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Community Governance Review 

Liskeard and Looe 

Community Network Area 15 

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 Liskeard and Looe Community Network 
Area; namely – Deviock, Dobwalls and Trewidland, Duloe, Lanreath, Lanteglos 
by Fowey, Liskeard, Looe, Menheniot, Morval, Pelynt, Polperro, Quethiock, St 

Cleer, St Keyne, St Martin by Looe, St Neot, St Pinnock and Warleggan.  

 

Cornwall Community Governance Review (Stage 2) 
  
Public Engagement Meeting (Liskeard Area; 23.9.19) – Report 
 
1. Introduction   
 
1.1 This is a report of the proceedings and key points made at the Liskeard Area 

Public Engagement Meeting, which took place at Liskeard Public Hall on 23 
September 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: 22 (counted)   

• Local stakeholders: 14. A breakdown is as follows (includes anyone who 
signed the attendance register and/or spoke at the meeting)  

o Residents: 2  
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o Town & Parish Council representatives: 8 (Parishes of Dobwalls & 
Trewidland, Liskeard, Menheniot and St Keyne) 

o Representatives of other organisations: 1 (Dobwalls & Trewidland 
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group) 

o Local Divisional Members: 3  

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

• Cornwall Council officers: 4 
 

2.2 Parishes focused on at this meeting: Liskeard, Menheniot, Dobwalls & 
Trewidland, St Keyne 

 
2.3 Proceedings (The meeting commenced at 7.00pm and concluded at 8.25pm):  

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  

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

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

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

vi. Chairman’s closing remarks 
 

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

 
(1) Welcome & Introduction by the Chair  

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

• There were no questions on the CGR process.  
 

(2i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions   
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(a)  Representative of Liskeard Town Council (Councillor Rachel Brooks, Mayor of 
Liskeard) 
[Summary of extent of proposed boundary changes, from Cornwall Council 
submission list: “To take into account actual extent of built development of town.  
Change with Dobwalls & Trewidland Parish: to the west – Moorswater estate (1 
residential/17 commercial properties); to the south-west – to include sewage 
treatment works.  Change with Menheniot Parish: 8 residential and commercial 
properties (Bolitho Farm, Liskeard Tavern, Premier Inn, B&M, Argos); further land 
proposed to south of current Liskeard Parish.”]   

• Liskeard Town Council (TC) voted unanimously for submission for boundary 
changes with Menheniot and Dobwalls & Trewidland Parishes. 

• Since last boundary review 35 years ago, Liskeard’s built up area has extended 
beyond its parish boundary in several places.  Likely this will continue; planning 
permission already granted for further housing and employment land beyond 
boundary. 

• As requested by Cornwall Council (CC), TC has done what it can to work with 
neighbouring councils and to consult directly with affected residents and 
businesses to find a workable solution which aligns its boundary with actual 
situation on ground and provides some future proofing, while minimising impact 
on existing residents. 

• Reasons for wanting change: 

• (1) Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) – TC consulted very widely with 
residents; final plan achieved 92% public support.  Key themes were: get better 
balance between employment land and new housing; protect town centre’s 
vitality and viability.  TC works hard on both issues, including through planning 
process.  NDP limited by fact that, at Menheniot boundary, part of current built 
up area and adjacent potential employment and housing sites are outside 
Liskeard Parish.  It was therefore not possible to make a comprehensive NDP.  TC 
also has specific experience of trying to make representations on development 
which threaten town centre but not having status to do so because they are in 
Menheniot Parish. 

• (2) As shown by Menheniot PC’s survey of people visiting Bubble site, buildings 
and facilities commonly considered to be part of Liskeard (e.g. Liskeard Tavern, 
B&M and Moorswater industrial estate units) are in other parishes (e.g. 94% of 
people at B&M incorrectly thought they were in Liskeard).  Boundary should be 
changed to reflect everyday reality for the public. 

• (3) Planning permission granted at Tencreek, for large housing development next 
to built-up area.  Site will have good connectivity via foot/cycle paths to Liskeard 
schools and services.  Its residents will naturally look to Liskeard, but currently 
they would vote and pay their precept in Menheniot Parish, although village is 
several miles away. 

• TC went into process in spirit of collaboration and negotiation; was pleased to 
reach agreement with Dobwalls & Trewidland PC, modifying its plans in response 
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to their points.  Point of detail - contrary to their submission, TC did not contact 
any Looe Mills residents because it had removed them from its proposals at an 
early stage.  

• Unfortunately, Menheniot PC decided at outset to oppose any boundary change 
and, although TC met them several times, they were not willing to discuss any 
details.  TC therefore directly consulted potentially impacted Menheniot 
residents, and responded to their feedback.  TC’s submitted proposal reduces 
number of homes affected from original 34 to 8, keeps agricultural holdings 
together as far as possible and puts farms in their preferred parish.  Of the 8 
households, one has responded to support the change and one to oppose it. 

