the residents as the three streets are effectively a community. A 

boundary along Meadow Place follows a recognisable geographical feature since the 
North side of the road is wooded; this also means that no community is divided along 

this line. 
 
The proposed name for this division includes ‘St Leonard’, where the commission had 

styled it ‘St Leonard’s’. ‘St Leonard’ is correct; it is historical and linked to the local St 
Leonard Chapel. 

 
Bodmin Town Council is supportive of the Cornwall Council proposal, saying: “It offers 
a good fit for the town and is in line with the Town Council's views that a doughnut 

arrangement for divisions (town and rural parishes) is the best option. It is recognised 
that some small parts of Bodmin will now be included within the rural division, most 

notably the former St. Lawrence Hospital area, but that this represents the best fit for 
Bodmin...”. 
 

There is local agreement to these arrangements as reflected above. 
  



38 

Fowey, Liskeard, Looe and Lostwithiel 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Fowey, Tywardreath & Par 4685 -9% 

Liskeard Central 5493 +6% 

Liskeard South & Dobwalls 5578 +8% 

Looe East & Deviock 5125 -1% 

Looe West, Pelynt, Lansallos & Lanteglos 5316 +3% 

Lostwithiel & Lanreath 4862 -6% 

St Cleer & Menheniot 5131 -1% 

 

Fowey, Tywardreath & Par 
 

The Council supports the Commission’s draft recommendation for this division, keeping 
the parishes of Tywardreath and Par, Fowey and St Sampson within a single division. 
These parishes have historically been linked over the years, so the division maintains 

community ties. The Fowey Academy provides education for the division and beyond. 
These parishes are linked by main roads and there is reasonable scope for growth within 

the division. The narrative in the Council’s original submission remains relevant and 
provides a strong case in favour of the division. 
 

Liskeard Central 
 

The Council supports the Boundary Commission draft recommendation for this division 
which improves on the Council’s earlier submission. 
 

Liskeard is a market and ancient stannary town and sits at the head of the Looe Valley. 
It has been an important centre for agricultural activities.  The division includes most 

of the commercial and retail areas of the town, as well as residential areas close to the 
centre. A wide range of services is available within the division including schools, 
professional services, retail, leisure and medical.  It has strong transport links with the 

A38 road and the train mainline, as well as the Looe Valley branch line.  The narrative 
in the Council’s original submission remains relevant and provides a strong case in 

favour of the division, albeit with the changes proposed by the Commission. 
 

Liskeard South & Dobwalls and Lostwithiel & Lanreath 
 
The Council considers it appropriate to suggest a change to the Commission’s proposal 

which affects the division and the Commission’s proposed Lostwithiel division.  The 
amendment is to move the St Pinnock Parish to the Liskeard South & Dobwalls division 

and to move Lanreath Parish from this division to a Lostwithiel & Lanreath division. 
 
St. Pinnock looks to Liskeard for the provision of health services, education, Council 

services, employment and retail, with both edge of town supermarkets and a traditional 
town centre with many independent shops.  This part of the town also has the Lux Park 

Leisure Centre with adjacent football, rugby and cricket pitches.  Some small estates 
have been built in the village of East Taphouse.  Public transport provides a limited bus 
service from East Taphouse to Liskeard whereas there is no public transport at all to 

Lostwithiel from any part of the parish.  The proposed Liskeard South & Dobwalls 
division, as amended, is within the Commission’s electoral equality range and improves 

on the community links. 
 



39 

The settlements of Dobwalls and Doublebois share strong links and this enables them 

to benefit from being represented by the same councillor.  Residents of Doublebois 
expressed the view at our public meeting during the previous round of consultation that 

they wish to be in the same division as Dobwalls, their larger neighbour. The area also 
shares a common interest of the A38 which links these areas into Liskeard itself and 

the division brings them together. 
 
