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Community Governance Review 

Camelford 

Community Network Area 14 

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 17 parishes are in the Camelford Community Network Area; 
namely – Advent, Camelford, Davidstow, Forrabury and Minster, Lesnewth, 
Michaelstow, Otterham, St Breward, St Clether, St Juliot, St Teath, Tintagel, 

Tremaine, Treneglos, Tresmeer, Trevalga, Warbstow.  

 

Cornwall Community Governance Review (Stage 2) 
 
Public Engagement Meeting (Wadebridge and Padstow Area and St Teath 
Parish; 02.10.19) – Report 
 
1. Introduction   
 
1.1 This is a report of the proceedings and key points made at the Wadebridge & 

Padstow Area and St Teath Parish Public Engagement Meeting, which took 
place at St Issey Village Hall on 02 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.   
 
2. Meeting: attendance/process 
 
2.1 Attendance:   

• Local stakeholders: 97 (counted).  A breakdown is as follows (only includes 
anyone who signed the attendance register and/or spoke at the meeting)  

o Residents: 49   
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o Town & Parish Council representatives: 18 (Parishes of Wadebridge, 
Padstow, St Breock, Egloshayle, St Minver Highlands, St Minver 
Lowlands and St Teath) 

o Other local organisations: 1 
o Local Divisional Members: 4  

• Electoral Review Panel representatives: 5 (Malcolm Brown CC, Dick Cole 
CC, Martin Eddy CC, Leigh Frost CC, Jordan Rowse CC) 

• Cornwall Council officers: 5 
 

2.2 Parishes focused on at this meeting: Wadebridge, Egloshayle, St Breock, 
Padstow, St Minver Highlands, St Minver Lowlands & St Teath.  

 
2.3 Proceedings (The meeting commenced at 7.00pm and concluded at 10.57pm):  

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 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; the meeting was not audio 
recorded.  Where speakers have provided a copy of their scripts/notes, these 
have been appended to the report)    

 
  Annexes  
 i) Submission speech by Councillor Philip Mitchell, Mayor of Wadebridge Town 

Council. 
 ii) Speech by Councillor Andrew Jones, Acting Chairman of St Breock Parish 

Council. 
 iii) Bundle of speeches handed in at the meeting but not read out due to lack 

of time. 
 iv) Bundle of representations by residents of St Breock forwarded by the Clerk 

of St Breock Parish Council 
 v) A representation by a Padstow Town Councillor read out to the meeting by 

Councillor Watson-Smyth Chairman of Padstow Town Council.  And a speech 
read at the meeting by Frances Trenouth (Chair of the Village Hall). 
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(vi)  Speech read by Councillor Christine Boswell-Munday of St Minver 
Lowlands Parish Council. 

 
 (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.  
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2: Section of meeting focusing on Wadebridge, Egloshayle & St Breock Parishes 

 
(2i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions   
 
(a)  Representative of Wadebridge Town Council (Councillor Phillip Mitchell, Mayor of 
Wadebridge): [Short summary of submission: “To change our boundaries to include 
residential and business areas currently located within our neighbouring parishes of 
Egloshayle and St Breock.”]: See full submission speech at Annex (i) 
 
(b) Representative of Egloshayle Parish Council (Councillor Jeremy Varcoe) 
[No Change submission] 

• Confirmed his response on behalf of residents of Egloshayle Parish/Parish 
Council is based upon the submission made by Wadebridge Town Council; 
confirmed would also try and address comments made by the Mayor at the 
meeting. 

• Referred to the Government/Local Government Boundary Commission for 
England (LGBCE) Guidance on Community Governance Reviews, particularly 
the relevance to this case of section (para 55-61) on the identities and 
interests of local communities, and especially the comment that “the feeling 
of local community and the wishes of local inhabitants are the primary 
considerations.” 

• Criticised the TC for not providing a full submission by deadline date. 

• The TC’s proposal to take over large parts of Egloshayle and St Breock, 
including residential and industrial areas, leads to the belief that it represents 
an attempt to increase its Council Tax base. 

• The TC claims that Cornwall Council (CC) supports its ambitions.  Expressed 
the hope that this is not the case, as CC should remain neutral in the CGR 
process.  If elements within CC are encouraging the TC, the Electoral Review 
Panel should discount this and remain neutral.  Malcolm Brown CC gave an 
assurance that the Electoral Review Panel is not predetermined on the 
Community Governance Review and that both the Panel and full Council will 
remain open minded until such time as they have received all the evidence and 
make their final recommendations. 