• There was understandable concern from Menheniot residents, who were given to 
understand the change could affect their burial rights and school places, and 
mean a significant precept rise.  For the small number of households concerned, 
it would make no difference to marriage/burial rights and access to schools.  The 
Band D precept would rise by c.£2 a week and Menheniot PC’s precept income 
would fall by c.1%. 

• TC wants boundaries to be adjusted as practical recognition of situation on 
ground, and give it an effective voice on edge of town planning decisions to 
safeguard town centre and increase employment land.  NDP consultation shows 
these are priorities for Liskeard residents.  TC recognises any changes would have 
a potential impact on people at the boundaries and has done its very best to 
respond to feedback to minimise that.  

 
(b) Representative of Menheniot Parish Council (Councillor Jeremy Tucker, Chairman) 
[No Change submission] 

• (1) [Introduction] Since review announced in December 2018, Menheniot PC has 
maintained a continuous dialogue of consultation with its residents; its 
submission reflects both their concerns and aspirations. 

• In July 2019, PC resolved to accept its Working Group’s advice and find that there 
is no case for a change in the parish boundary, parish name or number of parish 
councillors. 

• Its decision accurately reflects views of parish residents, who in their recent 
opinion survey were 92% against any changes in the historic boundary. 

• PC believes its submission demonstrates and evidences how its governance 
reflects the identities and interests of its community.  

• (2) PC examined the issue of electoral equality:  

• In its survey, a clear 83% of respondents felt that their council (Menheniot) acted 
on their behalf (national figure: 56%). 

• PC believes any growth in the electorate will be properly and effectively 
represented by the current number of councillors, working as it does alongside its 
residents. 
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• PC noted CC electoral forecasts and included its own forecast for 5 year period to 
2024 which it believes provides a better basis for measuring growth in number of 
voters. 

• Cornwall average ratio = 1 councillor: 206 electors.  Current Menheniot ratio is 
1:127.  Its future estimate (including Tencreek development) is 1:173.  This is still 
below Cornwall average, and better than Liskeard East ratio (Menheniot’s 
forecast: 1:839)  

• (3) “We provide effective local government:” 

• The PC’s residents’ survey clearly evidenced that Menheniot residents have high 
levels of satisfaction about where they live 

• They trust their PC; they believe it provides value for money and represents their 
best interests to a high degree. 

• PC is not complacent about this.  It is mindful that consultation raises 
expectations of how its performance needs to improve.  It has already agreed a 
new engagement policy that is being rolled out across the parish. 

• (4) “We are proud of our community identity:” 

• Entire Review has demonstrated where community is in Menheniot: it’s 
everywhere.  

• The response it’s had from residents, its engagement with them, the letters it’s 
received and the survey results are evidence enough that Menheniot Parish is a 
broad, cohesive and proud community. 

• At Menheniot’s Annual Parish Meeting, Liskeard TC made it very clear that 
moving residents out of Menheniot and into Liskeard would not give them any 
extra benefits, and gave no reassurance that, if the boundary is changed, the 
benefits they currently enjoy in Menheniot parish would be maintained.  

• PC provides play and leisure facilities. It works with its people in an open and 
transparent way; it’s very proud of outstanding playgroup and primary school 
that it supports. 

• Menheniot’s schools form the heart of its community identity. Not only do they 
deliver an education for the Parish’s children, but their very existence brings 
people together and generates a genuine community spirit.  
 

(c) Representative of Dobwalls & Trewidland Parish Council (Linda Coles, Parish Clerk) 
[Summary of extent of proposed boundary changes, from Cornwall Council 
submission list: “Change to boundary between Dobwalls and Liskeard Town Council; 
changes to boundaries for Trewidland/Dobwalls and Trewidland/St Keyne” [latter 
proposal is to transfer Trewidland settlement to St Keyne Parish]  

• It was identified at an early stage that it makes more sense for Liskeard Parish to 
take in the Moorswater industrial units.  The residents of the properties in Looe 
Mills (8 properties) wanted, with the exception of one household, to remain in 
Dobwalls & Trewidland Parish and the TC agreed to amend its proposed boundary 
change to reflect this.  The one exception was Lime Kiln House who had no 
reservations about transferring to Liskeard Parish; however, since the submission 
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was made, the residents of this property have asked to stay in Dobwalls & 
Trewidland Parish. 

• The transfer of Trewidland to St Keyne Parish makes demographic sense.  The 
settlement/community has lots of identifying features, which set it apart from 
Dobwalls.  There has been lots of public engagement on this proposal with both 
parishes, and no issues have been identified as a result of this.  

• Dobwalls & Trewidland’s submission complements and ties in with Cornwall 
Council Electoral Review recommendations.   