The Commission’s draft recommendation for the Lostwithiel division reflects the 

Council’s original submission comprising the parishes of St Pinnock, Broadoak, 
Boconnoc, St Veep, St Winnow, Lostwithiel, Lanlivery, and the southern part of the 

Luxulyan Parish.  However, since the draft recommendations were published, the 
Council have received and considered carefully comments, including from the St Pinnock 
Parish Council objecting to their inclusion in the proposed Lostwithiel division.  On 

balance, and having had regard to all representations received, the Council considers it 
appropriate to support St Pinnock Parish Council’s preference to be included in a 

Liskeard area division.  The proposed Lostwithiel & Lanreath division, as amended, is 
within the electoral equality range and otherwise satisfies the Commission’s criteria.  
The Lanreath parish which now joins this division has a small electorate and is similar 

in nature to the rural areas it now joins. Lanreath has a large village hall which attracts 
people from the neighbouring parishes to join clubs and social activities in the area. It 

is suggested that Lanreath is included in the name so as to give an idea of the 
geographical range of the new division. 
 

The changes made don’t have much effect on electoral equality.  However, this switch 
is the best way to address the community identity issue discussed in paragraph 134 of 

the Commission’s report, where the Commission acknowledge the strength of local 
feeling. 
 

The revised divisions are illustrated below and in more detail in the larger scale maps 
provided at Appendix 2 to this submission. 

 

 
 
 Liskeard South & Dobwalls Lostwithiel & Lanreath 

 
In the context of the other divisions proposed in this area, these revised proposals for 

the Liskeard South & Dobwalls and Lostwithiel & Lanreath divisions are now considered 
by the Council to be the strongest and most appropriate options. 

 
St Cleer & Menheniot 
 

The Council supports the Boundary Commission draft recommendation for this division 
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which maintains the whole parishes of Warleggan, St Neot, St Cleer and Menheniot.  

These parishes have many common features and linkages; so it is appropriate for them 
to be brought together in the same electoral division.  There are strong geographical 

boundaries which are reflected in the parish boundaries.  The Bedalder River bounds to 
the east of Warleggan, the Dewey between Warleggan and St Neot, the Fowey between 

St Neot and St Cleer, the Seaton between Liskeard and Menheniot and the eastern 
division boundary defined by the River Tiddy. 
 

The narrative in the Council’s original submission remains relevant and provides a 
strong case in favour of the division. 

 
Looe East & Deviock 
 

The Council supports the Boundary Commission draft recommendation for this division, 
consisting of the whole parishes of Morval, St Martin-by-Looe and Deviock and part of 

the Dobwalls and Trewidland Parish, with the addition of East Looe.  East Looe, St 
Martin-by-Looe and Deviock are all coastal parish areas which share similar community 
interests.  Deviock Parish was formed in 1997 in part from sections of the St Germans, 

Morval and St Martins by Looe parishes. The part of the Dobwalls and Trewidland Parish 
included in this division is similar in character to the Morval Parish, through which it 

naturally links to the rest of the division.  The East Looe River runs along the whole of 
the western boundary of this division and the river and bridge provide a strong boundary 
within Looe. 

 
The narrative in the Council’s original submission remains relevant and provides a 

strong case in favour of the division. 
 
Looe West, Pelynt, Lansallos & Lanteglos 

 
The Council supports the Boundary Commission draft recommendation for this division 

which consists of the whole parishes of Pelynt, Lanteglos and Lansallos with the addition 
of West Looe. These are three large rural parishes with similar electorates as well as a 
significant part of the town of Looe; all are included in the name now proposed by 

Cornwall Council.  
 

Lansallos and Lanteglos are coastal parishes with the main settlements, Polperro and 
Polruan, having much in common with Looe, albeit on a smaller scale.  The inland parish 

of Pelynt looks to Looe as its centre for services.  The town's electorate is too small to 
justify having a Cornwall Councillor exclusively for it.  Furthermore, West and East Looe 
have very different identities and history and are divided geographically by a river.  The 

river and bridge provide a strong boundary within Looe. 
 

The narrative in the Council’s original submission remains relevant and provides a 
strong case in favour of the division. 
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The Rame Peninsula, Saltash and Torpoint 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

St Germans & Rame Peninsula 5462 +6% 

Saltash Essa 5254 +2% 

Saltash Tamar 5352 +4% 

Saltash Trematon & Landrake 5003 -3% 

Torpoint 5699 +10% 

 
St Germans & Rame Peninsula and Torpoint 

 
Although the Council continues to support the proposed Rame Peninsula & St Germans 

division as recommended by the Commission, the Council is proposing minor detailed 
changes where the division adjoins Torpoint town and a change of name. St Germans 
is one of the oldest and most historic rural parishes with a bishop. It is also the gateway 

to the Rame Peninsula; so it would be highly appropriate for the division to be called St 
Germans & Rame Peninsula. Otherwise, the Council maintains that the rationale for this 

division, as previously articulated, provides a strong argument in favour of this division, 
particularly given the geographical constraints and the extent to which the statutory 
criteria are met overall by the divisions in this area. 