• In responding to the TC’s points:- 
i) Wadebridge TC says that residents of neighbouring parishes identify 

with Wadebridge.   No, they see Wadebridge as a place where they visit 
and use its facilities.  They have no particular loyalty to the town, no 
different from residents of St Minver, St Kew, St Wenn and St Mabyn.  
All outside residents pay large car parking fees, a considerable revenue 
source for Wadebridge Town Council. 

ii) Same road; 2 councils: only the case in small area of the Parish.  Would 
be ready to negotiate boundary in parts of Trenant.  The claim does not 
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apply elsewhere; all settlements are separated from the Town by open 
fields. 

iii) Planning decisions impacting on the Town taken by Egloshayle Parish 
Council: we have the same planning laws that govern all applications 
and Cornwall Council makes the decisions.  Neighbouring Councils are 
able to comment as well.   

iv) Inequality of support for Town’s development: Not understood, 
matters within the town are entirely matters for the TC. 

v) A39 and A386 bypass current boundary, old boundary is obsolete.  Not 
correct but room for some minor adjustment around 
Trevarner/Trenant.  So too is B3314 a natural boundary, yet the TC 
wish to grab areas beyond all these roads. 

vi) The old boundary is no longer fit for purpose: A good slogan but 
absolutely no evidence to show that the original delineation between 
urban and more rural areas is not working effectively.  If Wadebridge 
TC area expanded as they seek, the residents from their old Parishes 
would barely be represented and the issues affecting them, such as 
footpaths and speed limits, would not be addressed by a TC solely 
interested in urban matters.  As it is, the existing boundaries still reflect 
separate, established communities identifying with their Parish.  

• Wadebridge TC believes they must enlarge their Council Tax to fund their 
services. 

• At Egloshayle Parish Council we:  
i) Have a long history - 125 years. Not a reason to oppose proper change 

but onus on those seeking change to show both a real need and that 
affected residents would benefit.  The TC has failed to do this. 

ii) Have shown we ready to co-operate, e.g. NDP; contributing to the cost 
of town cemetery; willing to help with the library but our request for 
more details from Wadebridge TC received no reply.  We sympathise 
that the TC is finding the pressure of taking on devolved services 
difficult. 

iii) Have constantly had a full complement of elected Councillors and, 
unlike the TC, very low turnover.  Result: residents know where to go to 
raise their concerns and have confidence in our Council to deal with 
them.  This shows that the TC’s suggestion that it will handle things 
better is unjustified. 

iv) In anticipation of this evening’s meeting and at short notice, we have 
sent out a survey to our residents with a response sheet to indicate if 
they prefer to be absorbed into Wadebridge or remain.  Results far 
from complete but to date 29 residents unanimous in supporting the 
status quo. 
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v) Egloshayle Parish residents, like the wider Cornish community, proud of 
their separate identity and oppose being ruled by a larger neighbour so 
would request no major change to the boundary. 
 

(c) Representative of St Breock Parish Council (Councillor Andrew Jones, Acting 
Chairman) 
[No Change submission]: See speech at Annex (ii) 
 
(2ii)  Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel: 
Councillor Cole to Wadebridge TC: 
i)  How did you come to draw the new proposed boundary line?   Has there been 

any thought to the impact on the 2 parishes and land that would be left? 
ii) In response the Mayor on behalf of Wadebridge TC said they are looking to 

draw a line for future development on the NDP.  The Town needs future 
proofing; questions of what is left would be for Cornwall Council to decide. 

 
Councillor Frost to St Breock Parish: 
i) If the boundary change were to go ahead that would just leave the parish of St 

Breock with a corner at Ruthernbridge, would that be viable? 
ii) No, if Wadebridge were to be granted approval it would lead to St Breock 

Parish being abolished. 
 

 Councillor Eddy to Wadebridge TC: 
i)  The proposed boundary looks equidistant around the town and country; what 

was the rationale? 
ii)   In response the Mayor of Wadebridge advised that the rationale was based on 

future growth and to future proof the Town. 
 
Councillor Rowse to Egloshayle and St Breock: 
i)  Wadebridge has considered and identified future proofing; have parishes also 

considered this for their areas? 
ii) St Breock: Cannot see development of Wadebridge coming all the way out to 

its proposed new boundary; the inner part is where the development will be.  
iii)  Egloshayle PC: This was the purpose of the NDP, but this foundered because 

the TC wanted to control the whole thing.  There have been a mixture of 
approvals and refusals, the proposed NDP did not provide scope for much 
more residential development to 2030.  The parishes have to remain 
sustainable; the TC just wants control and finance. 

iv) Further discussion and consideration is needed. 
 
(2iii) Statements on these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 
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(a) Resident of St Breock 

• Wadebridge TC’s evidence is woefully lacking and it is difficult to ask us for our 
point of view without it.  It is discourteous of the TC to introduce new information 
to the audience tonight – the map – please take account of that. 

 
(b) Resident of Wadebridge 

• TC’s proposal has made me cross 

• Feel partly responsible for the devolution issues here as was responsible for 
devolution during my time as a Cornwall Councillor.  I had been involved with a 
model devolution scheme for Falmouth Town Council – they did well; the 
difference was, they achieved this with consent. 

• Wadebridge TC, despite understandable reluctance, took on extra 
responsibilities, not least the library.  This Governance Review proposal is perhaps 
the inevitable consequence of this. 

• I wonder if the TC has asked for a large boundary change in the hope of getting a 
smaller one. 

• Identity is important.  Burlawn, Sladesbridge, St Breock Village, Edmonton and 
the Royal Cornwall Showground (where St Breock PC holds its meetings), none of 
the settlements have any direct connection with Wadebridge.  All of them sit 
comfortably within their rural context.  The idea of St Breock Parish no longer 
containing St Breock Village is ridiculous. 

