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Community Governance Review 

Camborne, Pool, Illogan and Redruth 

Community Network Area 4 

Stage 2 Feedback 

This report details the feedback and comments received during Stage 2 of the 
review on the submissions for change made by parish & town councils and 

residents during Stage 1 of the review in respect of parishes within this 

Community Network Area. 

The feedback includes notes from public engagement meetings held during 

Stage 2 and further correspondence received during this stage. 

The following 10 parishes are in the Camborne, Pool, Illogan and Redruth 
Community Network Area; namely – Camborne, Carharrack, Carn Brea, 

Gwennap, Illogan, Lanner, Portreath, Redruth, St Day and Stithians.  

 

Cornwall Community Governance Review (Stage 2) 
 
Public Engagement Meeting (Helston Camborne Redruth; 1.10.19) – Report 
 
1. Introduction   
 
1.1 This is a report of the proceedings and key points made at the Helston, 

Camborne and Redruth Area Public Engagement Meeting, which took place at 
Heartlands, Pool on 1 October 2019 and was chaired by Malcolm Brown CC, 
the Chair of Cornwall Council’s Electoral Review Panel.  

 
1.2 The purpose of the report is to assist the Electoral Review Panel in its task of 

formulating draft recommendations on the Community Governance Review 
(CGR).  It will also be a reference source for the remainder of the review.   

 
1.3 Section 2 sets out an overview of the meeting process and Section 3 sets out 

the key points made.  Appendix 1 provides a summary of the arguments put 
forward on the contentious boundary proposals that were the main focus of 
the meeting; this is intended as a quick reference tool.  

 
2. Meeting: attendance/process 
 
2.1 Attendance:   

• Local stakeholders: 24 (counted) A breakdown is as follows (only includes 
anyone who signed the attendance register and/or spoke at the meeting)  

o Residents:  3 
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o Town & Parish Council representatives: 10 (Parishes of Camborne, 
Carn Brea, Helston, Illogan, Lanner, Redruth, Wendron) 

o Representatives of other organisations: 1 
o Local Divisional Members: 3 

• Electoral Review Panel representatives: 5 (Malcolm Brown CC, Martin Eddy 
CC, Leigh Frost CC, Joanna Kenny CC, Mike Thomas CC) 

• Cornwall Council officers: 6 
 

2.2 Parishes focused on at this meeting: Camborne, Carn Brea, Helston, Illogan, 
Lanner, Redruth, Wendron   

 
2.3 Proceedings (The meeting commenced at 7.00pm and concluded at 8.45pm):  

i. Welcome & introduction by the Chair (including health & safety 
announcement; introduction of Panel Members, Divisional Members and 
officer team; outline of CGR process and questions & answers on the 
process) 
Items ii-v below were repeated for each section of the meeting  

ii. Verbal summaries of submissions listed on agenda (by representatives of 
the parishes who made the submissions) 

iii. Questions on these submissions from Electoral Review Panel Members  
iv. Statements on these submissions by other Parish and Town Councillors 

and Members of the Public present 
v. Statements on these submissions by Divisional Members 

vi. Chairman’s closing remarks 
 

3. Key points made at meeting (Please note that this is not a verbatim record.  It 
is based on notes taken by the Localism officers and, where used by speakers 
and kindly supplied by them to the officers, on the speakers’ scripts/notes.  
The meeting was not audio recorded). 

 
(1) Welcome & Introduction by the Chair 

• The Chair highlighted that all Cornwall Councillors will be involved in making 
decisions on the Review (as members of the Electoral Review Panel, which is 
overseeing and making recommendations on the Review and/or as members of 
full Council which will be making decisions on the Review).  As decision-makers, 
they are allowed to be predisposed to a certain view on CGR, and to express that 
view, but must keep an open mind prior to the final decision being made.  
Accordingly, Cornwall Councillors speaking at these public engagement meetings 
would be doing so in this context.  

• Points on process: Carn Brea Parish Council stated that, until two weeks ago, they 
had known nothing about the public engagement meeting and that this had 
adversely affected their ability to prepare a statement/put forward a speaker for 
the meeting.  Cornwall Council advised that it would look into this; however, the 
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dates of the meetings/a list of parishes to be covered at each meeting had been 
sent to all local councils in late August 2019, and additional communications had 
followed.  Carn Brea PC subsequently confirmed it had received Cornwall 
Council’s communications on this matter.  
 

(2) Section of the meeting focusing on Camborne, Redruth, Carn Brea, Lanner and 
Illogan Parishes 

 
(2i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions   
 
(a)  Representative of Camborne Town Council (Samantha Hughes, Acting Deputy 
Town Clerk and Finance & Administration Officer; acted as a substitute speaker for 
the Town Council on short notice) 
 
[Summary of extent of proposed boundary changes, from Cornwall Council 
submission list: “Tuckingmill Valley Park being entirely in Camborne rather than split 
with Carn Brea Parish.  New boundary will incorporate all of East Hill, Tuckingmill 
making A3047 clear boundary between Camborne and Pool.”] 

• Camborne Town Council (TC) established Working Group for Community 
Governance Review. 

• Key issues included: growth of Camborne; Cornwall Council Electoral Review 
outcomes; natural boundary formed by new road at Tuckingmill.  

• TC conducted resident survey in the area it wishes to take in (East Hill, 
Tuckingmill).  A lot of residents responded that they felt part of Camborne and 
looked towards the town for services/facilities. 

• I once lived in Tuckingmill and didn’t realise then that it wasn’t part of Camborne 
Parish 

• A local voluntary group called the Green and Clean team already cleans and litter-
picks the area. 

• Tuckingmill Valley Park is owned by Cornwall Council but presumably can’t be 
devolved because it is split between two parishes. 

• We want the area to be made whole, so Tuckingmill is not a split village – this 
makes sense for the people of the village. 

 
(b) Representative of Redruth Town Council (Councillor Stephen Barnes; Councillor 
Barnes is also a Cornwall Councillor but, in this part of the meeting, spoke in his 
capacity as a Redruth Town Councillor)  
[Summary of extent of proposed boundary changes, from Cornwall Council 
submission list: “Extend boundary to the South (top of Lanner Hill A393) to include 
whole of town and not to split over two Parishes.  Correct this anomaly.”] 

• I’ve been a Redruth Town Councillor since the Town Council’s formation in 1985. 

• Councillor Barnes read extracts from Redruth TC’s submission (Section 6: Evidence 
in support of submission), as summarised below: 
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• 8 parishes including Redruth and Lanner created from unparished area of Kerrier 
District in 1985. Redruth/Lanner Parish boundary bisected southern part of town, 
in an ambiguous way.  TC does not understand rationale for this decision: it’s not 
known whether it was based on numbers or old parochial parish divisions; clearly, 
it was not based on geographical landmarks reflecting natural/man-made 
features or defining points and TC believes it may have been about political 
expediency.   

• As boundary was only created 30 years ago, TC can find no historical reasons why 
the boundary was drawn like this.   

• There’s a distinct, natural division between Lanner village/Redruth town at the 
top of Lanner Hill (A393).  TC is unaware of any other town where this split 
occurs; this is an opportunity to correct this anomaly. 

• Lanner has a “Welcome to Lanner” sign circa 0.6 miles inside its parish boundary, 
to the south of this natural division, which reflects the division between the 
village/town.  

• Local postal divisions which relate somewhat to electoral parishes/wards do not 
include the name “Lanner” in the addresses of the properties the TC wishes to 
take in. 

• Since their creation, residential development has increased within both parishes.  
The town’s developments have spread, enlarging the “overflow” into Lanner.  TC 
believes the electors currently “living in the town” have more of a sense of 
community to the town than with Lanner village.  The situation also prevents the 
TC treating the whole town alike for service provision. 

• Kerrier District Council made a hash of the boundaries; now is the time to 
modernise and create boundaries which reflect where people relate to and live. 

• Councillor Barnes then made additional statements to supplement the TC’s 
submission: 

• On Cornwall Council’s mapping site, the addresses for several locations in the 
area the TC wishes to take in are listed as “Redruth” and not Lanner (e.g. The 
Paddock, Beauchamp Meadow, Copper Meadows); they don’t come up if you 
search for them under Lanner. 

• Edition H of the Postcode Book lists places in the area the TC wishes to take on, 
and beyond, under Redruth postcodes (Councillor Barnes gave several examples).  

• TC submission is fair and reasonable, to align where people live with the correct 
Council.  The places the TC wants to take in access into the Redruth area.  Political 
shenanigans left them outside Redruth and this is a chance to correct this. 
 

(c) Representative of Carn Brea Parish Council (Councillor Paul Holmes) 
[Carn Brea PC made a “No Change” submission]  

• Councillor Holmes emphasised that, given that the PC had until recently been 
unaware of the meeting and indeed Camborne TC’s proposals, he had been put in 
a difficult position as a speaker and had only had limited time to prepare.  The PC 



 
 

5 
 

Information Classification: CONTROLLED 

had asked him to introduce the submission as he is councillor for the PC’s East Hill 
Ward. 

