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Community Governance Review 

Launceston 

Community Network Area 17 

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 16 parishes are in the Launceston Community Network Area; 
namely – Altarnun, Boyton, Egloskerry, Laneast, Launceston, Lawhitton, 

Lewannick, Lezant, North Hill, North Petherwin, South Petherwin, St Stephen-By-
Launceston Rural, St Thomas the Apostle, Stoke Climsland, Trewen and 

Werrington.  

 

Cornwall Community Governance Review (Stage 2) 
 
Public Engagement Meeting (Launceston Area; 27.9.19) – Report 
 
1. Introduction   
 
1.1 This is a report of the proceedings and key points made at the Launceston 

Area Public Engagement Meeting, which took place at Tregadillett Community 
Centre on 27 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:   

• Local stakeholders: 34 (counted) A breakdown is as follows (includes 
anyone who signed the attendance register and/or spoke at the meeting)  
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o Local Residents: 14  
o Local Town & Parish Council representatives: 12 (Parishes of 

Launceston, South Petherwin, St Stephens by Launceston Rural, St 
Thomas the Apostle Rural – in Launceston Community Network 
Area; Davidstow and Treneglos – Camelford Community Network 
Area) 

o Other Residents: 1 
o Local Divisional Members: 3  

• Electoral Review Panel representatives: 4 (Malcolm Brown CC, Dick Cole 
CC, Martin Eddy CC, Leigh Frost CC) 

• Cornwall Council officers: 5 
 

2.2 Parishes focused on at this meeting: Launceston, South Petherwin, St 
Stephens by Launceston Rural, St Thomas the Apostle Rural; Davidstow and 
Treneglos 

 
2.3 Proceedings (The meeting commenced at 7.00pm and concluded at 9.45pm):  

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

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

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

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

vi. Chairman’s closing remarks 
 

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

 
(1) Welcome & Introduction by the Chair  

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

• There were no questions on the CGR process.  
 
(2) Section of the meeting focusing on Launceston, South Petherwin, St Stephens by 
Launceston Rural and St Thomas the Apostle Rural Parishes 

 
(2i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions   
 
(a)  Representative of Launceston Town Council (Councillor Rob Tremain) 
[Summary of extent of proposed boundary changes, from Cornwall Council 
submission list: “1. [Boundary with South Petherwin Parish] To include Pennygillam 
estate in a single Parish (Launceston); 2. [Boundary with St Thomas the Apostle Rural 
Parish] Include Upper Chapel so that proposed Launceston cemetery extension lies 
within town boundary defined by the “natural” border of the roadways; 3. [Boundary 
with St Stephens by Launceston Rural Parish] To include area from Cross Lanes at 
junction with A388 to Millways, along road to join the Dutson to St Leonard’s Road 
down to River Kensey at St Leonard’s.”] 

• January 2019: Launceston TC (LTC) unanimously resolved to make a submission 
requesting a town boundary review and set up a Working Group to explore this 
further. 

• April 2019: Full Council received Working Group report and agreed its 3 
proposals. 

• Cllr Tremain summarised the proposals, referring as he did so to the TC’s 
submission and the relevant maps from the PowerPoint presentation used at the 
meeting: 
➢ Proposal 1: Include all Pennygillam industrial estate within town boundary.  

This is practical and logical.  It will ensure boundary extends to natural 
boundary point, whereas currently industrial estate is across two parishes 
[Launceston/South Petherwin).  It will end any confusion regarding where 
certain buildings within the site lie within the town.   

➢ Proposal 2: Move boundary from Upper Chapel to the locally named “Chapel 
Top Road” so it runs from top of St Catherine’s Hill to Trebursye and returns 
onto A30 via Eastbound slip road.  This will ensure proposed Launceston 
cemetery extension is all within the town boundary and provide a natural 
boundary point using clearly identifiable road borders.  Upper Chapel proposal 
will see 140 new houses built – the Section 106 agreement includes the 
provision of land for this cemetery extension; LTC current provides cemetery 
provision and space is at a premium – there are very few years remaining 
before the current site will be at capacity; LTC is prepared to fund setting up 
and delivering the extension, but the land must be within the town boundary 
for the Council legitimately to be able to do this. 
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➢ Proposal 3: Include area from Cross Lane, at junction with A388 down to 
Millways, along unnamed road to join Dutson to St Leonard’s Road down to 
River Kensey at St Leonard’s within town boundary.  This will ensure boundary 
is consistent, coherent, and recognisable by following existing road borders.   

• The proposals will ensure Launceston town is clearly identifiable within a proper 
boundary. 

• LTC consulted neighbouring parishes on the proposals and they have objected. 