• The issues of urban and rural residents are entirely different.  The idea that the TC 
can focus on rural issues is wrong. 

• The TC’s submission is tactless and is not a good sign for their ability to take on a 
wider area.  The Wadebridge Neighbourhood Plan is in tatters. 

• Describing the proposal as a “land grab” is not rude: it is one, it’s just empire 
building. 

• The proposal by Wadebridge Town Council was non democratic; a consensus 
should have been achieved in the first instance which would normally inform 
plans to be drawn up. 

 
(c) A resident of St Breock 

• Reference to the Localism Act and decentralisation of power to local 
organisations and services. 

• St Breock Parish Council and its community work together; we care about our 
home and Parish. 

• The PC ensures local areas are maintained, for example, reporting potholes, 
looking after mountain bike tracks, footpaths for dogs and horses. 

• The Parish Councillors serve its Council well; people know who their councillors 
are. 

• The PC has 11 meetings per year; it would be difficult for Wadebridge TC to give 
the same time and consideration to the rural areas. 
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• Currently I trust my parish councillors to represent St Breock parish when 
delivering its consultee comments on planning applications. I would not have the 
same confidence in town councillors who don’t look at the countryside as home. 
 

(d) A resident of St Breock 

• New to the area, have attended a meeting of the St Breock Parish Council, really 
impressed with how they conduct their business. 

• Wadebridge TC has a big enough job to do within its existing boundaries. 

• Very happy to live in St Breock and be represented by St Breock PC; please fight 
to keep the PC. 

 
(e) A resident of Burlawn 

• The submission by Wadebridge TC is about increasing its precept, gaining rural 
assets and seemingly removing a thorn in its side on planning, namely St Breock 
PC  

• The TC’s points tonight about parishes not paying towards the library, and on 
burials, are quite annoying. 

• The TC’s proposal has no benefits for me; it is gossamer thin and has no 
supporting evidence; if their inept proposal describes the scale, scope and ability 
of the TC, I want nothing to do with it.  

 
(f) A resident of Sladesbridge 

• I do not identify with Wadebridge; I use Wadebridge for shopping and may have a 
meal there.  But don’t use amenities as Wadebridge is very busy in the summer. 

• Sladesbridge is a distinct community, some distance from Wadebridge. 

• There are 2 reasons for the proposal; money and control: increased council tax 
and the control of a NDP.  It is anti-democratic and a bad idea. 

• The TC is short of cash, its financial management is poor and it is seeking to milk 
the parishes. 

 
(g) A resident of Burlawn 

• The parish of St Breock is rural and agricultural, made up of small villages and 
hamlets. 

• St Breock PC delivers for us as residents, supporting and understanding our 
community’s needs (e.g. it arranged for the bus shelter to be repaired and 
delivered the playground). 

• I would like to record my opposition to the TC’s proposal.  Wadebridge is a town 
with its own identity; it would not be able to meet needs of rural hamlets and 
villages. 

• There could be some minor amendments to the boundary around West Hill but 
cannot see how an urban TC could identify with rural residents. 

 
(h) A resident of St Breock  
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• Support staying within the St Breock Parish Council boundary. 

• It is a very rural community. 

• The important issues to our rural community would be low on the list of the TC’s 
priorities e.g. the bus shelter/the woodlands.  

• A lot of the area into which the TC wish to expand would not support further 
residents/development. 

• Would not be in favour of losing our dedicated democratic representation and 
voice.   

 
(i) A resident of St Breock 

• The proposal is clearly future proofing to protect Wadebridge and enable its 
future 

• The proposal will destroy St Breock; there will be no viable Parish left  

• Is the TC more fit than the PC to look after the AONB? 

• Our PC does a remarkable job, they listen and act, they are good on planning 
consultation. 

• There is no reason for us to be part of Wadebridge Town; this is just a frivolous, 
vexatious and irresponsible land grab. 

• Residents want to stay in their current parishes; not a single voice wants to go. 
 

(j) St Breock Parish Council (Councillor Anthony Sanders)  

• Thanked those who had spoken in support of the PC’s position 

• Wadebridge town is growing like mad and enveloping St Breock Parish 
 

(k) Resident of Wadebridge and town councillor  

• Have not been involved in TC’s CGR discussions 

• If proposal were to go ahead: the residents from the rural areas would have 
representation on the Town Council; the Parish’s name could potentially be 
changed to reflect that it covered Wadebridge and the surrounding areas. 

• The TC is trying to future proof to make sure future development is controlled; it 
doesn’t want to develop out to the proposed new boundary lines. 

 
(l) Wadebridge Town Council (Councillor Robyn Harris) 

• Wadebridge is very concerned with retaining green areas and conservation. 

• The reasons for the proposal are to future proof the area. 

• We have considered a lot of the points made by speakers tonight.  Our 
submission just represents our initial proposal.   

• Highlighted importance of good relations between TC and parishes as local 
partners, and of this not being undermined by CGR process.  
 