• I found out about the TC’s proposals from a resident who had received the TC’s 
consultation letter.  I wrote a letter consulting all 246 electors in East Hill Ward.  

• Our clerk tried and failed to get further information from the TC, up until 3 weeks 
ago when we found out that they had received 1 response from their initial letter 
and a further 18 after they sent a reminder.   

• I received 34 responses to my letter, all indicating they did not wish to transfer to 
Camborne Parish.    

• Councillor Holmes outlined the parish history of the area, from the creation of the 
ecclesiastical parish of St Illogan in the 9th Century, to the creation of Carn Brea 
Parish (one of three parishes created from the old Illogan parish area) in 1985.  
East Hill area had been in Illogan Parish from the 9th Century to 1934; it had never 
been part of Camborne.  In 1934, an accidental omission in local government 
legislation meant that Camborne Pool and Illogan were left unparished (as civil 
parishes).     

• Councillor Holmes advised that he is the only founder member of Carn Brea PC 
who is still a serving councillor today; he has also been a District and County 
Councillor.  In all this time, there has been no suggestion of transferring East Hill 
to Camborne.  

• Carn Brea PC has not taken kindly to Camborne TC’s proposal.  The River Koner 
(the Red River) is an ancient, 1500 year old boundary between Camborne and 
Carn Brea, and should be respected.  We are at a loss why the TC, which has so 
much, wants our park; we can think of no reason for it. 

• The PC understands the TC’s point about Carn Brea residents looking towards 
Camborne for services but it is obvious they will do this [i.e. not a valid argument 
supporting a boundary change]. 

• If the reason is to take control of Tuckingmill Valley Park because it is split 
between two parishes, why not talk to us?  We are unhappy at the TC’s lack of 
consultation; it is disrespectful to the Parish Council.  The TC just did it, we found 
out afterwards and they were reluctant to give us information.  It is big boy 
tactics.  

• We plead with you not to allow this to happen.  Please turn it down, leave the 
status quo, the proposal is against the parish’s wishes.  We will draw up a 
response for you so you know how upset we are about it.  
 

(d) Representative of Lanner Parish Council (Councillor Ashley Wood, Chairman) 
[The PC’s submission requests an increase in councillors from 9 to 11; it did not 
request any changes to the parish’s external boundaries]  

• Councillor Wood stated that the PC had sent in a written statement.  He advised 
that he would not read this out at the meeting, in order to save time, but would 
restrict himself to making supplementary comments.  The full written statement 
has been added to the evidence for the review; to ensure equity of treatment to 
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Redruth TC and Lanner PC in this report, the key points of the written statement 
are set out below, together with the supplementary points made by Councillor 
Wood.  

• Redruth TC’s proposal would see it acquire c.10% of Lanner Parish’s dwellings 

• Lanner PC vehemently opposes any proposition which would diminish/alter its 
boundaries.  Redruth TC has demonstrated ambitions to seize/absorb this area 
[“the subject area”] for 10+years.  Its last, rejected, attempt was to persuade the 
Local Government Boundary Commission for England (LGBCE) to transfer the 
subject area from the Lanner/Stithians Electoral Division. 

• The TC erroneously equates Lanner village with Lanner Parish.  The existing 
boundary has existed for almost 35 years (they follow the lines of the old Parish 
out of which Lanner Parish was created; there was no Machiavellian reason 
behind this contrary to what the TC has suggested) ; much of the housing 
development and road layout has occurred in that time.  Much of what is now 
built on was then fields.  The concept that boundaries should be changed 
whenever development takes place alongside a town is weak: the parish 
boundaries at the edges of Truro remain and many on Redruth TC were, for good 
reason, vocal against the Devonwall proposal. 

• Lanner PC has provided services and investment in the subject area in line with 
others within its boundaries (e.g. noticeboard; purchase/maintenance of bus 
shelters [only recently transferred to CC]) 

• “Welcome to Lanner” sign.  The TC makes much of this: it relates to the village, 
not the parish.  An identical sign is at the other end of the village, also well inside 
the parish boundary.  The signs were installed as part of the Village Enhancement 
Scheme which accompanied the upgrading of the old mineral tramways and 
World Heritage Site.  They have no administrative relevance. 

• The TC’s proposition re postal addresses is a similar irrelevance and a silly 
argument (e.g. correct postal address of Penhalvean in Stithians, 4 miles away, is 
“Redruth.”  Presumably the TC does not intend stretching their domain that far?) 

• An, or the, overriding concern is the wishes of the community as to how they self-
identify.  The TC provides no evidence of community feelings/aspirations.  It has 
made no contact with residents about its proposal or discussed it with the PC.  
This disrespectful, if not arrogant, attitude has created an ill-will which will take 
time to heal.   

• In contrast, Lanner has publicised the proposal to all residents in its newsletter, 
which is the only reason they know about it.  This has generated a strong, steady 
flow of concerns and no words of support.  Residents across the area have firmly 
stated their association to Lanner and desire to remain part of it.  One good result 
from the survey is that new volunteers have come forward from the area to help 
the PC.  

• Lanner PC has completed its Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) [22% 
turnout at referendum, Feb. 2019).  Extensive consultations took place on the 
NDP and the active participation of parishioners/what part of the parish they 
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were resident in was noted, with c.10% residing in the subject area (a mirror of 
the ratio of those residences to the total number of dwellings in the Parish).  The 
strength and spread of engagement was in the Examiner’s mind when considering 
the Plan.  The logical conclusion is that all Lanner residents hold an affinity to the 
parish regardless of their precise address. 

• Residents in the subject area regularly attend PC public meetings.  Until August 
2019, their interests were well championed by the late Councillor Mike Rabey.  A 
South Downs resident has received the 2019 Award for Outstanding Contribution 
to a Community Project.  The residents in the subject area are really involved in 
the parish as a whole. 

• Lanner’s community facilities (e.g. school, band, trails, village hall activities, 
churches) all appeal to/are used by residents.  The PC and our Cornwall Councillor 
John Thomas are the first ports of call for many seeking support (e.g. on 
planning/highway issues) 

• Redruth’s purported pull as a shopping, employment or recreational centre:  
Census statistics show Truro/Falmouth areas are as likely to be draws, perhaps 
more so with average distance to work being in excess of 9 miles. 

• The proposal is about money.  The TC was content to let matters be at the 
creation of the boundaries: with its size/power it could easily have pressed its 
case in 1985 if it had wished.  The extensive housing development since then 
makes the area an attractive means for increasing precept.  It will also mean an 
increase in total Council Tax for residents. 

• Impact of proposal on Lanner PC: it would mean a substantial decrease in 
revenue, at a time when it has accepted considerable devolved responsibilities 
from CC.  Plans for additional responsibilities may have to be abandoned and 
some existing contracts rescinded/renegotiated (if possible).  These increased 
responsibilities are the reason for the PC requesting an additional 2 councillors, 
and for the substantial increase in the Clerk’s hours plus the appointment of an 
Assistant Clerk. 

• Impact on Lanner NDP: Redruth TC has yet to prepare their NDP (Lanner PC has 
expressed an interest to engage in this).  CC has advised that, if the boundary 
change is approved, the Lanner NDP would stay in force until the NDP is due for 
review; so this is not an immediate concern but it would be on review because 
residents do not want further residential development.  [On review], the Lanner 
NDP would need to be substantially rewritten at significant cost.  There is also the 
overhanging question: if an affordable housing exception site is given consent 
within Lanner’s boundary but close to or adjacent to Redruth’s boundary, will 
that precipitate further claims for absorption? 

• Of greater importance to the integrity of Lanner’s NDP and the Cornwall Local 
Plan would be the fate of the open countryside to the east and north of 
Beauchamp Meadows.  Why has this land been included in the Redruth 
proposition?  Lanner’s NDP protects those fields from development by being 
outside the existing settlement boundary and because they are on the lower 
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slopes of Carn Marth.  Removed from this protection, these fields could be open 
to development which residents overwhelmingly voted against in consultations 
and referendum. 

• The TC’s proposal acts against the recorded wishes and interests of the subject 
areas’ residents (all of whom want to stay in Lanner; none of them want to be 
part of Redruth) and of Lanner parish as a whole community; it will destabilise 
local government within the parish.  Lanner PC is very put out by the TC’s lack of 
consultation.  The proposal shouldn’t be considered; consultation – on the NDP 
and the Parish Plan – shows that the residents consider themselves part of 
Lanner.  Reject it, please.  

   
(e) Representative of Illogan Parish Council (Councillor Graham Ford) 
[Illogan PC requested a reduction in the number of its Councillors] 

• Illogan PC decided to ask for “No Change” to its name and boundaries.  However, 
it asked for the electoral balance between its wards to be changed, in order to 
improve this. 

• Unfortunately, Cornwall Council has misinterpreted its request because of 
confusion between Illogan Parish itself and the Parish’s “Illogan Ward.”  To clarify, 
it wants to reduce the numbers of councillors in Illogan Ward from 9 to 7, 
meaning a total reduction in the number of Illogan Parish Councillors from 14 to 
12. 