• If the proposals are not approved, the most significant detrimental effect will be 
on the cemetery expansion. LTC would need to reconsider its ability to run a 
cemetery outside its boundary. 

• LTC has taken on a wide range of services/assets as part of the devolution 
programme.  It has taken significant steps to ensure that this has not been 
detrimental to neighbouring parishes. 

• The proposals will allow LTC to spread the increasing cost of providing devolved 
services which are based in the town but also benefit neighbouring parishes.  The 
current boundary with St Thomas the Apostle Rural Parish would mean that 
residents of the new development at Upper Chapel would not contribute towards 
the costs of services they access within the town.   

• A common cause for any councillor is to do our best for the people we represent; 
this is what LTC has done in this instance.  The changes will have a real benefit for 
the people of “Lanson” [Launceston] in the years to come and, more importantly, 
will give the town control of any future developments in the areas in question. 

 
(b) Representative of South Petherwin Parish Council (Councillor Phil Parsons, 
Chairman) 
[PC made (1) a No Change submission opposing Launceston’s proposed boundary 
change at Pennygillam Industrial Estate and (2) a submission that the South 
Petherwin/St Thomas the Apostle Rural Parish boundary be changed as follows: “that 
the boundary on the Northern edge of South Petherwin Parish be changed from the 
old A30 to the new A30 and the residents within this area move into St Thomas the 
Apostle Rural Parish.”  This submission is supported by St Thomas the Apostle Rural 
PC].  

• South Petherwin PC has put a lot of energy and effort into the CGR process 

• We wanted to reflect our view and our residents’ view, so consulted our residents 
and St Thomas the Apostle Rural [St Thomas] residents during the spring and 
summer.  We’ve worked together successfully with St Thomas PC on this process.  

• Unfortunately, there’s been no successful conversation/agreement with LTC.  This 
is a shame, but this may follow after this meeting. 

• Cllr Parsons summarised the proposals, referring to the submission and maps. 
(1) The PC’s no change submission [Pennygillam]: 

• PC’s proposal is that the boundary within Pennygillam Industrial Estate remains 
the same, and the residential properties at Tresmarrow remain within South 
Petherwin. 
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• There are good reasons to leave the boundary as it is. 

• PC is proactive in looking after and working with the industrial estate, and we 
have no fear about continuing to do so.  We have good working relationships with 
Cornwall Council, the new SITA site, and the industrial estate businesses.  We 
strongly feel that it is part of our parish.  There is no benefit/negative impact to 
the occupants of the estate if the boundary remains the same.  A boundary 
change would make very little difference to LTC as no further extension is 
planned there.   

• PC is looking at new industrial/agricultural centre in the Parish 

• Tresmarrow residents feel strongly that they wish to remain in South Petherwin 
Parish (evidenced by door-to-door canvassing) 

• The existing boundary is a strong, road boundary 

• No change retains an important historical boundary  
(2) The PC’s boundary change submission [Tregadillett/Trebursye]: 

• PC’s proposal relates to the residential properties that fall between the old A30, 
the current South Petherwin northern boundary which adjoins St Thomas, and 
the new A30.  These properties are separated from South Petherwin by the A30 
and are adjacent to properties in St Thomas.  The proposal is that the boundary 
on the northern edge of South Petherwin be changed from the old A30 to the 
new A30 and the residents within this area move into St Thomas. 

• The PCs consulted local residents, in partnership with St Thomas PC.  Although 
there was not 100% support, the residents generally supported the proposal. 

• [The parish boundary runs along the road through Tregadillett] The Tregadillett 
residents on the southern (South Petherwin) side of the road/boundary look 
across the road to the school and pub (in St Thomas), but they have to vote in 
South Petherwin.   

• We looked at how this part of the parish functions and feel this change is the 
right way to go for both St Thomas and ourselves. 

• We are grateful to St Thomas PC in helping to find this proposed solution. 

• We will be the “losers” in this proposal, as we will lose residents, but it is a logical 
proposal and a “good annexation” for St Thomas.  Please support it.  
 

(c) South Petherwin resident (submission opposing LTC proposal)  

• A new resident, moved to South Petherwin 15 months ago, as wanted to live in a 
rural area. 

• On South Petherwin: very impressed, lovely; well served by the PC, very confident 
in them, they do a good job and I want them to continue.  

• On LTC’s proposal, against the Review criteria (i) “Reflective of the identities and 
interests of the community” – it will be for Launceston, but is not reflective of our 
interests; (ii) “Effective and convenient” – it makes sense for Launceston, but our 
PC serves us well – please keep us with them.  

• The boundary is ancient, and perfectly natural, it’s more than a road. 
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• Urban and rural are very different: in our area, there is a closeness between 
residents and we really feel represented well by our PC. 

