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Community Governance Review 

Truro and the Roseland 

Community Network Area 7 

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 19 parishes are in the Truro and the Roseland Community Network 
Area; namely – Chacewater, Cuby, Feock, Gerrans, Grampound with Creed, Kea, 

Kenwyn, Ladock, Philleigh, Probus, Ruan Lanihorne, St Clement, St Erme, St Just-

in-Roseland, St Michael Caerhays, St Michael Penkivel, Tregony, Truro and Veryan.  

 

Cornwall Community Governance Review (Stage 2) 
 
Public Engagement Meeting (Truro & St Agnes Area; 15.10.19) – Summary 
Report 
 
1. Introduction   
 
1.1 This is a report of the proceedings and key points made at the Truro & St Agnes 

Area Public Engagement Meeting, which took place at New County Hall, Truro 
on 15 October 2019 and was chaired by Malcolm Brown CC, the Chair of 
Cornwall Council’s Electoral Review Panel.  

 
1.2 The purpose of the report is to assist the Electoral Review Panel in its task of 

formulating draft recommendations on the Community Governance Review 
(CGR).  It will also be a reference source for the remainder of the review.   

 
1.3 Section 2 sets out an overview of the meeting process and Section 3 summarises 

the key points made by each speaker.  Appendix 1 provides a summary of the 
arguments on the most 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:    
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• Local stakeholders: 25 (counted); breakdown of local stakeholders (only 
includes those who signed attendance registers and/or spoke at the 
meeting): 

o Residents: 2 
o Town & Parish Council representatives: 21 (Parishes of Chacewater, 

Kenwyn, Probus, St Clement, St Michael Penkivel, St Erme, Truro, St 
Agnes)   

• Local Divisional Members: 6   

• Electoral Review Panel representatives: 5 (Malcolm Brown CC, Dick Cole CC, 
David Ekinsmyth CC, Joanna Kenny CC, Mike Thomas CC) 

• Cornwall Council officers: 6 
 
2.2 Parishes focused on at this meeting: Chacewater, Kenwyn, Probus, St Clement, 

St Erme, St Michael Penkivel, Truro, St Agnes 
 
2.3 Proceedings (The meeting commenced at 7.00pm and concluded at 9.33pm):  

(1)  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 2.i-iv were repeated for each section of the meeting 
(2.i) Verbal summaries of submissions listed on agenda (by representatives of 
the parishes who made the submissions) 
(2.ii) Questions on these submissions from Electoral Review Panel Members  
(2.iii) Statements on these submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors 
and Members of the Public Present 
(2.iv) Statements on these submissions by Divisional Members 
(3) Chairman’s Closing Remarks 
 

3. Key points made at meeting (Please note that it 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. 
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(2) Section of the meeting focusing on Truro, Kenwyn, St Clement, Probus, St Erme 
and St Michael Penkivel Parishes  

 
(2i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions 
 
(a) Representative of Truro City Council (Councillor Chris Wells) 
[Summary of extent of proposed external boundary changes from Cornwall Council 
submission list: “(i) Kenwyn: move boundary to (a) encompass anything north of A390 
into Truro Parish as far as proposed boundary line of new Gloweth, Malabar & 
Shortlanesend Division and (b) to include land south of A390 (Gloweth) within Truro 
Parish, including properties in Gloweth and residences on hospital site; (ii) St Clement: 
(a) move boundary to encompass all Penair school, run along Penair Lane; Belvedere 
housing would remain within Truro boundary, loop around war memorial, out towards 
A390 and return to join Waitrose supermarket; all housing would remain within Truro 
Parish but park & ride service would remain within St Clement Parish (b) move 
boundary to include whole of Sunny Corner, down steps and re-join current St 
Clement/Truro boundary.”] 

• 7.5.19: Truro City Council (TCC) called a meeting with neighbouring parish 
representatives to ask them to share their ideas on CGR so we could factor them 
into our proposals. 

• St Allen PC, which borders Kenwyn Parish, is proposing “No Change.” 

• St Erme PC is proposing “No Change.” 

• St Clement PC advised us they had ideas for a boundary change with Truro.  TCC 
came up with a proposal that we thought was close to what St Clement wanted, but 
there is a difference of opinion between us, so we will take feedback to our next 
meeting with a view to tweaking our proposals.  We do not want this issue to lead 
to disagreement between parishes; we need to work together (e.g. as we do on the 
Community Network Panel) - we have the common aim of serving our constituents. 

• TCC’s proposals for the Truro/St Clement Parish boundary: 

• (a) Penair School is divided in half by the current parish boundary.  St Clement PC 
want the school to be entirely within their Parish and we are happy with that.  Our 
proposed boundary follows the course of Penair Lane and goes around Belvedere 
(keeping Belvedere in Truro Parish); it then loops around the war memorial (putting 
this into St Clement), goes round Waitrose and returns.  The proposed boundary 
provides a natural urban/rural border. 

• (b) South-eastern boundary – Sunny Corner: Both TCC and St Clement PC have 
invested money in improving facilities here.  We want to look after the area 
properly so are proposing to extend the boundary to include the shelter at Sunny 
Corner.  However, St Clement PC is concerned about this proposal and we are 
prepared to look at it again. 

• Kea PC: proposes “No Change.” 
TCC’s proposals for the Truro/Kenwyn Parish boundary: 
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• These proposals, for the city’s western border, represent the most major of TCC’s 
proposed changes. 

• 11.6.19: TCC met Kenwyn PC to set out its proposals.  These are to extend Truro 
City’s  boundary to the west to the new CC Electoral Division boundary (Gloweth, 
Malabar and Shortlanesend Division).  Examples given of areas that Truro would 
take in under this proposal included: Treliske hospital, the industrial estate, Truro & 
Penwith College, Gloweth estate, Wheal Sperries Way, Newbridge Lane Housing 
Estate. 

• TCC and Kenwyn PC have good relations.  They have worked closely in recently 
years, particularly on the Truro & Kenwyn Neighbourhood Plan, and its current 
review, as well as the planning applications out to Langarth. 

• Gloweth has developed significantly since the last parish boundary review and is a 
natural extension, c. 1mile from the city centre with a frequent bus service.  The 
boundary proposal is a simple extension to the new CC ED boundary. 

• The area was part of Carrick DC’s Trehaverne and Gloweth Ward.  Therefore, the 
proposal is bringing it back to the CDC boundary. 

• Since the closure of the Royal Infirmary (City Hospital), Truro has no hospital within 
its boundaries; unusually for any main town, the county hospital is not in the 
county town. 

• There are no state secondary schools within the city boundaries.  Under the 
proposals, the 6th form college (moved from the current Sainsbury’s site) and the 
swimming pool (moved from Hendra) would both be part of the city once more.   

• Residents of Wheal Sperries Way and neighbouring roads’ direct route to the A390 
and Truro is along Newbridge Lane, which is within the current city boundary.  Their 
amenity area is also within Truro: Newbridge Playing Field.  It is natural they should 
be part of the city. 

• A case for complaint for Truro residents is that they are paying for services for a 
population far greater than that which contributes to the parish council tax. 

• Truro has a vibrant group of residents’ and community associations serviced by 
TCC’s community development workers.  The Gloweth community would benefit 
from the sharing of resources and networking opportunities. 

