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Community Governance Review 

Falmouth and Penryn 

Community Network Area 5 

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 9 parishes are in the Falmouth and Penryn Community Network 
Area; namely – Budock, Constantine, Falmouth, Mabe, Mawnan, Mylor, Penryn, 

Perranworthal and St Gluvias. 

 

Cornwall Community Governance Review (Stage 2) 
 
Public Engagement Meeting (Falmouth Area; 17.9.19) – Report 
 
1. Introduction   
 
1.1 This is a report of the proceedings and key points made at the Falmouth Area 

Public Engagement Meeting, which took place at Falmouth Town Council’s Old 
Post Office building on 17 September 2019 and was chaired by Malcolm 
Brown CC, the Chair of Cornwall Council’s Electoral Review Panel.  

 
1.2 The purpose of the paper 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 lists the key arguments put forward on each 
of the contentious proposals that were the main focus of the meeting.   

 
2. Meeting: attendance/process 
 
2.1 Attendance: 30 (counted)   

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

o Residents: 4 
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o Town & Parish Council representatives: 13 (Parishes of Budock, 
Falmouth, Mabe; Penryn, St Gluvias, Perranarworthal, Mylor, 
Stithians) 

o Local Divisional Members: 5  

• Electoral Review Panel representatives: 3 (Malcolm Brown CC, Dick Cole 
CC, Mike Thomas CC) 

• Cornwall Council officers (meeting administration): 4 

• Falmouth Town Council officer (venue administration): 1 
 
2.2 Parishes focused on at this meeting: Group 1: Falmouth, Budock, Mabe; Group 

2: Penryn, St Gluvias, Mylor, Perranarworthal, Stithians 
 
2.3 Proceedings (The meeting commenced at 7.00pm and concluded at 9.15pm):  

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 were repeated for each group of parishes 

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. 

• There were no questions on the CGR process.  
 

(2) Parishes of Budock, Falmouth and Mabe:  
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(2i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions  
 
(a)  Representative of Falmouth Town Council (Councillor Steve Eva, Mayor of 
Falmouth) 

• Town Council’s (TC) proposals are logical and recognise growth of Falmouth as 
urban area but they recognise not all will agree. 

• [Proposal referred to in Cornwall Council submission list as “1 – to extend northern 
boundary north to A39 into Budock PC and Penryn TC. Current boundary predates 
A39. TC provides services in those areas.  Area also allocated for expansion of 
Falmouth”]: This proposal re-sites northern boundary to A39 and tidies dog-leg 
boundary at Ponsharden to the water.  A39 Penryn bypass did not exist at time of 
last review and now creates logical break between distinct urban identities of 
Penryn and Falmouth.  Also encompasses Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan 
development sites (former Vospers Garage; fields to Hillhead Roundabout) 
identified as Falmouth urban expansion. 

• [Proposal referred to in Cornwall Council submission list as “Option 2(b) to extend 
western boundary to the west into Budock PC, which retains green buffer zone 
and preserves Budock Water settlement”] This proposal resets western boundary 
to include existing urban/industrial expansion and Local Plan allocated expansion 
of Falmouth.  Plan submitted retains rurality and ancient character of Budock 
Water and has green buffer, as requested by Budock Parish Council (PC).  TC had 
considered option [Option 2(a)] of taking in all of new Electoral Division as a 
“Budock Ward” of Falmouth Parish but recognised rural identity of Budock would 
be lost. 

• Proposals are informed by Neighbourhood Plan and Local Plan and future proofs 
urban expansion. 

• The Mayor emphasised strongly that the proposals are at the Town Council’s 
request not, as had been asserted by Budock Parish Council, that of the Town 
Clerk.  The TC had instructed the Town Clerk to advise neighbouring parishes of 
the proposals. 

• The proposals are not a land grab, nor undemocratic.  They reflect the TC’s 
position in respect of the Electoral Review of Cornwall Council. 

• Falmouth Parish faces considerable pressure from factors including the 
University, the devolution of services from Cornwall Council, and new 
development and this falls on the people of Falmouth, the Town Council and its 
budget.  The proposal will help address these pressures. 

  
(b) Representative of Budock Parish Council (Councillor Treve Geraty)  
[Cornwall Council submission list summary of extent of external boundary proposals 
is:”(i) realign northern boundary where it joins with Penryn Parish, and offer that part 
which is situated to north of A39 to Penryn and (ii) realign east/west boundary where 
it adjoins Falmouth Town by moving that boundary east to the mid-point of Union 
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Road, Bickland Hill, Bickland Water Road etc., making the realigned boundary more 
definable along an established road rather than some metres into Budock 
Parish…[this would give Falmouth] a large area of housing development land sited in 
Budock and Penryn to the east of the Hillhead roundabout and running down towards 
Commercial Road…and as such is more closely allied to Falmouth”] 

 

• Aims of proposals: to meet Cornwall CGR guidelines to have realigned/new 
boundaries on predetermined and distinct lines; address historical boundary 
anomalies; consider development needs of Falmouth & Penryn (proposals would 
give both parishes allocated development land with planning approval for 
substantial housing).   

• Proposed boundary alignment is logical, practical and substantial.  

• Proposed boundary removes “ludicrous” anomalies (e.g. 4 dwellings out of 104 in 
Union Park and 1 in Oakland Park are in Falmouth, with all others in Budock) and 
other small anomalies along route of present boundary. 

• In June, Budock PC/Penryn TC agreed land north of A39 distributor road (in 
Budock) has more affinity to Penryn and that Church Commissioners’ land to 
south of Hillhead roundabout [see next paragraph] has so with Budock and 
perhaps Falmouth town. 

• In July, Budock PC/Falmouth TC met.  Falmouth TC presented Budock land that 
was to be annexed; they were not open to discussion.  Falmouth TC’s proposed 
boundary is arbitrary, and is neither distinct nor clear (it uses no distinct physical 
or geographical features or a clear road route).  The following Budock PC proposal 
is still included in its submission: to offer Falmouth the Church Commissioner’s 
land identified for development to the south of Hillhead roundabout down to and 
in addition to the land offered by Penryn (development land for c.300 dwellings, 
split 50/50 from Budock and Penryn).  This also achieves clearly defined 
boundaries between all three parishes using main traffic routes. 

• The PC’s public engagement included a questionnaire to Oakland Park and Union 
Park residents.  Results: 51 of 124 premises responded.  48 (94%) wanted to stay 
in Budock Parish. 

• Budock Parish NDP consultation.  All 1234 residents consulted on green buffer 
between Budock/Penryn & Falmouth towns and development of land between 
Bickland Water Road and Budock Water village.  99.3% in favour of 
maintaining/enforcing distinction between parish/towns. 

• Most residents have a strong identity with the parish.  They actively use local 
facilities (e.g. church, 2 village halls, shop, 2 pubs, hairdressers, hotel, 2 caravan 
sites, holiday home complex with own pub).  Assertion that they feel greater 
affinity with Penryn/Falmouth than Budock is not supported by any evidence 
from Budock PC’s consultations. 