• I’ve been a district and a parish councillor – a town council sits between the two.  

• Keep our boundaries as they are. 
 
(d) South Petherwin resident (submission opposing LTC proposal) 

• We originally moved from Launceston to South Petherwin in 1971; then left 
Cornwall but always with intention of returning to South Petherwin.  We 
subsequently moved back and wish to stay here within our community. 

• We want to stay in the Parish due to its community spirit and feeling of being 
home.  We live on the outer edge of the Parish but this makes no difference to 
the activities we can enjoy within it.  The Parish magazine shows the many local 
community based groups/organisations for people of all ages (e.g. skittles, table 
tennis, singing group, website).  The pub, chapel, church, school, preschool are all 
part and parcel of our Parish – we know each other.  

• Our submission includes photos of the ancient parish boundary stone dividing 
South Petherwin side of Pennygillam from Launceston.  We want that division to 
stay.  It’s a historic record of our area.  The dividing boundary from B3254-A30 is 
clearly visible on Google Maps.   

• Pleased that LTC have now excluded our three residential dwellings from its 
proposal – we have never been part of Pennygillam, we are Tresmarrow; 
however, the South Petherwin half of Pennygillam should stay in the Parish. 

• We are proud to be South Petherwiners; with due respect to the town, we don’t 
want to become part of an urban area. 

• LTC has not carried out any dialogue with the PC or residents. 

• Please don’t divide our Parish. 
 

(e) Representative of St Stephen by Launceston Rural Parish Council [No Change 
submission] (Councillor Joan Heaton, Chairperson) 

• It was noted that Cornwall Council’s map of LTC’s proposal was inaccurate. 

• The PC sees no justification for LTC’s proposal to absorb the area of our Parish 
from Millways on Dutson Road (A388) south to Polson into the Launceston town 
boundary. 

• There are 10 properties in this area so we see little financial gain in terms of 
revenue. 

• There are no sound evidential facts to support the proposal.  LTC has offered no 
proposals to better represent the residents in this area than the PC is doing now. 

• The PC and a lay representative visited each property in the area with a 
questionnaire.  One property was vacant; another is the home of an elderly 
resident we were asked not to disturb.  All the other 8 properties strongly 
expressed their desire to remain in our rural Parish and not be governed by LTC. 
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• The PC is at the Referendum stage of its NDP.  CC and the External Examiner liked 
our policies which emphasised the Parish’s rural nature and our intention to 
protect and sustain the rural economy within it.   

• Cllr Heaton quoted from the NDP’s Vision: “In 2030, the natural environment, 
agriculture and built heritage will define [the Parish].  The Parish will be very rural 
in character, with plenty of access along footpaths and quiet lanes for both the 
local community and visitors, whilst accommodating enough development to 
enable local people to continue to live and work in the parish.” 

• Cornwall Local Plan housing target has stipulated 7 dwellings for the whole 
Parish.  Development here is compromised by the inadequate road system, 
appalling Newport bottleneck to the south and accompanying substandard air 
quality around Newport.  Development is not sustainable to the north of 
Launceston. 

• Launceston Site Allocation Policy documents state that St Stephen's area is not of 
a scale where significant growth can be allocated.  The development of this area 
would not be in line with the wider town strategy which sees future growth to the 
south. 

• There is no reason for LTC’s proposal unless it is a land grab for the future.  We 
ask the Panel to reject the proposal and respect the autonomy of our 
parishioners. 
 

(f) St Stephens by Launceston Rural Parish resident 

• We’re a small and very rural parish with a very active PC.  The rates we pay are 
reasonable and adequately cover our parish’s needs.  Parishioners are easily able 
to convey their views to the PC; there are always members of the public at PC 
meetings. 

• I live on the western side of the parish but am very familiar with all parts of the 
area as I help produce and deliver the parish newsletter, so I regularly speak to 
other parishioners.   

• The area under consideration takes in 10 households and a large area of fields – 
this sounds ominous. 

• All but one of those directly affected have stated their opposition to LTC’s plans 
to take over that part of the parish, whilst others have expressed similar views. 
The other resident is over 100 years old; the family thought she would be upset 
by this discussion. 

• We’re in the process of creating our NDP for the whole parish.  This has been 
signed off and is due for a Referendum in mid-November.  All NDP consultations 
confirmed that the parishioners relish being part of a rural community and wish 
to remain that way. 

• LTC said at their meeting that the move would increase revenue for the town, 
though they had no facts and figures to support this.  They are talking about 10 
houses. At band D rates, this equates to £2,202 a year.  Not enough to justify the 
huge upheaval which would be caused by the proposed change, especially as the 
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Electoral Review Panel has said income from Council Tax should not be used as a 
deciding factor for change.  