In response to a question from a member of the public as to the potential size of the 
TC and how many councillors would represent Egloshayle and St Breock, the Mayor 
of Wadebridge emphasised the TC had not proposed taking over the two parishes.  If 
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CC decided on such a merger, it would be for CC to decide the number of councillors; 
he understood the representation would be worked out on a ratio basis.  He 
emphasised that the TC is respectful of the parishes and would represent its new 
parishioners well; it was an injustice to the TC to suggest otherwise. 
 
(m) Resident of St Breock 

• Lived and worked in the area for many years; appreciate and love the town of 
Wadebridge and surrounding rural areas. 

• Hope the countryside is protected, with no street lights which will ensure nights 
stay dark and stars in the night sky can be seen. 

 
 (2iv) Statements on the submissions by local Cornwall Councillors 
 
(a) Stephen Rushworth CC (St Issey & St Tudy) 

• Thanked everyone for attending and advised he will be considering all the 
comments that had been made. 
 

(b) Stephen Knightley CC (Wadebridge East) 

• Thanked everyone for attending. 

• Confirmed he holds his surgery in Wadebridge Library.   

• Wadebridge: a market town, is a well looked after area; residents of the parishes 
consider it a destination, but not their home. The representations I’ve 
received/witnessed show that people are overwhelmingly happy with how the 
boundaries are at present.  They respect the historical boundaries and see no need 
for change.   

• Confirmed he had chaired the initial devolution of the library group and many of 
the parishes did not want to contribute.  Egloshayle PC did put money aside in its 
precept to support the scheme but the offer was not taken up.  

• If the TC’s proposal is approved, it is hard to see how the two parishes could 
perform/function properly with what would be left to them.  

• He confirmed he had listened to everything and will go away to reflect. 
 
The Chair made closing remarks on this section of the meeting, during which he 
thanked everyone for attending, and the excellent contributions made by the 
speakers. 
 
3 Section of the meeting focusing on Padstow Parish 

 
(3i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions   
 
(a) Resident of Trevone who submitted proposal to separate part of Padstow Parish to 
create a new Parish of Trevone (Martin Saunders – also a Padstow Town Councillor) 
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• Mr Saunders stated that, to ensure compliance with the Code of Conduct, he 
wished to make it clear that he is one of 3 Councillors on Padstow Town Council 
that represent the Trevone area, but that he made the submission and was 
speaking in a personal capacity and that his views are not those of the Town 
Council. 

• In January 2019, Padstow TC decided to support No Change; I abstained.  In June 
2019, the TC decided not to consult the residents on CGR and that that there 
would be no change to the boundaries; I voted against and requested that my 
name be recorded against the motion – I felt it was an undemocratic decision to 
prevent Trevone residents from having a say on whether or not they wanted to 
separate. 

• In August 2019, I put out a letter to residents, around 300 copies, approx. 25% 
responded.  The results that came back showed 1/3 said they didn’t want to be 
consulted, 1/3 said they did want to be consulted and 1/3 said they wanted to be 
consulted and wanted a separate parish. 

• I feel Trevone should be a separate parish and my reasons for this are set out in 
my submission letters. 

• If the Electoral Review Panel thinks this proposal should be considered in greater 
details, more work needs to be done on the details e.g. to shape the boundary (I 
think some of Trevone Ward should stay in Padstow). 

• After listening to the representations made by Egloshayle and St Breock Parishes, 
I feel everything they have said applies equally to us in Trevone - we want to take 
over the running of our affairs and have a separate parish council.   

• Support for this proposal is percolating throughout the village (although not 
everyone agrees with it). 

• To provide an example: Padstow TC recently held a meeting to discuss the 
bandstand and who should use it over Christmas, the views expressed were all 
about Padstow, it was as if Trevone didn’t exist when it came to that 
conversation. 

• The Trevone population is moving apart and is different than it was 30 years ago.  
The Councillors for Padstow TC look after Padstow; Trevone would be much 
better served as a separate parish council with its own resident councillors. 

• Trevone is hardly considered at the TC, as 9 of the Councillors look after Padstow 
and Trevone’s issues are of relatively low importance compared to Padstow’s.   

• Examples where the TC could have given more help to Padstow: Effluent spillage 
in Trevone: residents of Trevone forced South West Water to repair whole of pipe 
and not cut it short; the TC refused to get involved.  Another example was the 
storm damage to Trevone Swimming pool in the rocks; the TC refused to get 
involved with repairs due to liability concerns. 

• Future planning is important, but the emerging Padstow Town Council NDP’s 
policies are for the whole Parish and do not recognise the particular needs of 
Trevone as an area wholly within the AONB. 
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• Please agree to look further into whether or not this proposal should be 
progressed.  I am willing to input further on the details, and think the budget to 
set up a new parish council would be minimal. 
 

(b) A resident of Trevone who also submitted a proposal for a separate Trevone 
Parish 

• I put in submission, as I was incensed that Padstow TC didn’t consult Trevone 
residents before making its submission, and formed a group of Trevone residents; 
so far we have held 3 or 4 meetings.  We felt we needed to make a submission to 
state our case and ensure we are represented in future consultations during the 
CGR.  Most of the group are neutral on whether or not there should be a separate 
Parish Council but all agree there is a need to look at this option and examine the 
potential benefits and disbenefits. 