 
(2ii)  Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel  
 
Q1: The Panel asked each council whether they are doing an NDP and, if so, how it is 
progressing: 
A1: Carn Brea PC: NDP in progress, half completed; Redruth TC NDP in progress; 
Camborne TC have recently agreed to do an NDP. 
 
Q2: The Panel observed that Brea village, like Tuckingmill, is split between Camborne 
and Carn Brea Parishes and asked whether it is felt that this should be addressed. 
A2: Camborne TC: No.  TC only wishes to take in Tuckingmill area; Brea is not part of 
this area.  The TC’s proposal fits well with the CC Electoral Review outcomes. 
A2: Carn Brea.  No. Two thirds of Brea is in Carn Brea Parish; one third is in Camborne 
Parish.  The River Koner splits the Parishes and the village; this is a natural boundary. 
 
Q3: The Panel asked Redruth TC to clarify the reasons for its proposed boundary 
lines, which appear quite irregular at first glance of the map (projected on the screen 
at the meeting).  It also sought Lanner PC’s comments on this.   
A3: Redruth TC talked the Panel through its proposals, with reference to the map, 
highlighting the areas it is proposing to take in, the boundary features it is using (e.g. 
Carnmarth Lane, mineral tramway route) and its reasons for proposing these 
boundaries (e.g. clear features, postcodes) 
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A3: Lanner PC’s comments included: the TC is seeking to take in significant sections 
of open countryside; any new development here will have a high impact and if it 
remains with Lanner PC it will be kept safe; it is not practicable to adjust boundaries 
every time a road is built; the proposal will conflict with the Cornwall Council 
Electoral Review which keeps the area in Lanner, Stithians & Gwennap Division.  The 
PC repeated its comments that postcodes are an irrelevant consideration; the TC 
responded it wants the TR15 urban postcode areas, not the TR16 rural postcode 
areas. 
 
Q4: The Panel, noting Lanner’s comments about its NDP and intention to protect the 
open countryside, asked Redruth and Carn Brea if they had identified where 
development might take place and their progress against housing targets. 
A4: Redruth TC indicated that Redruth met its targets some time ago; that it is trying 
to protect the land to the east side of Sandy Lane; that developments are to take 
place elsewhere in the Parish; that the area it is seeking to take in is not identified as 
a development area.   
A4: Carn Brea PC highlighted areas where development is and is not planned/likely 
with the aid of the map. CC rejected an application for 99 houses in East Hill, but it is 
expected there will be a revised application in due course.  Due to the large number 
of homes built in the Parish, the PC has been able to increase its total precept 
revenue by 5% while reducing the amount paid by each household by 1%.  The PC 
supports appropriate development; it is happy to see development on ruined mining 
land as this is instead of building on green field sites.       
 
Q5: The Panel referred to Lanner PC’s proposal to increase its number of councillors 
from 9 to 11.  It asked whether Lanner will still require 11 councillors if Redruth TC’s 
proposal is approved.   
A5: Lanner PC advised that it will probably still need 11 councillors in this scenario, in 
order to support its plans to build community resilience, progress its devolution 
programme and its provision of services, and carry out some big projects.  As part of 
this, it is working to further improve the excellent working links between the PC and 
the Parish’s super teams of volunteers.  The PC’s current work is also a big burden on 
the parish councillors, who are volunteers themselves, and this is only likely to 
increase.  As a result of its success, the PC now has a Clerk and Assistant Clerk; if the 
TC’s proposal goes through, the Parish will lose 10% of its population and the 
Assistant Clerk post will be put at risk. 
 
(2iii) Statements on these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 
 
(a) Redruth Town Council (Councillor Matthew Brown, Deputy Town Mayor) 

• Councillor Brown first referred to the map, and stated how buildings continued 
naturally to the edge of the boundary as redrawn 
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• The TC’s intention was never to upset anyone with its proposals 

• The TC recognises the concerns that, if the proposals are approved, the residents 
in the subject area will no longer be able to turn to Lanner PC to help.  However, 
people naturally turn to their elected representatives, whoever they are, and the 
TC will provide similar support to its new residents as Lanner do presently. 
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(b) Resident of Lanner  

• My family and I live in the area the TC wishes to take in.  We are indisputably 
Lanner residents, with very close connections to Lanner (e.g. school, scouts, band; 
husband won the above-mentioned community award from Lanner PC). 

• The postcode argument is rubbish 

• The “Welcome to Lanner” sign argument is irrelevant 

• The TC has no claim on this area 

• There is no reason for change 
 
(c) Resident of Lanner  

• Recipient of the above-mentioned award; echoes wife’s statements 

• There is no benefit in moving the boundary.  I would like to ask the TC what they 
think the benefit is, as I don’t see one. 

 
(d) Resident of Lanner [in addition to their verbal statement, this resident also 
submitted a written statement to the meeting but, in order to save time at the 
meeting, did not read this out verbatim; the following summary includes points from 
both the verbal and written statements]:  

• Resident in subject area 

• I identify with Lanner Parish, and am very happy to be in Lanner. 

• Under Lanner’s NDP, with which I agree, we enjoy a certain amount of protection 
from undesirable development in valued open space which is safeguarded for the 
enjoyment of residents.  I would not want this to change.   

• Redruth TC has no adopted NDP – I worry what it will contain and what land will 
be up for grabs.  We want to protect the area, some of which is in the Carn Marth 
Area of Great Landscape Value. 

• There has been no consultation from Redruth TC 

• It is important residents are aware of the Council Tax issue: the difference will be 
significant, about £60 a year [the residents’ letter states current Band D precepts 
are: Lanner - £107; Redruth £149].  I am not clear whether other residents are 
aware of this; if more were made aware, more will be against the proposal.  I will 
ask Lanner PC to inform residents of this and any other anticipated consequences 
of the proposals. 

• The resident asked Cornwall Council whether it is planning any meaningful 
consultation on the Review.  The Chair advised that a full public consultation will 
take place in early 2020. 
 

(e) Carn Marth Trust (Chris Bosworth, Chair) 

• The Trust looks after Carn Marth, adjacent (to the east) of that under discussion.  

• When the Trust first purchased the land, it was supported by local parish councils 
including Redruth TC.  However, Redruth TC’s support quickly dwindled.   
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• Lanner PC has always sent representations to the Trust’s meetings, and always 
had an active interest.  We appreciate their support, and hope it continues. 
 

(iv) Statements on the submissions by local Cornwall Councillors 
 
(a) John Thomas CC MBE (Lanner & Stithians) 

• We cannot see that Redruth TC’s interest in extending its boundary into Lanner is 
for any reason other than because its development land has been used up.  

• Redruth/Lanner boundary is historic and clearly defined e.g. by 
footpath/bridleway. 

• I’ve done some limited consultation with residents in the subject area, and found 
no support for the TC’s proposals; they don’t want to be associated with Redruth.   

• The residents in the subject area associate with Lanner and use Lanner facilities 
(e.g. the polling station, clubs, and the Spar shop).  They look more to Falmouth 
and Truro than Redruth (e.g. to do their supermarket shopping); one reason for 
this is that parking in Redruth is difficult (20 minutes restriction on on-street 
parking; fees in car parks).  Conversely, there is plenty of space to park for free in 
Lanner. 

• The CC Electoral Review rejected this change so the TC is trying it on again. 

• The postcodes issue: St Day is a Redruth postcode, as is Carharrack. 

• Once the subject area is within Redruth it is going to face sporadic development.  
The revenue from this will go into Redruth.  The residents in the subject area will 
become left out and be disengaged. 

 
(b) Stephen Barnes CC (Redruth North) – speaking in his capacity as a Cornwall 
Councillor and resident 

• Redruth TC provides services that Lanner residents use e.g. the library 

• It provides more than Lanner whose main costs are its staff and administration; the 
argument that, if the proposals go through and the precept reduces, the Assistant 
Clerk’s position will be at risk is a bad argument. 

• Carn Marth Trust left Redruth TC out, following a change in its rules 

• The assertion that there is more parking in Lanner than Redruth is ridiculous; 
parking in Lanner Square is very limited.  (Councillor Thomas highlighted at this 
point that his statement related to free parking) 

• I consider that people in the subject area will be better off with Redruth TC as they 
will have far more facilities.  Also, if the proposal is approved and these properties 
are transferred, Redruth TC would potentially be in a position to lower its precept 
charge. 

 
(3) Section of the meeting focusing on Helston and Wendron Parishes 

 
(3i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions   
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(a) Representative of Helston Town Council (Councillor Tim Grattan-Kane, Deputy 
Mayor) 
 
[Summary of extent of proposed boundary changes, from Cornwall Council submission 
list:”Extend to include HX1 development (450+ dwellings) and 2 fields to the North”]
  

• The HX1 site is a clear extension of housing already developed within Helston 
boundary 

• The proposal also takes in Wheal Oak, a small 1960s development of 20 houses 
located just inside the Wendron Parish boundary 

• The proposed new boundary is a natural one comprising Rowe’s Lane and two 
footpaths 

• The occupiers of the new dwellings will naturally look to Helston, including for 
schools (the comprehensive school is 1km away), for health and welfare services 
(there will be a medical facility on the HX1 site; Helston GP surgeries are looking at 
using this as an outpost), and for leisure services.  There are/will be no shops on 
the HX1 site. 