 
(b) Representative of Kenwyn Parish Council (Councillor John Dyer MBE) [“No Change” 
submission] 

• Councillor Dyer is a Cornwall Councillor (Chacewater, Kenwyn and Baldhu Division) 
and Kenwyn Parish Councillor.  Kenywn PC had been due to be represented by 
another parish representative at this meeting but they were unable to attend, so, at 
the invitation of the Chair, Councillor Dyer agreed to make a statement in his 
capacity as a parish councillor. 

• I’ve been a member of Kenwyn PC continually since 1970 and have been Parish 
Chair on several occasions. 

• Kenwyn PC feels that its “No Change” submission is fair and most honourable.  We 
are adamant we want to retain the current boundary as this is logical.   
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• The last parish boundary led to animosity between Kenwyn and Truro, and it took 
many years for their relationship to recover.  In that review, Truro’s proposal was 
almost as aggressive as the current one.   

• The inspector who carried out the last review observed that Treliske is called “RCH” 
and that the “C” stood for “Cornwall”, stated that it could therefore be in any 
parish and serve the whole of Cornwall, and decided that he would leave it where it 
is.  The golf course at the back of the hospital is in Truro Parish.  It is pure 
aggression on Truro City Council’s part to seek to take in the hospital.  Truro City 
hospital was on Infirmary Hill but Truro benefited from its development into 
housing. 

• Kenwyn PC wants to maintain the current boundary as TCC’s proposals will have a 
significant financial impact on the Parish; we would have to raise the precept in 
order to maintain current levels of expenditure.  Our assets - e.g. playing fields, 
footpaths, bridleways, cost a lot of money. 

• The areas that TCC wishes to take in are better remaining together in Kenwyn than 
transferring into Truro Parish.  The new ED boundary goes out to the A30 and 
includes a large agricultural area.  The area will be overshadowed if absorbed into 
Truro and is better served by a rural Parish Council like ours.  

• Kenwyn PC’s 14 members are scattered evenly across the Parish, including 3 for 
Gloweth Ward.  It would be a grave mistake to take these 3 councillors out of 
Kenwyn and into Truro; we would miss their input and impact.  We cannot afford to 
go down to 11 members. 

• We work with Truro reasonably and realistically on the NDP.  What will TCC’s 
proposals do to our relationship and joint working?    

• TCC’s boundary proposal is a major issue in Kenwyn Parish.  It will leave us devoid 
of a significant part of our Parish.   

• If the proposal goes further, we would want to carry out a referendum of residents 
in the areas covered by the proposal. 
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(c) Representative of St Clement Parish Council (Mr Tomas Hill, Clerk) 
[Summary of extent of proposed external boundary changes, from CC submission list: (i) 
Incorporate the entire village of Tresillian (part is currently in St Michael Penkivel 
Parish); (ii) incorporate part of the rural nearby surrounds of Tresillian (from Probus 
Parish) to create a clear boundary; (iii) incorporate a small area of St Erme Parish to 
create a clear boundary; (iv) incorporate part of the rural historical part of St Clement 
and war memorial currently in Truro City]   

• St Clement Parish Council (PC) is proposing a number of changes, which are minor 
but involve other parishes: incorporating the whole of Tresillian (affecting St 
Michael Penkivel); taking in small but insignificant parts of Probus and St Erme; 
taking in a small, rural historic part of St Clement and the Parish’s war memorial, 
which is currently within Truro’s boundary. 

• (1) Tresillian: the village was in 4 parishes until the boundary review in the 1970s –
St Clement, St Erme, Probus and St Michael Penkivel, and currently lies within both 
St Clement and St Michael Penkivel parishes.  The PC’s proposal seeks to further 
refine the boundaries to reflect Tresillian’s growth and that the village should fall 
under one parish council for good governance and cohesiveness. 

• The PC provides grant funding to Tresillian Improvement Group, which maintains a 
planting area in the part of the village within St Michael Penkivel Parish, and to 
Tresillian churchyard, which is in St Clement Parish despite the church being in St 
Michael Penkivel.   

• The PC has sought improvements to the A39 but this creates difficulty with two 
separate parishes.   

• Residents in the St Michael Penkivel side of the village have to travel several miles 
to vote. 

• Tresillian acts as a hub for the local area.  This is the reasoning behind (2&3) the 
minor changes proposed to the boundaries with Probus and St Erme; the latter is 
within the same Neighbourhood Watch area. 

• (4) St Clement/Truro boundary: The PC believes that there is a clear urban/rural 
distinction between Truro/St Clement and that the rural households in the area 
identified have a clear affinity with St Clement Parish.  TCC have acknowledged that 
the war memorial should be part of St Clement Parish and we thank them for this.  
We are happy to have further talks with Truro CC to find a mutually agreeable 
boundary.      

 
(d) Representative of St Michael Penkivel Parish Council (Councillor Matthew Hardy) 
[No Change submission] 

• St Michael Penkivel Parish Council (PC) are strongly opposed to St Clement PC’s 
proposal. 

• It creates negativity where there was none and has no benefits. 

• CC’s viability criteria state a parish council needs an electorate over 150.  Current 
figures (May 2019) show that St Michael Penkivel PC has a 155 electorate so, if St 
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Clement’s submission is agreed, it will in effect make St Michael Penkivel PC 
unviable. 

• CC’s guidelines state “abolishing PCs is strongly discouraged” but this will be forcing 
the abolition of St Michael Penkivel PC due to its unviability, against its will. 

• St Clement’s submission is perplexing: it says it believes all boundaries should be 
clear, using natural water courses - they are already are.  The boundary line is ideal; 
it is an ancient river. 

• St Clement’s submission points to the village having grown.  It hasn’t in the area 
they propose to take from St Michael Penkivel PC.  In fact, the number of 
households and houses is the same as it was thirty years ago in this area. 

• St Clement’s point to good governance and cohesiveness: there is no issue here.  St 
Michael Penkivel PC is a fully elected Council with a qualified clerk. 

• St Clement refers to providing grant funding to Tresillian Improvement Group; the 
element of work TIG does at the end of the A390 is extremely small (planting some 
flowers). 

• St Clement refers to providing grant funding for “Tresillian Churchyard” which is 
well within St Clement’s boundary whilst “Tresillian Church” is in St Michael 
Penkivel Parish.  The church is called Holy Trinity, not “Tresillian Church.”  The grant 
funding amounts to £250pa towards grass cutting.  Holy Trinity Church is not just 
the church for Tresillian but covers Lamorran and Merther, which fall in St Michael 
Penkivel Parish. 

• St Clement have sought improvements to the A390 and state “but this creates 
difficulty with two separate parishes.”  St Michael Penkivel PC disagrees.  Not only 
does it not create difficulty, St Michael Penkivel PC’s strong relationship with their 
householders and local landowner, Tregothnan, means they can achieve much 
higher levels of cooperation on such matters.  St Michael Penkivel parish councillors 
invested much time with Highways and Tregothnan and, as a result, a highways 
improvement scheme is now agreed for the A390 junction and bridge approach. 

• St Michael Penkivel Parish Council has encouraged the creation of a specific car 
park, for residents and elderly members of Holy Trinity’s congregation, in the area 
proposed to be taken over by St Clement.  This would take parked cars off the main 
road and improve safety. 