• LTC said “This will ensure the Parish boundary is consistent and coherent 
following a recognisable boundary.”  The Parish already has a recognisable 
boundary and it’s fairly immovable as it consists of 2 roads and the River Kensey 
and it’s been there since 1894 so people do know where it is.  

• LTC have undertaken no public consultation re this submission, either in the town 
or in surrounding parishes.  One LTC came to the PC meeting and listened, that’s 
not consultation. 

• Please be supportive of the desire of our residents to remain independent of the 
town and maintain the status quo.   
 

(g) Representative of St Thomas the Apostle Rural Parish Council (James North, 
Chairperson) 
[(1) “No Change" submission in opposition to LTC proposal and (2) Submission to 
move boundary with South Petherwin to the South to coincide with A30] 

• (1) We spoke to residents and nearly 100% are opposed to LTC’s proposal and 
want to stay in St Thomas.  We objected to the new development because the 
roads can’t cope with it – we showed forward thinking.  We can run the 
cemetery, so this is not an issue.  LTC has not spoken to us about its proposal. 

• (2) We have spent a lot of time with South Petherwin PC on this issue.  It is a 
logical boundary change.  The residents in the subject area think they live in 
Tregadillett and are classed as Tregadillett residents; they use its facilities and are 
linked to the village.  It is logical to use the new A30 boundary.  Please support 
the proposal. 

 
(h) St Thomas Parish resident (Submission in support of South Petherwin/St Thomas 
PC boundary change and against LTC’s proposal for Launceston/St Thomas boundary 
change) 

• (1) South Petherwin/St Thomas boundary change: Residents in the area see 
themselves as Tregadillett and therefore St Thomas Parish residents.   

• (2) Launceston TC proposal: A large number of letters have been sent in from the 
residents of the area involved; approaching 100% of them wish to stay in our 
rural parish.  The area is part of our identity.  Look at the parish’s title: it’s a 
“rural” parish.  The will of the people is important.  We never look at the parish as 
part of the town.  Any further encroachment will remove the parish’s identity. 

• LTC have not done research and consultation; they’ve gone ahead regardless. 
Have great respect for LTC, but they’ve got this proposal wrong. 

• The PC has excellent working relationships with Cornwall Council.  It can make 
good decisions when needed.  It takes its planning responsibilities seriously.  

• Large scale developments on this land are unsuitable.  The road network has 
proved to be a problem.  We all opposed the Hallam development. 

• If approved, the proposal would betray the parishioners in this area. 
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• Examples of strength of St Thomas Parish/community and their facilities/assets: 
The United Church and its community centre (well-run/used e.g. by pre-school; 
Post Office; Rainbows, Brownies and Guides; ladies choir; camera club; children’s 
parties, social events); school; pub; Age Concern centre – very active and only one 
in the area; golf club; 2 leisure parks; football club; play areas; footpath network; 
cycle routes). 

• The PC takes an active role in supporting all this (e.g. it promotes housing for local 
people; it dealt well with a recent issue re travellers). 

• The PC can run the cemetery; it needn’t be run by LTC 

• LTC’s proposal would have a detrimental effect on St Thomas Parish.   
 
 (2ii)  Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel  
 
Q1: The Panel noted that while the parishes are stressing the importance of 
maintaining historical boundaries in relation to the LTC proposals they seem 
prepared to change them in relation to the proposed South Petherwin/St Thomas 
change.  If it is logical for Pennygillam to be in a single parish, could it not equally all 
be in South Petherwin as all in Launceston?   
A1: Launceston.  Cllr Tremain stated his personal view is that the current 
arrangement has worked pretty well until now, with occasional problems (e.g. 
people asking LTC what it is doing in relation to the industrial estate, without 
realising it is not all within town boundary).  The TC saw CGR as an opportunity to 
tidy the industrial estate boundary.  As far as he is personally concerned, South 
Petherwin can have the whole industrial estate. 
A1: South Petherwin: We discussed, but rejected, the possibility of seeking to take 
over the whole site.  There is an opportunity for us and LTC to have a sensible sit 
down and try to find a logical solution. 
 
Q2/A2: In response to a question from the Panel, South Petherwin PC confirmed it 
owns no assets in the Tregadillett area. 
 
Q3: The Panel asked where residents in the eastern part of St Thomas Parish (part of 
the area that LTC wants to take in) look towards in terms of shopping, services, going 
to church etc. 
A3: St Thomas: They very often look towards Tregadillett, albeit it is recognised that 
they do use services within Launceston; the residents want to stay with St Thomas 
Parish.   
 