• The comments from St Breock and Egloshayle representatives about not wanting 
to be controlled are relevant to our situation.  We are, rightly or wrongly, 
controlled by Padstow TC.  

• There has been no boundary review for 30 or 40 years.  Padstow has grown 
exponentially and has hundreds of thousands of visitors.  Trevone hasn’t 
expanded; houses have got bigger; Trevone’s community is prepared to look to 
the future but it needs a voice at local and national level. 

• This process has been very divisive for local people.  
 
(c) Representative of Padstow Town Council (Councillor Charlie Watson-Smyth, 
Chairman) 
[No Change submission] 

• Padstow TC voted 11-1 against carrying out a review – a democratic vote.* 

• I’ve been a Town Councillor for 30 years.  The only time Trevone residents have 
attended a meeting was when a deputation attended saying they did not want to 
leave the town which would imply that the residents of Trevone are happy with 
how things are run. 

• The NDP is being done by the parish for the parish, not separately for Trevone but 
combined for the whole of the parish. 

• Trevone residents are receiving good value in return for their precept payment. 

• A representation by a Padstow Councillor for the Trevone Ward was read out and 
is included at Annex (v). 
*email submissions 11 members of the public received from the Padstow Town 
Council against the creation of a separate parish council are included at Annex (v) 
(a). 
 

 
(3ii)  Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel: 
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(a) Councillor Cole: if there is a disparity with how things are, have other options 
been investigated to make things better rather than a boundary change (of ancient 
boundaries?)  For example, has de-warding been considered? 
In response:  

• Councillor Charlie Watson-Smyth confirmed that the issue – the suggestion that 
Trevone and Padstow are treated differently - has never come up before this 
Review; residents of both Padstow and Trevone Wards are happy. 

• A resident of Trevone confirmed most people in Trevone don’t bother about 
Padstow TC; if un-warded there would possibly be 12 councillors in Padstow, the 
deficit would be worse. 

 
(b) Councillor Frost: enquired as to town council assets in Trevone; it was confirmed 
that there was a green space by the beach and that the TC had put up a flag pole. 
 
(c) Councillor Eddy commented that there were 3 councillors for Trevone and 9 for 
Padstow; the natural boundary is the stream. 
 
(d) Councillor Rowse commented that Padstow TC could do an internal review about 
how it looks after Trevone rather than go through a boundary change.  The TC 
referred back to their previous response: they are not averse to change or reviews 
but there has been no cause to implement either. 
 
(e) Councillor Brown commented that the proposed boundary for the new parish 
council would be smaller than the current ward; Mr Saunders commented that it 
would need to be as the smaller hamlet on the east side is more connected with 
Padstow than Trevone. 
Councillor Brown also advised he had received a lot of emails in the last 48 hours and 
he reassured everyone that these would all be included in the evidence for the 
Review.  
 
(2iii) Statements on these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 
 
(a) A resident of Trevone 

• Given its small number of residents, Trevone would not survive on its own 
without Padstow.  Its population is on the older side. 

• Trevone has very few shops and businesses now and do not see that there are 
enough people to run a parish council, or enough interest in the village to support 
it.  If it goes ahead, it will be a failing parish council. 

• The survey issued to support the separation proposal was interesting but not 
sufficiently developed.  Its estimated budget for the new parish council was not 
high enough.   

• Padstow TC gives quite a lot of funding to Trevone. 
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• In conclusion, Trevone doesn’t have the ability to have its own parish council.  
Rather than a stand-alone council would it be better to change the name to 
Padstow and Trevone Parish? 

 
(b) Trevone Village Hall (Frances Trenouth, Chair) See speech at Annex (v) 

 
(c) A resident of Trevone  

• Concerned that Padstow TC decided not to pursue a boundary review and not to 
consult, and that, as they have not been formally consulted, people in Trevone do 
not know what is going on.  

• There is no appeal available against the TC’s decision not to consult. 

• Recognise the local concerns about the proposal in relation to impact on the 
village hall, the Women’s’ Institute grant and the precept.  Others worry about 
how Padstow TC handles planning, the AONB, the NDP in relation to Trevone. 

• In response to the TC’s point about lack of Trevone representation at its 
meetings, I have attended the NDP meetings. 

• Am neutral on whether there should be a review, but people should have been 
consulted – am not neutral on that. 

• Ask Electoral Review Panel to take this on board: it’s inequitable that villagers 
have not been consulted. 

 
(d) A resident of Trevone 

• Good relations between Trevone and Padstow; have always seen the two areas as 
one parish – very inclusive 

• “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it” 

• Of the 3 Trevone councillors, 2 voted not to pursue a Review.   
 
(3iv) Statements on the submissions by local Cornwall Councillors 
 
Councillor Richard Buscombe (Padstow) encouraged everyone to take part in the 
process and urged everyone in Trevone to make their feelings known and contact the 
Chairman of the Panel, Councillor Brown, or himself. 
 