• This junction is extremely important to businesses and parishioners within St 
Michael Penkivel nearby and in the wider St Michael Penkivel Parish, as it is the 
arterial access route.  We would not wish to lose that vital connection point. 

• Many of the residents within St Michael Penkivel Parish at Tresillian have relatives 
and friends close by the polling station and this is hardly a daily commute.  In fact, it 
is no further (4 miles, not 7 [St Clement PC said “several” miles]) than some 
residents need to travel from the Truro end to reach the Tresillian polling station. 

• St Clement points to a consultation letter which drew criticism: households who 
live in the area St Clements propose to take want to stay in St Michael Penkivel 
Parish. 

• We strongly urge the Electoral Review Panel to reject St Clement PC’s proposal.   
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(e) Representative of Probus Parish Council (Councillor Nicholas Gillard) 
[No Change submission] 

• In retrospect, Probus PC’s preference might have been to have made a grouping 
request.  The PC thought the CGR was aimed more at significant changes than small 
boundary changes.   

• The PC’s neighbours have put forward proposals that are very small in terms of the 
area, land and number of properties affected.  We are keen to cooperate with our 
neighbours.  We came to an agreement with Ladock and Grampound-with-Creed 
Parish Councils.  We object to St Clement PC’s proposal to annex an area of rural 
land from our Parish; we serve this area well and its residents look to Probus.   

 
Malcolm Brown CC commented that where parish councils review their proposals in 
light of feedback from other parishes, which has happened during the Review, the 
Electoral Review Panel will consider the revised proposals.  
 
(f) Representative of St Erme Parish Council (Councillor Rob Trethewey BEM, Chairman) 
[No Change submission] 

• St Erme Parish Council (PC) was approached by St Clement PC in May 2019.  St 
Clement wanted to incorporate a little bit of St Erme Parish (Pencoose) to tidy up 
the boundary using a road as a boundary.   

• I’ve spoken to the 3 households in the area affected.  1 knew about the proposal, 
opposed the change and said it was a waste of money.  1 was not bothered either 
way.  1 said St Clement sounded posher than St Erme. 

• I can see St Clement’s argument to some extent.  However, if you argue that a road 
defines a boundary well, we could make the same argument for the river.  Also, if 
the whole road was used as the St Clement/St Erme boundary, St Clement would 
lose properties to St Erme; we are not suggesting this, but that is the logical 
position. 

• St Erme PC request and its residents wish that the boundary remains as it is.   
 
(2ii)  Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel  
 
Q1: Why did Truro City Council leave Richard Lander School outside the area it wishes 
to take in? 
A1: TCC: We wanted to keep to the same boundaries as the new ED boundary.  
Including it would have caused issues with needing more polling districts and numbers 
of electors. 
 
Q2: On Truro/St Clement’s differing submissions for Penair/the war memorial area: 
what is the likely compromise here? 
A2: Truro CC: We feel the residential area should remain in Truro as it provides a 
natural urban/rural boundary.  The proposed boundary line goes around the rear of 
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the residential area to create this natural boundary and creates the loop to take in the 
war memorial.  If the Belvedere residents were not within Truro, this would not 
provide a natural boundary and they would have quite a distance to travel to vote.  (In 
answer to a further Panel question, TCC confirmed that the commercial properties – 
the garage and furniture store – are proposed to remain within the city boundary). 
A2: St Clement PC: We propose Penair Lane as the natural boundary, as it is the ancient 
boundary.  The “Welcome to Truro” sign is just past this.  We think Belvedere residents 
are too far removed from Truro and the city centre and believe they don’t receive the 
same benefits as city residents.  We acknowledge the principle of the urban-rural split 
and are happy to work with Truro to look at the boundary.        
 
Q3: To St Clement PC.  What is the PC’s view on St Michael Penkivel PC’s comments 
that its proposals will cause issues in terms of viability for – does it agree that there is 
an issue? 
A3: St Clement PC: We don’t think so. The review is not looking to take Parish Councils 
away.  Our proposal affects 14 properties and, if they are transferred to us, St Michael 
Penkivel would still exist as a Parish Council.  In terms of financial viability, assuming all 
the properties were on Council Tax Band D, St Michael Penkivel would lose £243.74 in 
revenue.  The boundary is not historic for St Clement/St Michael Penkivel boundary; it 
is the historic boundary between Probus and Merther Parishes.  Our proposal is a 
pragmatic one reflecting the CGR tests.   
In terms of the reference to Merther, Councillor Cole advised that St Michael Penkivel 
was formed from a merger of three former parishes and that the boundaries reflect 
the boundaries of those three parishes.  The issue for St Michael Penkivel is more 
about the potential reduction in the number of electors than in financial terms. 
St Clement PC: The PC’s proposal reflects how Tresillian has changed since the 1970s.  
It understands there has been no change in the physical number of properties in the 
area it wishes to take in.  However, residents in this area engage with Tresillian, access 
Tresillian services and facilities (e.g. the bus shelter).  The PC believes it is a natural part 
of Tresillian Village; the Welcome to Tresillian sign is in the area.  The PC approached St 
Michael Penkivel with a potential clustering proposal but they rejected this.  
 
Q4: To St Clement PC.  The existing St Clement/St Michael Penkivel boundary is down 
the river; what defines St Clement’s proposed new boundary? 
A4: St Clement PC.  It is drawn around the households in the area affected, and field 
boundaries.  The PC is open to suggestions on this point. 
 
Q5: The Panel asked for views on St Clement PC’s proposal for the southern part of its 
boundary with Truro Parish.   
A5: St Clement PC: The PC is willing to talk to TCC about this.  The households in the 
area (Scarcewater etc) it wishes to take in are rural and very close to St Clement 
village.  The area was historically in St Clement Parish but, in the 1930s, was 
transferred to Truro Parish.  It also reflects Duchy ownership and farms [Nance Farm 
and Menadews Farm currently fall within the two parishes].  
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A5: Truro City Council: TCC can see no immediate issues with how this section of the 
boundary has been drawn.  The only concern is about Belvedere, within the northern 
part of the proposed boundary.  
 
Q6: (i) Is there any development land in the area that Truro wishes to take in from 
Kenwyn? (ii) Is there land in the area protected in the NDP? (iii) Is there a natural 
boundary between Truro and Gloweth? 
A6: Truro City Council: (i) There are proposals for development which would almost 
join Truro to Threemilestone, and go up to Treliske industrial estate (Willow 
Green/Maiden Green).  There are no current planning applications. (ii) It is part of the 
area that could be developed; the preference is that brownfield land is developed first, 
with development going out from the city (as opposed to greenfield development with 
development from the rural area towards the city); (iii) There isn’t one; part of the 
reason for our proposals is that, in the absence of a natural boundary, the current 
boundary is a false one.  
 