• A roundabout is located at the bottom of the site; this is managed by Helston TC as 
a welcome gateway to the town. 

• Helston TC, like CC, has declared a climate emergency and is trying to reduce its 
carbon footprint.  The occupiers of HX1 could walk to the polling station at Light & 
Life Free Methodist Church in Helston but it is too dangerous to walk to the 
Trewannack Methodist Sunday School polling station in Wendron, as there is no 
footpath, so they would have to drive. 

• Flora Day.  The Chair of the Stewards has confirmed that, if the subject area 
remains in Wendron, children born there will not be eligible to lead the dance on 
Flora Day, even if they attend school in Helston.  This will be very sad, as it is a great 
privilege to take part in this famous tradition. 
 

(b) Representative of Wendron Parish Council (Councillor Sheila Moyle, Chairman) 
[Summary of extent of proposed boundary changes, from Cornwall Council submission 
list: “Wheal Oak area to become part of Helston” (by using natural boundary of the 
stream to the east of Wheal Oak, meaning that the new estate will be within Wendron 
Parish)] 

• Helston TC’s argument that residents of the new Park an Daras development will 
use schools, shops and services in Helston rather than in Wendron is specious as 
Wendron has just one shop, two primary schools (one of which is arguably as 
accessible from Park an Daras as are primary schools in Helston) and no services.  
Most Wendron residents have to travel outside the Parish to shop, access services, 
and for the main part, for employment.  They access these on the whole in 
Falmouth, Redruth, Camborne, Truro and Helston. 

• In June 2019, the TC expressed the same fatally flawed argument in a letter to Park 
an Daras residents stating that the “new development immediately adjoins existing 
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houses.”  This statement conveniently ignores the stream and proposed linear 
green park.  At 10.9.19, just 14 homes out of the approved development of 450 
have been sold, raising the question of how many of those letters were delivered 
in June and how many answers received.  The letter suggests “residents of the new 
estates will look to Helston for health services and leisure amenities such as parks 
and play areas.”  Park an Daras residents will quite naturally, like other Wendron 
residents, travel. 

• Wendron PC does not recognise Helston TC’s issue regarding pedestrian access to 
a polling station and feels this is irrelevant. 

• The geographic importance of the stream that marks Wendron’s western boundary 
has clearly been recognised by the Park an Daras developer in that it plans to make 
a feature of the linear park between the development and Helston’s residential 
homes.  The recognition of the existing boundary was further identified by the 
Planning Inspectorate which reported that HX1 represents “a significant extension 
to Helston, beyond its natural boundary, resulting in a poor relationship with the 
town itself.” 

• Wendron PC has long recognised the boundary anomaly relating to the homes in 
Wheal Oak and has suggested they become part of Helston, particularly as they lie 
west of the stream. 

• Helston TC asks CC to consider extending the boundary even further than Park an 
Daras to include a dozen more agricultural fields within Wendron (to the 
north/north-east of Trewennack), at a time when Park an Daras is still in its infancy, 
creating an extraordinarily convoluted boundary using roads, tracks and 
hedgerows rather than geographical features.  Although it is true that both are 
used, on occasion, they are impermanent, can be removed, widened or altered; 
the steam is an unalterable natural feature, it is already the Parish boundary and 
should remain so. 

• Wendron PC consists of a number of small communities (Burras, Carnkie, 
Edgcumbe, Menherion, Penmarth, Porkellis, Rame and Wendron itself); the 
addition of Park an Daras as a further community would, because of our 
experience, present few or no problems. 

• Section 3, paras 60 & 61 of LGBCE CGR guidance states “Today, there may be a 
variety of different communities within a parish.  Any number…may flourish, they 
do not necessarily centre on a specific area or help to define it.  Building a sense of 
local identity may make an important contribution to cohesion where a local area 
is facing challenges arising from rapid demographic change, it is important to home 
in on communities as offering a sense of place and of local identity for all of the 
residents.”  Wendron PC is used to this as a parish and well equipped and 
experienced in dealing with separate communities and their needs. 

 
(3ii)  Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel  
 



 
 

15 
 

Information Classification: CONTROLLED 

Q1/A1: The Panel asked where the planning permission line runs.  Helston TC 
answered this by referring to the map. 
 
Q2: The Panel asked each council whether it is doing an NDP and, if so, how it is 
progressing. 
A2: Helston TC: We have a Town Framework, years behind.  We are looking at 
starting a new NDP given HX1 and the other proposed developments.  The land 
already allocated amounts to 1200 dwellings. 
A2 Wendron PC: NDP in progress. 
 
Q3/A3: The Panel asked Wendron PC to clarify that its proposal follows the stream.  
Wendron PC replied that it does, with the few existing houses on the Helston side of 
the stream to be transferred to Helston Parish. 
 
Q4/A4: In response to a question by the Panel, it was confirmed that Helston’s 
proposal includes bare land not included in HX1. 
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(3iii) Statements on these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 
 
(a) Wendron PC (Councillor Gareth Looker) 

• People make communities.  We talked to some occupiers of the first phase of the 
development; none of them were aware of Helston’s boundary proposal. Of the 
10 occupied houses, 90% were more than happy to stay in Wendron.  The 10% - a 
Helston resident born and bred - was happy to be in Helston.  
 

(3iv) Statements on the submissions by local Cornwall Councillors 
 
(a) John Martin CC (Helston South) 

• Helston Town Framework is unadopted but it has been adopted by the 
developers 

• Two areas were identified for development: HX1 and, within the town, HX2.  We 
preferred HX2 but this was lost on appeal and HX1 was established as the first 
phase of development, satisfying Helston’s housing requirement.   

• During the appeal, questions were raised regarding access/flood plains by the 
river.  The green space in the area near the river boundary is to cope with flood 
risk rather than a bunding strip necessarily. 

• HX1 phase 1 was for 340 houses, green space and GP provision.  The 
resubmission was for 450 homes, with a reduced area of green space.  This 
reduction in green space persuaded us that we would need to use Helston 
resources to provide for the needs of children living in the new development.  
The Helston NDP will have to include the area because of the need for service 
provision and the links with the town (e.g. cycle paths) 

• There will be very little requirement for the residents to use Wendron; they will 
use Helston services.  The demand on the GP surgery will come from the town as 
well as from HX1.  They will generally go to schools west of the boundary, with 
the exception of travel to Wendron school. 

 
(b) Mike Thomas CC (Helston North) – speaking in capacity as a Divisional Member 

• Cllr Thomas stated he is a local Cornwall Councillor, Helston Town Councillor and 
a member of the Electoral Review Panel.  He emphasised he is not predetermined 
on this issue.     

• Wendron’s position is on the stream as the important boundary line.  However, 
to the west of Helston, there is a river (River Cober) and this does not form the 
parish boundary; Newham is beyond it.  I do not necessarily see the stream as the 
only legitimate boundary. 

• The development is not called “WX”, it’s “HX” – i.e. a Helston extension, not a 
Wendron extension. 

• It is very difficult to see a vision for Wendron to become urbanised 
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• Wendron’s argument on identity of place – different small communities within an 
overall place - is very interesting.  However, can you do this in a small market 
town like Helston? 

• The Flora Day issue has not been addressed by Wendron.  I’ve been a Helston 
resident since 1983; Flora Day is very important and it will be very sad if this 
opportunity is denied to the residents of the area.   

• Wendron and Helston get on well; it is sad to see the situation caused by this 
issue 

• A significant point is that we can’t consult the residents of HX1 as they don’t exist 
yet, so we have to project about the views of its future residents 

• It is a shame that Loveday Jenkin CC was not able to attend tonight, for reasons 
beyond her control, given the valuable contribution she would have made. 
  

4: The Chair made closing remarks, during which he thanked everyone for attending, 
and the excellent contributions made by the speakers.  He then closed the meeting.  
 
SF  
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Appendix 
1 

Community Governance Review Public Engagement Meeting: Helston, Camborne, 
Redruth Area (1.10.19)  
 
Summary of arguments put forward on the contentious boundary proposals that 
were the main focus of the meeting (note: see the full report for the other aspects 
of the proposals referred to at the meeting) 
 
(i) Camborne TC’s proposals to change its boundary with Carn Brea Parish 
 
Arguments for: 

• To unite Tuckingmill, currently split between the two Parishes, in Camborne 
Parish 

• To unite Tuckingmill Valley Park, also currently split, in Camborne 

• The current park split is a barrier to devolution 

• Growth of Camborne  

• Camborne TC conducted a survey in area it wishes to take in [the “subject area”] 
and a lot of residents stated they felt part of Camborne, and looked to it for 
services/facilities 

• Complements CC Electoral Review recommendations 

• Clear road boundary at proposed new boundary line 
 
Arguments against: 

• Carn Brea parish ward councillor’s consultation with 246 electors in subject area 
received 34 responses, all indicating they wish to stay in Carn Brea Parish. 