• Elector ratio: Budock - 128:1; Falmouth – 1047:1.  Given this and representation 
on/support of management committees (e.g. village halls, playing field 
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associations), PC well able to support management committees on new 
developments in the parish. 

• Current housing developments to north of parish/industrial units to west of 
Bickland Water Road are 95% sited in the parish.  Residents there pay much lower 
precept.  While precept is not relevant to CGR, it is to ratepayers.  If proposal 
approved, there is potential for adverse public reaction (Falmouth Band D is 9x 
the Budock precept; ratepayers moving to Falmouth parish would have an 808% 
precept increase). 

• Budock an ancient parish (mentioned in Domesday Book 1086; predates 
Falmouth/Penryn towns by several hundred years).  Focal point is parish church 
(13th Century), adjacent to green buffer zone: demonstrates age/rural nature of 
parish.  Church, together with adjacent cluster of buildings (Churchtown) is most 
ridiculous area of Falmouth’s land grab. 

• Difficult to understand Falmouth’s justification for annexing green buffer, unless 
long-term plan is to build on it.  This would be contrary to: recent planning 
inspector decision, Cornwall Local Plan, Cornwall Site Allocations Development 
Plan Document (where identified as being crucially important to maintaining 
separate identities of parish and town), emerging Budock Parish NDP and 
National Planning Policy Framework (latter seeks to avoid towns spreading into 
countryside and subsuming ancient villages). 

• Only at start of public engagement process.  Next steps: parish questionnaire and 
public meeting; results/feedback will be provided to the Review. 

• Budock community very unhappy with Falmouth’s arrogant annexation proposals 
and will fight to prevent them.          

  
(c) Representative of Mabe Parish Council (Councillor Michelle Wilkinson, standing in 
for the Chair of the Parish Council) 
[The Parish Council has made no submission to date as explained in this entry from 
the Cornwall Council submission summary list: “(No Change) Don’t want to make 
submission yet due to opposing proposals. Aware of potential proposals – residents 
from a village on the boundary wanting to be included in Mabe [2 individuals in 
Longdown have made submissions requesting that this village moves from Stithians 
to Mabe] Penryn want the area of the university.” 

• Two key issues for Mabe Parish Council (PC): 

• (1) Penryn Town Council (TC) trying to take University away from Mabe.  We’re 
one of the few villages with a university.  In last 20 years, Mabe PC has considered 
all their planning applications and backed them consistently.  It is unfair Penryn 
TC wants to take it just as the Community Infrastructure Levy is introduced, and 
the parish won’t benefit.  

• History: Glasney College has always been in Mabe.  When planning permission 
was given to the University, it was called Tremough campus, an historic Mabe 
name.  It has been rebranded as “Penryn campus” to attract - as a more well-
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known geographical name - the students but this doesn’t detract from the 
historic sense of place.  

• The PC wants to keep the University, which is beginning to identify as being in the 
parish.  The PC has supported the University, has proposals for increasing links 
with it, and volunteer activity in the parish is linked into it.   

• If the University stays in the parish, this will give the PC a voice on any expansion 
plans.   

• Mabe is a rural parish and needs that definition.   

• (2) Longdowns.  The PC would like this area to transfer formally to the parish.  
Residents there are in Stithians parish, but they look to/identify with Mabe.  
Children go to our school; residents use our amenities (pubs, parks).  The bus 
routes run to Mabe, not Stithians.  The residents there pay the higher Stithians 
precept.   

• History: Longdowns was once part of Mabe.  The change [to Stithians] does not 
reflect the reality of the community. 

• The reason we have parishes is history.  This history should be respected. 
 
(2ii)  Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel  
 
Q1: Dick Cole CC asked Budock PC and Falmouth TC how much they felt the 
expansion of Falmouth is part of a continuing, historic process.  He pointed out that 
Budock was once much bigger than Falmouth, which was originally a small 
settlement and had gradually expanded into Budock over the years. 
A: The Parishes did not answer this question: the ensuing Q&A discussion focused on 
the subsequent questions and included an examination of the submission maps. 
     
Q2: Dick Cole CC asked Budock PC and Falmouth TC to clarify their position on the 
green buffer and what buffer line they are seeking to achieve. 
A: Budock PC: On the Menehay Farm route.  A recent planning decision (Planning 
Inspector decision, supported by Secretary of State) confirmed the green buffer 
needed to be maintained as such.  Falmouth TC submission includes St Budock 
Church & Churchtown, with no logical line. 
A: Falmouth TC: The proposed line is tight around the church but does not include 
the church.   
 
Q3: Malcolm Brown CC asked what the impact would be on Budock PC if Cornwall 
Council approved the option referred to in Falmouth TC’s submission of creating a 
Budock Ward within Falmouth Parish [Cornwall Council summary: Option 2(a)]; 
would the PC remain viable, what effect would it have on the services it provides, 
what percentage of properties would it lose?  He asked Falmouth TC whether it had 
thought about the potential impact on Budock PC.  
A: Budock PC: Would lose significant income from Oakland Park and Roscarrack, and 
various places on road to Maenporth.  Parish has relatively low precept, so losing 
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income would affect everyone in the parish.  Residents leaving the parish would see 
precept rise from £30 to £278.  
A: Falmouth TC: Elected to serve Falmouth Parish, so our role is to look at the impact 
on the town.  We face pressure on our finances: residents of the areas we want to 
take in, and who use Falmouth assets/services, are only paying £30 to their parish 
rather than to us.  There is pressure of development and from urban sprawl of 
Falmouth (e.g. on GPs, dentists; TC toilets and library).  On University issue, we have 
built student blocks, but question how many the parishes have built.  Students do 
not pay the precept, but they impact on us. 
 
Q4: Mike Thomas CC asked Falmouth TC and Budock PC about their aspirations, and 
the extent to which they are shared.       
A: Falmouth TC: [In response to a suggestion it had chosen to refurbish the Old Post 
Office], the TC did not choose to have student blocks and 7000 students [referencing 
above comment re the precept].  We are forward thinking, want to achieve for the 
public.  However, Falmouth parishioners pay “double whammy”: £274.  We’ve got to 
provide services (e.g. street cleaning etc.), so if a large percentage of the population 
don’t pay towards the precept, the rest have to cover this.  TC’s proposed expansion 
will protect its budget/services. 
A: Budock PC: We take an active part in supporting things in the village (e.g. engage 
with village halls, playing fields association; and want/have the experience to support 
the management committees for our new developments).  We are careful to 
maintain a low precept while keeping funds available to support the parish.  We are 
sympathetic about Falmouth’s student issue but we don’t do vanity projects.  We do 
what the parish wants.  The TC choose to devolve services, they shouldn’t expect 
others to fund this; our parishioners would not be happy to push up the precept.   
 