Q7: We have not heard much about the community view.  Is there any evidence that 
communities support the various proposals? 
A7: Truro CC: We would be keen to carry out public consultation, using an independent 
consultant if this is deemed necessary.  We want to gain residents’ support and hope 
they can see our arguments. 
A7: Probus PC: Bob Egerton CC consulted the small number of residents affected by the 
Grampound-with-Creed proposal; they are happy to change.  There is not the same 
support for the other proposals which affect our Parish.  
A7: St Clement PC: We would be happy to have an agreed letter between ourselves, St 
Erme and Probus and consult on this basis.  We have not undertaken consultation on 
our proposal in relation to St Michael Penkivel; we think this is pragmatic and that it is 
obvious that Tresillian should not continue to be split.  In terms of our boundary with 
Truro, we think residents will support our position and are happy to undertake 
consultation as agreed by the Electoral Review Panel/in association with Truro City 
Council.    
A7: St Michael Penkivel PC: There has been no consultation on St Clement’s proposed 
boundary change; the residents we know in the households affected want no change.  
We have also received a submission from the local Parochial Church Council [of 
Tresillian and Lamorran with Merther] who strongly object to the St Clement proposal. 
 
(2iii) Statements on these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 
 
(a) Resident of Tresillian, St Clement Parish (also a St Clement Parish Councillor but 
speaking in a personal capacity) 

• Several people on both sides of the boundary have approached me; the 
groundswell of opinion is that St Clement PC’s annexation shouldn’t take place.  
There is resistance and anger, bubbling on both sides of the border.  
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• Tresillian has a strong community.  I’ve lived there for 10 years.  In the past, the 
village had a strong community spirit, which dipped in recent decades due to 
demographics; more recently, there has been a resurgence in this spirit.  The 
Tresillian Improvement Group has played a key role in this; the visual appeal of the 
village has been enhanced. 

• I don’t like the thought that this community spirit will be dissolved so have it in 
mind to raise a motion at the Parish Council to rescind the proposal to annexe this 
area of St Michael Penkivel Parish.  St Michael Penkivel PC has made its case 
strongly. 

• Tresillian is a happy village; I want it to stay this way.  
 
(b) St Michael Penkivel resident 

• The resident read a letter from a farmer whose farm is in the St Michael Penkivel 
part of Tresillian; the text of the letter is reproduced below: 

• “I have lived for 52 years in the parish of St Michael Penkivel, in which I was born, 
that St Clement have suggested they take over.  My business is based in this part of 
St Michael Penkivel and I identify strongly with St Michael Penkivel and have no 
desire whatsoever to be ‘moved’ into another parish.  The existing river boundary is 
entirely sensible.  My wider family live and work in St Michael Penkivel and have 
done so for decades.  Our connections run deep and being St Michael Penkivel 
parishioners is part of our identity.  None of us can see the sense in this proposal 
and believe it to be utterly confusing.” 

• The resident who read the letter out added: The arbitrary boundary lines of St 
Clement PC’s proposal take in part of a working farm in St Michael Penkivel Parish 
that is worked by people who live and work in St Michael Penkivel Parish. 

 
(2iv) Statements on the submissions by local Cornwall Councillors 
 
(a) Bert Biscoe CC (Truro Boscawen): 

• A Parish is a place that has resonance for the people who live in it.  It is very important 
that we do not play games with boundary lines.  These lines are very important for 
residents and their lives (e.g. as demonstrated in the letter from the farmer in St 
Michael Penkivel Parish). 

• It is incredibly important in boundary review to remember that, as society becomes 
more complicated, the role of parish councils is likely to change: it is likely that they 
will have more work in relation to social care and pastoral care, as well as the usual 
material issues.  I look forward to improved partnerships between civil and 
ecclesiastical parishes; it is very important that boundaries are contiguous as far as 
possible between civil and ecclesiastical parishes; their relationship will be incredibly 
important to people’s wellbeing and comfort, whether they are young, middle aged 
or older people.   

• Please take these points into account.      
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(b) Mike Eathorne-Gibbons CC (Ladock, St Clement and St Erme PC): indicated that he 
has gained an overview of the different issues and did not wish to make a further 
comment at this point in the CGR process. 
 
(3) Section of the meeting focusing on Chacewater and St Agnes Parishes 
 
The Chair advised that the Electoral Review Panel had already considered and agreed to 
recommend Cornwall Council to include the proposed, non-contentious boundary 
change between St Agnes and Portreath Parishes as one of the draft recommendations 
of the Community Governance Review.  At tonight’s meeting, therefore, the focus was 
on the Chacewater/St Agnes boundary. 
 
(3i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions 
 
(a) Representative of Chacewater Parish Council (Councillor Steve Leech, Chairman) 
[Summary of extent of proposed external boundary changes, from CC submission list: 
“To reintegrate the communities of Blackwater, Twelveheads and Chacewater into 
Chacewater Parish to be known as Chacewater and Blackwater Parish”] 

• Chacewater PC was initially surprised that our neighbouring Parish Council (St 
Agnes) was thinking of taking in a part of our Parish.  We expressed concern re the 
rounding up of numbers electorally. 

• Blackwater and Chacewater have historic links, similar identities and a close affinity. 

• Chacewater: a small, very proud parish; has lots of community events; an important 
industrial heritage; a busy and congested village centre; has lots of development – 
it is important to protect the villages and the outlying areas. 

• NDP questionnaire feedback: residents of the northern edge of the Parish very 
close to Blackwater expressed an affinity with Chacewater and that they did not 
wish to be part of St Agnes Parish. 

• Chacewater PC: an active Parish Council (examples given included: new multi-sport 
and community building well under development; bidding for pedestrian refuge on 
busy Blackwater Road; progressing project with a local landowner to extend car 
parking provision for the benefit of the village and surrounding area and hoping to 
include community allotments and a community orchard; active community energy 
group, being considered as a pilot for alternative fuel project including use of grass 
cuttings, powering of electric vehicle charging units and offset of heating for a 
nearby building; successes in bidding for grant funding including for recreation 
ground at Chacewater, recreation ground/picnic area at Twelveheads, war 
memorials; investment in Passmore Edwards Village Hall; funding matched by time 
given by local volunteers/councillors; PC are active members on the Truro & 
Roseland CNP) 

• Chacewater PC wants to extend this community spirit to Blackwater.   

• The residents use many of the village’s facilities (examples given included the pub, 
hair and nail salon, shop and post office).  Residents of Blackwater are real assets 
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and we’d welcome them as the [renamed] Chacewater & Blackwater Parish 
Council. 

 
(b) Representative of St Agnes Parish Council (Councillor Martin Ripper, Chairman) 
[Summary of extent of proposed external boundary changes covered at the public 
engagement meeting, from CC submission list: (i) “the border with Chacewater PC nr 
the village of Blackwater – change boundary to new A30” (submission states area 
proposed to be taken in includes c. 10 dwellings, 2 commercial garages, a specialist 
education centre and various community facilities)”] 

• St Agnes Parish Council’s aim in making its submission is not to “take land” from 
Chacewater Parish.  

• The southern boundary of St Agnes Parish runs along what was the old A30 through 
Blackwater.  This includes the layby by the shop and weighbridge.  This may have 
made some sense when this road was the main distinctive physical feature in the 
south but, somewhat strangely, has meant that our main Parish notice board on the 
green in Blackwater, the war memorial and the institute, a Passmore Edwards 
building that is now very much a vital community hub, actually lie in the Parish of 
Chacewater.  

• These features are for the use of the residents of Blackwater and are supported by 
St. Agnes Parish Council, even though they exist outside our parish.  