• Subject area has historically always been part of Illogan Parish and then Carn Brea 
Parish (created out of part of old Illogan Parish in 1985), never Camborne.  From 
1985 to now, there has been no suggestion of transferring the subject area to 
Camborne. 

• River Koner should be respected as ancient boundary between the two Parishes. 

• The fact that Carn Brea residents look towards Camborne for services is not a 
valid argument for supporting a boundary change 

• The TC’s lack of consultation on the proposals with, and reluctance to provide 
relevant information to, the PC demonstrates disrespect and big boy tactics. 

• There is no good reason to support the proposal, which is against the Parish’s 
wishes.  

  
(ii) Redruth TC’s proposals to change its boundary with Lanner Parish 
 
Arguments for: 
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• Opportunity to correct anomalous, ambiguous boundary between the two 
Parishes.    This boundary, drawn up on creation of the Parishes in 1985, bisects 
southern part of Redruth town, is not based on clear natural or man-made 
features, and has no known historical basis.  Proposal corrects this by using 
distinct, natural division at top of Lanner Hill, and other clear natural/man-made 
features. 

• Lanner has a “Welcome to Lanner” sign c 0.6 miles inside its boundary, reflecting 
the division between Lanner village/Redruth town. 

• The proposal fits in with postal divisions: the Lanner name does not feature in 
addresses in the subject area.  CC’s mapping site lists several locations in the area 
as “Redruth” and not Lanner.  Similarly, postcodes in the area are Redruth 
postcodes.    

• Growth of Redruth town into Lanner Parish. 

• Residents in subject area identify more with Redruth town than Lanner village; 
the locations in the area access into Redruth.  The proposal is an opportunity to 
reflect where people relate to and live, and align them with the correct local 
council. 

• The current town split prevents Redruth TC providing holistic service provision. 

• The proposal is fair and reasonable. 

• The TC will provide a similar level of support to residents in the subject area as 
the PC does currently. 

• The TC provides services that Lanner residents use e.g. the library 

• The TC provides more than the PC, whose main costs are staff and administration. 

• The PC’s argument that, if the proposal goes through, a staff post will be at risk is 
a bad argument. 

• Carn Marth Trust [see “arguments against” below] states that Redruth TC’s 
support to the Trust dwindled quickly after the Trust’s establishment.  This is 
because the Trust changed their rules and left Redruth TC out. 

• Residents of the subject area will be better off with Redruth TC as they will have 
far more facilities. 

• If the properties are transferred, the TC would potentially be in a position to 
lower its precept charge.  

 
Arguments against: 

• Lanner PC strongly opposes the proposal, and any proposal which would 
diminish/alter its boundaries. 

• Lanner will lose 10% of its dwellings and there will be a substantial loss of 
revenue for the PC, which has taken on considerable devolved responsibilities 
from CC.  The PC may have to abandon plans to take on additional 
responsibilities, rescind/renegotiate some existing contracts; a key staffing post 
might also be at risk. 
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• Redruth TC has been trying to take in subject area for 10+years; it recently failed 
in its attempt to transfer it during the CC Electoral Review and the proposal 
conflicts with the outcomes of that Review. 

• The current boundary has existed for c.35 years, and is based on the historical 
boundary of the old Parish out of which Lanner was created. 

• The concept that boundaries should be changed whenever development takes 
place alongside a town is weak. 

• Lanner PC provides services and investment in the subject area to the same level 
as it does to other parts of its Parish (e.g. noticeboard; bus shelters) 

• The TC erroneously equates Lanner village with Lanner Parish. 

• The “Welcome to Lanner” sign argument is irrelevant to CGR: it relates to the 
village, not the Parish.  

• The TC’s postal address/postcode arguments are similarly irrelevant. 

• The TC has provided no evidence on the overriding issue of community identity. 

• The TC has failed to consult residents or the PC.  This disrespectful attitude has 
created ill will. 

• The response to the PC’s publicity on the proposal has seen a strong, steady flow 
of concerns and no words of support.  The residents of the area have firmly 
stated their association to Lanner, their desire to remain part of it, and that they 
do not want to be associated with Redruth. 

• 10% of residents in the subject area took an active part in the Lanner NDP 
process. 

• Residents in the subject area regularly attend PC public meetings and are really 
involved in the Parish as a whole.  They also use Lanner’s community many 
facilities and contact the PC and the local Cornwall Councillor for support. 

• Census statistics show that Truro/Falmouth exert as big a pull on local residents 
as Redruth (in terms of shopping, employment and recreation); perhaps more so, 
with average distance to work being 9 miles plus. 

• The proposal is about money.   The TC could have pressed its case for this 
boundary change in 1985, but the extensive housing development since then 
makes the area an attractive means for increasing precept. 

• If approved, the proposal will mean a significant increase in total Council Tax for 
residents. 

• When it comes up for review, Lanner’s NDP will have to be rewritten, at 
considerable cost, to take account of the boundary change.  Redruth TC’s NDP is 
not in place.  The PC is concerned that if an affordable housing exception site is 
given consent within Lanner’s boundary but near Redruth’s boundary, this might 
precipitate further claims for absorption. 

• If the subject area is transferred to Redruth, it will face sporadic development.  
The revenue from this will go to Redruth; the residents in the subject area will 
become left out and be disengaged. 

• The PC is particularly concerned that, without the protection of Lanner PC/its 
NDP, the open countryside (Area of Great Landscape Value) included in the 
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subject area could be open to development which would have a high impact and 
the PC/residents overwhelmingly oppose. 

• The proposal is against the wishes and interests of the subject area’s residents 
and of the whole Lanner community.  It will destabilise local government within 
the community.  

• The TC has no claim on the subject area 

• There is no good reason for change, and no benefit in moving the boundary.   

• The only likely reason for the proposal is because Redruth’s development land 
has been used up. 

• Carn Marth Trust.  Redruth TC initially provided support to the Trust, but this 
quickly dwindled.  Lanner PC has always demonstrated an active interest; the 
Trust appreciates their support and hope this continues. 
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(iii) Helston TC’s proposals to change its boundary with Wendron Parish (NB: 
Wendron Parish supports only the transfer of Wheal Oak to Helston Parish; this 
represents a small part of the area Helston wishes to take in from Wendron Parish) 
 
Arguments for: 

• HX1 is a clear extension of housing already developed within Helston Parish 
boundary. The name refers to the fact it is a Helston extension (as opposed to a 
Wendron one). 

• The proposed new boundary is natural/clear 

• The occupiers of HX1 will naturally look to Helston for schools, health & welfare 
services and leisure services.  There are/will be no shops on HX1. 

• Helston TC manages the roundabout at the bottom of the site as a town gateway. 

• HX1 electors can safely walk to their nearest Helston polling station but not to the 
nearest Wendron polling station. 

• If the subject area remains in Wendron, children born there will not be eligible to 
lead the dance on Flora Day.  This issue has not been addressed by Wendron PC. 

• Helston resources will need to be provided to meet the needs of children living in 
the new development, after the reduction in green space provision at the site in 
the resubmitted planning application. 

• Helston’s NDP will need to include the subject area because of the area’s need to 
secure service provision from Helston and the links between the town and the 
development (e.g. cycle paths) 

• There will be very little requirement for the subject area’s residents to use 
Wendron; they will use Helston services.  

• It is very difficult to see a vision for Wendron to become urbanised. 

• The stream that Wendron PC proposes as the boundary is not necessarily the only 
legitimate boundary. 

 
Arguments against: 

• Argument that HX1 residents will look to Helston is specious.  Wendron only has 
one stop and two primary schools, and no services.  Its residents therefore have 
to travel outside the Parish to shop, access services and, for the most part, 
employment.  They access this in Falmouth, Redruth, Camborne, Truro and 
Helston. 

• The TC has stated in a letter to Park an Daras residents that the new development 
immediately adjoins existing houses, but this ignores the stream and proposed 
linear green park.  This letter only had a very small circulation because, as at 
September 2019, just 14 of the 450 approved homes had been sold. 

• The PC does not recognise the TC’s polling station argument and feels this is 
irrelevant. 
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• The stream that marks Wendron’s western boundary is geographically important 
and clear.  The developer has recognised this in its plans to make a feature of the 
linear park between the development and Helston’s residential homes. 

• The Planning Inspector stated that HX1 represents “a significant extension to 
Helston beyond its natural boundary, resulting in a poor relationship with the 
town itself.” 

• The TC wants to extend the boundary even further than Park an Daras to include 
a dozen more agricultural fields within Wendron, at a time when this 
development is still in its infancy.  This creates a convoluted boundary using 
roads, tracks and feature (which can be removed/altered) as opposed to the 
stream (an unalterable natural feature). 

• Wendron Parish consists of a number of small communities; the addition of Park 
an Daras as a further community would present few or no problems, given the 
PC’s experience and ability in dealing with separate communities and their needs.  
The situation for the Parish/PC ties in closely with the Local Government 
Boundary Commission for England guidance on Community Governance Reviews 
(see main report for further details). 