 
The Council also continues to support the proposed Torpoint division, albeit with some 

changes to where the division interacts with the St Germans & Rame Peninsula division.  
It is proposed that the area that includes the Trevol Business Park and part of the HMS 
Raleigh playing fields is included the Torpoint division.  This area does not have any 

residents and so extending the boundary would not change the electorate numbers and 
would ensure that the most important employment centres in the town and the Torpoint 

Health Centre are in the predominantly Torpoint division.  
 
The activities of the business park will impact Torpoint residents to the north but will 

not impact any residents of the proposed St Germans & Rame Peninsula division.  This 
area forms part of the emerging neighbourhood plan that includes Torpoint sports 

facilities incorporating the rugby club.  The area is also identified as possible expansion 
for the Business Park and this change lines up with the proposed future development 
boundary outlined in the town’s emerging neighbourhood plan. 

 
The Council also proposes a change along the boundary between the football ground 

and the land to the rear of Chapeldown Road.  This is to ensure housing estates, streets 
and the natural boundaries are better maintained than previously proposed.  The 
location, history and the fact that these streets are only accessible by going through 

this division support the proposal to include them in the Torpoint division. 
 

Although the proposed Torpoint division electorate is marginally over the higher end of 
the permitted electorate range, with rounding it is still within the +10% tolerance 

threshold and is consistent with the Commission’s approach.  The improvements in 
community links outweigh any concerns about the large electorate and the Council 
commends these changes to the Commission as a stronger proposal than that 

previously submitted by the Council and the current recommended divisions. 
 

The divisions are illustrated below and in greater detail in the larger scale maps at 
Appendix 2 to this submission. 
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 St Germans & Rame Peninsula Torpoint 
 

Saltash Essa, Saltash Tamar and Saltash Trematon & Landrake 
 
Following detailed consideration of alternative proposals presented to the Electoral 

Review Panel during this consultation, the Council proposes some small changes to the 
Commission’s proposals affecting all three of these divisions. These changes to the 

Commission's proposal are small but make for better boundaries between the divisions 
whilst only marginally altering the number of electors in each. 
 

There are some small amendments to the boundary line at the border with the River 
Tamar and along Callington Road near the fire station to make a stronger boundary 

line. There is also an amendment to include some open land off Oakland Drive within 
the Saltash Essa division. 
 

The Industrial Estate between the A38 and Callington Road is now included within the 
Saltash Tamar division, being a division concentrated on the town.  A number of houses 

that are not related to the Latchbrook and Lower Burraton housing developments but 
are more closely associated with other parts of the town have been moved into the 
Saltash Tamar division (Southfield/Hodge Close and Mote Park).  

 
Under the Council’s proposals, Carkeel village is now in the same division as all of the 

other small villages that surround Saltash, the Saltash Trematon & Landrake division.  
There is also a significant development site at Broadmoor Farm within the Saltash 
Trematon & Landrake division, for which planning permission has already been granted.  

The delivery on that site to 2023 is reflected in the electorate forecasts previously 
provided to the Commission.  However, the additional flexibility given by the revised 

division arrangements proposed will help absorb the additional; future growth in this 
area expected from that development. 
 

Although the Council continues to support the principle of the division arrangements for 
Saltash and environs proposed by the Commission, the minor changes now proposed 

by the Council better reflect community interests and identities, still provide for effective 
and convenient local government and improve on the electorate spread between the 

divisions.  Four of the divisions in this area are within 6% of the Cornwall average and 
all are within the 10% range. 
 

The revised divisions are illustrated below and in greater detail in the larger scale maps 
provided at Appendix 2 to this submission. 
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 Saltash Essa Saltash Tamar 
 

 
 

 Saltash Trematon & Landrake 
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Callington, Calstock and Lynher 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Callington & St Dominic 5339 +3% 

Calstock 5523 +7% 

Lynher 4706 -9% 

 

Callington & St Dominic 
 

The Council continues to support the draft recommendation for this division.  It consists 
of the two whole parishes of Callington and St Dominic, reflecting the strong community 
identity.  The Callington Parish alone is not forecast to have enough electors by 2023 

to justify being a whole electoral division.  Combining it with the St Dominic Parish is 
the most appropriate approach for this area, adding an adjacent rural parish with which 

it has a close relationship. 
 