 
(d) Representative of St Keyne Parish Council (Councillor Sally Lewis, Chairman) 
[Summary of extent of proposed boundary changes, from Cornwall Council 
submission list: “Take in the settlement of Trewidland”]  

• The proposed transfer of Trewidland has been talked about often in the past and 
it is now hoped to implement it. 

• St Keyne and Dobwalls & Trewidland PC have liaised closely on this issue, holding 
numerous meetings together and half a dozen public and open meetings to gauge 
parishioners’ reactions. A couple of concerns were raised about possible changes 
in precept charges, but vast majority of people felt this proposal would be a 
positive step. 

• St Keyne’s Clerk undertook research into similarities between St Keyne Parish and 
Trewidland’s community identity: they already share a church and school; their 
population density is very similar; they are both largely agricultural with a few 
other businesses in each. 

• PC has had discussions with Ward Councillors from Dobwalls & Trewidland.  
They’ve been in agreement with the idea and very helpful/interested.  

• PC has met Trewidland residents and councillors; the two ward councillors have 
attended St Keyne PC meetings and I’ve attended a Dobwalls and Trewidland PC 
meeting.  PC has kept its own parishioners informed through articles in parish 
magazine, via a letter to every home, and an open meeting.  Trewidland Ward 
members have done the same for their part of the Parish.  St Keyne and 
Trewidland are  already working together to find ways to promote and enhance 
our public footpaths and the two village hall committees have met to compare 
notes and find ways to help each other. 

• PC is proposing an increase in Councillors for the combined area from 7 to 9 and 
hope that, with a positive integration, each councillor will be able to use their 
own abilities to further the best interests of all parishioners.  Councillor: 
electorate ratios: St Keyne (379 residents) is 1:54; Trewidland (245 residents) is 
1:123; proposed combined area (624 residents) will be 1:69.  
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 (2ii)  Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel  

• The Panel ran through the presentation maps illustrating the boundary changes 
proposed by the parishes, and the representatives spoke to the maps, clarifying 
questions of detail. 

• It was confirmed that Dobwalls & Trewidland and St Keyne Parishes are in 
agreement on the proposed transfer of Trewidland.  It was clarified that residents 
of Doublebois want to stay with Dobwalls.   

• Dobwalls & Trewidland further confirmed: that they own no assets in Trewidland 
(except for small items e.g. grit bins/noticeboards); that they proposed the Parish 
no longer be warded; and to increase their number of councillors to 9, in line with 
the Cornwall Council Electoral Review. 

• Liskeard/Menheniot boundary: The Panel asked Liskeard TC how they had 
decided where to draw their proposed new boundary line, given that some of the 
land they want to take in has not yet been developed.  The TC explained the areas 
of land it wishes to include with aid of the maps; key reasons included: bringing in 
development land/employment sites; ensuring smooth boundary lines; and the 
owner of Bolitho Farm wishing their holding to be kept together in one parish.  
Menheniot PC challenged aspects of this, e.g. highlighting where development is 
still subject to negotiation with Cornwall Council and that the original boundaries 
were formed in 1847 and have stayed in place ever since. 

• The Panel asked about the rural parishes’ NDP status.  Menheniot PC’s is going to 
consultation in October 2019, Dobwalls & Trewidland are developing theirs and St 
Keyne PC does not have a NDP. 

• The Panel questioned why Liskeard TC needs to take in the whole of Bolitho Farm, 
given that it is common for farm holdings to get split up over the course of time; 
and whether the boundary could be drawn on the railway line.  The TC responded 
that they have been guided by the wishes of the landowner and tenant farmer; a 
railway line boundary would leave an odd salient of land outside the parish 
boundary.  Menheniot PC stated that the tenant farmer is due to retire soon, and 
is therefore not too concerned about the proposal; they added that they are 
working closely with Liskeard on the future of the area and agri-hub. 

• The Panel asked why Liskeard TC wants to take in the area for the agri-hub, given 
that this will be essentially rural in nature.  The TC advised this is because it will 
include the cattle market, which was located until recently in Liskeard town 
centre; it makes better sense for employment land next to the town to come 
within Liskeard parish.   Menheniot PC highlighted its Parish is made up of very 
small rural communities and depends greatly on the will and support of the 
farming community; it supports the agri-hub and has granted funding for 
feasibility studies. 

• The Panel asked Menheniot PC and Liskeard TC for their likely attitude in the 
event that Cornwall Council was minded to recommend that Liskeard Parish 
boundary be extended to include only the developed land on the edge of Liskeard 
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town.  Menheniot PC indicated that, in this scenario, they might lose future 
business rate income (if this is devolved to parishes in future); as for local 
residents, they just want to do their shopping and are not bothered which parish 
the shops are in.  Liskeard TC stated that this scenario would be an improvement 
on the current position; however, given it has been 35 years since boundaries 
were last reviewed, it could be a while until the next review and the TC wants to 
ensure future proofing.  If the undeveloped area is not included, it is likely that, in 
a few years, Liskeard will be back in the same position, with a corner of the town 
not in the Parish.  The TC is not saying it wants to see development in this area, 
but wants the ability to say what goes where i.e. agriculture, housing, 
employment.      