• Wendron Parish Councillors talked to residents occupying the first ten houses in 
the first phase of the Park an Daras development; 90% of them were happy to 
stay in Wendron; 10% was happy to be in Helston.  
   

Neutral point: A significant difficulty is that it is not possible to consult the future 
residents of HX1.  
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Cornwall Councillor Feedback on submissions: 
Cornwall Councillor John Thomas MBE 
 
As requested please find enclosed my views on the proposal put forward by Redruth TC and 

Lanner`s counter arguments to keep the status quo, the latter`s opinions and comments of 

which I fully support. 

The formal Parish of Lannerge/Lannarth was originally formed  in 1839 from a splitting up of 

the ancient Parish of Gwennap brought about by the intensification of Tin and Copper 

Mining in the area, gradually a new settlement was formed which included areas such as the 

Pennance Downs and indeed South downs ,the boundary remained as was in the old Tithe 

Map of the area in the form of an obviously ancient public right of way now a Gold Status 

footpath which still delineates Lanner`s Parish Boundary and indeed has been maintained by 

them since the formation of the new Parish Councils established in 1985 to which I was 

graciously elected and duly honoured by my appointment. 

It has been muted by Redruth TC that the splitting up of the town and Lanner was to quote 

"done in an ambiguous way" surely it as today`s proposal would've went to public 

consultation for ratification, not I would suggest in a under handed way, I would suggest 

contrary to RTC`s belief that some historic landmarks were taken into account ie: the 

ancient Gwennap Parish boundary. It also seems to comment on Lanner taking or being 

given Redruth`s land as a trade off, researching the old Kerrier files on the Boundary 

proposal`s for 1985 it confirms that Redruth took a large chunk of St Day to balance the 

numbers insisted by the Electoral Bodies at the time. 

I have recently visited the Library to peruse the old maps dated 1877 and 1906 and have 

had it confirmed that the old Gwennap Parish Boundary still delineates the division between 

Redruth and Lanner via the Gold Status footpath at the South Western end of Chapel 

Terrace, Southdowns. 

The area of South Downs has been and is still very much integrated into Lanner Parish, 

indeed ever since being  mapped and recorded at least back to 1822,1840,1877 and again in 

the revision of 1906 and back beyond the old Tithe maps too I`m assured Roman times, 

pilgrims also used the footpaths which formed part of the Pilgrims Way from Devoran to 

St.Micheals Mount ,197 years at least in modern times alone suggests that there is and has 

always been a very strong Local Community Identity within the parish of Lannarth, now 

Lanner. 

The intensive Tin and Copper Mines in the immediate area of South Downs consisted of the 

ancient Perseverance Mine disused in 1890, Wheal Trefusis, Old Shaft, the aptly named 

Boundary Shaft, Wheal Beauchamp, Pennance Mine, Penstuthal Mine, Wheal Amelia Sett 

that covered most of the area underground, all of these mines fell under the envelope of 

Tresavean, Lanner, one of the largest in the world and Gwennap Mines which it has been 
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recorded as being the richest square mile as the crow flies in the world regarding Copper 

and Tin. 

The above has reflected without doubt in my opinion the true meaning of a Strong 

Community Identity that exists in Lanner Parish to which South Downs and it`s residents 

form an integral part of that community. 

At the meeting on the 1st October 2019 great emphasis was placed on Lanner by RTC 

speakers of not having its own postcode whereas Redruth does, more than a bit of a red 

herring me thinks, to reiterate my statement at that time neither has St.Day, Carharrack, 

Trevarth, Treviskey to name but a few, all of those without their own are knowledgeable 

enough to know that Redruth postcode only exists because of it being the nearest Postal 

Town. 

Lanner Parish Council of which I was until recently a member of as well as a Kerrier 

Councillor until 2009 have worked tirelessly to promote inclusion into the main village from 

anyone or area within the actual Parish, I pushed for a notice board to keep residents in 

South Downs informed of anything happening in the village etc; bus shelters were provided, 

now maintained by the LPC, "Welcome to Lanner Parish" boards have been ordered 

unfortunately because of budget restraints they remain in the system, these will be erected 

by the southern end of the existing boundary footpath mentioned above in South 

Downs,The Paddock as well as others entering from various locations. Street Cleaning has 

been carried out regularly, organised by the PC and myself as Electoral Member on CC,the 

residents appreciate the hard work and attention they receive generally at present and will 

have no desire to become part of a town unit but remain adamant to stay in a village 

environment particularly where Lanner Parish is at present, I have canvassed a few homes 

where the response has been unanimous in remaining a Lanner resident, my firm intention 

is to further canvas as many as I can achieve before the meeting on the 14th October 2019. 

As reorted to the panel Lanner has embarked on producing a Parish Neighbourhood Plan 

which has been formally adopted, care and attention has formed the main thrust of where 

to permit development etc; South Downs has been saved from any major plans likewise the 

area of land around Lanner Hill and land to the North of Beauchamps Meadows and quite 

rightly so, whereas Redruth have as yet not produced any proposals as to future 

developments, because of the statement made at the meeting on the 1st Oct after being 

questioned RTC spokespersons reiterated that all of the development land allocation had 

been used up, by taking over the area proposed by them would allow a large deposit of land 

for possible building, thus undermining all of LPC`s considerable efforts in trying to curb 

excessive development. Members of the public also fear the increase in their Council Tax 

and because of their extended location from the town centre would see far less for the 

money because most of any regeneration monies would be for that use only. 
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Furthermore most residents living in South Downs wouldn`t necessarily travel to Redruth to 

visit the depleting variety of shops, four banks have shut, most shops consist of charity 

establishments, kebab shops, estate agents, undertakers etc, instead asking around and 

according to residents canvassed it is just as easy to go to Truro or Falmouth where an 

abundant of shops exist, the only reason they would travel in a south westerly direction and 

bypass the town is to go to Tesco`s which is out of town in any case, also in recent press 

releases Redruth has applied and are hopeful of receiving further regeneration grants to try 

and help save the town and encourage businesses to take on the several empty properties, 

obviously a dramatic drop in council tax precept. 

I hope I have not bored you with my submission but felt some historic facts would in my 

opinion help galvanise the true feeling in and around the areas proposed in the Land Grab, 

which is what a lot of residents compare it to, I have to strongly reiterate the situation of 

actually even contemplating splitting South Downs and the other nearby locations from 

Lanner Parish would be nothing short of Disastrous for existing residents with their Strong 

and Well Established Ties and even Stronger Community Identities, not only would it be a 

travesty but would partly destroy a lot of the hard work and research carried out by Lanner 

Parish Council in producing their Neighbourhood Plan but also fly in the face of panel 

members and us as Elected CC members who have already gone through the painful process 

only last year in regard to the CC Electoral Boundary Review which has been accepted by the 

then Boundary Commision, I assume also that if RTC`s proposal was even considered it 

would be called in by the Commision in any case for a review, what a farce and wasted 

expense of public money and members time. 

I would implore members of the panel to consider the Devastating effect this would have if 

it were approved on the everyday lives of ordinary Lanner People who have at present 

enjoyed excellent service from myself and LPC since 1985(residents words not mine)they 

enjoy the inclusive nature of the everyday events in and around Lanner, they use the 

Outreach Post office which is literally over the hill, the Village Hall where several 

organisations/voluntary groups are based, the Petrol Filling and MOT station, bakers 

community shop, Christchurch, the Wewsley Chapel and Sunday School, a large and well 

equipped Playing Field, Doctors Surgery, Dance Academy, Lanner Band and Band Academy 

with ages ranging from 5years to 70,two pub`s and all establishments having free parking, 

all used extensively by South Downs residents, with all this in mind why would people want 

to be addressed as anything other than residents having exceptional Local and Strong 

Community Identities within Lanner Parish not Redruth, so please could the panel 

remember their reasons for their decisions only last year to retain the Status Quo 

recommended by yourselves after fairly intensive and lengthy deliberations which sensibly 

was accepted by the Electoral Commision and please disregard any proposal by Redruth to 

include South Downs, The Paddock, Beauchamp Meadows and both sides of Lanner Hill into 

their Parish/Town Boundary. 
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I will as mentioned make every effort to canvass residents if the result is needed before the 

14th October 2019 and would like to have it confirmed that although the implementation of 

a restricted time restraint being suggested that I do have some opportunity to speak if 

necessary, 

Kind regards 

John T. 

Cornwall Councillor John Thomas MBE 

Lanner and Stithians Electoral Division 
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Additional Feedback on submissions from Parish Councils: 
 
Camborne Town Council: 
 
From: Samantha Hughes <shughes@camborne-tc.gov.uk> 

To: Community Governance Reviews <CGRs@cornwall.gov.uk> 

CC: 

Subject: further information following Public Meeting @ Heartlands 1st 

October 

 

Good Morning 

 

I would like to clarify a few points in addition to our verbal comments on 

Tuesday night. 