(2iii) Statements on these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 
 
(a) A Falmouth resident 

• Wholeheartedly support Falmouth TC position 

• People from new developments use our facilities, why should we pay? 
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(b) A Budock Parish Councillor 

• A lot of Falmouth TC’s statements are disingenuous: GPs are not paid for by the 
TC (and nor are the schools or highways); most Budock Parish residents live some 
distance away from Falmouth; our residents use the mobile library that serves 
our area.  

• The rural element of Budock Parish will be affected if the precept goes up. 

• Taking in a few hundred houses from us will make little difference to the 
pressures on Falmouth. 
  

(iv) Statements on the submissions by local Cornwall Councillors 
 
(a) Jayne Kirkham CC (Falmouth Smithick) 

• Falmouth/Budock boundary: Bickland Water Road: The two developments at 
Union Corner/Oakland Park are Falmouth addresses; the other houses on Bickland 
Water have not been built yet; the new housing is not producing much precept yet.  
They are on the Falmouth side of the green buffer.  For these reasons, the proposal 
they should be within Falmouth seems to make sense.  

 
(b) Peter Williams CC (Mabe, Perranarworthal and St Gluvias) 

• Pleased to hear Mabe representative speak, support what she said, and pleased 
with their support of and wish to retain the University.  Supportive of the 
Longdowns proposal.  Planning permission has recently been given for a 360 
capacity student block in Mabe, and the village carries quite a number of students 
already along with the other parishes of Falmouth and Penryn.   
 

(c)  John Bastin CC (Constantine, Mawnan & Budock) 

• Falmouth/Budock boundary: Oakland Park has been there since the 1940s.  It and 
Trescobeas are Budock developments.  The green buffer is key.  Bickland Water 
Road is a natural barrier for Falmouth & Budock. 

• Mabe/Penryn boundary: Some debate about origins of Glasney College; it was in 
Budock Parish until fairly recently; Budock used to go to the bottom of Hillhead, 
and took in Glasney. 
  

(d) David Saunby CC (Falmouth Trescobeas) 

• Falmouth/Budock boundary: A number of the services/assets that the Town 
Council operate are joint projects (e.g. the library), and it’s taken on beach toilets, 
bench maintenance and other services.  I understand Budock’s concerns; however 
the residents do use our facilities/services and do not contribute precept towards 
them.  I doubt the parishes would want all the student houses.   
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3: Parishes of Penryn, St Gluvias, Mylor, Perranarworthal, Stithians 
 
(3i): Brief verbal summaries of submissions  
 
(a) Representative of Penryn Town Council (Councillor John Langan) 
[Cornwall Council submission list summary of extent of proposed external boundary 
changes: “[a] Incorporate Penryn Campus of University.  Move boundary to Treluswell 
roundabout to B3292; will also include Penvose site, allocated for student 
accommodation. [b] Move boundary outwards to incorporate rest of industrial estate 
(that can only be accessed by vehicles through Penryn) and Penryn Campus. [c] Move 
boundary out to A39 to incorporate sloped land which faces Penryn.  [d] Move 
boundary to include rest of land at old Dales site; current site is split in two with slightly 
larger side in Penryn Parish (in exchange for Park Float/Marina). [e] Falmouth 
boundary to be moved towards Penryn, to enable Park & Float and The Marina to 
become part of Falmouth Parish (exchange for Dales site”).  

• Penryn TC has five adjacent local councils; has met four of them (all apart from 
Mylor, who understood and support the suggestions). 

• Proposal [c], the incorporation of the sloped land facing Penryn, is fair, and 
supported by Budock PC.  

• We have a short border with Falmouth; we want the boundary to be moved to the 
East of the Vosper’s site so the site it is entirely within Penryn as a multi-use 
development. 

• We asked Falmouth TC if they wanted to take on the Marine School and Park and 
Float land.  We want area of land on Freeman’s Wharf.  It is the south shore of the 
Penryn River and would be decent industrial land for our Parish.  Falmouth TC’s 
idea is slightly different.   

• Reasoning for wanting University, and triangle of land includes: (i) It is called the 
“Penryn Campus”, not the Mabe Campus.  (ii) People in the triangle area believe 
they are in Penryn Parish (iii) We put in the same/more work to support the 
University as Mabe PC does (iv) We don’t have much land and are bounded by a 
rural population (v) We want to take responsibility for and look after the area (vi) 
To help Falmouth TC – we are heavily impacted by the University, Falmouth more 
so: if the University moves to Penryn Parish, Falmouth would have more say on 
development issues as it would become a neighbouring parish.  We do understand 
that Mabe opposes this idea. 

• We are a small, compact parish.  We’ve taken on devolved services/assets from 
Cornwall Council (e.g. library and one stop shop).  It is logical for us to ask for the 
University and a section of Treluswell.    

 
(b) Representative of St Gluvias Parish Council (Councillor Chris Daly) 
[Cornwall Council submission list summary of proposed external boundary changes: 

“the Parish boundaries be extended outwards by a modest area to include additional 
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land and features around Ponsanooth. Properties are more closely located to 

Ponsanooth than their host Parishes, residents frequently walk into the village to 

access nearby services. The boundaries should therefore be extended to also include 

these areas.”] 

• St Gluvias PC wants to change its name to Ponsanooth, to put us on the map 

• We have met Penryn TC, Stithians and Perranarworthal PCs. 

• We have three main boundary requests: 

• (i) To take in part of Stithians Parish.  Ponsanooth is hemmed in by the river.  We 
wish to expand westwards to incorporate Kennall Vale Woods.  They are 
synonymous with Ponsanooth.  The World Heritage Site only includes the woods 
and Ponsanooth.  Anyone who visits the woods has to access it from Ponsanooth.  
They get up to 300 visitors a day, and this causes bad parking problems in the 
village; we have ideas to solve these in our Neighbourhood Plan but the source of 
the problems are in a different parish.  The woods link in with Ponsanooth in 
different ways: historically, culturally, as an amenity; the school runs classes in the 
woods; some residents source water from the wood’s leats (the leats can also 
cause problems when they overflow and we/our community have to manage this).  
We had a good meeting with Stithians PC to discuss this, which concluded in us 
respectfully agreeing to disagree.  

• (ii) To take in a small collection of properties from Perranarworthal Parish.  They 
are not significant to Perranwell, and Perranarworthal PC is supportive of this 
aspect.  

• (iii) To take in an area of amenity land for the residents of Ponsanooth.  We carried 
out resident consultation in 2018 and key issues fed back included parking 
problems, and poor access/accessibility of footpaths into the countryside 

• We oppose Penryn TC’s proposals to take in the area of land in the south-east of 
our Parish [references Presentation Slide “Penryn TC - Detailed 3.”]  This is a highly 
cherished piece of land, with views to Carrick Roads.  We invested several thousand 
pounds in judicially reviewing a planning permission within this land.  We want to 
control development via our Neighbourhood Plan and can’t do this if it is outside 
our Parish.   