 
(2iii) Statements on these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 
 
(a) Menheniot Parish Council (Councillor Eve Easterbrook) 
• Expressed thanks to Panel for opportunity to respond to Liskeard TC submission. 

• Throughout process, Menheniot PC councillors were clear that their submission 
would reflect whole of the parish, not just the councillors.  And that opinions 
would be sourced and identified, and numbers evidenced.  Its submission relies 
on data, facts, statistics and evidence; it wants to be clear where its conclusions 
have come from. 

• (1) Throughout its submission, Liskeard TC has made assumptions about 
‘residents’ and speculated on how they behave now and in the future.  In Section 
5.2 (paras 2/3), it talks about the confusion its says exists in the minds of people 
who come shopping at The Bubble Retail Park. That ‘they consider’ it as being 
part of Liskeard and that there would be an unspecified benefit to them if the 
boundary were to be moved.  In June 2019, the PC carried out a survey of visitors 
to The Bubble (Appendix 2 of its submission); this shows that most people don’t 
know which parish they are in.  However, they don’t care to know which parish 
they are in.  Neither do they feel it affects their shopping experience.  The PC 
rejects Liskeard TC’s unsubstantiated claims. 

• (2) In its Section 5.4 (para 2), the TC complains that some planning applications 
approved in Menheniot would adversely affect Liskeard.  The PC strongly refutes 
this allegation. The PC’s submission (section 4.3) sets out the 4 most recent 
commercial decisions it has made that could impact on Liskeard.  In three of 
them, it agreed with Liskeard.  The 4th - Costa coffee - is where the two Parishes 
disagreed and Menheniot councillors supported the application; Liskeard TC was 
invited to speak at the PC’s public meeting, but they declined to attend or 
comment.  As shown in the minutes, Menheniot PC took the Liskeard NDP into 
account as part of its decision making. 

• (3) In Section 6.7/6.8, Liskeard TC suggests that Menheniot councillors had 
predetermined not to consider any changes in the position they took at their 
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January meeting (that is, not to support any changes in governance).  The email 
launching this review was sent out on Christmas Eve 2018, asking PCs to ‘flag up 
an interest’ in the idea of a governance review, with the proviso that they were 
not definitely committing themselves to a position. The email also said that 
‘There will be further opportunities for your council to review its position.’  
Menheniot PC flagged up its interest as requested and made its decision at their 
January meeting.  However, mindful that further investigations were needed, it 
agreed to set up a Working Group to examine the proposals from Liskeard and to 
recommend a response.  At every meeting with Liskeard TC, it reminded them 
both councils are bound by the same Standing Orders that can limit the scope for 
changing previous decisions.  However, once councillors had seen the results of 
the ‘We are Menheniot’ residents’ survey, the PC reminded the TC that because 
92% of Menheniot’s electorate did not want to change the boundary, the PC 
would need a compelling and persuasive argument from Liskeard TC to put back 
to councillors and residents.  No such arguments were presented. 

• (4) The TC also feels it’s been misled by Menheniot PC on data sharing.  Its 
Section 6.9 sets out its belief that the PC agreed to share personal and sensitive 
information with the TC about attendance at the Annual Parish Meeting.  The 
Clerk’s redacted copy of the signing in sheet (that both the Clerk and then Mayor 
completed), has a clear GDPR declaration that the PC does not pass this data onto 
anyone else.  Liskeard TC is mistaken in its belief that the PC would ever pass on 
information about its residents without their proper informed consent. 

• (5) Liskeard TC has consulted a small cohort of people who would ultimately be 
directly affected by any change in the parish boundary.  Menheniot PC works for 
all parts of its communities and has consulted widely across the parish.  The PC’s 
concern has always been that, however many or few people might be directly 
affected by a boundary change, there would an indirect impact on all its 
residents.  Its survey plots the responses from across the parish and it can 
evidence that almost 90% of responses came from the area outside of the original 
proposal from Liskeard. 

• Menheniot PC finds Liskeard’s approach to this entire consultation process as 
unacceptable and it has caused all Menheniot’s residents very real alarm and 
distress.  
 

(b) Liskeard Town Council (Councillor Naomi Taylor) 

• Liskeard has 3 areas among most highly deprived in the country. 

• Universal Credit roll out will have a significant impact on the town. 

• Employment land is vital to the town; is very little in the town and a significant 
need to obtain more. 
 

