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Community Governance Review 

Helston and South Kerrier 
Community Network Area 3 

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 18 parishes are in the Helston and South Kerrier Community 
Network Area; namely – Breage, Crowan, Cury, Germoe, Grade-Ruan, 
Gunwalloe, Gweek, Helston, Landerwednack, Manaccan, Mawgan-in-Meneage, 

Mullion, Porthleven, Sithney, St Anthony-in-Meneage, St Keverne, St Martin-in-

Meneage and Wendron.  

 
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 
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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. 

  



 
 

11 
 

 
(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  
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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. 
  



 
 

16 
 

 
(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.   
  



 
 

24 
 

Further comments from Parish Councils: 
 
Wendron Parish Council: 
 
Dear Sirs, 

The argument put forward by Helston Town Council in its paper entitled Amendment to Helston 

Parish Boundary that residents of the new Park an Daras development will use the schools, shops 

and services in Helston rather than those of Wendron Parish is specious in that the entirety of 

Wendron Parish has just one shop, two primary schools (one of which is arguably as accessible from 

Park an Daras as are the primary schools in Helston) and no services. All residents of Wendron have 

to travel outside the Parish to shop, to access services and, for the main part, to access employment. 

Those in the east go to Falmouth, those in the north to Camborne and Redruth and those in the 

south and west to Helston – though many go much further. 

In early June 2019, Helston Town Council reiterated the same flawed argument in a letter 

presumably addressed to residents of Park an Daras stating that “the new development immediately 

adjoins existing housing” a statement which conveniently ignores the presence of the stream and 

the proposed linear green park. (And, to diverge somewhat, as at September 10, 2019 just fourteen 

homes of the approved development of four hundred and fifty had been sold, which rather begs the 

question, quite how many of those letters were delivered in early June and how many answers were 

received?) The letter goes on to suggest that “residents of the new estates will look to Helston for 

health services and its leisure amenities such as parks and play areas”. Quite naturally and has 

already been explained, residents of Park an Daras will do what every other resident of the Parish of 

Wendron does – travel. 

The crux of this argument is that residents of villages, estates and hamlets who make use of a nearby 

town’s facilities should be assimilated into that town. In my opinion, that is offensive. 

The geographic importance of the stream that marks Wendron’s western boundary has clearly been 

recognised by Robertson Developments (the developer of Park an Daras). The company’s plans make 

a feature of the linear park between the development and the residential homes of Helston. That 

recognition of the existing boundary was further identified by the Planning Inspectorate who 

reported that HX1 represents “a significant extension of Helston, beyond its natural eastern 

boundary, resulting in a poor relationship with the town itself”.  

Wendron Parish Council does not recognise the issue raised by Helston Town Council concerning 

problems pedestrians might have in accessing Polling Stations as being relevant to the question of 

boundaries. 

Helston Town Council concludes its deposition by asking Cornwall’s Communities Governance 

Review Panel to consider extending its boundary even further than the Park an Daras development 

to include a dozen or more agricultural fields within the Parish of Wendron to the north and north-

west of Trewennack, creating an extraordinarily convoluted boundary using roads, tracks and 

hedgerows rather than geographical features. All this at a time when Park an Daras itself is in its 

infancy.  
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Wendron Parish Council has long recognised the boundary anomaly relating to the homes in Wheal 

Oak and has itself suggested that they should become part of Helston: they are after all to the west 

of the stream. 

It may be that, at some time in the future, future residents of Park an Duras will express a 

preference to align themselves more closely with the town of Helston – but that is a question for the 

future and not for the present. 

Yours faithfully, 

C.F.P.Chapman 

(Clerk to the Council) 

 
 