We did not feel it would be fitting to get into a public spat with our 

neighbours on the night and have further information which should be of 

use. 

 

Carn Brea Parish Council stated that Camborne Town Council had not 

communicated with them or provided copies of the survey results, the 

survey was emailed to Carn Brea before it even took place and we did ask 

for permission from the Council to conduct the survey and tried to meet 

with the Chairman and the Clerk on more than 1 occasion but they 

declined. 

There was a small proportion of surveys completed. But due to only 

having a very short period of time to conduct (due to waiting for Carn 

Brea to approve) it was difficult to visit at appropriate times of day. But a 

letter was put in all letter boxes asking for any concerns about a possible 

change to be emailed to us, we only had 1 response. 

Most conversations with residents were positive. 

 

The survey results were emailed to the Clerk and at all times Camborne 

Town Council showed respect. 
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As Carn Brea also had issues with the receipt of emails in relation to the 

meeting at Heartlands, they possibly have an internal communication 

issue. 

 

Camborne Town Council did not consider the village of Brea in discussions 

regarding ward changes as the main priority for the Council was to align 

itself with Cornwall Councils new electoral boundary,. 

Tuckingmill is the gateway to Camborne and the Town Council would like 

to include the whole village in improvements and decorations. We already 

provide hanging baskets and flower displays in Tuckingmill and would like 

to make the entrance to Camborne welcoming and visually attractive for 

visitors and everyone in the community to be proud. Tuckingmill is a part 

of Camborne with no rural area between. 

 

Camborne Town Council are a forward thinking Council and this area is a 

growing community and over time has become even more a part of 

Camborne Town. 

 

Kind regards 

 

Samantha Hughes 

Acting Deputy Town Clerk & Finance & Administration Officer 
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Carn Brea Parish Council: 
 
Submission of Carn Brea Parish Council to the Cornwall Community Governance 
Review Committee Subject; - The Transfer of East Hill Ward, Carn Brea to Camborne 
Town. 
 
Carn Brea Parish Council became aware that Camborne Town Council had delivered a 
Consultation Document to each household in East Hill Parish Ward. When the Parish 
Council received an email at the end of June the Council contacted Camborne Town 
Council and the Chairman of the Council for clarification. The Camborne covering 
letter to the East Hill Electors was very misleading. The Camborne covering letter 
suggested to the East Hill Ward Electors that they were in Camborne Church Parish, 
that they wanted East Tuckingmill and West Tuckingmill to be re-united, that they 
wanted to take full control of Tuckingmill Valley Park, part of which is in the Carn 
Brea Parish area. 
 
However here are the facts of the case: - 
 
East Hill Tuckingmill has been in the Parish of St lllogan since Cornish Church Parish 
boundaries were settled in the 9th Century A.D.  St lllogan's Parish stretches form 
near Nine Maidens School, (7 miles from Helston) to the Centre of Porth Towan 
Beach (4 miles from St. Agnes).  St lllogan was the 3rd largest Parish in all Cornwall 
after  Wendron  and Alternon.   Shortly after  1889,when Cornwall County Council 
was created, the Parishes and Towns of Cornwall were also given Civil Councils in 
about 1893.  East Penwith Hundred were given three; Camborne Town, Redruth 
Town and lllogan Parish. There was a major local government  review in the 1930's 
which set up revised Parish and Town Council areas and Boundaries in 1935. 
Unfortunately, East Penwith became unparished (believed by accident in the Act of 
Parliament) in 1935. This meant that Camborne, Redruth and lllogan all lost their Civil 
Councils. The Parish affairs of all three areas were now administered by the 
Camborne - Redruth Urban District Council (created in 1935 until it's abolition in 
1974). In 1974 Parish affairs in East Penwith were then administered by the newly 
created Kerrier District Council, following another major review of Cornwall's Local 
Government which reduced the number of Urban and Rural Districts from 42 to just 
SIX!. 
 
In the 1970's there were campaigns to regain Parish and Town Council's for 
Camborne, Redruth and lllogan. This resulted in their reparishing in 1985. The 
unparished area of Camborne Town, Redruth Town and lllogan Parish did not have 
Two Town and One Parish re-instated but the 2 Towns of Camborne and Redruth and 
Six new Civil Parishes. Namely, Carharrack, Lanner, St Day, Portreath, lllogan and 
Carn Brea. 
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In the case of the old pre 1935 lllogan Parish Area, it was resolved that as lllogan 
Parish had more people living within it than Redruth Town Area, it's populations was 
too big to have its whole area as a new Civil Parish, so, "Old" lllogan was divided into 
three new Civil Parishes namely Portreath Parish Council, lllogan Parish Council and 
Carn Brea Parish Council.  Carn Brea was created out of the whole of South lllogan 
with its Northern Border set on the Cornwall County Council Ward  Boundary 
between lllogan North and lllogan South.  So throughout the whole history of Civil 
Councils since 1889, East Hill, Tuckingmill has NEVER BEEN part of Cam borne but 
always administered by the lllogan Parishes.  Tuckingmill has always been divided by 
the River Connor (also known as the Red River) since the 9th Century A.D.  The River 
Connor has been the lllogan Boundary for most of its length with Camborne and is 
the longest river in West Cornwall.   It's spring head is near Nine Maidens School near 
Higher  Bolenowe, it travels through Troon Moor, through  Brea Village, Tuckingmill, 
Roscroggan, Reskadinnick and Combellack where the  lllogan boundary leaves it to 
follow  up another stream up to the North Cliffs.  A distance of approximately six 
miles. 
 
In respect of Church Parish Boundaries. The River Connor divided the Parishes of 
Camborne (St Mediadoc) and St lllogan until 1832 or 1840 when new Church Parishes 
were set up. Part of St Meriadoc and part of St lllogan (East Hill) became the new 
Church Parish of Roskear (also known as Tuckingmill). This new Parish administered, 
itself for Church Purposes until 20 years ago. The Church of England then decided to 
set up BENIFICES. The Camborne Benifice resulted in the Church Parishes 
ofTuckingmill/Roskear Penponds, Camborne, St Meriadoc and Treslothan being 
looked after by one Priest from Camborne. So East Hill "Ward" Tuckingmill has never 
been part of Camborne Church Parish either in History. 
 
There are 246 Electors in East Hill Ward of Carn Brea Parish. When Camborne 
eventually communicated with Carn Brea Parish Council on their intrusive survey of 
East Hill, it reported that there had been just one reply to their survey and that was 
that they wanted to stay in Carn Brea Parish. This was followed up by another visit to 
residents which resulted in 18 more replies. i.e. 7.4% of the total electorate.  
However, this 2nd visit was after the East Hill Ward Parish Councillor, Cllr Paul 
Holmes had written to every elector. 
Following the letter, Cllr . Holmes has been contacted by 34 electors, via personal 
conversations, telephone calls and letters. All 34 asking to stay with Carn Brea Parish 
Council i.e. 13.8% of the Electors. 
 
In respect of shopping habits, doctors etc. East Hill residents do shop in Camborne as 
it is the nearest town. But they are more inclined to shop at Morrisons in lllogan 
Highway, Carn Brea (nearest other Morrisons is in Helston). Tesco Extra in Pool Carn 
Brea, the largest shop in the area, or see Doctors at Pool Medical Surgery. Pupils go 
to Pool Academy and Camborne School. 
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The only occasion of cross border Civic Administration is to elect a Cornwall 
Councillor.  Between 1889 and 2009. That is 120 years East Hill was always within the 
lllogan South Electoral Division. When Cornwall Council was set up in 2009 the 
Commission responsible for creating the 123 new Cornwall Councillor Wards, took 
the East Hill Electorate to increase the electorate of Roskear C.C. Ward to balance 
out the numbers per ward.  This has also happened to Electors elsewhere in Carn 
Brea Parish, namely West Tolgus Carn Brea, as part of the electorate of lllogan C.C. 
Ward, and at one time Barncoose Ward, Carn Brea became part of a Redruth C.C. 
ward.  Since 2009 there have been three Cornwall Councillors reporting to Carn Brea 
Parish Council for various areas of the Parish.  Unfortunately, from 2021 with the 
Cornwall Councillor numbers being reduced to just 87 there will be FOUR new 
Cornwall Councillor reporting to Carn Brea Parish for various areas of the Parish. Carn 
Brea Parish Electorate has been used as a convenient place to  use its electorate to 
top up and balance the electoral  numbers of other areas Cornwall Councillors 
Wards. This state of affairs is beyond the remit of Cornwall Council and Carn Brea 
Parish Council as it was imposed upon us both by powers to be from on high. 
However, the fate of East Hill Ward, Carn Brea Parish is in the hand of Cornwall 
Councillors.  Please find in favour of Carn Brea Parish Council by not allowing 
Camborne Town Council to have an unreasonable land grab. To transfer 246 Electors 
from a Parish of 6,000 Electors to a Town of over 20,000 is not the best interest of 
East Hill Ward who are well served at present by Carn Brea Parish who have cared for 
East Hill well without any complaint. 
 