Q4: In response to a Panel question, it was confirmed that LTC is not proposing to 
take in Tresmarrow (as they are residential properties which have nothing to do with 
Pennygillam) 
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(2iii) Statements on these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 

 
(a) St Stephens by Launceston Rural Parish Council (John Conway, Clerk) 

• LTC proposal is bunkum (it originally wanted whole of St Stephens Parish, but 
thankfully rejected that option). 

• Why does LTC want the land in St Stephens Parish?  We don’t know:   
-It only contains 10 houses, dotted across the area, so is of no financial benefit.  It 
is a very rural area – there are more sheep and cows than people; it is not an 
urban area, not a housing estate with all residents travelling to Launceston. 
-St Stephens NDP goes to referendum on 14/11/19.  The plan is very advanced 
and carries considerable weight.  Only 7 additional homes are planned for the 
Parish up until 2030.  There is no plan for further development there, there’s not 
going to be a housing estate. 
-Newport is a bottleneck, the air quality is poor, and nothing can be built north of 
there until the air quality meets the legal level. 

• In the residents’ survey, almost 100% want to stay in St Stephens Parish – 
because they want to stay in a rural area. 

• It is a historical boundary – 130 years old –why change it?  Launceston just want 
extra ground.  Please let us stay as we are.  
 

(b) St Thomas Parish resident 

• I live in the “island” LTC is trying to nick.  I’ve been a resident for 40 years, was on 
the PC for 30 years and am a past Chairman; I also worked for LTC years ago.   

• LTC had land for the cemetery extension but this was sold for development; it 
tried and failed to secure a field for this purpose opposite the cemetery gate.   

• The cemetery has burials from all over Cornwall; there is no reason why it can’t 
be in St Thomas Parish. 

• We want to stay as we are. 
 
(c) St Thomas Parish resident 

• Natural boundaries (e.g. rivers/trees) should remain. 

• I object to LTC’s proposal to change its boundary with St Thomas.  It will have a 
detrimental impact on residents.   

• It will see low density areas of the Parish lumped in with the high density town.   

• Council Tax will go up; I don’t believe the bill going up to pay for the library and 
cemetery is justifiable.   

• Other areas should be looked at for the cemetery. 

• The proposal is against LTC policies. 

• The boundary is working and should remain as it is; the boundary between town 
and country is there to prevent urban encroachment and protect green 
areas/agricultural land.  Please leave it as it is. 
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(d) St Thomas Parish resident   

• A resident of the area LTC wants to take in. 

• No-one wants LTC to take over this area.  It is about grabbing money and a bit of 
land.  I am completely opposed to the proposal. 

 
(e) St Stephens Parish resident 

• Have lived in Dutson for 11 years, so a “new” resident.   

• Only learned this month about LTC’s proposal.  I’ve heard no solid justification 
from LTC to support its proposals. 

• As a local resident, I’m against the proposal; there is no support or reason for it. 
 
(f) St Thomas Parish resident 

• A Launceston town councillor but speaking as an individual resident. 

• LTC’s proposals won’t benefit me as my Council Tax will go up. 

• South Petherwin’s proposal to move its boundary back to the A30 is logical; am 
an advocate of well recognised boundaries people know and understand. 

• Boundary setting for the future: we are drawing lines between areas with 
different precept levels. 

• LTC’s Council Tax is a lot more than in the rural parishes.  This may be a driver for 
the arguments today; I can understand that.   

• The principal argument is each area should contribute enough Council Tax to pay 
for the services required.  LTC’s services outstrip those of the parishes several 
fold; very few local services are provided in the villages.  The cost of services in 
the towns are utilised by all but not paid for by all; this needs to be addressed.  
LTC provides a large number of services, both for its own residents and anyone 
who comes in to the town from the surrounding area.  It would be beneficial if 
everyone who utilises them paid a contribution towards meeting them.   

• It is nearly impossible to draw a watertight boundary between parishes and 
town/parishes because residents go across boundaries to use services.  There is 
some interchange but the main financial burden falls on the TC and the only way 
forward is to levy Council Tax on the wider area. 

• LTC wishes to incorporate the new estate at Upper Chapel into the town in order 
to help provide revenue for services that these residents will use.  

• South Petherwin PC has not consulted me or others in my vicinity so I query the 
weight that should be placed on their consultation evidence.  
 

(2iv) Statements on the submissions by local Cornwall Councillors 
 
(a) Neil Burden CC (Stokeclimsland) [written statement read at meeting] 

• I’m concerned that medieval historic boundaries will be breached and that many 
in the rural parishes have pride and ownership of that community and being 
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subsumed into a large conurbation takes away localism, besides causing an 
element of friction. 

• I’m so pleased that most of my divisions’ parishes were keen to maintain the 
status quo. 

• Oddly, as rooms to hire are limited in the town many groups use the rural village 
halls for activities at a very modest charge and the playing fields are all, other 
than Launceston football small pitch, maintained in the rural parishes which 
because of their location will not change.  