(c) A Liskeard Resident 

• I was involved in preparation of Liskeard Community Strategic Plan (CSP), in part a 
precursor to the NDP, published in 2006.  We had boundary discussions during 
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that process, talked to surrounding parishes including Menheniot, and couldn’t 
write the Strategy without crossing boundaries. 

• The situation described by Liskeard TC is not a new problem.  Its proposal makes 
sense – to control and make proposals for areas that will affect the town in 
future. 

• Providing employment land is very difficult for Liskeard.  If the CSP had been 
followed through, areas now built on with housing would have been employment 
land. 

• Bolitho Farm was identified in Liskeard Town Framework, produced by CC, as a 
possible site for employment/economic development.  It would make sense for it 
to be part of the town. 

• Two parishes take a different view on this problem.  It’s time to make a decision. 

• The district around Liskeard uses more facilities in Liskeard town than in 
Menheniot village.  The new houses will use Liskeard town more.  Development 
will have a greater impact on the town, and almost none on Menheniot. 

• Liskeard TC has done an excellent job in consulting those directly affected. 

• We all have an emotional attachment to boundaries, but is that relevant?  
However, if you ask a farmer or landowner and they support the proposal, that 
makes sense to me.   
 

(iv) Statements on the submissions by local Cornwall Councillors 
 

(a) Phil Seeva CC (Menheniot) 

• Declaration: I’m Cornwall Councillor for Menheniot Division; this includes 
Menheniot Parish and part of Dobwalls & Trewidland Parish (with the other part in 
Jane Pascoe CC’s Liskeard West & Dobwalls Division).  I was also a Liskeard Town 
Councillor, and Mayor.  I’m a Liskeard resident, and have friends in Menheniot.  I 
can see the situation from both sides.  

• (1) Proposed transfer of Trewidland from Dobwalls & Trewidland Parish to St Keyne 
Parish.  My understanding: no-one’s upset about this in Dobwalls, St Keyne or 
Trewidland.  There are zero issues from residents about it.  I therefore hope it’s a 
relatively easy decision for Electoral Review Panel to approve this.  Example of 
illogicality of current boundary: Trewidland parish councillors have to drive 
through St Keyne to get to the parish council meeting in Dobwalls (often, literally 
driving past the St Keyne PC meeting while it’s in progress). 

• (2) Liskeard/Menheniot boundary: If CC changes the boundary, this will upset some 
people.  I’ve been to Menheniot PC/public meetings about this, and witnessed 
genuine upset, anger and stress.  Liskeard TC representatives attended public 
meeting; they faced an angry crowd, and could see they were upset.  The TC, fair 
play to them, redrew their proposed boundary map; I respect them for this.  
However, some people will still be upset.  The question is what emotional price we 
want to pay.  If CC leaves the boundary, Liskeard residents won’t be upset.  Do the 
right thing and support Menheniot.   
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• (2) [Liskeard/Menheniot boundary continued] Recent Costa Coffee planning 
application: this was ludicrous.  It was clear the impact would be on Liskeard.  
Menheniot has no coffee shop so would take no impact.  Menheniot PC supported 
it; Liskeard TC objected.  I called it in to give TC an opportunity to voice its opinion, 
which it did.  The right decision was not made. 

• Bear in mind the emotional issues.  Don’t make change, make everyone happy. 
 

(b) Sally Hawken CC (Liskeard East) 

• Councillor Hawken declared that her father was one of the speakers at the meeting.  

• Interesting debate tonight. 

• The idea of not making decisions in order not to upset one or more party is not 
really an option. 

• Planning: the issue referred to by Liskeard TC has arisen three times recently at 
planning, in relation to (1) Tencreek, (2) B&M, (3) Costa, a corner of which reached 
into Liskeard.  This is about things happening outside Liskeard Parish – in areas 
which practically are and feel like the edge of town - which affect us significantly. 

• It’s no surprise that, in Menheniot’s survey, people didn’t know which parish they 
were shopping in.  However, when making decisions, the TC needs to be able to 
look at the   whole of the town; this is logical. 

• Liskeard people may not be up in arms if the TC’s proposed boundary change is not 
approved.  However, if you explained the situation to them – that the TC can’t 
influence planning decisions in areas that are part of the town but are outside the 
Parish – they would be shocked. 

• The situation is a planning headache, and has been going on for an awfully long 
time.  Please look at what’s rational.  