• We could cure these anomalies by seeking to move the Parish boundary to the far 
side of the old road with a small deviation around the institute and war memorial.  
However, the prominent physical boundary in the South is now the dual 
carriageway A30.  The land between the current parish boundary and the new A30 
contains a relatively small number of dwellings that have a much closer connection 
with the community of Blackwater than Chacewater, the centre of which is some 2 
miles away.  

• Hence, moving the parish boundary to the new A30 would have 2 main benefits.  It 
would bring key features used and supported by us into the parish, together with a 
small number of residents and businesses for whom Blackwater is the closest 
community. 

 
(3ii)  Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel  
Q1: Who is remembered on the war memorial? 
A1: St Agnes PC: Both we and Chacewater place a wreath there for 11 November. 
A1: Chacewater: Predominantly Chacewater residents. 
 
Q2: Is there any sense of how the Blackwater community feels about this proposal e.g. 
from any consultation carried out to date? 
A2: Chacewater PC: In a review survey conducted 3 or 4 years ago on the Chacewater 
side of the A30, for which there was a 100% return, all residents said they wanted to 
stay in Chacewater.  It is possible some may have changed their minds.  We would like 
to ask residents in the main Blackwater area; the CGR didn’t give us the time or money 
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to do this.  Blackwater and Chacewater have the same problems; they are very linked 
to Truro; they are not coastal. 
A2: St Agnes PC: We’ve canvassed residents in the area affected by our proposal. 
 
Q3: Chacewater seems geographically closer to Blackwater than St Agnes.  St Agnes is 
coastal.  Blackwater is more aligned socially with Chacewater.  The two roads are a 
major line across the middle, especially the new A30.  What are the connections 
between Blackwater and Chacewater? 
A3: Chacewater PC [Cllr Brenda Bailey]: I’m editor of What’s On In Chacewater.  This 
publication is delivered to places where people can pick them up (rather than to 
individual households).  We take a lot of copies to Blackwater, whose residents are 
keen to get hold of it; they want to know what’s going on in Chacewater and to join in 
with its actitivies. 
A3: St Agnes PC: There are 5 wards in St Agnes, including a dedicated Blackwater Ward 
with its own ward councillor: proximity of St Agnes to Blackwater village is a non-issue 
therefore.  3 of the 5 wards have a coastline, but only Porthtowan is a coastal 
community and the other 4 wards are not.  Blackwater is also closer to St Agnes’ 
Mount Hawke Ward than to Chacewater.  St Agnes PC has strong links with Blackwater 
Village Trust - e.g. lease for play park which it grant funds, funds Christmas lights, 
attends carol services.        
Q4: What is the logic behind Chacewater PC including the fields to the north of the 
area it wishes to take in? 
A4: Chacewater PC: To follow the road/Blackwater Ward boundary; if Electoral Review 
Panel decided to just transfer Blackwater village, so be it. 
A4: St Agnes PC: Blackwater Ward boundary extends further than the area that 
Chacewater wishes to take in. 
 
(3iii) Statements on these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 
 
(a) Chacewater Parish Council (Councillor Rob Knill) 

• Both parishes are going through the NDP process; Chacewater’s NDP is going to 
referendum (17.10.19). 

• It is a good idea to find out the views of Blackwater residents. 

• Questioned St Agnes PC’s proposed boundary line in vicinity of weighbridge. 
 
(b) St Agnes Parish Council (Lee Dunkley, Clerk) 

• Weighbridge and green area of land is location of the PC’s noticeboard.  Our 
proposal seeks to tidy the boundary, taking in the war memorial, village hall, and 
also the verges and noticeboard that the PC manages. 

• I would like to draw the Panel’s attention to some points in the Cornwall CGR Terms 
of Reference which directly relate to the proposals at this boundary:  
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• Throughout the document there are suggestions on how boundaries should be 
reformed.  Notably, paragraphs 21, 22 and 43 explain that boundaries between 
parishes should reflect defining points between communities, including manmade 
features such as major roads; that boundaries will be selected so that they are 
easily identifiable; and also that ward boundaries will be easily identifiable.  The 
proposal from St Agnes PC to relocate the boundary to the A30 dual carriageway, 
and away from a minor road, are congruent with these instructions. 

• In paragraph 4, the TOR states that altering CC electoral divisions to reflect a new 
parish boundary is achievable – and therefore the position of current electoral 
division boundaries are not a reason to reject St Agnes PC’s proposal. 

• Paragraph 18 explains that parishes must be viable and have a precept that enables 
them to effectively promote the wellbeing of residents and contribute to real 
provision of services.  So far in 2019 in Blackwater services from the PC have 
included cutting grass, repairing play equipment, strimming verges, restoring bus 
shelters and benches, extensive public rights of way maintenance and the imminent 
arrival of mobile speed signs (one on both sides of the road, one not on the St 
Agnes side).  The Council is able to deliver this level of service, which is set to 
increase over the coming years, because it has grown its capacity significantly in 
recent times. St Agnes PC currently has a total annual expenditure budget of 
£380,363, of which £37,659 is entirely dedicated to maintenance, a further £8,000 
to capital expenditure, £4,500 to footpaths and £11,800 to grants. In contrast, 
Chacewater PC, according to its published annual return for 2018/19, had a total 
expenditure last year of £45,600.  This year, its precept has risen by £3,154 – 
suggesting that its spending power has not altered significantly.  It is highly 
questionable, therefore, whether Chacewater PC have the capacity to deliver the 
services to the people of Blackwater that they currently enjoy (and can expect to 
increase) from St Agnes PC. 

• Paragraph 28 explains that CC wants to avoid composite names for Parish Councils, 
and the Chacewater PC proposal contravenes this. 

• Paragraph 21 explains that the views of local residents will have an important 
bearing in this matter.  We have received letters from the Blackwater Village Trust, 
Blackwater School, CC Pete Mitchell and CC Joyce Duffin all stating that they feel 
that Blackwater village belongs in the Parish of St Agnes and that the boundary 
should be moved to the A30 dual carriageway.  Our consultation has also requested 
the views of the 13 dwellings in question (i.e. those that would change from being 
within Chacewater Parish to being within St Agnes Parish), which Cllr Jinny Clark will 
be happy to expand on.  It is not clear if Chacewater PC conducted any consultation 
when compiling their proposal, and it is also not obvious from their Council minutes 
what the Council itself thinks, as there is no evidence of a resolution or vote.  

• There is a very strong case for St Agnes Parish Council to be the body that can best 
deliver effective community governance for Blackwater and the proposals to move 
the boundary to the A30 dual carriageway make good sense. 
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(c) St Agnes Parish Council (Councillor Jinny Clark, Blackwater Ward councillor) 

• The discussion regarding the boundary between St Agnes and Chacewater parishes, 
is not only a numbers game - how many should be in each parish or which part of a 
neighbouring parish the other wishes to administer - but it is about real people, 
people who have a sense of belonging. 

• Lines are drawn to demarcate boundaries, often, in the past, this would have been 
a stream or river - the boundary between these two parishes has been defined by a 
country road, part of which became an earlier version of the A30 and because of 
this strange anomalies have arisen, for example the residents living next to the 
Passmore Edwards Village Hall, which is in Chacewater Parish, cannot vote there as 
it is a polling station for Blackwater residents who are part of St Agnes Parish.  
Similarly the notice board for St Agnes Parish Council is situated on a grassy area 
which is part of Chacewater Parish but Blackwater village residents hold events on 
this piece of land. 