 
(b) Adrian Parsons CC (Altarnun) 

• My parishes not on tonight’s agenda. 

• CGR is not so much to do with precepts and more to do with natural boundaries 
and rounding off parishes.  

• Support Neil Burden’s comments. 

• South Petherwin PC is very proactive and takes great pride in their community.  
Supportive of their no change request on the LTC proposal.  They and LTC should 
have dialogue re Pennygillam.  I’m amazed LTC haven’t discussed the situation 
with us; they are doing their own thing it seems. 

• Pennygillam would represent a big loss of income to the parish that loses it. 
 
(c) Adam Paynter CC (Launceston North & North Petherwin) 

• Expressed thanks to Panel, officers and public for attending and their 
contributions. 

• Where change is sought, there is a need to present evidence for change and of 
community backing for that change.  

• The strip of land between Tregadillett and the A30 should be in St Thomas Parish 
(my division includes Tregadillett but can’t represent village residents living on 
the other side of the road from this hall). 

• Keeping an open mind on the proposals. 
 

(d) Gemma Massey CC (Launceston Central) 

• Proposals on agenda don’t affect my current division; refers to CC Electoral 
Review. 

• I’m here to listen to views tonight; have been very interested to hear your points 
of view, and to hear the passion of the arguments/the debate.  Expressed thanks 
to all for coming along and taking part. 

 
(3) Section of the meeting focusing on Davidstow and Treneglos Parishes 

 
(3i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions   
 
(a) Representative of Treneglos residents (David Wilson) 
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Treneglos Parish has not had a functioning Parish Council for some years and, as 
such, made no submission.  A small group of residents is seeking to set up a Parish 
Meeting to provide democratic representation for the Parish.  The Chair invited their 
spokesperson, David Wilson, to speak on their behalf. 

• Treneglos has had no PC – and therefore no parish level representation – for 
around 10-12 years.  The population has dropped to around 160 residents, below 
the threshold where a parish can have a Parish Council. 

• The group of Treneglos residents talked to Tresmeer with a view to doing an NDP.  
It did a questionnaire with residents to this end.  However, it soon became clear 
Treneglos needed a Parish Meeting to progress the issues raised by residents, 
rather than a NDP as the issues were not NDP-related. 

• After the CGR was launched, Treneglos met neighbouring parishes to discuss the 
possibility of being amalgamated into one of those parishes.   

• The feeling is that Treneglos residents would be happy to have a Parish Meeting, 
or join up with another parish. 

• It seems to make sense for Treneglos to amalgamate with Tresmeer and 
Tremaine because the three parishes look and feel the same, with similar 
residents and similar attitudes to the environment/where we live.   

• Treneglos then had a meeting with Tresmeer, Tremaine and also Davidstow; 
Tresmeer and Tremaine decided not to go down the amalgamation route. 

• There are some boundary issues, including with Davidstow, as a small area of 
Hallworthy is in Treneglos Parish.  The residents of this area also therefore have 
no representation, and are paying no precept.  The Treneglos group have 
discussed a possible boundary change with Davidstow, and the question has also 
been raised about a potential Davidstow-Treneglos amalgamation.    

• A Parish Meeting is being held on 2/10/19, immediately following a church 
meeting; the church plays an important role in bringing the community together. 

• If the Panel decides to amalgamate/link Treneglos with another parish, there will 
be no objection from within the Parish. 

 
 (b) A Representative of Davidstow Parish Council (Councillor Andrew McKersie, Chair) 
[Extent of proposed boundary change, as summarised in Cornwall Council submission 
list: “Currently boundary between Davidstow and Treneglos passes through the 
middle of Hallworthy. Propose that all of Hallworthy become a part of Davidstow. 6 
residential properties and 4 businesses affected”] 

• Davidstow is a big parish and the area affected by the boundary issue is relatively 
small. 

• Most of the Hallworthy residents are in Davidstow Parish; the Treneglos side is 
more commercial property. 

• Residents in the affected area think they are in Davidstow.  The current boundary 
through the middle of the community doesn’t make sense. 
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• The PC has only carried out informal consultation to date and it cannot of course 
consult Treneglos PC.  The PC is positive about the proposal, subject to proper 
consultation and the affected residents wanting to go ahead. 

• Potential amalgamation of Davidstow & Treneglos: There is very little support for 
this at the Parish Council.  Davidstow is an upland parish; it doesn’t mix with/look 
to Treneglos.  Davidstow looks to Camelford, Treneglos to Launceston. 