 
(c) Representative of Mylor Parish Council (Councillor Melanie Franks) [No Change 
submission] 

• Bordering parishes have not consulted us formally (in writing).  Penryn has talked 
to us. 

• Perranarworthal PC’s submission, setting out its wish to take over Perran Foundry 
etc., was a complete surprise to us. We will submit a formal response to the 
Review. 

• We are working on our Neighbourhood Development Plan.  The area of our Parish 
that Perranarworthal PC wish to take is covered in our NDP. 
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• Our Parish has natural boundaries, of which the water and river form a major part, 
and we want to maintain them.  

 
(d) Representative of Stithians Parish Council (Councillor Phil Blease, Chairman) [No 
Change submission] 

• Stithians PC unanimously voted “No Change”.  This was based on the principle: “If 
it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.” 

• Mabe PC’s request for Longdowns: We do not want to lose it. Mabe PC has said 
tonight that it wants to take it over but why didn’t they make a written submission?  
We have seen no evidence of Mabe PC’s assertion that residents wish to be part of 
their Parish.  Anecdotally, one of our councillors has had a few discussions with 
Longdowns residents and they all want to stay in Stithians; we will be doing a more 
detailed survey to establish their wishes.  If the proposal is improved, we will lose 
about £6k in precept (to avoid this, we would need to raise the precept on the 
remaining parishioners by c.8.5%).  There is a long-standing road safety issue on 
A394 at Longdowns, our highest road safety concern; we’ve got the speed limit 
reduced but the road remains hazardous, especially for school children, and we are 
campaigning for a pedestrian refuge; we are in the process of replacing two bus 
shelters in Longdowns; we have been putting money into our reserves for some 
years to acquire some land for play provision, albeit this is a long way from being 
achieved and will first require the A394 to be made safe for children to cross. 

• St Gluvias PC’s request for Kennall Vale: We had an amiable meeting with the PC, 
which concluded with agreeing to disagree.  We support their proposal to change 
their name but we are opposed to the boundary change proposals: we don’t want 
to lose Kennall Vale.  We contacted the land owners* and they advised us they wish 
to remain in Stithians Parish [*from Cllr Blease’s speaker notes: “the 3 land owners 
who own the vast majority of Kennall Vale”].  Losing Kennall Vale would mean 
losing Stithian’s 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 and wishes to remain so; it would be somewhat embarrassing 
as a member of the Group to lose the woods.  We appreciate that car parking is a 
problem for St Gluvias; however, the piece of land they identified as a possible car 
park is within their current parish boundary so the boundary change will not help 
address the problem.  The proposed boundary change creates an irregularity in 
what is presently a relatively straight boundary.     

 
(e) Representative of Perranarworthal Parish Council (Councillor Graham Brown, 
Chairman)  
[Cornwall Council submission list summary of proposed external boundary changes: 
Parish boundary to include all buildings at Perran Foundry and also those properties up 
as far and including the first Carclew Lodge] 
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• Perran Foundry very close to our parish boundary (a few yards, opposite the 
Norway Inn); but 3 miles from Mylor village (the Fox family lived at Carclew, which 
was the reason it is in Mylor parish). 

• Strong historic connection between Perranarworthal Parish and Perran Foundry: 
Workers lived in the Parish. 

• Strong community connection too: the residents use facilities in Perranwell (shop, 
pub, graveyard, post office, playing field; the sewerage system comes into the 
village); residents identify with us, not Mylor. 

• In 2005, Carrick District Council aligned the foundry with our Parish commercially. 

• Perran Foundry’s postal address is Perranarworthal; its telephone code is 
Perranarworthal. 

  



 
 

13 
 

 

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

 
Q1: Dick Cole CC commented that he appreciated the different views, but a number of 
the current boundaries followed or broadly followed historical lines.  Given this, he 
asked the parishes to explain why they felt it necessary to change them. 

• A1: Mylor PC (Parish Chairman, Councillor Jan Robson).  The PC intends to write to 
the Review regarding Perranarworthal PC’s “land grab.”  We object to the change 
because the historical boundary is the River Kennall - why change it?  The boundary 
is clear and well-defined.  Perran Foundry is aligned historically with the river.  The 
A39 also runs along the river, and enhances the boundary.  Perran Foundry would 
have been a united site.  It is not an industrial site now, it’s a residential one – there 
is no more reason for Perranarworthal to take it over than there is for us to take in 
the properties on their side of the road (which have historical connections to 
Mylor).  Perranarworthal’s proposed boundary takes an ill-defined route through 
Devichoys Woods, a treasured amenity for Mylor Parish (e.g. used by school 
children) and run by Cornwall Wildlife Trust.  We object to the entire proposal but 
one aspect which concerns us particularly is that it takes the boundary to Carclew 
Lodge Gate, separating it from Carclew House.  We want to maintain control of the 
area; there is no valid reason for a change.  Perran Foundry workers came from 
both Perranarworthal and Mylor.  The residents there come to Mylor for various 
reasons (shopping, history group, lunch group, planning meetings, GP surgery). 

• A1: Perranarworthal PC (Councillor Douglas Angwin). Perran Foundry developers 
moved the river closed to the road, so the integrity of the river boundary no longer 
exists. There have been several statements made at the meeting like “logical, 
equitable, fair” and my points relate to these.  Mylor is 3 miles away from Perran 
Foundry, we are 10 feet away.  To be buried in our parish, a resident wishing to be 
buried at our church has to pay twice the fee of a parish resident.  Mining activity 
– not much in Mylor, a lot in our parish (Perranwell properties need mining 
surveys).  The product from Perran Foundry was used in our mining area; most of 
the workers lived in the parish.  The sewerage issues are dealt with by 
Perranarworthal PC as residents contact them.  Parking is limited on the Foundry 
site, so people park in our parish; we’d accept that if the site was in our parish.  We 
are willing to compromise with Mylor; we currently have some of the houses on 
the far side of the river.  It is not a land grab; it is a logical and fair request. 

• A1: Stithians PC: Kennall Vale starts at the top near Stithians village.  While most 
use the Ponsanooth access, there are access points in Stithians, and also former 
industrial access points near Little Plymouth which would be desirable to reopen.  
The historic connection is important for the Parish; lots of local people worked in 
the gunpowder factory. 

• A1: St Gluvias PC: The boundaries criss-cross the A393 in a bizarre way.  People live 
10 metres from the Ponsanooth village, but are outside the parish boundary.  Key 
issues affecting Ponsanooth lie outside our control because they are just outside 
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our boundary (e.g. seeking to secure vehicle activated sign to address local road 
safety issue).  We share the ambition to create access all the way through Kennall 
Vale woods, and want to continue to work with Cornwall Wildlife Trust to address 
this. 

• A1: Mabe PC: It is about where people feel they live.  Longdowns was in Mabe in 
the 1950’s.  The PC clarified that it wasn’t initially aware about the individuals’ 
submissions, and this is why they hadn’t talked to Stithians PC about this.           