The Chair made closing remarks on this section of the meeting, during which he 
thanked everyone for attending, and the excellent contributions made by the speakers 
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4. Section of the meeting focusing on St Minver Highlands and St Minver Lowlands 
Parishes 
 
(4i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions   
 
(a) Representative of St Minver Highlands Parish (Councillor Annie Vernon) 
[Summary of proposal: Amend boundaries between the two Parishes to place all of 
Polzeath Beach within St Minver Highlands and place all of estuary area within St 
Minver Lowlands]  

• (1) St Minver Highlands proposal: would make “Welcome to Polzeath” sign start 
of Parish. 

• We manage Polzeath Beach (we have about 90% of it, Lowlands about 10%).  It is 
a critical and complex asset, in the summer it has been noted that up to 10,000 
have visited the beach per day. 

• Polzeath Beach Management Committee has been formed to manage the Beach, 
this was achieved by St Minver Highlands Parish Council complaining to the Chief 
Executive of Cornwall Council.   

• Makes more sense for the beach to be managed by us.  

• Presents a fairer split of residents: 923 in Lowlands (from 620) and 859 in 
Highlands (from 1062). 

• (2) St Minver Lowlands proposal: Don’t think it makes sense to merge the 2 
parishes.  There is no reason to do it, and there needs to be an overwhelming 
one. 

• We think they do a great job, we do a great job too 

• Lowlands manage the estuary and Highlands’ expertise is beach management. 

• Planning: Polzeath and Rock – a lot of second homes and holiday lets.  Planning 
applications are complex, contentious and often involve high profile applicants.  
20 people on two councils, with all their diligence/sensitivity, are better than 12 
on one (both in relation to planning and generally).  We consider our planning 
applications in full council, Lowlands in a sub-committee [Lowlands clarified that 
this is incorrect; they also consider planning applications at full Council]. 

• Polzeath Beach: We want to manage it as well as we can.   
 

(b) Representative of St Minver Lowlands Parish Council (Councillor Christine Boswell-
Munday) See submission speech at Annex (vi) 
[Summary of proposal: Merger with St Minver Highlands Parish] 
 
(4ii)  Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel: 
 
(a) Councillor Cole commented that St Minver was a single Parish years ago.  Given 
the comments above about the number of councillors required to do the work, he 
asked whether a merger might work if there was an increase in the number of 
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councillors, say to 16.  St Minver Highlands responded that you could theoretically 
have more councillors but that their objections would remain i.e. (i) that the two 
councils currently focus really effectively on their respective areas of 
responsibility/expertise and (ii) the principle of why change? 

 
(b) Councillor Frost asked whether the people in each of the parishes have a distinct 
identity with each parish.   
-St Minver Lowlands responded that they didn’t think they did but would be keen to 
do public consultation and want to go for the option the community wants.  It feels 
that there is no value in realigning the boundary.  It is stupid that the beach is 
divided, but the two parishes have come together to work together to resolve the 
issues.  If the parishes merged, the combined population would only be 2500 people, 
so not a massive parish. 
-St Minver Highlands responded that there is one NDP and one school and repeated 
their reasons for objecting to the merger.  The CC Electoral Division is going to 
change; identity is not as relevant for Parish Councils. 
 
(c) Councillor Eddy asked whether St Minver is not stronger by having two councils 
supporting the beach.   
-St Minver Highlands responded that this can be bureaucratic; and that it wanted to 
address the toilets, which are in a poor state.  Lowlands is busy running a community 
hub project. 
-St Minver Lowlands responded that a merger would help with decision-making; one 
Council would have one vision.  The PC spent a lot of its time dealing with the issue 
of the Polzeath beach toilets.  The community hub project was initiated by the PC but 
is now being managed by a Community Interest Company set up for this purpose.  
There is already significant joint work across the two parishes, on the beach and on 
the strategic vision and there is a need to look at what the best format is to take this 
forward. 
 
(d) Councillor Rowse noted that Lowlands have some of the beach within their 
parish; thanks to both for their representation. 
 
(4iii) Statements on these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 
 
(a) St Minver Highlands Parish Council (Councillor Victoria Darnell) 

• Main problem is monster of Polzeath Beach: it is great when families are there on 
a sunny day, but not when youths are congregating there and committing anti-
social behaviour.  The beach needs managing.  We complained to CC and this led 
to the formation of the beach management group and beach ranger/civil 
enforcement officer provision.  On a good day, we can have over 10k a day on the 
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beach, it is so intense; our councillors work very hard on associated complaints, 
some of which are very major.  

• The problem with beach management is the split jurisdiction.  Lowlands have the 
toilets and car park.  One body should oversee the beach and we think it should 
be us.  Funding is a key factor: we want the toilets rebuilt; we want to work with 
CC and make the beach fit for the 21st century. 

• St Minver is not one happy family.  Rock is Rock, Polzeath is Polzeath.  They are 
surrounded by farmland but these two settlements throw up all the problems.  
Holiday home owners don’t see it as one place: 60% are holiday homes in these 
areas, we will struggle to engage them in the consultation; they are not normal 
parishes and the Electoral Review Panel needs to take this into consideration. 