 
(3ii)  Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel  
 
Q1/A1: In response to a question from the Panel, it was clarified that the Treneglos 
group had only asked Tresmeer about amalgamation; Davidstow had discussed this 
[see above]; it had not yet asked its final neighbour, Warbstow.  [Tresmeer is twice 
the size of Treneglos; Tremaine and Treneglos are a similar size – they both have 
functioning Parish Councils].  The most sensible solution seems to be to make the 
boundary change with Davidstow and amalgamate Treneglos, Tremaine and 
Tresmeer.  One consideration for the boundary change would be the viability of the 
remaining part of Treneglos: as approximately a dozen of the c.52 properties in the 
Parish (160 residents) are in the affected area, leaving c. 40 parishes and 120 
residents.  
 
Q2: What did Treneglos discuss with Tresmeer and Tremaine? 
A2: The discussion took place at a meeting organised by Rob Rotchell CC, supported 
by his [the Localism] team, and looked at merging [Davidstow was also represented].  
The consensus was that this was a sensible/logical option; however, Tresmeer and 
Tremaine discussed it at their PC meetings and rejected it.  Grouping has not been 
discussed to date.  The Panel commented that, if grouping/amalgamation is pursued, 
the name of the group/new Parish will be important.  
 
Q3: The Panel asked whether Treneglos’ Annual Parish Meeting takes place at 
present.   
A3: Treneglos: The first one, in 10-12 years, is next week.   
 
Q4/A4: In response to a Panel question, it was clarified that planning applications for 
Treneglos are dealt with by Rob Rotchell CC as the Divisional Member. 
 
The Chair commented that one possible option could be that the Electoral Review 

Panel recommends an individual CGR to look at the Treneglos issue.  He asked Mr 

Wilson to let the Panel have a note about the outcome of the Parish Meeting; he also 

passed on advice from Stephen Taylor (Governance & Electoral Services Manager, 

who is the Review’s senior legal officer) stating: “If the residents of Treneglos want 

any particular outcome then a parish meeting resolution or a letter to which the 

residents are signatories would be helpful.” The Vice-Chair stated that it will be 
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important to check the governance/electoral history of Treneglos and the other small 

surrounding parishes in the last ten years or so. 

(3iii) Statements on the submissions by local Cornwall Councillors 
 

(a) Adrian Parsons CC (Altarnun) 
Alarming to see pockets in Cornwall where there is not much localism/engagement.  
There are other examples where parish councils/parish meetings are not very active, 
or are struggling to recruit councillors, or wondering about merging with other parish 
councils. 

 
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: Launceston (27.9.19)  
 
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)  
 
Launceston Town Council’s proposals to change its boundary with (i) South 
Petherwin (ii) St Thomas the Apostle Rural and (iii) St Stephens by Launceston 
Rural Parishes  
 
Arguments for:  

• General arguments applied in support of all the proposals: 
➢ Town will be clearly identifiable within proper boundary 
➢ Proposals use clear, defined, natural boundary points, especially road 

“borders” – practical and logical 
➢ LTC has taken on significant devolution programme, ensuring not 

detrimental to neighbouring parishes 
➢ Proposals will have real benefit for Launceston residents in years to come, 

fulfilling councillors’ duty to do their best for people they represent 
➢ They will give LTC control of any future development in the areas 

concerned 
➢ Driver for objections may be that it will lead to a rise in precepts in the 

areas concerned 
➢ LTC provides a wide range of services for the benefit of the town and also 

the neighbouring parishes.  Everyone utilising those services should pay a 
contribution towards them.  Very few services are provided in the villages. 

➢ It is nearly impossible to draw a watertight boundary between parishes 
and towns/parishes because residents go across boundaries to use 
services.  In this case, the main financial burden of service provision falls 
on the TC and the only way to address this is to levy precept on the wider 
area. 

 

• Specific arguments applied in support of specific proposals:  
➢ South Petherwin/Launceston boundary: 

-Pennygillam industrial estate will be within single parish, clarifying which 
local council is responsible for it. 
-Practical and logical. 
-Quality of South Petherwin’s consultation with residents in Tresmarrow 
area questioned by resident on basis he/others in his vicinity had not been 
consulted. 
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➢ St Thomas/Launceston boundary: 
-Cemetery extension land will be within Launceston, allowing TC to fund its 
set up and delivery; if not approved, cemetery extension/provision will be 
at risk. 
-Incorporation of new estate will help provide revenue for the TC which 
provides many of the services local residents will use. 
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Arguments against: 

• General arguments applied against all the proposals: 
➢ Neighbouring PCs/communities/affected residents object 
➢ Lack of consultation/engagement by LTC with affected PCs/residents 
➢ Breach of medieval historic boundaries 
➢ Being subsumed into a large conurbation takes away localism 
➢ Proposals cause an element of friction 
➢ Rooms to hire in town are limited so many use rural village halls; all 

community playing fields, with one exception, are maintained in rural 
parishes 

 