 
Q2: Mike Thomas CC asked Mabe PC to respond to Penryn TC’s assertion that they 
(Penryn) are better placed to work with the University (including through working with 
Falmouth TC) and asked Penryn TC to provide an example of work they have done to 
support the university. 
A2: Mabe PC: Mabe PC, Penryn TC and Falmouth TC currently meet the University to 
discuss issues and therefore listen to any concerns that are raised by Falmouth.  We 
understand that Penryn wish to be a bona fide university town but this should not be 
at the cost of historical boundary lines.  We successfully deal with the University; we 
support their planning applications a lot of the time; all on-campus accommodation is 
in our parish; as referred to earlier, there is the new student block and the students 
already living in the parish.  We deal with the University and students fine, and 
communications are good.  We are not trying to be a university town, just to do our 
job as a PC, continue to work with the University and fulfil the requirements of 
residents.   
A2: Penryn TC.  We supported the proposal for a student village in the triangle area; 
our logic was that this would create 2000 student homes that wouldn’t have to be 
sucked out of Falmouth, Penryn and neighbouring villages.  I’ve been here for 20 years 
and people know the University as “Falmouth” rather than “Penryn”.  We want to have 
some control over what the university builds and where.  Austerity has impacted on 
us (e.g. devolution of library, toilets etc.) and on other local services (e.g. doctors, 
dentists, nurses).  We are the biggest adjoining parish and that’s why we asked for the 
University.     
 
(3iii) Statements about these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 
 
(a) Mylor PC (Councillor Jan Robson) 

• The PC haven’t been consulted by Perranarworthal so we haven’t been able to 
consult our residents 
 

(b) Stithians resident and landowner, Kennall Vale Nature Reserve  

• As landowner, supports Stithians PC’s position  

• Accepts Kennall Vale looks to both Stithians and Ponsanooth.  However, there were 
top accesses in Stithians, closed up in the 1960s.  Industry was/the industrial 
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heritage is not confined to the gunpowder factory site, but took place throughout 
Kennall Vale (e.g. mills). 

• Sympathetic to Ponsanooth, in terms of the practical issues in relation to Kennall 
Vale, and keen to work with them and Cornwall Wildlife Trust 

• In conclusion, don’t change something unless you need to do so.  
 
(c) Resident of Mabe Parish 

• Boundaries tend to be rivers or roads; people on both sides of the road tend to 
relate to people in the same direction 

• The boundaries seem solid 

• Is it possible to think about joint stewardship of an area e.g. Kennall Vale between 
St Gluvias and Stithians PCs? 

 
(3iv) Statements about these Submissions by Local Cornwall Councillors 
 
(a) Peter Williams CC (Mabe, St Gluvias & Perranarworthal) 

• Perranarworthal/Mylor: The river splits the Perran Foundry site in half, there are 
houses on both sides and 21 more are to be built there.  Mylor PC doesn’t get too 
involved with Perran Foundry, which is really part of Perranarworthal.  
Perranarworthal PC feels it is their responsibility and deals with the issues (e.g. 
sewerage, traffic, bus stops).  Suggested compromise between Mylor PC and 
Perranarworthal PC, while respecting the reality on the ground. 

• St Gluvias/Stithians: Stithians PC wants to keep Kennall Vale, but are they prepared 
to deal with the parking, dog fouling and litter issues?  St Gluvias PC is maintaining 
it now.  The only way you can get to Kennall Vale is to drive to Ponsanooth.   

• Penryn/St Gluvias: Penryn TC want the land up from Treluswell because there is 
planning permission in place.  The fact that St Gluvias PC is putting lots of money 
into the area needs to be taken into consideration. 

 
(b) John Symons CC (Penryn East & Mylor) 

• Penryn TC submission: I didn’t go to all the CGR meetings with the parishes but did 
attend the TC’s meetings.  I support the Penryn TC position. 

• Perranarworthal/Mylor: Perran Wharf is rightly in Mylor Parish.  Mylor Parish was 
created in 1844 and the same boundaries are still in place today.  The boundary 
between the two parishes is the River Kennall which flows into Restronguet Creek, 
a hard boundary Mylor wishes to retain.  The A39 was never in Mylor, and Mylor 
doesn’t want it.  The argument about burials/discounted rates applies everywhere 
in Cornwall.  The 01326 dialling code covers most of Mylor, but also Falmouth, 
Helston & the Lizard; some Mylor residents are 01872 (which covers Truro and 
area); BT does not issue dialling codes by Parish boundaries.  The past owners of 
Perran Wharf/Foundry built their houses in the grounds of Perran Wharf because 
it was in Mylor Parish.  The Foundry closed (1879) with the loss of 400 jobs, but not 
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all the workers were from Perranwell.  There has been no consultation between 
the Parishes; feels there should be some compromise.  

 
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: Falmouth (17.9.19)  
 
List of arguments put forward at the meeting on the contentious 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)  
 
1. Falmouth TC’s proposals to change its boundary with Budock Parish 
 
Arguments for: 

• Logical; recognises urban growth, takes in Local Plan/NDP development sites 

• Will help address significant pressures on Falmouth community and TC 
services/budget (including from development, University, devolution)   

• Use of Falmouth TC services/amenities by residents of neighbouring parishes 
creates particular pressure; the proposals will mitigate this to some degree  

• Use of the same  by students, who do not pay precept, is a significant pressure 

• Reflects TC position on Cornwall Council Electoral Review 

• A39 bypass creates logical boundary  

• Retains rural and historic character of Budock Water, includes green buffer 

• Bickland Water developments are Falmouth addresses on town side of green 
buffer.  As new housing, they are not generating much precept, so Budock 
PC’s loss of income is potential rather than actual. 

• Doubt expressed re rural parish willingness to take student developments  
 

Arguments against: 

• Proposal is arbitrary and uses no distinct/clear boundary features 

• Budock PC consultation shows residents of estates affected want to stay in 
Budock  

• NDP consultation shows Budock residents want to maintain parish-town 
distinction and green buffer  

• Taking in any green buffer contrary to planning policy/decisions; suspicion 
Falmouth TC wish to build on it 

• Budock residents have strong identity with Parish and actively use local 
facilities. 

• PC has ability to support management committees for new developments in 
Parish.  

• Impact on democratic representation: Budock elector ratio 128:1; Falmouth 
1047:1  

• Impact of precept rise on residents who would transfer to Falmouth 

• Loss of precept income for Budock PC    
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• Budock an ancient Parish; proposal to take in Churchtown particularly 
objected to on heritage grounds (note: Falmouth TC stated submission does 
not include church) 

• Most Budock residents live some distance away from Falmouth and use 
services local to them (e.g. mobile library) 

• The transfer of properties will impact significantly on Budock but will make 
little difference to the pressures on Falmouth.   

• Bickland Water Road is a natural boundary.  Oakland Park dates back to 
1940s. It/Trescobeas are Budock Parish developments. 