• In canvassing residents who live on the Chacewater side of Blackwater, none of the 
13 residents, to whom I spoke, said that they identified with Chacewater, their 
answers were either St Agnes or neither.  All those canvassed said they use the 
various facilities located in Blackwater, the village shop coming out highest but 
others also using the village hall, the pub and play park.  Some had grand children 
attending Blackwater school or Tiggers Nursery. 

• You will have read the submission for the new Headteacher of Blackwater School 
stating that the majority of children who attend the school live in the parish of St 
Agnes. There have been cases of Blackwater children attending Chacewater school 
but this was due to a lack of spaces in the Blackwater school and as spaces have 
become available they have moved schools. 

• I am a governor of Blackwater school and am aware of the strong ties the school 
has with St Agnes. There were gasps of horror at a governor’s meeting about the 
Chacewater proposal.  I have attended school Christmas concerts in St Agnes Parish 
church, worked with the St Agnes Library encouraging Blackwater school children 
to take part in the Summer Reading Challenge. There have been cross Parish litter 
picks and families from Blackwater have been involved in these, as well as being 
encouraged to take part in St Agnes activities such as the May Fair.  It is also 
worthwhile drawing your attention to the submission from Blackwater Village 
Trust. 

• I am also the St Agnes Parish Council ward member for Blackwater so am aware of 
how much Blackwater benefits from being part of this parish.  Grants have been 
given to the village hall and for Christmas lighting in the centre of the village.  The 
Parish handy person does general maintenance of benches, the bus shelter and 
bramble clearance. Another facility which St Agnes provides for the whole of the 
Parish is the St Agnes minibus, (generously supported by the Parish Council).  If the 
boundary was to be redrawn, as Chacewater suggests, the residents would no 
longer benefit from this provision. 
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• As a member of St Agnes Parish Council Planning Committee I have a good 
understanding of how Blackwater planning applications fit in with the Parish wide 
NDP. 

• To finalise, it is obvious the strong links that Blackwater has with St Agnes Parish 
and the sense it makes to include those few residences on the other side of the 
road, up to the current A30 in the Parish of St Agnes. 

 
(3iv) Statements on the submissions by local Cornwall Councillors 
 
(a) Pete Mitchell CC (St Agnes) 

• War memorial: has been tidied up; records 77 names from Blackwater, including 
those who died and those who returned.   

• Passmore Edwards was born in Blackwater. 

• I’ve been Cornwall Councillor for the area since 2013.  In that time, the Institute has 
opened – which I’ve helped where I can, the pub has opened, the shop has moved 
and an affordable homes development has benefited the village.  

• I have a soft spot for Blackwater, it may not have many residents but it is wonderful.  
The residents feel they are part of St Agnes Parish.  Blackwater is linked to St Agnes 
by bus and there will soon be a cycleway, which will make it easier to get to PC 
meetings. 

• I’ve worked hard to get speed cameras here, and these will be fitted soon. 

• From 2021, Blackwater hamlet will come under the Perranporth Division.  I feel 
strongly that the hamlet would suffer if it had both a different divisional 
representative and a different Parish Council looking after them.  

• Councillor Mitchell relayed the following comments from Joyce Duffin CC (Mount 
Hawke & Portreath) as she had had to leave the meeting. 

• A30 is the natural boundary between the Parishes, and the new ED has the A30 as 
the boundary 

• St Agnes PC has done a lot in Blackwater e.g. the NDP 

• St Agnes PC’s proposal for change at Blackwater is much smaller than Chacewater 
PC’s proposal. 
 

(b) Councillor John Dyer (Chacewater, Kenwyn and Baldhu) 

• Councillor Dyer explained how his ED boundary related to the parish boundaries. 

• I’m most concerned about the potential for flooding in Chacewater from new 
planning development in Blackwater.  Flooding has happened in the past (referred 
to 4 inches of flooding experienced at a particular property and flooding at Jolly’s 
Bottom).  Therefore feel that applications in Blackwater should be considered by 
Chacewater PC to consider potential flood risk. 

• I can understand the desire to include all of Blackwater in one Parish to avoid splitting 
the village and its facilities.  Blackwater would be better served by Chacewater PC in 
the future.  The PC would need to increase its representation and have a ward 
councillor for Blackwater.       
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4. The Chair made closing remarks.  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: Truro & St Agnes 
(15.10.19)  
 
Summary of arguments put forward on the most 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, including: the Truro/St Clement 
boundary issues which Truro CC and St Clement PC have indicated they wish to discuss 
further with a view to finding a consensus and the relatively minor St Clement/Probus 
and St Clement/St Erme boundary issues)  
 
A: TRURO SECTION OF THE MEETING (Truro/Kenwyn, St Clement/St Michael)  
 
(i) Truro City Council’s proposals to change its boundary with Kenwyn Parish 
 
Arguments for: 

• Taking in Gloweth is a natural extension; the area has seen significant development 
since last boundary review; it is 1 mile from and well-connected to the city centre. 

• Boundary proposal is a simple extension to the new CC ED boundary.  The proposed 
boundary is strong and replaces the current one which, in the absence of a natural 
boundary, is false. 

• Area was part of Carrick DC’s Trehaverne and Gloweth Ward 

• Treliske is the county hospital and should be in the county town 

• The 6th form college (moved from the current Sainsbury’s site) and the swimming 
pool (moved from Hendra) would be part of the city once more. 

• Wheal Sperries Way and neighbourhood’s direct route to Truro is along Newbridge 
Lane, which is within current city boundary.  Its amenity area is also within Truro.  It 
is natural they should be part of the city. 

• Truro residents currently subsidise services enjoyed by residents outside the city 
boundary. 

• Gloweth would benefit from TCC’s community development workers, and through 
sharing resources/networking with the resident/community associations supported 
by those workers. 

 
Arguments against: 

• Current boundary is logical; affected area is better remaining in Kenwyn Parish. 

• TCC’s proposal is aggressive; Kenwyn will lose a significant part of its Parish. 

• If approved, boundary proposal is likely to damage working relationship between 
Kenwyn and Truro for a significant time, as occurred during previous parish review. 

• Treliske is the hospital for Cornwall; it does not have to be in Truro city – this was 
recognised during the previous parish review. 
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• Would have a significant financial impact on Kenwyn PC and its residents; the PC 
would have to raise the precept to maintain current expenditure. 

• Area affected includes rural/agricultural area, which will be overshadowed if 
absorbed into the city and is better served by its existing rural PC. 

• Losing its 3 Gloweth Ward councillors would have a negative impact on Kenwyn PC. 
 
(ii) St Clement PC’s (“St C”) proposal to change its boundary with St Michael Penkivel 
(“StMP”) Parish  
 
Arguments for: 

• Would place all of Tresillian in a single Parish (“St C”), reflecting the village’s growth 
and supporting good governance and cohesiveness. 

• PC grant funds Tresillian Improvement Group, which maintains a planting area in 
part of the village within StMP, and Tresillian Churchyard (in St C, despite church 
being in St MP). 