• Specific arguments applied against specific proposals:  
➢ South Petherwin/Launceston boundary: 

-South Petherwin’s PC record in supporting industrial estate and its good 
working relationship with site users. 
-PC/community’s strong feeling that Pennygillam is part of their parish. 
-No benefit/negative impact to site users if current boundary remains. 
-Boundary change would make little difference to LTC as no further 
extension is planned there. 
-Tresmarrow residents strongly wish to remain in South Petherwin. 
-Existing boundary strong – historical/road boundary (parish boundary 
stone is an example of this). 
-Need to maintain difference between rural/urban area; residents don’t 
want to become part of an urban area. 
-Proposal is not reflective of interests of area concerned; PC provides 
effective and convenient local governance to area and represents it well – 
residents want them to continue. 
-South Petherwin, including area concerned, has strong community spirit 
and a feeling of home; residents in area concerned can/do access the wide 
variety of community activities/assets/facilities on offer in the parish. 
-Proposal will divide parish. 
    

➢ St Thomas/Launceston boundary: 
-Nearly 100% of affected residents oppose proposal and want to stay in 
Parish; will of people is important – approving the proposal would betray 
them and have a detrimental effect on the Parish and residents. 
-PC is forward thinking, has excellent working relationships with CC, makes 
good decisions and takes planning responsibilities seriously.  
-Parish/community is strong and has a wide range of excellent services, 
facilities, activities and assets; PC takes active role in supporting all this. 
-PC is capable of running the cemetery so this is not an issue; cemetery has 
burials from all over Cornwall. 
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-St Thomas’ is called a “Rural Parish” for a reason.  
-Area concerned is part of St Thomas’ identity – any further encroachment 
will remove the parish’s identity. 
-Residents never look at parish as part of the town. 
-LTC has not done its research; proposal is against LTC policies. 
-Large scale developments in the area concerned are unsuitable; road 
network has proven to be a problem. 
-Current boundary is working and should remain; it is an effective buffer 
between town and country and prevents urban encroachment/protects 
green areas and agricultural land. 
 

➢ St Stephens/Launceston boundary: 
-No justification/sound evidence to support proposal. 

-There are only 10 properties in area concerned: this will not generate 

enough revenue for LTC (c.£2k pa), to justify the resulting upheaval; the 

Electoral Review Panel has stated precept income should not be a deciding 

factor.  

-8 of the 9 occupied properties wish to stay in St Stephens Parish, and 

remain independent of the town. 

-St Stephens NDP at referendum stage.  Policies (endorsed by 

CC/examiner) seek to protect/sustain its rural nature and economy.  NDP 

consultation shows residents like and wish to remain being part of a rural 

community. 

-Development is unrealistic/unsustainable in area concerned.  Local Plan 

housing target is 7 dwellings for entire Parish.  Launceston Site Allocation 

Policy states Parish cannot support significant growth.  Other constraints 

include: inadequate road infrastructure; Newport bottleneck/air quality 

issues meaning nothing can be built north of there until the air quality 

meets legal requirements. 

-Concern that proposal, incorporating large area of fields, is a land grab for 

the future. 

-Need to respect autonomy of St Stephens' parishioners. 

-St Stephens a small/very rural parish (e.g. more farm animals than 

people). 

-St Stephens PC active; precept is at right level; parishioners are well 

represented by and engaged with the PC.  

-Parish has strong, recognisable, historic boundary (est. 1894) consisting of 

River Kensey and roads. 

 
Cornwall Councillor Feedback on submissions 
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Further Comments from Parish Councils on Submissions 

South Petherwin Parish Council: 

Dear CGR panel, 
 
We were given a few extra days to hold a meeting with Launceston Town 
Council and a small group of South Petherwin Parish Council Councillors met 
with Launceston Town Councillors on Monday 7th October. 
 
South Petherwin Parish Council stated that their agreed position was to stay 
the same but that they were willing to hear how Launceston Council came to 
their proposal to take on the whole of the industrial estate.  
Launceston Town Council's stated view was that they wanted to "round off" or 
"tidy up their boundaries". The discussion widened to consider South 
Petherwin taking on the whole of the estate or for Launceston to withdraw 
their stated proposal and agree to "stay the same". It was agreed to take all 
options back to South Petherwin Council for discussion. If South Petherwin 
Parish Council chooses no change or to take on the whole estate then either 
way a report of their views will be forwarded to the Town Council. South 
Petherwin will make a decision at their meeting to be held on Wednesday 9th 
October. 
 
Regards 
 
Rebecca 
 
South Petherwin Parish Council Clerk 
 