The narrative in the Council’s original submission remains relevant and provides a 

strong case in favour of the division. 
 

Calstock 
 

This division contains the single whole parish of Calstock which maintains the very 
strong community identity of the parish in a single division.  This continues to be 
supported by the Council as the only appropriate arrangement for this parish in the 

context of a Council size of 87.  The parish contains seven villages and many small 
hamlets, many of which are linked by historical mining activities. 

 
The narrative in the Council’s original submission remains relevant and provides a 
strong case in favour of the division. 

 
Lynher 

 
Having considered the representations received, the Council still supports the 
Commission’s draft recommendation for this division.  It appropriately groups the whole 

parishes of Linkinhorne, St Ive, South Hill, Quethiock, St Mellion and Pillaton in a 
geographically natural division sitting between Bodmin Moor/Liskeard and Callington. 

 
The narrative in the Council’s original submission remains relevant and provides a 
strong case in favour of the division. 

 
No realistic alternative to these proposals has been presented. 
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Altarnun, Camelford and Launceston 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Altarnun & Stoke Climsland 5612 +9% 

Camelford & Boscastle 5250 +2% 

Launceston North & North Petherwin 5357 +4% 

Launceston South 5505 +7% 

St Teath & Tintagel 5145 ±0% 

 
Altarnun & Stoke Climsland 

 
The Council supports the Commission’s draft recommendation for this division.  This is 

one of three divisions contained within the existing Launceston Community Network 
Area.  The division maintains the whole parishes of Altarnun, North Hill, Lewannick, 
South Petherwin, Lezant, Lawhitton Rural and Stoke Climsland.  These rural parishes 

cover a very large land mass of scattered hamlets and small villages with several 
commonalities.  Most of the area is either in an area of outstanding natural beauty or 

area of great landscape value designation.  The A30, A388, B3257 and B3254 provide 
good connecting roads for the area and make links to Launceston and other towns for 
key local services. 

 
The narrative in the Council’s original submission remains relevant and provides a 

strong case in favour of the division. 
 
Camelford & Boscastle and St Teath & Tintagel 

 
The Council supports the Commission’s draft recommendations for these divisions, 

which exactly match the divisions set out in Cornwall Council’s submission. All of the 
Parishes are wholly contained within one or other division, meaning that no new warding 
arrangements are necessitated. The principle of respecting the rural/urban divide is 

maintained as far as is reasonably practicable by Camelford’s inclusion wholly inside the 
Camelford & Boscastle division, and the St Teath & Tintagel division respects community 

links as set out in local submissions to the Commission, for example with regard to the 
links between local schools. 
 

The narratives in the Council’s original submission remain relevant and provide a strong 
case in favour of the divisions. 

 
Launceston North & North Petherwin 
 

Another of the three divisions within the existing Launceston Community Network Area, 
this division contains the whole parishes of North Petherwin, Boyton, Werrington, 

Egloskerry, Laneast, Trewen, St Stephens by Launceston Rural and St Thomas the 
Apostle Rural. The parts of the Launceston Parish in this division include the old St 

Stephens area.  The parishes in this area are largely moorland and agricultural and 
dispersed in nature and as such share many common issues and are all part of the 
Launceston Community Network Area, through which the strong community links are 

strengthened further.  The Council continues to support this proposed division. 
 

The narrative in the Council’s original submission remains relevant and provides a 
strong case in favour of the division. 
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Launceston South 

 
The Council supports this Commission’s proposal which is the third of the three divisions 

contained within the existing Launceston Community Network Area.  This division is an 
entirely Launceston Parish and town seat which gives the division its strong community 

identity.  Launceston was once the capital of Cornwall and has a strong identity with a 
thriving town centre which is known for its range of independent shops, services and 
community events. 