• Lobbying for improvements to the A39 is difficult given the current split. 

• Tresillian residents in St MP have to travel several miles to vote. 

• Tresillian is a hub for the surrounding area; residents in the affected area engage 
with Tresillian, access Tresillian services and facilities. 

• The proposal only affects 14 properties and, if they are transferred, St MP PC would 
still exist as a PC.  The financial impact on St MP PC would be c.£250pa. 

• The affected area is a natural part of Tresillian village 

• The “Welcome to Tresillian” sign is in the affected area. 

• Proposal is pragmatic and reflects the CGR tests. 
 
Arguments against: 

• Creates negativity and has no benefits. 

• Would make St MP PC unviable, against its will as electorate would drop below 150.  
This is against CGR guidelines which strongly discourage abolishing Parish Councils. 

• Residents in the area affected want to stay in St MP, and strongly identify with it.   
People on both sides of the boundary oppose the proposal, which is causing some 
anger. 

• Current boundary line – the ancient river – is ideal and clear.  St C’s proposed 
boundary lines are arbitrary and take in part of a working farm in St MP that is 
worked by people who live and work in St MP. 

• The area St C wishes to take in has not grown; the number of households/houses is 
the same as it was 30 years ago. 

• St MP PC already provides good governance and cohesiveness; there is no issue to 
address here. 

• Tresillian Improvement Group’s work in the area is extremely small (planting some 
flowers). 

• St C’s grant to “Tresillian Churchyard” amounts to just £250 per annum.  The church 
is actually called Holy Trinity and serves Tresillian, plus Lamorran and Merther (the 
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latter two settlements are in St MP).  The Parochial Church Council strongly objects 
to the proposal. 

• The current split does not make lobbying for A39 improvements difficult.  St MP’s 
strong relationship with its residents and Tregothnan estate has enabled it to 
achieve success on this issue. 

• St MP PC has encouraged the creation of a car park in the area St C wishes to take 
in; this would take parked cars off the main road and improve safety. 

• St MP PC do not wish to lose the vital connection point of the junction. 

• Tresillian residents in St MP’s journey to the polling station is not a significant issue. 

• St C. has not consulted residents in the affected area. 

• There is a risk that the proposal will negatively impact on Tresillian’s community 
spirit. 
  

B: CHACEWATER AND ST AGNES PARISH SECTION OF THE MEETING - BLACKWATER   
 
Arguments made in support of Chacewater PC’s submission:  

• Blackwater and Chacewater’s historic links, similar identities, similar 
issues/problems and close affinity. 

• Residents on northern edge of Parish close to Blackwater have affinity to 
Chacewater and do not want to be part of St Agnes Parish. 

• Blackwater and Chacewater are linked to Truro; they are not coastal like St Agnes. 

• Chacewater is closer to Blackwater than to St Agnes village  

• Blackwater residents are keen to get involved with Chacewater activities. 

• Chacewater PC’s wish to protect Blackwater and area (from inappropriate 
development). 

• Chacewater PC’s wish/ability to fully provide services to Blackwater, to welcome 
them to the Parish and extend Chacewater’s community spirit to Blackwater.   

• Blackwater would be better served by Chacewater PC in the future.  

• Additional development at Blackwater brings the risk of flooding in Chacewater.  
Chacewater PC should be able to consider Blackwater applications therefore. 
 

Arguments made in support of St Agnes PC’s submission:  

• Moving boundary from old to new A30 would provide stronger, clearer boundary, 

in compliance with the CGR terms of reference.  The new Electoral Division has the 

A30 as the boundary. 

• The new boundary would rightly see key features supported by St Agnes Parish 

Council and used by Blackwater residents (e.g. institute, war memorial, Parish 

noticeboard) transferred from Chacewater Parish to St Agnes Parish. 

• The small number of residents and businesses in the area affected have a much 

closer connection with Blackwater than Chacewater, the centre of which is 2 miles 

away.  
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• St Agnes Parish has a dedicated Blackwater Ward.  Blackwater is also closer to St 

Agnes’ Mount Hawke Ward than to Chacewater.   

• The description of St Agnes/St Agnes Parish as coastal is incorrect.  Only 3/5 wards 

have a coastline; only Porthtowan is a coastal community. 

• St Agnes PC’s ability and track record in providing services/funding to Blackwater, 

based on its capacity, viability and strong budgetary position.  Chacewater PC’s 

spending power is less strong and it is questionable whether they therefore have 

the capacity to deliver the same level of services to Blackwater.  St Agnes PC is best 

placed to deliver effective community governance for Blackwater.     

• St Agnes PC has strong links with/offers significant support to Blackwater Village 

Trust. 

• The CGR Terms of Reference state that altering CC Electoral Divisions to reflect a 

new parish boundary is achievable. 

• The CGR ToR state that local residents’ views are an important factor.  St Agnes PC 

has received support for its submission from key local stakeholders (Blackwater 

Village Trust, School and two Divisional Members).  St Agnes PC has spoken to 13 

residents in the area affected who either identified with St Agnes Parish or neither 

Parish; they all said they use Blackwater facilities.  It is not clear if Chacewater PC 

conducted any consultation on the issue, and there is no evidence of a PC 

resolution/vote on the issue. 

• Residents living next to Passmore Edwards Village Hall, in Chacewater Parish, 

cannot vote there as it is a polling station for Blackwater residents who are part of 

St Agnes Parish. 

• The majority of Blackwater school children live in St Agnes Parish.  The school has 

strong ties with St Agnes generally. 

• If the Chacewater proposal was agreed, Blackwater residents would no longer 

benefit from the St Agnes PC minibus service.  

• St Agnes Parish NDP covers Blackwater.    

• Blackwater is linked to St Agnes by bus, and there will soon be a cycleway. 

• Blackwater will come under Perranporth Division from 2021.  It will suffer if it also 

has a different Parish Council looking after it. 

• St Agnes PC’s proposal for change at Blackwater is much smaller than Chacewater’s. 
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Further Information from Parish Councils 

Probus Parish Council 

The Community Governance Review Panel arranged public engagement meeting 

for the Truro & St Agnes area is scheduled for Tuesday 15th October 2019. 

The meeting provides a further opportunity for views to be put forward from 
residents and parish council representatives around key proposals that would 

involve significant boundary changes and/or the creation of new parishes. 

The Panel has also invited parish and town councils to provide comments in writing 

by 4 October 2019 on any submissions by third parties affecting their parish. 

Probus Parish Council offers the following comments in respect of the proposals 
submitted by Grampound with Creed Parish Council, St Clements Parish Council, 
and Ladock Parish Council, which affect the existing boundary arrangements for 

Probus Parish Council. 

At the time of the deadline for submissions to the review in July this year, Probus 
Parish Council provided a copy if its submission, for information, to the 
neighbouring Parishes of St Clement & Grampound with Creed, as we were aware 

of their proposals for change. 

Following publication by Cornwall Council on its web site, of the overview and 
detailed submissions for the Truro and Roseland Community Network area, Probus 
Parish Council has now been able to see the detailed proposals put forward by its 

neighbouring Parish Councils. 