• If the parishes merge and the number of councillors is reduced, we will struggle 
to find councillors because of the pressure that will fall on them.  We need the 
current number of councillors to cope with the seasonal influx; we’re not in a 
position to have fewer.   

 
(4iv) Statements on the submissions by local Cornwall Councillors 

 
Carol Mould CC thanked the two parishes for their statements.  The two parishes 
have a joint NDP and sent a questionnaire to 1,600 households, which had a very 
good return.  She said she would like to see something similar for the CGR with 
assistance from Cornwall Council. 

 
The Chair made closing remarks on this section of the meeting, during which he 
thanked everyone for attending, and the excellent contributions made by the speakers 

 
5. Section of the meeting focusing on St Teath Parish Council [Proposal by Parish 
Council and individuals to separate part of St Teath Parish to create separate Parish 
of Delabole based on existing Delabole Parish Ward boundary]   
 
Councillor Malcolm Brown advised that Councillor Fairman was unable to be present 
but had asked him to advise that he proposes to hold 2 consultation events on 
Saturdays 2 and 9 November.  St Teath Village Newsletter will publicise the event.  
There will be time for the results to be taken into account by the Panel. 
 
(5i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions   
 
(a) Representative of St Teath Parish Council (Councillor Roger Lyle, Chair) 

• 4 councillors represent St Teath Ward (c. 700 electors) and 8 councillors 
represent Delabole Ward (c.1400 electors). 

• In 1895 the Parish was formed; since that time, both villages have changed and 
are very different; there is a large social and economic divide. 
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• All councillors work well together and represent the whole Parish but the 
problem arises when there is a contentious issue.  In this situation, residents of St 
Teath feel Delabole has the casting vote. 

• We have looked at de-warding, but it wouldn’t work.  The proposal is therefore to 
split the Parish on ward lines.  There are enough volunteers to fill two parish 
councils.  We have done realistic costings for this process and are making 
contingency plans to cover these costs. 

• Both villages have an incredible community spirit. 

• We have looked at the problem of assets (e.g. neither St Teath PC or Delabole PC 
has a community hall; St Teath has a bus shelter, Delabole has 3;  Delabole has a 
parish cemetery, 1 large play area and toilets; St Teath has two small fields and 
two toilets)  

• PC has not carried out formal consultation as this is an initial stage in the process. 
This will be the next step.  70 people (10% of St Teath population) have signed up 
to support one of the parishioners’ submissions in support of the proposal. 

• The majority of the PC supports the proposal and the Cornwall Councillor is keen 
on it.  There is a real reason to split the parish: at the moment, the two 
communities get on well but at times the divide has got heated and it no doubt 
will again.   

 
(b) Resident of St Teath (submitter) 

• The 2 villages have always been separate. 

• Each have their own school, church newsletter and own identity; virtually every 
amenity is separate. 

• There is a difference in size of population; St Teath is a very compact village and is 
a ‘tightly knit’ community, Delabole is larger (twice the size in population/area). 

• Both villages have to cope with busy roads, St Teath’s major road is very narrow, 
both villages have traffic problems and traffic calming is being considered but 
each will need different solutions. 

• The layout of the 2 villages affects their character; they have completely different 
needs, issues and priorities. 

• There is no opportunity for employment in St Teath, as a residential area.  
Delabole has the windfarm and builders merchants etc. 

• St Teath has one shop; Delabole several.  

• When we have a Council meeting, one half of the Parish needs to explain the 
whys and wherefores of the local situation to the other half. 

• There is an important discrepancy in representation because Councillors for St 
Teath can be out voted.  This makes it difficult to recruit councillors and residents 
feel frustrated and powerless. 

• 2 separate parishes would be good for both villages because of their different 
identities. 

 
(c) Resident of St Teath (submitter) 
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• This submission is all about money and getting correct representation pro-rata. 

• St Teath does not currently get sufficient control over its future to set its priorities 
or budget.  It is tight knit and wants to be able to decide what to do for itself, to 
cost this up, raise the necessary income and then do it. 

• The proposal would give both communities a fair deal. 
 
(5ii)  Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel: 
 
Councillor Cole asked for examples of the St Teath/Delabole unbalance; the response 
was that funding is not shared equitably.   
 
Councillor Frost: 

1. Do you have a NDP?  Response was no, holding off until outcome of CGR 
known.  

2. Has any thought been given to number of councillors?  In response, 7 or 10 
councillors each, would easily have enough volunteers to do this. 

 
In response to a question from Councillor Rowse, the Parish Council advised its vote 
on the proposal had been 10 for, with 2 abstentions. 
 
(5iii) Statements on these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 
 
(a) Delabole resident 

• Did not realise that the division between the villages was quite as strong as 
described at the meeting 

• St Teath PC is one of the oldest parish councils in Cornwall 

• Since the Council had started, the 2 villages, which originally had more in 
common, have changed such a lot and grown: Delabole has got a lot bigger with 
more children and a lot of unemployment.  St Teath has an older population and 
tends to be a quiet community. 