• Budock PC’s proposal has greater merit: 
➢ Logical, practical, substantial 
➢ Boundaries clearly defined and remove anomalies  
➢ Provides development land for Falmouth 

 
2. Penryn TC’s proposals to change its boundaries with Mabe Parish and St Gluvias 
Parish  
 
Arguments for: 

• Logical proposal 

• The University is called “Penryn Campus” [not “Mabe Campus”]; people know 
it as “Falmouth” university 

• Residents in section of Treluswell covered in proposal identify with/feel they 
live in Penryn Parish 

• Penryn TC works hard to support the University and is better placed to do so  

• The TC has a track record of supporting University development (e.g. student 
village proposal); it wants to have some control over its future development 

• Penryn Parish is the University’s biggest adjoining parish 

• Penryn Parish is small/compact, with limited land, bounded by a rural 
population 

• Penryn TC wants to take responsibility for and look after the area 

• Will help address pressure on TC’s services/budget, particularly in light of 
devolution and austerity  

• Falmouth Parish, as a neighbouring parish, will be able to have more of a say 
on the development of the University. 

 
Arguments against: 

• Mabe PC and Parish proud of being home to University   

• Mabe PC has supported University since it was established there (20 years); 
they have good working links and the PC plans to develop these further   

• Mabe will lose benefit of Community Infrastructure Levy  

• History: Glasney College in Mabe.  Campus named “Tremough”, a Mabe name  

• Boundary lines are historic; Penryn TC’s wish to be a university town should 
not be realised at expense of history 
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• University beginning to identify as being in Mabe parish 

• Volunteer activity in Mabe linked into University 

• Mabe has significant student population; all on-campus accommodation is in 
Parish, plus lots of students live elsewhere in Parish; new student block 
recently approved. 

• Mabe PC want to retain voice on development of University 

• Need to protect rural identity of Mabe parish 

• St Gluvias residents cherish area of land Penryn TC wish to take in  

• St Gluvias PC invested significant money in opposing a planning development 
there 

• St Gluvias PC want to retain area and control development through NDP 

• Penryn TC want Treluswell land because of extant planning permission 
 
3. The proposals for Mabe Parish to take in Longdowns in Stithians Parish, 
supported at the meeting by Mabe PC  
 
Arguments for: 

• Longdowns residents identify with Mabe more than Stithians and use its 
amenities  

• Longdowns bus routes run to Mabe rather than Stithians 

• Stithians precept higher than Mabe precept 

• History: Longdowns was once part of Mabe (until 1950s) 
 
Arguments against: 

• Stithians PC wants to keep Longdowns 

• No evidence to support assertion that its residents identify more with Mabe 

• PC has informally spoken to some residents who want to stay in Stithians 

• Loss of precept would have significant impact on Stithians PC/parishioners 

• Stithians PC has carried out and is planning work to address issues in 
Longdowns (including road safety; bus shelter replacement; play provision); a 
transfer would be unjustified in light of the work done and prevent/threaten 
its continuance 

 
4. St Gluvias PC’s proposals to change its boundary with Stithians Parish  
 
Arguments for: 

• Kennall Vale Woods closely linked to Ponsanooth historically, culturally, as 
amenity 

• World Heritage Site comprises woods and Ponsanooth 

• Only access to woods is via Ponsanooth 

• Ponsanooth school uses woods for lessons 
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• Would help St Gluvias PC address parking problems associated with the 
woods, through Neighbourhood Plan/creating parking area 

• St Gluvias deals with other woods-related issues, including issues with leats, 
dog fouling and litter 

• St Gluvias PC wants to continue to address issue of access/accessibility into 
woods/countryside  

• People live immediately adjacent to but outside St Gluvias Parish boundary 

• St Gluvias PC cannot address other issues whose source lies just outside its 
boundary but affect Ponsanooth (e.g. road safety) 
 

Arguments against: 

• Stithians PC wants to keep Kennall Vale 

• Local landowners wish Kennall Vale to stay in Stithians Parish 

• Kennall Vale an important community/heritage asset for Parish, especially as a 
link to its mining past 

• There are existing/historic access points to the woods in Stithians Parish 

• Transfer would threaten Stithians PC’s place on mining villages heritage group 

• The land St Gluvias PC have identified as a car park is within the current St 
Gluvias boundary  
 

5. Perranarworthal PC’s proposals to change its boundary with Mylor Parish  
 
Arguments for: 

• Proposal logical and fair, not a “land grab” 

• Perran Foundry adjacent to Perranarworthal boundary; 3 miles from Mylor 
village 

• Strong historic connection between Perranarworthal Parish and Foundry 
(workers came from Parish; product used in Parish) 

• Mining heritage strong in Perranarworthal; not in Mylor 

• Strong community connection between Perranarworthal/Foundry: residents 
identify with Perranarworthal, not Mylor, and use its facilities/amenities 

• Perranarworthal PC sees Perran Foundry as its responsibility and deals with/is 
affected by related issues (e.g. sewerage; residents parking in the Parish) 

• Strong commercial connection also 

• Perran Foundry address and dialling code are same as Perranarworthal’s 

• Course of river moved by developers so integrity of boundary no longer exists 
  
Arguments against: 

• Mylor PC wants to maintain control of area; is no valid reason to change 

• Proposals represent a “land grab”  

• Existing Mylor parish boundaries are clear, well-defined and historic, including 
both river and road.     
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• Area is covered in Mylor’s developing NDP 

• Perran Foundry aligned historically with river; workers came from both 
parishes 

• Perran Foundry residents use Mylor facilities/amenities 

• Proposed boundary takes ill-defined route through Devichoys Woods, a 
treasured asset for Mylor Parish. 

• Proposed boundary splits Carclew estate 

• Dialling codes are not issued on basis of Parish boundaries, and the code 
referred to above covers most of Mylor too (and other areas) 
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Additional Information Submitted by Parish Councils 
 
Mylor Parish Council: 
 

Response to the Perranarworthal Parish Council Submission on the 
Community Governance Review for Cornwall 2019 

 
Under the 2019 Community Governance Review Perranarworthal Parish Council has entered a 
submission which proposes that the boundary between their parish and Mylor Parish be altered. It is 
proposed that all buildings at Perran Foundry and all properties up to and including Carclew Lodge 
move to the Parish of Perranarworthal.  
 
Mylor Parish Council strongly objects to the proposal from Perranarworthal Parish Council for a change 
of boundary between the two parishes. This is a significant change to an existing, well defined natural 
boundary line and we do not see the benefits to either the parish or the residents set out in this 
proposal. 
 
Historically the boundary has been aligned with the natural boundary of the Kennal River, west of the 
river being Perranarworthal Parish and east being Mylor Parish.  
 
Similarly the busy A39 Truro to Falmouth Road, which is part of the Perranarworthal Parish, runs 
alongside the river at this point, and in fact bisects what was once a unified site; the road again forms 
a physical boundary between the Foundry and Perranarworthal parish.  It is hard to see, as claimed by 
Perranarworthal, how moving the boundary will reunite the site. 
 