 
(c)  Martin Eddy CC (St Cleer) 

• Will need more information regarding details of the agri-hub 

• I’m not convinced with arguments that farms need to be kept wholly within one 
parish 

• It’s easier for people to know boundaries if they run along a clear physical feature 
 

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: Liskeard (23.9.19)  
 
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) Liskeard Town Council’s proposals to change its boundary with Menheniot 
Parish 
 
Arguments for:  

• Liskeard TC unanimously supported proposal  

• Built-up area of town has expanded beyond Liskeard parish boundary; makes 
sense for these areas to come within the parish boundary 

• Employment land is in short supply and it is vital for the town to obtain more  

• Planning permissions have been granted for further developments – need to 
future proof for these and future planning permissions 

• To support Liskeard NDP objectives, which are resident priorities, specifically: 
➢ Better balancing employment land/housing 
➢ Protecting town centre 

• Current boundary prevents NDP from being comprehensive; proposal will enable 
TC to say what type of development goes where  

• To give TC an effective voice on edge of town planning applications that 
affect/threaten town but are currently beyond parish boundary; TC has specific 
experience of being unable to do this, including on 4 recent occasions  

• Identity: areas TC wants to take in are commonly considered to be part of 
Liskeard – boundaries should reflect everyday reality for public 

• Approved Tencreek housing development adjacent to/will be closely linked to 
town – its residents will look to town for services rather than Menheniot 

• Only a small number of Menheniot households will transfer to Liskeard, and 
impact on them will be low: a c.£2 a week precept rise. 

• Impact on Menheniot Parish precept will be low: c.1%. 

• Proposals will smooth boundary lines 

• Owner/tenant of particular farm (Bolitho) wishes holding to be kept together in 
one Parish; this farm was also identified in the Liskeard Town Framework 

• The agri-hub development the TC wishes to take in will include the cattle market, 
located until recently in the town centre 

• If boundary only amended to include areas already developed (and excludes 
undeveloped areas that TC also wants to take in), it is likely that the town will 
soon expand into these areas and TC will want another boundary change 
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• The town’s need for employment land is underlined by its areas of high 
deprivation and the expected impact of the roll out of Universal Credit 

• The need to address the built-up area/boundary issue dates back some years; it 
was a key factor for the Liskeard Community Strategic Plan (2006) 

• District around Liskeard uses more facilities in town than Menheniot village 

• Residents of new houses will use town more; development will have a greater 
impact on the town, and almost none on Menheniot 

• Liskeard TC’s consultation in consulting those directly affected has been excellent 

• Emotional attachment to boundaries is understandable, but is it relevant? 

• TC’s wish to be able to take holistic approach to town is logical 

• Residents would be shocked to know that the TC can’t influence planning 
decisions in areas that are part of the town but are outside the Parish 
 

Arguments against: 

• Vast majority (92%) of Menheniot Parish residents oppose any boundary change 

• Menheniot PC unanimously agreed no change 

• Boundary is historic, dating back to 1847 

• Parish’s current governance arrangements reflect community identities/interests  

• Majority of residents feel PC acts on their behalf (83%, vs national average of 

56%); they feel it provides value for money and represents their best interests 

• Menheniot is proud of its community identity; it’s a broad and cohesive 

community; residents have high levels of satisfaction about where they live 

• Its schools form heart of community, delivering education, bringing people 

together and generating a genuine community spirit 

• PC provides effective local government, including providing play/leisure facilities 

and supporting playgroup/primary school; it works with residents openly and 

transparently 

• PC can manage any growth in its electorate and maintain effective representation  

• Parish councillor-elector ratio significantly better than Liskeard’s (e.g. Menheniot 

projected: 1:173; Liskeard East projected 1:839 [Menheniot’s own projections]) 

• Menheniot residents moving into Liskeard Parish will receive no extra benefits; 

there is no assurance they will retain those they enjoy as Menheniot parishioners 

• Development may not take place on some of the sites the TC wishes to take in 

(e.g. where still subject to negotiation between CC/developers) 

• PC has/is supporting and working closely with the TC on the future of the areas of 

development land the TC wishes to take in (e.g. the agri-hub, which it has 

supported financially) 

• PC might lose any future income from business rates 

• PC’s submission clearly evidenced, including via resident survey 



 
 

14 
 

• TC’s submission includes assumptions and speculation 

• TC’s claim that Bubble Retail Park shoppers are confused about what parish they 

in and would benefit from this site being moved to Liskeard is unsubstantiated 

• PC refutes TC’s argument that planning applications approved in Menheniot 

would adversely affect Liskeard.  It supported Liskeard’s position on 3 out of the 4 

recent commercial planning applications that could impact on Liskeard.  When it 

considered the 4th application, it considered the Liskeard NDP and invited the TC 

to speak/comment; the TC declined.  

• TC has failed to present any compelling or persuasive argument to support its 

proposals  

• Proposals will have indirect impact on all Menheniot parish residents (90% of 

survey responses came from outside area affected by original Liskeard proposal) 

• Liskeard’s approach to consultation has been unacceptable and caused all 

Menheniot residents alarm and distress. 

• A boundary change will upset some people; Liskeard residents will not be upset if 
it’s not changed.    
 