 
The narrative in the Council’s original submission remains relevant and provides a 

strong case in favour of the division. 
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Bude and Poundstock 

 

Division Electorate 2023 Variance 2023 

Stratton, Kilkhampton & Morwenstow 4732 -8% 

Bude 4896 -5% 

Poundstock 4656 -10% 

 

In its draft proposals the Commission asked for more commentary on the arrangement 
of divisions in the Bude-Stratton area, including the Parish being split across three 

divisions. The Panel was pleased to receive a greater response to its second round of 
consultation in the Bude area and therefore has been able to formulate a revised 
proposal for the Bude Community Network Area based on local feedback.  This 

supersedes the Council’s previous submission and is likewise considered preferable to 
the Commission’s proposal which largely followed the Council’s initial offering. 

 
The three divisions now proposed by the Council are illustrated below and in greater 
detail by the maps at Appendix 2 to this submission. 

 

 
 

 Stratton, Kilkhampton & Morwenstow Bude 
 

 
 

Poundstock 
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Stratton, Kilkhampton & Morwenstow 

 
This area remains largely constrained by the geography, being bounded on three sides 

by hard boundaries.  The proposed division includes the whole of Morwenstow Parish 
and Kilkhampton Parish, with the ancient settlement of Stratton.  This represents three 

whole and coherent communities so it is appropriate to name all three in the title of the 
division.  For numerical and geographical reasons it is not possible to avoid splitting 
Bude-Stratton Parish across three divisions, however the Panel’s new proposal is 

considered to do this much better along recognised community boundaries i.e. between 
the separate and very different towns of Bude and Stratton. The area to the West of 

Stratton inside this division includes new developments which are and will be aligned 
through road links primarily to Stratton rather than Bude. 
 

Bude 
 

Bude-Stratton Parish Council and local Cornwall Council Members were keen to prioritise 
keeping the heart of Bude in a single division rather than splitting the town centre and 
seafront across three divisions. For numerical and geographical reasons it is not possible 

to avoid splitting Bude-Stratton Parish across three divisions, however the Panel’s new 
proposal is considered to do this much better along recognised community boundaries 

i.e. between the separate and very different towns of Bude and Stratton, and between 
those and the rural element of the Parish in its South East. 
 

In order to achieve acceptable numerical equality, a segment of the Flexbury area has 
been included in the Bude division. However this is a coherent and recognisable 

geographical unit bounded by a stream around the curved Northern boundary and with 
its chief access routes being either South into Bude or East out of Flexbury, rather than 
through the other parts of Flexbury. So its connection to Bude is as or more strong than 

to the rest of Flexbury. Residents of Flexbury would consider themselves to be residents 
of Bude also. 

 
Poundstock 
 

This division comprises a number of whole parishes with common interests and shared 
identities born of their rural, agricultural and sparsely populated character (St Gennys, 

Jacobstow, Week St Mary, Whitstone, North Tamerton, Poundstock, Launcells, 
Marhamchurch) in a geographical cluster to the south of Bude. The division also includes 

rural parts of Bude-Stratton Parish which share the same character as the parishes 
above. For numerical and geographical reasons it is not possible to avoid splitting Bude-
Stratton Parish across three divisions, however the Panel’s new proposal is considered 

to do this much better along recognised community boundaries ie the settlements of 
Bude and Stratton are both wholly excluded from this division. Especially given the 

unavoidable scale of divisions in such rural areas, it is considered advantageous to apply 
the principle supported elsewhere by the Commission of respecting the rural/urban 
divide where reasonably practicable; a division of consistently rural character may offer 

benefits for effective and convenient representation by the Cornwall Councillor elected 
to this division. 

 
The A39 provides a North/South link across the division and the B3254 links the Eastern 
parishes from Launcells to North Tamerton.  Launcells is well connected directly to 

Marhamchurch by road links as well. This whole division sits within the current Bude 
Community Network Area and the parishes within have existing working relationships, 

including via the area’s Community Network Panel. 
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This division is constrained by the hard borders of the Devon border to the east and 

Atlantic Ocean to the west, plus limited options to the North caused by further proximity 
to the Devon border. These geographical constraints, combined with the large and 

sparsely populated regions to its South and South East, have resulted in a proposed 
division which is geographically large and yet at the lower end of the permitted variance 

from the target electorate figure. In the circumstances this is considered to be the best 
balance between the commission’s three criteria possible in this area. 
 

The name proposed for the division reflects that it is an expansion of the current 
Poundstock electoral division. 