Though the map provided with the submission is too small and unclear to accurately show what the 
proposed new boundary would be, it appears to also include running an ill-defined line through 
Devichoys Wood (a Nature Reserve belonging to Cornwall Wildlife Trust), separate Carclew Lodge – 
presumably the western lodge, from Carclew Estate and House (a major stately home with a long and 
significant history), and a number of other dwellings along Carclew Road.  It is possible that this may 
impact up to 50 existing households in total.  
 
Great weight is given by Perranarworthal Parish Council, to the historic nature of Perran Foundry as 
an industrial site. Of course this is of great value, and not just to Perranarworthal, but the Foundry site 
is now occupied by 36 modern dwellings with an additional 22 dwellings at planning stage; the original 
permitted total for the site is 80 units. This is now clearly a residential site and not an industrial one.  
Mylor Parish Planning Committee is closely involved with the residential development of this 6 acre 
site. We have acted, and continue to act as consultees to Cornwall Council Planning Department, when 
planning applications for Perran Foundry are submitted.   It is understood that where a site borders 
another Parish, both Parishes are consultees when it comes to reviewing planning applications.  This 
would not change with a redrawing of the boundary line.  
 
Since the development of the site, Perran Foundry residents have been a valued and important part 
of Mylor Parish.  Past residents are buried in Mylor Cemetery, some have a long association with Mylor 
having grown up here or have family members living within the parish.  Other residents within the 
proposed boundary change work in Mylor Parish, have children who attend the school and regularly 
use the rich array of facilities and services.  
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Perranarworthal Parish Council places great emphasis on the fact that the Foundry residents (in 
particular) use their village facilities. The parishioners who are potentially impacted by this change 
also make regular use of Mylor Parish facilities; numerous village shops and post office, three 
community halls as well as churches/chapels with halls, a film club, Lunch Club, history group, hair 
dressers, doctors' surgery with pharmacy, dentist, public car park, parish magazine (delivered by hand 
to the Foundry), public toilets, tennis court and open spaces, sailing clubs, monthly markets, pubs and 
restaurants – and much, much more.  The Parish Council is able to provide and support these excellent 
facilities thus making for a vibrant and sustainable parish. This is why Mylor parish is much in demand 
as a place to live.  
 
Perran Foundry residents and those within the proposed boundary change, made a choice to live in 
Mylor Parish, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  
 
All the peninsular land west of the Kennal River (Mylor Parish) is an AONB area. This again would be 
unnecessarily divided up if this application was approved. Mylor residents are very proud of our AONB 
status as proved by our Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) surveys. Perran Foundry residents 
have taken part in these surveys and public consultations on our emerging NDP. The new proposed 
dwellings at Perran Foundry have been factored in to our evolving Plan (final plan date estimated to 
be December 2019). 
 
Devichoys Wood (40 acres of ancient woodland belonging to Cornwall Wildlife Trust) is an important 
recreational asset to Mylor parish and of course is part of the AONB. It enhances our AONB status, the 
public footpath within the area offers recreational facilities to parishioners and visitors alike, and it 
offers educational facilities to local schools.  Is there a need to apportion off this excellent facility 
between the two parishes and blur the administrative boundary?  The Parish Council greatly values 
such assets as it reflects our parishioners' interests and wishes which are supported in the NDP 
surveys, rating our AONB status as top priority. 
 
The history of Perran Foundry is highly valued by the Mylor community. Mylor Local History Group 
(MLHG) has devoted much time and skill in collecting the extensive Perran Foundry history which can 
be viewed at the Tremayne Hall in Mylor Bridge. In fact the MLHG archive centre played an essential 
part in obtaining Heritage Lottery Funds for the restoration of the Hall. Some Perran Foundry residents 
are members of the MLHG and visit the archive centre, which is open to all. 
 

Reasons for Proposed Change  
 
1. To claim that moving the boundary will standardise telephone dialling codes is irrelevant as other 

telephone numbers in the Mylor areas also have the 01872 dialling code. 
  
2. The claim regarding traffic re-direction is also irrelevant. A diversion largely depends upon where 

the accident/reason for diversion is. Traffic from/to the Foundry is often diverted through Mylor 
to reach Falmouth. This would not change if the boundary changed – traffic management for 
safety reasons is blind to parish boundaries.  

 
3. Mention has been made that the River Kennal was diverted as part of the recent development. 

On questioning Cornwall Council planners this does not seem to be correct. In the report ‘The 
Perran Foundry  Perranarworthal Cornwall - An Historical Report and Assessment of a late 18th 
Century Iron Foundry and Steam Engine by Susie Barson, it states that “In 1958 the Kennall river 
was diverted through the site in a new cutting, and the iron footbridge was relocated”.  This point 
is also irrelevant to the proposal.  
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4. Mention has been made of increased burial costs for Foundry residents who may wish to be buried 
in Perranarworthal Cemetery. The same would apply for residents wishing to be buried in Mylor 
if the boundary was to change.   There is a number of Foundry residents buried in the Mylor 
Cemetery.  

 

5. Concern has been expressed by Perranarworthal Parish Council regarding their responsibility for 
waste sewage from the Foundry. When the original plans were lodged for residential development 
of this site Mylor was instrumental in the necessity for, and the building of, a new sewage pumping 
station. As part of the Foundry's last planning application this pump was updated and deemed 
adequate. Any problem with sewage is of course the responsibility of South West Water and not 
the parish. 

 
In considering the reasons stated by Perranarworthal we cannot see any apparent benefits for any of 
the, potentially, impacted residents that the proposed new boundary would offer.  In fact the whole 
submission, with reference to Mylor Parish, does not appear to be based on any logic or common 
sense.  
 
Neither the Cornwall wildlife Trust not the parishioners have, to our knowledge, been consulted over 
this proposed change.  The fact that Mylor Parish Council was not made aware, and certainly not 
consulted, prior to this submission being released by the Governance Review Committee is 
concerning.   We find this lack of consultation and involvement of impacted organisations, 
parishioners, and Mylor Parish Council to be unneighbourly, not in the best interest of our parishioners 
and certainly not in the spirit of mutual consideration and good relations. 
 

In conclusion  
 
Mylor Parish Council see no reason why the boundary should change and wish to retain control over 
this area, maintaining the existing and historical, well-defined natural boundary. As stated above there 
appears to be no valid reasons for the change.   In fact it seems sensible and logical, to maintain the 
existing hard border and ensure no blurring of the boundary line or the separate responsibilities of 
the two Councils.  
 