Note to Electoral Review Panel: 
One of the other proposals referred to at the meeting was that by Liskeard Town 
Council and Dobwalls & Trewidland Parish to change their shared boundary 
(“Dobwalls Parish Moorswater area” and “Dobwalls Parish southern area”).  
Dobwalls & Trewidland Parish highlighted that one minor change needed to be made 
to this arrangement: the owner of the one residential property proposed to be 
transferred to Liskeard Parish (Lime Kiln House) now wanted this property to remain 
in Dobwalls & Trewidland Parish.  
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Cornwall Councillor Feedback on submissions 
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Further Comments from Parish Councils on Submissions 

Liskeard Town Council: 

“Supplementary Comments – Liskeard Town Council. 

Further to the questions and issues raised at the public engagement meeting, the 

following comments and plans are to clarify and support the Liskeard Town Council 

proposals. They relate to the proposed parish boundary review with Menheniot. They 

should be considered in conjunction with the attached plans (Menheniot Boundary 

Sep 2019 – Menheniot Boundary history – Menheniot boundary before consultation): 

Menheniot Boundary Sept 2019 – this identifies the sites with planning consent or 

previously identified as development sites beyond the parish boundary – these are a 

continuation of the line of built development beyond the current Bubble Retail Park 

and the Liskeard Tavern site. They are the logical next step and development could 

be anticipated to begin in the short term at least in the case of the Tencreek site.  

Menheniot Boundary – history - showing the long standing identification and 

progression of the built development site beyond the town boundary.  

• 2007 CARADON LOCAL PLAN FIRST ALTERATION – indicated an area at 
Tencreek as being within the "Town Development Limit". This was subject to 
a public inquiry and was approved by the Planning Inspector. 

• 2008 LISKEARD COMMUNITY STRATEGIC PLAN - MAP1 shows the 
“Settlement Boundary” including the Tencreek site - MAP3 shows the Bubble 
to be an industrial and commercial site.  

• 2012 CORNWALL COUNCIL commissioned CORNWALL DEVELOPMENT 
COMPANY – to produce an assessment of the suitability of various sites for 
development – this not only included Tencreek, but also Bolitho Farm.  

• 2015 PLANNING CONSENT PA15/09821 – The Tencreek area benefits from 
a planning consent for a mixed use development including 15 acre/6 hectares 
of B1(C), B2 and B8 use class development and 275 houses. 

 

Definition * Agri Hub – The term is intended to cover a range of activities that could 

be viable from a new venue with good access to the A38 at Liskeard, which is 

centrally located within South East Cornwall. A town centre location, such as, the 

former cattle market is not sufficiently accessible for trucks. However, a new site, 

such as, Bolitho Farm is well located. These activities could include: the auctioning 

of all types of animal and other suitable products, including wool, stock handling and 

collection centre, offices associated with agricultural support services. Workshops for 

agricultural activities such as, servicing of vehicles and machinery, units for the 

processing of agricultural products including food products, such as, milk and dairy 

items and non-food products, such as, wool.  
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Farming Unit – it is accepted that over a longer time scale farming units might be 

divided away from their original farmstead. However, we have been advised by those 

farmers that were directly impacted by our proposals, that they would prefer to 

maintain the bulk of their farm within the same parish as their farmstead. We 

consequently, reflected these views in the final 17th July 2019 submission.  

Menheniot boundary before consultation – this shows the original proposal before 

being reduced to take account of feedback from Menheniot residents. – The Town 

Council noted that as it had been a number of years since the last Community 

Governance Review and a degree of future proofing might be necessary and looked 

to be more extensive area. The proposed area is about half the size of the original.  

Liskeard Town Council would be pleased if you could give favourable consideration 

to those points.” 

Could you confirm receipt of the e-mail.  

 

Steve Vinson 

Town Clerk  

Liskeard Town Council 
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Menheniot Parish Council: 

Introduction 
Menheniot Parish Council continues to maintain its position regarding the governance review 
and oppose Liskeard Town Council’s proposal to change any part of the adjacent boundary, 
as well as the additional suggestion made by the Panel. 
In preparing our submission, we have relied on the three overarching principles set out in 
your Terms of Reference, that this review will be determined and assessed by: 