The following comments are offered: 

Overview 

Probus Parish Council passed a resolution which acknowledged that proposals 
(known at the time) were focussed on tidying up the geographical boundaries 

rather than on the need to meet a particular, or previously expressed, demand 
over time for better/closer identity for a small number of rural 

properties/electorate with a recognised community in a neighbouring Parish. 

It was felt that the principle of following obvious natural or manmade boundary 

markings such as roads or watercourses was not a key part of the proposals. 

Probus Parish Council’s submission of “no change” reflected its concern, taken 

from discussion with neighbouring Parishes as to whether their proposals were for 
a significant enough change in the context of the Community Governance Review 

and its terms of reference. 

The Parish Council continues to hold its view that the terms of reference for the 

Community Governance Review, make it clear that its objectives do not include 

the tidying up of boundaries in the more rural parishes. 

Grampound with Creed Parish Council 

The proposed area currently within Probus Parish is geographically located on the 
edge of Grampound Village. In particular, the small group of dwellings on the left 

side of the A390 in the vicinity of “Fal Valley Pets”. Probus Parish Council has been 
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effective in serving representing its communities & residents. The Parish Council 

confers with its neighbouring Parishes over the relevant planning applications and 
always carries out site visits. Local residents from the area were involved in the 

WW1 centenary commemoration events in Probus. 

The recent consultation exercise carried out by Cllr Egerton on behalf of 

Grampound with Creed Parish Council, with individual residents affected by the 
proposed boundary change is noted. The consultation was suggested by Probus 

Parish Council. 

Probus Parish Council acknowledges the proposal for change and would be pleased 

to continue serving and representing residents in the area concerned. The Parish 
Council acknowledges the relevance of Grampound village to the area and is in 
agreement with a revision to the boundary if the review panel deems it to be a 

significant enough change, in the overall context of the Community Governance 

Review. 

St Clements Parish Council 

The proposed area within Probus Parish and is geographically located to the south 
west end of its current boundary.  The area incorporates less than a handful of 

dwellings related to farmland which extends to the north of the A390 and the 

B3275 which in turn provides an access road to the area. 

Probus Parish Council has been effective in serving representing its communities & 
residents. The Parish Council confers with its neighbouring Parishes over the 

relevant planning applications and always carries out site visits.  Local residents 

from the area look to the village of Probus for local services and amenities. 

At a meeting between representatives of St Clement & Probus Parish Councils. It 
was acknowledged by St Clements Parish Council that it was unsure of the exact 
boundary change it wanted to see. It was also agreed that a consultation exercise 

with the affected residents would be undertaken. This was not carried out. 

Probus Parish Council objects to the proposed boundary change and wishes to 

continue serving and representing its residents. 

Ladock Parish council 

Probus Parish Council only became aware of the boundary change put forward by 

Ladock Parish as a result of it being included on Cornwall Council’s web site. 

The proposed area is a very small (non-residential) site on the edge of the 
Grampound Rd settlement and is seen as part of the business park site which falls 

within Ladock Parish boundary. 

Probus Parish Council acknowledges the proposal for change and would be pleased 

to continue serving and representing residents in the area concerned. The Parish 
Council acknowledges the relevance of the site to Grampound Road and is in 
agreement with a revision to the boundary if the review panel deems it to be a 

significant enough change, in the overall context of the Community Governance 

Review. 

Mr N Gillard Chairman - Probus Parish Council  
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St Erme Parish Council 

St Erme Parish Council would like to respond to Stage 2 of the review as follows: 

Unique Ref No: 708 Ladock Parish Council: 

St Erme Parish Council have no objections to the change of Division name to a 
format that includes the name of all three parish's: i.e. 'Ladock, St Erme and 

Probus' and would support this request. 

Unique Ref No: 712 St Clement Parish Council: 

St Erme Parish Council still stands by their original response submission to Stage 1 
of the review regarding St Clements proposed changes to the St Erme Parish 

Boundary. 

Cllr Trethewey has agreed to attend the Public Engagement Event for the Truro/St 

Agnes area on 30th September to answer any questions and put forward the 

council's view on the proposed changes to the St Erme Boundary if required. 

Regards 

Sally 

Sally Trethewey 

Clerk to St Erme Parish Council 
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St Michael Penkivel 

CGR response- starting point for discussion, alterations and additions. 

For the avoidance of doubt St Michael Penkivel Parish Council are strongly opposed to this. 

It creates negatively where there was none and has no benefits. Under Cornwall Council 

viability criteria, it states a Parish Councils need over 150 electorate, current figures 

available (May 2019) show St Michael Penkivel Parish Council has 155 electorate, so if this 

proposed St Clement submission is agreed, it will in effect, make St Michael Penkivel Parish 

Council unviable. Further in Cornwall Council guidelines it states ‘abolishing Parish Councils 

is strongly discouraged’ but this will be forcing the abolition of St Michael Penkivel Parish 

Council due to its unviability against its will. 

St Clements submission is perplexing - it says it believes all boundaries should be clear, using 

natural water courses – they already are. The boundary line is ideal. It is an ancient river. 

St Clements submission points to the village having grown. It hasn’t in the area they propose 

to take from St Michael Penkivel Parish Council. In fact, the number of households and 

houses is the same as it was thirty years ago in this area. 

St Clements point to good governance and cohesiveness. There is no issue with good 

governance or cohesiveness. 

St Clements refer to providing grant funding to Tresillian Improvement Group – the element 

of work Tresillian Improvement Group do at the end of the A390 is extremely small (planting 

some flowers). 

St Clements refer to providing grant funding for ‘Tresillian Churchyard’ which is well within 

St Clements boundary whilst, ‘Tresillian Church’ is in St Michael Penkivel Parish. The church 

is called Holy Trinity, not ‘Tresillian Church.’ The grant funding amounts to £250pa towards 

grass cutting. Holy Trinity Church is not just the Church for Tresillian but covers Lamorran 

and Merther, which fall in St Michael Penkivel Parish. 

St Clements have sought improvements to the A390 ‘but this creates difficulty with two 

separate parishes’. St Michael Penkivel Parish Council disagrees. Not only does it not create 

difficulty, St Michael Penkivel Parish Council’s strong relationship with their householders 

and local landowner, Tregothnan means they can achieve much higher levels of cooperation 

on such matters. It is noted St Michael Penkivel Parish Councillors invested much time with 

Highways and Tregothnan and as a result a highways improvement scheme is now agreed 

for the A390 junction and bridge approach. 

Further, St Michael Penkivel Parish Council have encouraged the creation of a specific car 

park for residents and elderly members of the congregation of Holy Trinity in the area 

proposed to be taken by St Clements. This would take parked cars off the main road and 

improve safety. 
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This junction is extremely important to businesses and parishioners within St Michael 

Penkivel nearby and in the wider St Michael Penkivel parish, as it is the arterial access 

route. We would not wish to lose that vital connection point. 

Many of the residents within St Michael Penkivel parish at Tresillian have relatives and 

friends close by the polling station and this is hardly a daily commute! In fact, it is no 

further than some residents need to travel from the Truro end to reach the Tresillian 

polling Station. 

St Clements points to a consultation letter which drew criticism – households who live in 

the area St Clements propose to take, want to stay in St Michael Penkivel parish. 

We strongly urge the Panel rejects St Clements Parish Council request. 
 