Mylor Parish Council values all of our current parishioners and we strive to provide support and 
services which will result in the best services and value for money for all Mylor residents. We see no 
need for the changes proposed to be agreed.  
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Penryn Town Council: 
 
Dear Sirs 

 

Thank-you for allowing Penryn Town Council to submit comments on the 8 October, 

following our Council meeting last night, the Town Council wish to submit the following 

comments: 

“The Town Council stands by its original submission to change the various boundaries 

and include Penryn Campus of the University within the Parish, however, if the changes 

are refused at Ponsharden, the Town Council would like to keep the current status quo, 

with the boundaries in that area remaining as currently set out” (i.e. the boundary 

remains through the old Dales Motors site) 

Kind regards 

 

Helen Perry 

Town Clerk 

 

  

https://eur03.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http://penryntowncouncil.co.uk/&data=02|01|CGRs@cornwall.gov.uk|4e5fc4f5198f4266c1fe08d74bed7447|efaa16aad1de4d58ba2e2833fdfdd29f|0|0|637061355534624028&sdata=lnbe3tWjrU0xvFDt6Zcjay5nhdYtv82%2BHeCOxjXhGog%3D&reserved=0
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St Gluvias Parish Council: 

10th September 2019 
 
Dear Mr Malcolm Brown CC, 

 

RE: Cornwall Community Governance Review 
 
My Parish Council considered the responses in the information pack at our 
meeting on 9th September and we felt it necessary to write to you direct on 
this matter. 

 

We wished to re-confirm that our proposals to extend the boundaries north 
west of the village of Ponsanooth to include the Kennall Vale Woods, to 
incorporate modest pockets of land in the ‘Pelean Cross’ area, and land 
adjacent to the River Kennall are founded on sound logic and in our view 
accords with the principles behind the Review.  The parcels of land in 
question include a relatively small number of properties that are well 
connected to Ponsanooth and include land that the Neighbourhood 
Development Plan wishes to safeguard, as the areas in question form 
important historic, cultural and amenity links to the village.  Ponsanooth 
village itself is tightly constrained by the existing parish boundaries making it 
difficult to plan for any future expansion within our Parish. While it was 
disappointing that adjacent Stithians Parish Council rejected even our offer 
of a meeting with them, it is significant that adjacent Perranarworthal Parish 
Council have agreed with our logic and fully support our proposals.  We also 
hope you are in agreement with our request to rename our Parish to 
Ponsanooth Parish Council to reflect the main settlement in our Parish and 
to give the village an identity, while the name St Gluvias has historical 
linkages outside our Parish and because of this often causes confusion 
identifying where our Parish boundaries exist. 

 

We noted from the submission from Penryn Town Council that they have 
confirmed their request to include a significant swathe (50 hectares or 125 
acres) of land within our Parish comprising land at Penvose Farm stretching 
up to the Treluswell Roundabout, a proposal which was rejected by our 
Parish on the basis that the land occupies a significant chunk of land and is 
highly regarded, notwithstanding there is a planning permission for large 
scale student accommodation, hotels, car parks and other services which 
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our Parish and Ward Member sought to resist including a challenge through 
the courts.  It is worth reminding you that even Cornwall Council’s own 
Planning Department and the University’s themselves rejected the proposals 
as it did not accord with their strategy for purpose built student 
accommodation.  It is a speculative development that managed to convince 
Members of Cornwall Council’s Strategic Planning Committee, however in a 
democracy we have to accept that planning permission lawfully exists.  It is 
though a significant concern to read in the submissions both in the Summary 
Table and the specific representation from Penryn Town Council justifying 
their proposed expansion that the Penvose Student Village is ‘allocated for 
student development’. This has a specific meaning in planning policy terms 
and is INCORRECT.  The land is NOT allocated for student accommodation in 
any planning document, and Penvose Farm remains outside the envelope for 
future expansion of the University (extract from the Development Plan 
Document attached). Indeed it is not allocated for any development.  
Please be cognisant of this error when deliberating the boundary review 
proposals because there is no planning policy justification for the request, 
and the comment should be disregarded. 

 

In summary we very much hope you are agreeable to our suggestions and the 
reasons for them, and we look forward to hearing from your further. 

 

Yours faithfully 

Marilyn Ferris 
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3rd October 2019 

Dear Councillor Malcolm Brown, 

RE: Boundary Review proposals for St Gluvias Parish 

I am writing to you following the Community Network Panel presentations provided on 

17th September at Falmouth Town Council.  I do not wish to repeat the material we have 

previously provided but felt it necessary to confirm our strong wish to enable the boundaries 

of our Parish to ‘flex’ to incorporate the Kennall Vale Woods as well as land to the north 

which includes land in both Stithians and Perranarworthal Parish Councils.  It is comforting 

to know Perranarworthal support our proposals insofar as they affect land currently within 

their boundary.  Another illustration of the unusual local circumstances can be seen for 

example as our Parish is intending to install Vehicle Activate Signs (VAS) to slow traffic 

speeds on the A393 in our village.  However, such is the close proximity of the current 

Parish boundaries (the river Kennall), the location of the VAS would currently fall within 

Perranarworthal Parish boundaries.  This is clearly an anomalous situation.  Indeed, the 

current boundaries of our Parish, and the above two Parishes zig zag across the A393 just 

outside Ponsanooth and provides no coherent system of parish council governance in this 

area.  Our proposals would provide a solution to this. 

  

Of more concern to our Parish however is the presentation provided by Stithians Parish 

Council at the CNA meeting was not in any way felt to be convincing. Of course, we have full 

respect for our neighbours but we could not see any compelling case to reject our proposals 

on the strength of the evidence provided by Stithians Parish Council.  Further, in recent 

weeks there has been a clear example of why St Gluvias Parish ought to have a more direct 

management control over the issues in the Woods.  As a result of recent interference in the 

leat systems in the Woods by persons unknown, large volumes of water flowed outside the 

leats, across fields and down lanes and into people’s properties in Ponsanooth causing 

significant disturbance to the affected properties.  We feel we could have addressed these 

problems more effectively had the area of land been within our Parish boundaries so we 

could have liaised more directly with the Cornwall Wildlife Trust who manage the woods.  It 

was only through intervention by residents of Ponsanooth that the problem was 

alleviated.  On a more positive note I am pleased to report that my Parish have had initial 

discussions with the Wildlife Trust regarding the Boundary Review, and the Trust have 

confirmed they see merit in our proposals as it would provide an opportunity for our Parish 

and the Trust to enter into a partnership type approach regarding the management of the 

Woods, as the Trust are clearly aware of the management problems affecting the Woods 

and our Parish.   

In summary we feel the above demonstrates the clear need for Parish boundaries to be 

amended to allow for local solutions to be found to the issues affecting the community within 

our Parish. 

We also wanted to take this opportunity to reconfirm our opposition to the proposal by 

Penryn Town Council to acquire a significant chunk of land to the south of our Parish.  Again 

we respectfully felt the presentation by the Town Council was relatively ineffective, and we 

hope our written submissions will provide cogent reasons for our opposition to their proposal. 
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Thank you for reading this letter and look forward to hearing from you again in due course. 

Yours Sincerely 

  

Councillor Marilyn Ferris 

Chairman 

St Gluvias Parish Council 