• The 2 villages should be separate; they are different socially, economically and 
geographically and each big enough to support their own parish council. 

• 10 councillors for each village would be excessive, 8 would be about right. 
 

(b) St Teath Parish Council (Councillor Tracey Kingdon) 

• The voices from the villages are different; at meetings there is usually a diverse 
opinion and time is taken to consolidate the 2 sides.  There have been some 
difficult meetings in the last two years. 
 

(c) St Teath Parish Council (Councillor Gerald Heard) 

• The two villages need to be split, there are problems with traffic and schools are 
full as more houses are being built 
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• There is a conflict of interest between the two wards. 

• There are only 200 less people in the two villages than in Camelford. 

• Delabole has increased in size with nearly 100 new houses being built, and other 
developments planned; the schools cannot cope with the increase.  If Delabole 
was split it could make its own decisions to represent its own residents. 

 
(d) Delabole resident 

• There is friendly rivalry between the 2 villages, they do socialise and I don’t think 
there is that much animosity between them. 

• If the parishes separate into two, the funding needs to be divided fairly between 
them 

• Have an open mind on whether or not the separation should happen.  I would be 
sorry to see it happen but if it is progress, ok.  Consultation will be important to 
see what the majority want to do. 

• If the Council splits it would be the best way of looking after its communities, with 
good value for money, efficiently organised services, and each council focusing on 
its own community. 

• At present, the risk of conflicts of interest between the two communities is too 
high and too much time is spent trying to bring the group together. 

• There is no problem between the communities themselves but the situation 
needs sorting. 

 
Further questions by the Panel: 
Are there complications with implications of affordable housing and the parish 
connectivity if the villages were to split? 
In response it was confirmed that it would be fairer to both communities in terms of 
affordable housing.  There is no overlap of developments between the communities; 
the data available is not broken down between the communities so this will be 
needed in due course.  

 
The Chair made closing remarks, during which he thanked everyone for attending, and 
the excellent contributions made by the speakers. 
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Cornwall Councillor Feedback on submissions 
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Further Comments from Parish Councils on Submissions 

Treneglos Parish Meeting: 

We held our first Parish Meeting last night and here is a report of the outcomes. 

The meeting was well attended with 15 people representing a good geographical cross section of the 

parish as well as the different interest groups within the parish. There were several members of the 

church committee (we combined the meetings together), members of the agriculture sector, home 

workers, retirees and working parents with school age children. 

We were updated on works around maintaining St Gregory’s church as an ‘open church’ which is 

very important to the community, by Heather Aston, our parish priest. I updated the meeting with 

the journey we have taken from looking at joining an NDP cluster to getting the Parish Meeting up 

and running. This concluded with our thoughts on the governance review. As we will, in all 

likelihood, be joined to another parish we felt it was important that we make some representation 

as to which direction that might take us. 

Three resolutions were voted on unanimously: 

1. Our strong and unequivocal preference would be to join with Warbstow Parish, there are a 
number of reasons for this: 

a. There is an existing tie through the Ecclesiastical Parish network through which 
Treneglos and Warbstow are inextricably linked 

b. Historically the two parishes have worked together (A resident of Warbstow in 
attendance confirmed that) 

c. We share our longest boundary with them and residents who live on our northern 
edge feel there is a strong connection 

d. Warbstow appears to have a vibrant and pro-active parish council, which suits the 
nature of the Treneglos community 

e. Younger children of Treneglos are in the Warbstow primary school catchment area 
f. Although we are in different wards currently, after 2021 we will be in the same ward 

when changes to the electoral boundaries are implemented 
g. We appreciate the offer Davidstow made but we do feel that we face toward 

Launceston with links to schools and work and Warbstow residents feel the same, 
Davidstow is much more Camelford facing 

h. We respect the views of Tresmeer and Tremaine to not want to work with us and 
the feeling appears to be mutual 

2. We would like to see the boundary issue around Hallworthy resolved, however if we were to 
merge with Warbstow we felt that it would be better for Hallworthy to be entirely included 
in our joint Parish, the reasons were as follows: 

a. It would give the parish a good mix of pub, shop, churches, school and commerce 
b. It would boost the numbers of the parish to close to 300 households which we feel is 

the level we should be aiming for to create a thriving parish community 
c. If there is a housing development on the auction site then that would help boost 

numbers further which would be most welcomed by the church and the wider 
community 

3. While we await the result of the governance review we are keen to get our Parish Meeting 
up and running so we have a body who can communicate with the community on 
developments from the council and also address some of the issues facing us today 
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a. I have been elected as chairman of the Parish Meeting and am looking to schedule 
another meeting before Christmas 

 

All attendees are happy to add their signatures to these resolutions, we just need to work out a 

mechanic for doing that. Would it be enough for them to email Dan with their thoughts? Or should 

we be looking to send something by post, or are these minutes enough if I give you the names of the 

attendees? 

Tina, I would also like to get some direction from you about the process of getting the Parish 

Meeting recognised formally. 

Please let me know that you have received this email. 

Thanks 

David Wilson 

Chair - Treneglos Parish Meeting  

 

 