• Electoral equality 

• Community identity 

• Effective government 
At the public meeting held by the ERP in Truro on 31 July 2019, a panel member stated that 
in his opinion: 
It is important that the public and councillors are fully aware of the importance and 
significance of these changes. These are once in a lifetime changes . . . These are very 
significant impacts for the people of Cornwall and for future maps of Cornwall. It is history 
being made. People need to be made aware of that. 
Menheniot Parish Council agrees with the ERP member and presents this evidence to 
demonstrate that residents and councillors in both Liskeard and Menheniot have not been 
made fully aware of the facts surrounding these changes. Critical information has been 
misrepresented, mistaken and deliberately withheld in order to facilitate arguments by 
Liskeard Town Council that would support their case for a boundary change. Menheniot 
councillors are clear in their belief that these actions by Liskeard Town Council are not in the 
spirit of Transparency Regulations and are not an example of effective local government. 
After listening to the summary submission presented by Liskeard Cllr Rachel Brooks and the 
comments by Cornwall Cllr Sally Hawken, the parish council’s opinion of their arguments is 
unchanged, and we would like to highlight some areas that we feel require clarification. 
1 In her commentary, Cllr Hawken referenced disagreements between both councils 
over matters of planning at The Bubble Retail Park. She stated that when B&M Stores made 
an application to change its planning conditions to permit the sale of food on its premises 
(PA15/00054), Menheniot Parish Council had supported the application. This is incorrect. 
This parish council supported Liskeard Town Council in its unsuccessful attempt to prevent 
B&M Stores from selling food and alcohol because we felt that it would impact on the vitality 
of the town centre. 
In our submission (section 4.3) we set out the 4 most recent commercial decisions we have 
made that could impact on Liskeard. In three of them, we agreed with Liskeard. The 4th, the 
Costa coffee shop is where we disagreed when our councillors supported the application, 
and although Liskeard town councillors were invited to put forward their point of view at our 
public meeting, they declined to attend or to comment. 
The minutes of that meeting show that Menheniot councillors took the Liskeard 
Neighbourhood Development Plan into account as part of their decision making. 
2 Cllr Brooks once again repeated the claim by her council that Menheniot made up its 
mind to reject a governance review in January, and had maintained that position irrespective 
of proposals from Liskeard. In her opinion, Menheniot had a collective closed mind that 
refused to share information or be open about its working methods. The Review Panel might 
conclude from this that Menheniot Parish Council has conducted its own assessment in 
isolation from its residents and its neighbouring parish councils. 
From the outset, Liskeard Town Council made its decision to review the boundary with 
Menheniot outside of a public meeting and without consulting this parish council. 
On 16 February 2019, the Clerk for Menheniot took a call from the Clerk from Dobwalls & 
Trewidland reporting that she had just had an extended telephone discussion with the 
Liskeard Clerk about their plans to move their boundary into Menheniot. At the CALC 
conference on 17 February 2019, the Menheniot Clerk attended along with the Liskeard 
Clerk, Mayor and a councillor. At no point during the six hour meeting did any representative 
from Liskeard raise the issue of changing boundaries with Menheniot. 



 
 

19 
 

It was not until 22 February 2019, after taking instructions from his councillors that the 
Menheniot Clerk telephoned the Liskeard Clerk to ask about rumours he had heard about 
possible boundary changes. 
The Liskeard Clerk confirmed that his council would be considering a boundary change and 
had that day published a report on their website but had not informed or consulted with any 
representative from Menheniot Parish Council. 
Menheniot parish councillors argue that the Liskeard Clerk should not have shared sensitive 
information about the boundary changes with other organisations before discussing it with 
Menheniot’s representatives. 
3 Liskeard Town Council has consistently withheld critical information from its 
published agendas and reports that has prevented both Menheniot residents and parish 
councillors from being able to effectively challenge their proposals. 
Liskeard Town Council Planning Committee 
11 March 2019 
At this meeting, a hand drawn map of the area adjacent to Pengover Green (attached) which 
is inside the Menheniot boundary, was presented by the Deputy Town Clerk and councillors 
asked to include this in their proposal. This item had not been previously included in the 
Clerk’s Report or in the Minutes of that meeting despite being agreed by the meeting. 
Without prior notice, neither Pengover Green residents nor parish councillors were able 
make an informed challenge to the proposal. 
Liskeard Town Council 
25 June 2019 
Prior to this meeting, the Clerk’s report had listed ‘Item 8f’ as being a list of ‘properties 
consulted that could be affected’ by a possible boundary change. On the morning of the 
meeting, this document was changed to a ‘new list of properties impacted’ (screengrab 
attached). 
Without prior notice, neither residents nor parish councillors in this area were able to make 
an informed challenge to the proposal. 
4 Menheniot Parish Council set up its own Working Group on 21 March 2019 to assess 
Liskeard’s proposals. This was in advance of its meetings with Liskeard representatives, and 
Menheniot made it clear at this and every other meeting with Liskeard that it would not be 
making its final decision on whether to maintain its previous position until the Group had 
delivered its conclusions and recommendations. The Group reported to an Extraordinary 
Meeting on 15 July 2019, at which time parish councillors accepted their recommendations 
and maintained its previous decision. 
5 The Chair of the Review Panel asked for reaction to a suggestions that the ERP 
might separately recommend that The Bubble Retail Park should move inside the Liskeard 
boundary. Menheniot Parish Councillors oppose this proposal because it does not accord 
with the three overarching principles detailed in the Panels Terms of Reference, nor the 
argument and evidence that we have presented in our submission. 