As a footnote Tuckingmill had two Methodist Chapels one in West Tuckingmill and 
one in East Tuckingmill. East Hill also had its own grocery shop separate to West 
Tuckingmill and also a commercial garage. They have always been separate 
communities separated by the Red River. It is not unusual for different communities 
in Cornwall to be on opposite banks of a River, Large or Small. ooe is a good example. 
Using Camborne's logic, Carn Brea could claim the "unification" of Brea Village half a 
mile away where two thirds of the village is in Carn Brea and a third is in Camborne 
but we have not as we respect the ancient boundary between the two parishes 
which is still as sensible and relevant a boundary today as it has been for the last 
1,200 years. 
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Lanner Parish Council: 
 
Further submission from Lanner Parish Council.  

Thank you for providing the opportunity to address the panel on behalf of the residents of the South 

Downs/Beauchamp Meadows area of Lanner at the recent hearing held at Heartlands.  

Following further information on the aims of the Redruth Town Council we seek to refute some of 

the claims made and to expand on some of the points previously made.  

1. We confirm that LPC does not consider that postcodes have any bearing on determination of 

parish boundaries neither do they determine communities. The identification of and 

participation in communities is the primary function of administrative boundaries and it is 

clear that the residents of this area identify with and participate in the community of Lanner 

over and above any relationship they may have with Redruth as a town. 

2. The area from Chapel Terrace to Lanner Hill has historically been designated and regarded as 

Lanner following the formation of a parish when the then Parish of Gwennap was divided 

up. Much was made by the RTC representative Cllr Barnes of this decision being irrational. 

As well as the fact that it follows the old Gwennap line (that is, the land has never been in 

Redruth) he was, of course, a Kerrier councillor and with Redruth TC at inception. So, he 

can’t deny some personal responsibility for the line which he now seeks to rubbish. 

3. Please find with this document copies of correspondence to the late Mr M Collins, resident 

with his mother the late Mrs B Collins at 1 Chapel Terrace South Downs. Mr Collins 

completed service in WWII. All those residents within the parish of Lanner received a token 

from the people of Lanner to express thanks for their service during the ‘Country’s hour of 

need’.  Descendants confirm that residents of this area attended Lanner Methodist Church 

and carried pride of being part of the village.  These documents do relate to a time before 

Lanner parish council was created. They do, however, add to the weight of where residents 

believe their community is located and that is an imperative consideration for the panel. 

4. Obviously, there has been considerable development since the current boundaries were 

established and that can lead to roads or estates being divided by established boundaries. 

This is apparent at The Paddock, where numbers 1 to 61 are within the parish of Lanner the 

remainder in Redruth.  At the rate that development is required within Cornwall it would be 

impossible to avoid such situations and boundaries simply cannot be reviewed to continually 

avoid such dividing lines. If this is of considerable concern, perhaps an alternative would be 

to move the area of The Paddock currently in Redruth to Lanner!  

5. As has been previously indicated Lanner has progressed well with the creation and 

completion of an NDP which was “made” after passing referendum in February 2019. 

Although it has been clarified, by CC Planning Officers, that the NDP will stand regardless of 

any changes to boundaries (until the NDP is reviewed) the notable level of engagement in 

the NDP process and the preparation of Lanner’s Local Landscape Character Assessment 

from residents in the South Downs area of the parish should be highly regarded. Redruth are 

yet to develop an NDP to full potential and should residents of this area be consulted by 

Redruth they might expect a lower level of participation than might be desired as it is likely 

that many will be disenfranchised with the process.  We have formally requested to be kept 

in touch with Redruth NDP so that we can represent any views of our residents. We’ve also 

asked to be kept in the loop about any developments regarding the sports field next to 

Clijah. We’ve heard not a whisper. While the land at the lower slopes/adjacent to 
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Beauchamp Meadows may be protected for as long as our NDP is in force, at any review this 

would be in danger if the land came within Redruth’s boundaries. Carn Marth is designated 

as an Area of Great Landscape Value. 

6. Residents should be fully aware of the impact that such a change of boundary will have on 

their precept. They have already shown full commitment to the projects Lanner PC are 

progressing with and are accepting of the resulting charges. To inflict a new rate on 

residents who have not been consulted on projects or services would seem most 

undesirable. Following on from the NDP process Lanner are now well into a review of the 

Parish Plan. This will seek to define the objectives for Council, and it is anticipated that the 

residents in the area in question will once again be fully engaged in such consultation.  The 

interests of residents in the area are also well reflected in the Lanner Emergency Plan.  

7. Change in local government has been rapid in recent times and the localism agenda has seen 

favourable opportunity for devolution and processes such as ‘paperless planning’ have seen 

an increase in workload for parish councils.  Just like Towns, villages have also sought to 

engage in this process and Lanner have embraced the opportunity to take increased 

responsibility for the area in which residents live and work. Parcels of land, services such as 

weed treatment and adoption of street furniture have been undertaken along with new 

larger scale projects. Changes to systems, partnership working with Cornwall Council has 

seen an increase in activities and much greater engagement with residents has been a 

positive result. Local Government at the base level is now at the heart of the community and 

works well to service desires and needs. Greater resilience is being developed with 

consideration and preparation being made for emergency situations. All of this has resulted 

in an investment into the employment of Clerks for a greater number of working hours. 

Lanner has a Clerk, working 30hrs per week, supported by an Assistant Clerk for 8 hours. If a 

change in boundary was made the resulting loss of precept could put this employment in 

jeopardy, either in reduction of hours or total job loss. Such change as a direct result of a 

Community Governance Review would be seem most undesirable and would undoubtably 

lead to a considerable reduction in the effectiveness of Council.  

8. Lanner parish council have also requested an increase in number of Councillors and have 

outlined the rationale behind this proposal. If the panel require further information, please 

do not hesitate to request (bearing in mind that time constraints restricted the panel’s 

opportunity to interrogate our request in detail). 
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Portreath Parish Council: 
 

Good Afternoon  

At their meeting on the 2nd September 2019 members of Porteath Parish Council considered the 

proposals of neighbouring councils to the Community Governance Review, members noted that only 

the proposal of St Agnes Parish council would affect Portreath Parish Council and resolved to support 

the proposal to alter the parish boundaries at Porthowan to include Chapel Meadows and 

neighbouring properties in the St Agnes Parish.  

Kind Regards 

Lucy  

 

Lucy Jose - Clerk to the Council and RFO 
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Stithians Parish Council: 

A-barth Onan Hag Oll!   Representing One and All 
 

St Gluvias & Mabe Proposed Boundary Changes 
 
Stithians Standpoint: 

• Stithians PC has considered the Community Governance Review and unanimously 
voted not to seek to make any changes either to boundaries, numbers of Councillors 
or the name of the Parish Council. It has also considered proposals from two 
neighbouring Parish Councils which impinge upon its area. 

 

Mabe PC Proposals: 
• Mabe PC wish to acquire Longdowns from Stithians. 
• Mabe PC have not followed due process and did not submit a written submission for 

consideration at the relevant CNA meeting, but did say at that meeting that they wish 
to acquire Longdowns from Stithians Parish. 

• This would have a financial implication on Stithians Parish Council (SPC) of the order 
of an 8.5% reduction in income through the precept. Alternatively, other Stithians 
Council Taxpayers would have to pay a similar percentage more in order to maintain 
the current budget. 

• Mabe PC stated that their bid was being made in accordance with the wishes of 
residents of Longdowns rather than Members, but no evidence has been presented to 
support this statement.  

• SPC has had a few informal discussions with residents of Longdowns and all residents 
who have been approached on the matter by Stithians Parish Cllr Mrs J Thomas have 
been in favour of remaining in Stithians. SPC will further consult with residents of 
Longdowns to establish their wishes. 

• SPC has worked hard to improve road safety in Longdowns, which remains our highest 
road safety concern. We have successfully got the speed limit down to 30mph but 
crossing the busy A394 still remains very hazardous especially for school children. 

• SPC is in the process of replacing the 2 bus shelters in Longdowns 
• SPC has for years made provisions to, one day, establish some playing facilities for the 

children of Longdowns although we will not be able to do this until the A394 is made 
safe for children to cross. 

 

St Gluvias PC Proposals: 
• St Gluvias PC wish to acquire Kennall Vale from Stithians PC for control of parking 

problems in Ponsanooth etc. That said, the only piece of land they have identified to 
address this problem is already in their Parish so the boundary change will not help 
address this problem.  

• Losing Kennall Vale would mean losing Stithians’ only tangible connection with mining 
heritage with the loss of the Gunpowder Works. Stithians PC is an active member of 
the Mining Villages Regeneration Group of local Parishes and wishes to remain as such. 

• The 3 landowners who own the vast majority of Kennall Vale have all advised SPC that 
they wish to remain in Stithians Parish. 

• The proposed boundary change creates an irregularity in what is presently a relatively 
straight boundary. 
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• SPC supports the St Gluvias proposal to change their name to Ponsanooth Parish but 
is opposed to their boundary change proposals. 

 

JV Calvert 
Clerk 

20th September 2019 

 

 


